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Abstract

PJI after joint replacement.

was 0.896.

Background: Fibrinogen (FIB) has recently been used as a biomarker to diagnose periprosthetic joint infection (PJI),
but its reliability is still questionable. The aim of this study was to investigate the accuracy of FIB in the diagnosis of

Methods: We searched for literatures published in PubMed, EMBASE, and the Cochrane Library from the time of
database inception to September 2020 and screened the studies according to the inclusion criteria. Then, we
calculated the diagnostic parameters of FIB, including the pooled sensitivity, specificity, positive likelihood ratio
(PLR), negative likelihood ratio (NLR), area under the curve (AUC), and diagnostic odds ratio (DOR). In addition, we
implemented subgroup analyses to identify the sources of heterogeneity.

Results: Seven studies including 1341 patients were selected in our meta-analysis. The pooled sensitivity, specificity,
PLR, NLR, and DOR of FIB for PJI diagnosis were 0.78 (95% confidence interval [Cl], 0.73-0.82), 0.83 (95% Cl, 0.81—
0.86), 4.60 (95% Cl, 3.30-6.42), 0.24 (95% Cl, 0.18-0.34), and 20.13 (95% Cl, 14.80-27.36), respectively, while the AUC

Conclusion: The present study indicated that FIB was a reliable detection method and might be introduced into the
diagnostic criteria for PJI. However, more robust studies are still needed to confirm the current findings, because most
of the included studies were retrospective and had small sample sizes.
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Introduction

Periprosthetic joint infection (PJI) is a frustrating com-
plication after joint arthroplasty. It is well known that
the success of any treatment regimen depends largely on
the time of early diagnosis [1], and so is the diagnosis of
PJL. If not diagnosed promptly and correctly, it will lead
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to devastating consequences [2, 3]. In addition, its cost is
4-5 times more than that of primary arthroplasty, due
to multiple operations, prolonged recovery time, and
long-term use of antibiotics and analgesics [4, 5]. Nathe-
less, many patients with PJI are often treated according
to the principle of aseptic loosening, resulting in a sig-
nificantly higher failure rate, due to the high false-
negative rate of bacterial culture of both synovial fluid
and incision secretion [6].

Although PJI has a series of diagnostic criteria currently,
such as the American Academy of Orthopedic Surgeon
(AAOS) [7], Musculoskeletal Infection Society (MSIS) [8],
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Infectious Diseases Society of America (IDSA) [9], Inter-
national Consensus Meeting (ICM) [10], and a new defin-
ition of 2018 [11], so far, PJI with a low toxicity or
negative culture may still easily be missed [12, 13]. There-
fore, new diagnostic methods still need to be found to fur-
ther improve the accuracy of PJI diagnosis.

In recent years, the role of biomarkers, such as D-
dimer, fibrin degradation products, a-defensin, leukocyte
esterase, and interleukin-6 of plasma or synovial fluid in
the diagnosis of PJI, has been reported; however, their
diagnostic value has been unsatisfactory due to either
poor sensitivity or specificity [14—16]. Therefore, to date,
the diagnosis of PJI has not been effectively confirmed
by the application of a single biomarker.

However, some scholars recently have reported the
good performance of circulating fibrinogen (FIB) for
diagnosing PJI, and believe that its diagnostic value
should be higher than bD-dimer, and it could be
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comparable to the traditional biomarkers such as C-
reactive protein (CRP) and erythrocyte sedimentation
rate (ESR) [17, 18]. Nevertheless, their conclusions have
been questioned because of the small sample size and
variable results of these studies. Therefore, the purpose
of this systematic review and meta-analysis was to evalu-
ate the performance of FIB for diagnosing PJI.

Methods

This current systematic review and meta-analysis was per-
formed in accordance with the Preferred Reporting Items
for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA)
[19]. The research protocol had not been registered, and
ethical approval was not required, because this study only
involved a review of published literature, without involving
the new patient data. Before starting the literature search,
all coauthors agreed to the protocol.
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Search strategy

Following the PICOS methodology, two authors (Xin-
gyang Zhu and Haitao Zhang) developed the search strat-
egy with the assistance of an experienced librarian. A
comprehensive search of all relevant studies up to Sep-
tember 24, 2020, was carried out through PubMed,
EMBASE, and Cochrane Collaboration Library. The Med-
ical Subject Headings and entry terms contained in the
search strategy were as follows: “Prosthesis-Related Infec-
tions” OR “Prosthesis Related Infections” OR “Infections,
Prosthesis-Related” OR “Prosthesis-Related Infection” OR
“Peri-Prosthetic Joint Infection” OR “Periprosthetic Joint
Infection” OR “Prosthetic joint infection” OR “PJI”
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standed for disease, “Fibrinogen” OR “Blood Coagulation
Factor I” OR “Coagulation Factor I” OR “Factor I, Coagu-
lation” OR “Factor I” OR “gamma-Fibrinogen” OR
“gamma Fibrinogen” represented target index. The lan-
guage was limited to English. In addition, a manual search
of possibly relevant bibliographies was also conducted for
additional citations. The detailed search strategy is shown
in Additional file 1.

Selection criteria

The inclusion criteria of the literature were as follows:
(1) focused on the value of FIB in the diagnosis of PJI;
(2) directly or indirectly provided the following data:
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Table 1 Characteristics of the included studies
Author Study Mean age Gender BMI Participants Detection method Level range Threshold Gold
type (range, (N/PJI) value standard
years)
N-PJI  PJI F M N-PJ PJI N-PJI  PJI N-PJI  PJI
Xu et al. R NV NV NV NV NV NV 207 153 NV 296 + 418+ 357g/L ICM
2020 [25] 0.79 1.16
Klimetal. P 65.1 657 46 38 NV NV 29 55  Coagulometry with NV NV 515mg/dL  MSIS
2020 [24] + + sodium citrate blood
14.6 158
Xu et al. R NV 533 56 46 253+ 246 + 94 8 STA-R Evolution NV NV 3619/l ICM
2019 [16, + 35 4.0 analyzer
22] 149
Wu et al. R 69.13 6264 68 41 2449+ 2475+ 76 33 NV 301+ 481+ 361g/L ICM
2020 [18] + + 587 390 0.72 1.87
1119 11.58
Li et al. RM 613 637 NV NV 2515 25.01 363 76  STA-R Evolution NV NV 401 g/L ICM
2019 [21] (23- (18- (1493- (16.71- analyzer or Sysmex CS-
86) 89) 46.66) 33.06) 5100 System
Wang etal. R 634 64.6 87 70 NV NV 106 51 NV NV NV 3.569/L ICM
2020 [17, (23- (37—
27] 87) 82
Bin et al. R 6030 6213 52 38 2362+ 2372+ 37 53 NV 2.86 437 36049/L ICM
2020 [23] + + 367 426 (246- (3.82-
1379 1137 3.25) 4.95)

PJI peri-prosthetic joint infection, N-PJI not periprosthetic joint infection, BMI body mass index, P prospective study, R retrospective study, M multicenter study, F
female, M male, NA not applicable, MSIS Musculoskeletal Infection Society, ICM Internal Consensus Meeting

true positive, false negative, false positive, and true nega-
tive; and (3) diagnosed PJI based on widely recognized
gold standards, such as MSIS or ICM.

The exclusion criteria mainly included the following:
(1) animal studies, (2) studies that were incompleteness
of data, (3) reduplicative studies of the same cases in dif-
ferent periods, and (4) reviews, case reports, and
commentaries.

Two reviewers independently scanned the titles,
abstracts, and full texts and selected the literatures
based on the eligibility criteria. If they encountered
any divergences, they could reach an agreement
through discussion or seek help from professor
Yirong Zeng.

Table 2 Data extracted for the construction of 2 x 2 table

Author Year TP FP FN TN
Xu et al. [25] 2020 105 29 48 178
Klim et al. [24] 2020 52 8 3 21
Xu et al. [16, 22] 2019 7 35 1 59
Wu et al. [18] 2020 25 10 8 66
Lietal [21] 2019 58 50 18 313
Wang et al. [17, 27] 2020 44 17 7 89
Bin et al. 2020 42 2 11 35

TP true positive, FP false positive, FN false negative, TN true negative

Quality assessment

The Quality Assessment of Diagnostic Accuracy Studies-
2 (QUADAS-2) [20], which is composed of patient selec-
tion, index testing, reference standard, and flow and tim-
ing, was used to evaluate the quality of each included
study in the Revman software (version 5.3). Two re-
viewers evaluated independently the quality of eligible
studies, and in the event of any divergences, the third
author decided the final result.

Data extraction

Relevant information was extracted by two reviewers in-
dependently from all selected studies with a standardized
data collection form, which included the following vari-
ables: author, year of publication, study type, average
age, sex, body mass index (BMI), number of participants,
detection method, sample type, level range, and diagnos-
tic criteria. The interest outcomes of our study included
threshold value, true positive (TP), false positive (FP),
true negative (FN), false negative (TN), and area under
the curve (AUC). The third author resolved any discrep-
ancies that arose during this process.

Statistical analysis

All statistical analyses were done with the MetaDiSc
(1.4) or Stata software (14.0), and P value <0.05 was
considered to be statistically significant. The extracted
raw data were used to calculate the pooled sensitivity,
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specificity, positive likelihood ratio (PLR), negative likeli-
hood ratio (NLR), diagnostic odds ratio (DOR), and
AUC. The P statistics were performed to estimate the
heterogeneity across studies. If the heterogeneity test
expressed I* < 50%, data were pooled by a fixed-effects
model, while the random effects were suitable for signifi-
cant heterogeneity (I* > 50%). Forest plots were applied
to depict the results of each study and to evaluate pooled
estimates, while Deeks’ funnel plots were used to assess
publication bias. Meta-regression and subgroup analysis
were conducted to explore the potential sources of het-
erogeneity if it was necessary, and sensitivity analysis
was conducted to determine the stability of the
outcomes.

Results

Study selection

Through initial searches of 3 databases, 75 articles were
selected. Fourteen duplicates were deleted, leaving 61 ar-
ticles for screening. Forty-nine irrelevant citations were
excluded after screening the titles and abstracts, leaving
12 papers for review. Five studies were rejected for sev-
eral reasons, such as irrelevant research (n = 1), dupli-
cate research (n = 1), commentary (n = 2), or review (n
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= 1). Finally, 7 references were included in this study
[17, 18, 21-25]. The details of the study selection
process can be found in Fig. 1.

Quality assessment

According to the QUADAS-2 tool, the quality assess-
ment for 7 studies is shown in Fig. 2. As shown in the
figure, the risks of bias for clinical applicability were low
in all studies, so was the flow and timing. However, the
patient selection and reference standard were both high
risk, because 6 studies did not avoid case-control designs
and interpretations of reference standards were not
blinded [17, 18, 21-23, 25]. In addition, the thresholds
of FIB for the 7 studies were not pre-specified; therefore,
all index texts were high risk [17, 18, 21-25].

Study characteristics

Six retrospective [17, 18, 21-23, 25] and one prospective
[24] case-control studies, including 1341 patients, were
finally selected. All studies were single-center [17, 18,
22-25] except for one multicenter study [21]. Among
the 7 studies, 6 were from China [17, 18, 21-23, 25] and
1 from the USA [24]. All 7 studies, including PJI involv-
ing knee or hip joints, were published in the past 2 years.

Sensitivity (95% Cl) Specificity (95% CI)
- Xu et al. 2020 0.69 (0.61-0.76) @ Xu etal. 2020 0.86 (0.81-0.90)
|| —@-| Kimetal. 2020 0.95 (0.85-0.99) e Kiim et al. 2020 0.72 (0.53-0.87)
—————-e—| Xuetal. 2019 0.88 (0.47 - 1.00) —e— || Xu etal. 2019 063 (0.52-0.73)
—— Wu et al. 2020 0.76 (0.58-0.89) ——@— | Wuetal 2020 087 (0.77-0.94)
—o— Lietal. 2019 0.76 (0.65-0.85) @ Lietal. 2019 0.86 (0.82-0.90)
—@— | Wangetal. 2020 0.86 (0.74-0.94) e Wang et al. 2020 0.84 (0.76-0.90)
—— Bin et al. 2020 0.79 (0.66-0.89) i——@-| Binetal. 2020 0.95 (0.82-0.99)
R Pooled Sensitivity = 0.78 (0.73 t0 0.81) * Pooled Specificity = 0.83 (0.81 to 0.86)
Chi-square = 21.80; df = 6 (p = 0.0013) Chi-square = 33.49; df = 6 (p = 0.0000)
0 2 4 6 8 1 Inconsistency (I-square) = 72.5 % 0 2 4 6 8 1 Inconsistency (I-square) = 82.1 %
Sensitivity Specificity
Positive LR (95% Cl) Negative LR (95% Cl
@ Xu et al. 2020 490 (3.44-6.98) N J Xu et al. 2020 0.36 (0.29-0.46)
—o— Kiim et al. 2020 343 (1.89-6.20) — Kiim et al. 2020 008 (0.02-023)
@ | Xu etal. 2019 235 (1.62-3.40) e Xuetal. 2019 0.20 (0.03-1.25)
—&— Wu et al. 2020 576 (3.13-10.59) & Wu et al. 2020 0.28 (0.15-0.51)
‘e Lietal. 2019 554 (4.16-7.38) & Lietal. 2019 027 (0.18-0.41)
. Wang et al. 2020 .38 (3.43-8.43) —0— Wang et al. 2020 0.16 (0.08 -0.33)
;——e—— | Binetal 2020 14.66 (3.78 - 56.83) & Bin etal. 2020 0.22 (0.13-0.37)
i
D L
L‘J‘ Random Effects Model l‘J‘ Random Effects Model
Pooled Positive LR = 4.60 (3.30 to 6.42) Pooled Negative LR = 0.24 (0.18 to 0.34)
Cochran-Q = 21.38; df = 6 (p = 0.0016) Cochran-Q = 13.54; df = 6 (p = 0.0352)
0.01 1 100.0 Inconsistency (I-square) = 71.9 % 0.01 1 100.0 Inconsistency (I-square) = 55.7 %
Positive LR Tau-squared = 0.1310 Negative LR Tau-squared = 0.0903
e Diagnostic OR (95% Cl)
@ Xu etal. 2020 1343 (7.98 - 22.59)
L@} Kimetal 2020 4550 (10.99 - 188.31)
—————e——— Xuetal.2019 11.80 (1.39 - 99.95)
—@— | Wuetal 2020 2063 (7.31-58.20)
~@- Lietal. 2019 2017 (10.99 - 37.02)
+—@—| Wang etal. 2020 3291 (12.71-85.21)
——e| Binetal. 2020 66.82 (13.87-32181)
L
‘w‘ Random Effects Model
Pooled Diagnostic Odds Ratio = 20.87 (14.33 to 30.40
Cochran-Q=7.10; df = 6 (p=0.3118)
0.01 1 100.0 Inconsistency (I-square) = 15.5 %
Diagnostic Odds Ratio Tau-squared = 0.0403
Fig. 3 The pooled sensitivity and specificity of FIB for PJI diagnosis (a, b). The pooled PLR, NLR, and DOR (c-e)
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In addition, FIB was derived from the serum in 2 studies
[23, 24] and from the plasma in the remaining 5 studies
[17, 18, 21, 22, 25]. Three studies provided the detection
methods of FIB [21, 24, 25], while the remaining studies
did not mention it. Six studies used ICM as the “gold
standard” for diagnosing PJI [17, 18, 21-23, 25], while
only one adopted MSIS as the reference standard [24].
The diagnostic thresholds of FIB were not predeter-
mined but were obtained from the receiver operator
characteristic curve (ROC) in all 7 studies. The main fea-
tures and related results of the included studies are
shown in Tables 1 and 2.

