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Supplementary Figure 1: Forest plot of the association between anti-MDAS antibodies and polymyositis (PM).
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Supplementary Figure 2: Forest plots of the pooled estimates of sensitivity (A), specificity (B), and AUC (C) values of anti-
MDAS antibodies detected by ELISA in DM patients.
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Supplementary Figure 3: Forest plots of the pooled estimates of sensitivity (A), specificity (B) and AUC (C) of anti-MDAS5
antibodies detected by immunoprecipitation in DM patients.
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Supplementary Figure 4: Forest plots of the pooled estimates of sensitivity (A), specificity (B) and AUC (C) of anti-MDAS
antibodies detected by ELISA in classic DM patients.



Supplementary Table 1: Basic characteristics of the eligible studies that examined PM, DM, classic
DM, and CADM cases. See Supplementary Table 1

Supplementary Table 2: Basic characteristics of the eligible studies that examined mortality.
See Supplementary Table 2



