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Expression of P53 protein in hydatidiform mole:
A Meta-analysis

ZHANG Lei, ZHAO Dandan, LI Jiaping, ZHU Yuanyuan, SHEN Qiankun, HE Tao

(Department of Gynecology and Obstetrics, First Affiliated Hospital and College of Clinical Medicine of Henan University of Science and
Technology, Luoyang Henan 471003, China)

Abstract Objective: To systematically review the expression of P53 protein in hydatidiform mole and its differential
diagnosis. Methods: Relevant literature sources were searched using databases from the inception to May 1,
2017 including Pubmed, Medline, Embase, CNKI, Wanfang Data, VIP and CBM, and the related references
were traced. RevMan 5.3 was used for our Meta-analysis, and Begg’s and Egger’s were used to analyze possible
publication bias. Results: A total of 18 studies involving 436 complete hydatidiform mole (CHM), 369 partial
hydatidiform mole (PHM) and 220 hydropic abortus (HA) were included. The expression of P53 in CHM group
was significantly higher than that of PHM group (OR =2.84, 95% CI 2.00-4.04, P<0.001); but the subgroup
analysis showed: there was no significant expression between CHM group and PHM group in Europe (OR =0.55,
95% CI0.16-1.85, P=0.33); in Asians, the expression of PS3 in CHM group was significantly higher than that
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of PHM group (OR =3.36, 95% CI 2.31-4.88, P<0.001); the positive rate of PS3 in CHM and PHM group
were significantly higher than those of hydropic abortion group (OR =32.15, 95% CI 18.97-54.49, P<0.001;
OR =13.11,95% CI 8.21-20.93, P<0.001). Conclusion: Current evidence shows that the high expression of

P53 may play an important role in the genesis and development of hydatidiform mole, which can provide a

reference for the early diagnosis and treatment of hydatidiform mole.
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Figure 1 Literature screening process and results
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Semi quantitative star system was used by NOS to evaluate the risk of bias, with a total score of 9 stars.
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Figure 2 Analysis of expression of 2: P53 in complete hydatidiform mole and partial hydatidiform mole in Meta
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Figure 3 Meta-analysis of the expression of P$3 in complete hydatidiform mole and partial hydatidiform mole in different ethnic groups
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Figure 4 P53 expression in complete hydatidiform mole and hydropic abortion in Meta analysis
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Figure S Expression of P53 in partial hydatidiform mole and edematous abortion in Meta-analysis
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