Diagnostic accuracy

Due to the significant heterogeneity in the sensitivity (/*
= 72.5%, P > 0.001), specificity (> = 82.1, P < 0.001),
PLR (# = 719, P > 0.001), and NLR (/* = 55.7, P >
0.001), the random effects model was adopted. The
pooled sensitivity and specificity of FIB for PJI diagnosis
were 0.78 (95% CI, 0.73-0.82) and 0.83 (95% CI, 0.81-
0.86), respectively (Fig. 3a, b). The pooled PLR, NLR,
and DOR were 4.60 (95% CI, 3.30-6.42), 0.24 (95% CI,
0.18-0.34), and 20.13 (95% CI, 14.80—27.36), respectively
(Fig. 3c—e), and the AUC was 0.896 (Fig. 4).

Heterogeneity analysis
The Spearman correlation coefficient was 0.643 (P =
0.119), indicating that the heterogeneity might be
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independent of the threshold effect. Meanwhile, the
Cochran Q test of DOR obtained Cochran Q = 7.10 (P =
0.3118), suggesting that the heterogeneity of this study
was related to the non-threshold effects. The above re-
sult could also be obtained from the no shoulder-like
ROC plane (Fig. 5).

Subgroup analysis

The subgroup results of plasma FIB and studies from
China are presented in Table 3. In the subgroup of
plasma FIB [17, 18, 21, 22, 25], the pooled sensitivity
and specificity were 0.74 (95% CI, 0.69-0.79) and 0.83
(95% CI, 0.81-0.86), respectively, while the pooled sensi-
tivity and specificity were 0.75 (95% CI, 0.70-0.79) and
0.84 (95% CI, 0.81-0.86), respectively, in the subgroup
of studies from China [17, 18, 21-23, 25].

Sensitivity analysis

Figure 6 demonstrates that all the included studies would
not cause sensitivity to the combined results. Therefore,
the results of this study should be relatively stable.

Publication biases

As shown in Fig. 7, Deeks’ funnel plot asymmetry test
has a P value of 0.24, indicating that publication bias
might not exist.

Sensitivity

SROC Curve

Symmetric SROC
AUC =0.8958
SE(AUC) =0.0139
Q*=0.8268
SE(Q*)=0.0147

0 2 4

Fig. 4 SROC curve

1-specificity -




Zhu et al. Journal of Orthopaedic Surgery and Research (2021) 16:31

Page 7 of 11

Sensitivity
1

ROC Plane

Fig. 5 ROC plane

1-specificity

6 8 1

Discussion

Both D-dimer and FIB are important biomarkers of the
coagulation system. D-dimer was once considered to
have good performance in the diagnosis of PJI [26, 27];
however, more and more recent studies have demon-
strated that D-dimer has limited value in PJI diagnosis
[15, 16, 28-30]. For example, compared with 26 patients
with aseptic loosening, Huang et al. [15] found that there
was no significant difference in the level of plasma D-
dimer in 31 patients with PJI. Another retrospective
study on 318 patients (129 PJI and 189 aseptic mechan-
ical failure) conducted by Xu et al. [16] showed that the
sensitivity and specificity of D-dimer in PJI diagnosis
were only 68.29% and 50.70%, respectively, which were
significantly inferior to traditional biomarkers, such as
ESR and CRP. In addition, the D-dimer test results from

Table 3 Subgroup analysis of FIB for PJI diagnosis

different laboratories vary greatly, as laboratories may
use different testing methods due to the lack of
standardization, which may lead to very different results
for testing the same sample. For example, Pearson et al.
[28] proved the variability of D-dimer results through
test data from 3903 laboratories. Meanwhile, the authors
used the cutoff value recommended by ICM to estimate
the classification of patients, and the results showed that
many patients were misclassified clinically [28]. There-
fore, the general cutoff value of b-dimer is not appropri-
ate in the diagnostic criteria of PJIL.

FIB, as another important blood coagulation marker,
has been shown to be closely related to inflammation-
associated pathology [31-34]. In fact, the inflammation/
infection mechanism and the coagulation cascade are in-
separable processes. For example, systemic or local

Subgroup  No. of studies  Sensitivity (95% Cl)  Specificity (95% CI)  PLR (95% ClI) NLR (95% Cl) DOR (95% Cl) AUC
Plasma FIB 5 0.74 (0.69-0.79) 0.83 (0.81-0.86) 451 (3.14-647)  0.29 (0.22-0.38) 17.85 (12.71-2507)  0.8945
China 6 0.75 (0.70-0.79) 0.84 (0.81-0.86) 484 (331-7.09) 028 (021-036)  19.56 (1346-2843)  0.8880

FIB fibrinogen, CI confidence interval, PLR positive likelihood ratio, NLR negative likelihood ratio, DOR diagnostic odds ratio, AUC area under the curve
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infection can lead to systemic coagulation abnormalities,
increased fibrinolytic activity, and circulating FIB con-
centration; conversely, coagulation abnormalities some-
times also indicate the presence of systemic or local
infections [31-33]. In the previous literature, FIB had
been reported to predict or evaluate the progress of in-
flammatory diseases such as appendicitis [35, 36], peri-
odontitis [37, 38], malaria [39], and sepsis [40]. But, it
was not until 2018 that Klim et al. [41] first reported the
role of FIB in diagnosing PJI. Then, several studies eval-
uated the diagnostic value of FIB in PJI by comparing it
with CRP, ESR, white blood cell count (WBC), or D-
dimer [17, 18, 21]. In addition, fortunately, the latest re-
searches have shown that FIB, as an upstream product
of D-dimer, has better diagnostic performance than b-
dimer [17, 18, 21]. For example, a study by Wu et al [18]
showed that the sensitivity, specificity, DOR, and AUC
of FIB in the diagnosis of PJI were significantly better
than those of D-dimer (75.8% vs 75.8%, 86.4% vs 67.0%,
64.1% vs 42.4%, 91.8% vs 89.6%, respectively). Another
study also revealed that FIB showed superior perform-
ance than D-dimer in PJI diagnosis, and its value was

comparable to CRP and ESR [21]. However, due to
limited original research, we were unable to simultan-
eously compare the diagnostic value of FIB with CRP,
ESR, and D-dimer by combining the effect sizes in
this meta-analysis.

It is well known that malignancy, thrombosis, cardiovas-
cular diseases, cerebrovascular diseases, autoimmune dis-
eases, and systemic infectious diseases all contribute to
the increase of plasma FIB. Therefore, FIB has poor diag-
nostic accuracy for PJI in patients with these diseases [18],
while traditional markers such as ESR and CRP also have
the same shortcomings. Xu et al. [25] evaluated 79 pa-
tients with coagulation-related comorbidities and found
that the sensitivity and specificity of FIB for PJI diagnosis
were only 76.7% and 72.2%, respectively. Therefore, the
authors suggested that FIB may only be used as an auxil-
iary diagnostic method in this population. Another study
showed that the diagnostic accuracy of plasma FIB in the
malignant subgroup was significantly better than that of
autoimmune diseases and cardiovascular and cerebrovas-
cular diseases [21]. However, in this meta-analysis, such
patients were excluded or analyzed separately in the
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included studies, which would inevitably improve the
diagnostic efficiency of FIB and restrict the generalization
of our conclusions.

Since no consensus has been reached on the use of a
single threshold so far, different cutoff values of FIB,
ranging from 3.56 to 5.15 g/L, were applied in the diag-
nosis of PJI in the present study. Similar to D-dimer, the
diagnostic threshold of FIB may be different in patients
with coagulation-related diseases or systemic inflamma-
tory diseases compared with patients without comorbidi-
ties [25]. In addition, the diagnostic threshold for PJI
involving the knee or hip may also be different [18].
Therefore, the appropriate cutoff value of FIB in the
diagnosis of PJI still needs to be studied.

Two previous meta-analyses have shown that plasma
D-dimer is more valuable in the diagnosis of PJI than
serum D-dimer [29, 30]. In our study, plasma FIB and
serum FIB were also included. However, due to the lim-
ited literature involving serum FIB, it is difficult to con-
duct a subgroup analysis to compare the differences
between them. In addition, different detection methods
of FIB were used in the included studies, which inevit-
ably caused heterogeneity between studies.

On the whole, our pooled data showed that circulating
FIB would be an excellent biomarker for diagnosing PJI
with an AUC of 0.896, corresponding to a sensitivity of
78% and a specificity of 83%. It is well known that LR
and DOR have been generally used to demonstrate the

validity of diagnostic indicators [42]. Based on this meta-
analysis, the pooled PLR, NLR, and DOR were 4.60,
0.24, and 20.13, respectively. A principle defines PLR >
2, NLR <0.5, or DOR >4 is considered to be a viable
predictor, while PLR > 5, NLR < 0.2, or DOR > 10 is con-
sidered to be a good predictor [43]. Therefore, as far as
LR is concerned, FIB is a feasible indicator for PJI diag-
nosis and may be a good predictive parameter when the
DOR is used as a reference. In addition, FIB is a routine
examination performed by hospitalized patients and will
not increase their additional burden.

To the best of our knowledge, this appears to be the
first meta-analysis to assess the accuracy of FIB in the
diagnosis of PJI after a review of the literature. We noted
that an excellent meta-analysis recently was published
by Zhang et al. [44], but the purpose was mainly to com-
pare the diagnostic efficacy of pD-dimer and FIB for PJI,
and only 3 articles in this meta-analysis were about FIB
for diagnosing PJI, so the reliability of the results might
be limited.

The present study does have some limitations. First,
most of the included studies were retrospective case-
control studies with small sample sizes, so the overall
quality of this study was not high. Second, as men-
tioned above, in order to rule out other possible con-
ditions related to elevated coagulation markers,
patients with malignancy, thrombosis, liver diseases,
or systemic inflammatory diseases were excluded from
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the included studies, inevitably leading to selective
bias. Third, due to the incomplete original data, it
was unable to calculate the optimal threshold of FIB,
and it was difficult to perform a more detailed sub-
group analysis. Fourth, due to the limited sensitivity
of reference standard (MSIS or ICM), PJI might be
missed, which might cause certain biases. Finally,
these studies were completed in different regions or
hospitals, and different test methods or sample
sources were used, so there was significant heterogen-
eity between the studies.

Conclusions

The present study indicated that FIB was an adequate
test to diagnose PJI and would be introduced into the
diagnostic criteria for PJI. However, most of the included
studies were retrospective and had small sample sizes;
therefore, our results should be interpreted with caution,
and more robust studies are still needed to confirm the
current findings.

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https://doi.
org/10.1186/513018-020-02171-x.

[ Additional file 1. Detailed search strategy. J

Abbreviations

PJI: Periprosthetic joint infection; FIB: Fibrinogen; THA: Total hip arthroplasty;
TKA: Total knee arthroplasty; MSIS: Musculoskeletal Infection Society;

ICM: International Infection Consensus; TP: True positive; FP: False positive;
FN: True negative; TN: False negative; PLR: Positive likelihood ratio;

NLR: Negative likelihood ratio; DOR: Diagnostic odds ratio; AUC: Area under
the curve; ROC: Receiver operator characteristic curve; CRP: C-reactive
protein; ESR: Erythrocyte sedimentation rate

Acknowledgements
One of the first authors (Xingyang Zhu) wants to show heartedly thanks to
his wife, Xiaoyang Si, who provided much help for the grammar expression.

Authors’ contributions

Conceptualization: Xingyang Zhu and Yirong Zeng. Literature review and
search: Xingyang Zhu and Haitao Zhang. Data collection: Xingyang Zhu and
Xiaobo Sun. Data analysis and interpretation: Yijin Li, Jiahao Li, Yuging Zeng,
Peng Deng, Xinyu Qi, Jinlun Chen, and Pengcheng Ye. Manuscript preparation
and editing: Xingyang Zhu, Haitao Zhang, and Xiaobo Sun. Validation: Wenjun
Feng, Jie Li, Jianchun Zeng, and Yirong Zeng. All authors read and approved
the final manuscript.

Funding

The article received financial support from the High-Level Hospital Construc-
tion Project of the First Affiliated Hospital of Guangzhou University of Chin-
ese Medicine (Grant No: 211010010722).

Availability of data and materials
The authors declare that all the data supporting the findings of this study
are available within the article and its supplementary information files.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable

Consent for publication
Not applicable

Page 10 of 11

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details

The First Clinical Medical School, Guangzhou University of Chinese
Medicine, Jichang Road 12#, District Baiyun, Guangzhou, Guangdong, China.
%Yichuan People’s Hospital, Jiuchang Road 21#, District Yichuan, Luoyang,
Henan, China. *Department of Orthopaedics, The First Affiliated Hospital of
Guangzhou University of Chinese Medicine, Jichang Road 16#, District
Baiyun, Guangzhou 510405, Guangdong, China.

Received: 13 October 2020 Accepted: 25 December 2020
Published online: 09 January 2021

References

1. de Vries L, van der Weegen W, Neve WG, et al. The effectiveness of
debridement, antibiotics and irrigation for periprosthetic joint infections
after primary hip and knee arthroplasty. A 15 years retrospective study in
two community hospitals in the Netherlands. Journal of Bone and Joint
Infection. 2016;1:20-4.

2. Kapadia BH, Berg RA, Daley JA, et al. Periprosthetic joint infection. Lancet
(London, England). 2016;387(10016):386-94.

3. Chen Y, Kang X, Tao J, et al. Reliability of synovial fluid alpha-defensin and
leukocyte esterase in diagnosing periprosthetic joint infection (PJI): a
systematic review and meta-analysis. J Orthop Surg Res. 2019;14(1):453.

4. Kamath AF, Ong KL, Lau E, et al. Quantifying the burden of revision total
joint arthroplasty for periprosthetic infection. J Arthroplasty. 2015;30(9):
1492-7.

5. Kapadia BH, McElroy MJ, Issa K, et al. The economic impact of periprosthetic
infections following total knee arthroplasty at a specialized tertiary-care
center. J Arthroplasty. 2014;29(5):929-32.

6. Schiffner E, Latz D, Karbowski A, et al. Loosening of total knee
arthroplasty - always aseptic? J Clin Orthopaedics Trauma. 2020;
11(Suppl 2):5234-5238.

7. Parvizi J, Della Valle CJ. AAOS Clinical Practice Guideline: diagnosis and
treatment of periprosthetic joint infections of the hip and knee. J Am Acad
Orthopaedic Surgeons. 2010;18(12):771-2.

8. Parvizi J, Zmistowski B, Berbari EF, et al. New definition for periprosthetic
joint infection: from the Workgroup of the Musculoskeletal Infection Society.
Clin Orthopaedics Related Res. 2011;469(11):2992-4.

9. Osmon DR, Berbari EF, Berendt AR, et al. Diagnosis and management of
prosthetic joint infection: clinical practice guidelines by the Infectious
Diseases Society of America. Clin Infect Dis. 2013;56(1):1-10.

10.  Parvizi J, Gehrke T. Definition of periprosthetic joint infection. J Arthroplasty.
2014;29(7):1331.

11. Parvizi J, Tan TL, Goswami K, et al. The 2018 definition of periprosthetic hip
and knee infection: an evidence-based and validated criteria. J Arthroplasty.
2018;33(5):1309-14 e1302.

12. Koh 1), Cho WS, Choi NY, et al. How accurate are orthopedic surgeons in
diagnosing periprosthetic joint infection after total knee arthroplasty?: a
multicenter study. The Knee. 2015,22(3):180-5.

13. Li G, Renz N, Trampuz A, et al. Twenty common errors in the diagnosis and
treatment of periprosthetic joint infection. Int Orthopaedics. 2020;44(1):3-14.

14. Qu PF, Xu C, Fu J, et al. Does serum interleukin-6 guide the diagnosis of
persistent infection in two-stage hip revision for periprosthetic joint
infection? J Orthop Surg Res. 2019;14(1):354.

15. Huang J, Zhang Y, Wang Z, et al. The serum level of D-Dimer is not suitable
for distinguishing between prosthetic joint infection and aseptic loosening.
J Orthop Surg Res. 2019;14(1):407.

16. Xu H, Xie J, Huang Q, et al. Plasma fibrin degradation product and D-dimer
are of limited value for diagnosing periprosthetic joint infection. J
Arthroplasty. 2019;34(10):2454-60.

17. Wang Y, Li Y, Qiao L, et al. Comparison of a comprehensive set of
fibrinolytic markers with C-reactive protein and erythrocyte sedimentation
rate for the diagnosis of periprosthetic joint infection. J Arthroplasty. 2020;
35(9):2613-8.

18. Wu H, Meng Z, Pan L, et al. Plasma fibrinogen performs better than plasma
p-dimer and fibrin degradation product in the diagnosis of periprosthetic
joint infection and determination of reimplantation timing. J Arthroplasty.
2020;35(8):2230-6.


https://doi.org/10.1186/s13018-020-02171-x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13018-020-02171-x

Zhu et al. Journal of Orthopaedic Surgery and Research (2021) 16:31

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J, et al. Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
Reviews and Meta-Analyses: the PRISMA statement. Int J Surgery (London,
England). 2010;8(5):336-41.

Whiting PF, Rutjes AW, Westwood ME, et al. QUADAS-2: a revised tool for
the quality assessment of diagnostic accuracy studies. Ann Internal Med.
2011;155(8):529-36.

Li R, Shao HY, Hao LB, et al. Plasma fibrinogen exhibits better performance
than plasma D-dimer in the diagnosis of periprosthetic joint infection: a
multicenter retrospective study. Bone Joint Surg Am Vol. 2019;101(7):613-9.
Xu C, Qu PF, Chai W, et al. Plasma fibrinogen may predict persistent
infection before reimplantation in two-stage exchange arthroplasty for
periprosthetic hip infection. J Orthop Surg Res. 2019;14(1):133.

Bin G, Xinxin Y, Fan L, et al. Serum fibrinogen test performs well for the
diagnosis of periprosthetic joint infection. J Arthroplasty. 2020;35(9):2607-12.
Klim SM, Amerstorfer F, Glehr G, et al. Combined serum biomarker analysis
shows no benefit in the diagnosis of periprosthetic joint infection. Int
Orthop. 2020;44(12):2515-20.

Xu H, Xie J, Yang J, et al. Plasma fibrinogen and platelet count are referable
tools for diagnosing periprosthetic joint infection: a single-center
retrospective cohort study. J Arthroplasty. 2020;35(5):1361-7.

Shahi A, Kheir MM, Tarabichi M, et al. Serum D-dimer test is promising for
the diagnosis of periprosthetic joint infection and timing of reimplantation.
J Bone Joint Surg Am Vol. 2017;99(17):1419-27.

Wang Y, Man Z, Yuan T, et al. Reliability of d-dimer determination in
diagnosis of peri-prosthetic joint infection: a systematic review and meta-
analysis. Surgical Infect. 2020; Epub ahead of print.

Pearson LN, Moser KA, Schmidt RL. D-dimer varies widely across instrument
platforms and is not a reliable indicator of periprosthetic joint infections.
Arthroplasty Today. 2020,6(4):686-8.

Lu G, Li T, Ye H, et al. D-dimer in the diagnosis of periprosthetic joint
infection: a systematic review and meta-analysis. J Orthop Surg Res. 2020;
15(1):265.

Zhang H, Sun X, Xin P, et al. Diagnostic accuracy of D-dimer in
periprosthetic joint infection: a diagnostic meta-analysis. J Orthop Surg Res.
2020;15(1):334.

Gobel K, Eichler S, Wiendl H, et al. The coagulation factors fibrinogen,
thrombin, and factor XII'in inflammatory disorders-a systematic review.
Front Immunol. 2018,9:1731.

Davalos D, Akassoglou K. Fibrinogen as a key regulator of inflammation in
disease. Seminars in Immunopathol. 2012;34(1):43-62.

Adams RA, Schachtrup C, Davalos D, et al. Fibrinogen signal transduction as
a mediator and therapeutic target in inflammation: lessons from multiple
sclerosis. Curr Med Chem. 2007;14(27):2925-36.

Luyendyk JP, Schoenecker JG, Flick MJ. The multifaceted role of fibrinogen
in tissue injury and inflammation. Blood. 2019;133(6):511-20.

Prada-Arias M, Gémez-Veiras J, Salgado-Barreira A, et al. Value of fibrinogen
to discriminate appendicitis from nonspecific abdominal pain in preschool
children. Eur J Pediatric Surgery. 2020,30(4):357-63.

Prada-Arias M, Vazquez JL, Salgado-Barreira A, et al. Diagnostic accuracy of
fibrinogen to differentiate appendicitis from nonspecific abdominal pain in
children. Am J Emerg Med. 2017;35(1):66-70.

Chandy S, Joseph K, Sankaranarayanan A, et al. Evaluation of C-reactive
protein and fibrinogen in patients with chronic and aggressive
periodontitis: a clinico-biochemical study. J Clin Diagnostic Res. 2017;11(3):
Zc41-z¢45.

Al-Isa M, Alotibi M, Alhashemi H, et al. Effect of non-surgical periodontal
therapy on the fibrinogen levels in chronic periodontitis patients. The Saudi
Dental J. 2019;31(2):188-93.

Kassa FA, Shio MT, Bellemare MJ, et al. New inflammation-related
biomarkers during malaria infection. PloS one. 2011;6(10):e26495.

Layios N, Delierneux C, Hego A, et al. Sepsis prediction in critically ill
patients by platelet activation markers on ICU admission: a prospective pilot
study. Intensive Care Med Experimental. 2017;5(1):32.

Klim SM, Amerstorfer F, Gruber G, et al. Fibrinogen - a practical and ost
efficient biomarker for detecting periprosthetic joint infection. Scientific Rep.
2018;8(1):8802.

Glas AS, Lijmer JG, Prins MH, et al. The diagnostic odds ratio: a single
indicator of test performance. J Clin Epidemiol. 2003;56(11):1129-35.
Jaeschke R, Guyatt GH, Sackett DL. Users’ guides to the medical literature. lll.
How to use an article about a diagnostic test. B. What are the results and

Page 11 of 11

will they help me in caring for my patients? The Evidence-Based Medicine
Working Group. JAMA. 1994,271(9):703-7.

44.  Zhang Q, Dong J, Zhou D, et al. Circulating D-dimer versus fibrinogen in
the diagnosis of peri-prosthetic joint infection: a meta-analysis. Surgical
Infect. 2020; Epub ahead of print.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Ready to submit your research? Choose BMC and benefit from:

e fast, convenient online submission

o thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

 rapid publication on acceptance

o support for research data, including large and complex data types

e gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations
e maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year

At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions . BMC




	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusion

	Introduction
	Methods
	Search strategy
	Selection criteria
	Quality assessment
	Data extraction
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Study selection
	Quality assessment
	Study characteristics
	Diagnostic accuracy
	Heterogeneity analysis
	Subgroup analysis
	Sensitivity analysis
	Publication biases

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Supplementary Information
	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	Authors’ contributions
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Author details
	References
	Publisher’s Note

