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ABSTRACT
Objective Patients with incomplete lupus erythematosus 
(ILE) have lupus features but insufficient criteria for SLE 
classification. Some patients with ILE transition to SLE, 
but most avoid major organ involvement. This study tested 
whether the milder disease course in ILE is influenced by 
reduced SLE risk allele genetic load.
Methods We calculated the genetic load based on 99 
SLE- associated risk alleles in European American patients 
with SLE (≥4 American College of Rheumatology (ACR) 
1997 criteria, n=170), patients with ILE (3 ACR 1997 
criteria, n=169), a subset of patients with ILE not meeting 
Systemic Lupus International Collaborating Clinics (SLICC) 
classification (ILESLICC, n=119) and healthy controls 
(n=133). Unweighted genetic loads were calculated as 
the total sum of risk alleles for each individual, while 
weighted genetic loads were defined as the sum of risk 
alleles multiplied by the natural logarithm of the previously 
published OR of each risk allele for SLE susceptibility.
Results The median unweighted and weighted SLE risk 
allele genetic load was significantly greater in patients 
with ILE (unweighted: 81, p value=0.01; weighted: 16.3, 
p value=0.001) and patients with SLE (80, p value=0.02; 
16.29, p value=0.0006) compared with healthy controls 
(78, 15.76). Patients with ILESLICC trended towards an 
increased genetic load, although not statistically significant 
(unweighted: 80, p value=0.14; weighted: 16.05, p 
value=0.07). However, the median genetic load did not 
significantly differ between ILE and SLE, and genetic 
load did not differentiate patients with ILE and SLE (area 
under the curve=0.51, p=0.78) by receiver operator 
characteristic analysis.
Conclusions Patients with ILE and SLE have comparable 
genetic loads of SLE risk loci, suggesting similar genetic 
predispositions between these conditions. Phenotypical 
differences between SLE and ILE may instead be 
influenced by ILE- specific variants and gene–environment 
interactions.

INTRODUCTION
SLE is a complex chronic autoimmune 
disease with various systemic manifestations. 
SLE is typically diagnosed based on character-
istic clinical and serological features defined 
by the American College of Rheumatology 
(ACR) or Systemic Lupus International 
Collaborating Clinics (SLICC).1–3 However, a 

subset of patients, referred to as incomplete 
lupus erythematosus (ILE), exhibit some 
clinical symptoms or serological evidence of 
SLE but do not fulfil classification criteria. 
Approximately 20% of patients with ILE tran-
sition to classified SLE within 5 years of onset, 
but most experience a relatively mild disease 
course with no symptomatic progression and 
limited involvement of major organs.4–7 The 
factors that limit disease severity in ILE are 
unknown.

WHAT IS ALREADY KNOWN ON THIS TOPIC

 ⇒ Patients with incomplete lupus erythematosus (ILE) 
exhibit some features of SLE but not enough for 
SLE classification. Although some patients with ILE 
progress to SLE classification, most maintain a mild 
disease course with limited major organ involve-
ment; however, the factors limiting disease severi-
ty in a subset of patients with ILE are unknown. In 
SLE, increases in the genetic load of SLE risk alleles 
are associated with SLE susceptibility and sever-
ity; therefore, we determined whether the genetic 
load of SLE- associated risk alleles was reduced in 
patients with ILE compared with patients with SLE, 
limiting disease severity.

WHAT THIS STUDY ADDS

 ⇒ We found that patients with ILE exhibited similar SLE 
risk allele genetic loads as patients with SLE, and 
genetic load did not affect the odds of having SLE 
compared with ILE. Therefore, patients with SLE and 
ILE exhibit a similar genetic predisposition, and SLE 
risk allele genetic load cannot differentiate subjects 
with ILE.

HOW THIS STUDY MIGHT AFFECT RESEARCH, 
PRACTICE OR POLICY

 ⇒ This study found that patients with ILE and SLE have 
similar SLE risk allele genetic load, suggesting that a 
reduction in genetic susceptibility does not limit SLE 
transition in some patients with ILE. Therefore, dis-
ease severity may be influenced by genetic variants 
specific to ILE and/or gene–environment interac-
tions. Determining the factors that limit ILE disease 
severity may help with risk stratification and preven-
tative treatment.
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Genome- wide association studies have identified over 
100 genes associated with SLE classification, including 
variants associated with specific disease manifestations, 
such as nephritis.8 9 Increases in the number of these SLE 
risk alleles, termed genetic load, are associated with SLE 
susceptibility.10–12 Furthermore, increased genetic load 
correlates with more severe disease, organ damage, renal 
dysfunction and mortality.13 Therefore, we hypothesise 
that ILE may share genetic associations with SLE but with 
a reduced genetic load. However, the genetic risk of ILE 
has not been studied.

In this study, we determined the cumulative burden 
of SLE variants on ILE susceptibility by comparing the 
genetic load of SLE risk alleles in European American 
patients with ILE, patients with SLE and healthy controls.

METHODS
Study population
European American patients with SLE (n=170) or ILE 
(n=169) and healthy controls with no self- reported lupus 
manifestations (n=133) were selected from existing 
collections in the Arthritis & Clinical Immunology Biore-
pository (CAP# 9418302) at the Oklahoma Medical 
Research Foundation. Demographic information was 
self- reported. Participants with SLE or ILE were charac-
terised by a systematised medical records review for SLE 
classification criteria. ILE was defined as three ACR 1997 
criteria and SLE as four or more ACR- 1997 criteria.2 
Patients with ILE by ACR who also did not meet SLICC 
classification criteria3 were considered ILESLICC. All indi-
viduals with ILE were previously enrolled in the Lupus 
Family Registry and Repository (LFRR) (1995–2012).14 
Healthy controls with no documented lupus manifesta-
tions were also previously enrolled in the LFRR or from 
the Oklahoma Immune Cohort through the Oklahoma 
Rheumatic Disease Research Cores Centre collections.

Genotyping, quality control and imputation
Samples were genotyped on the Infinium Global 
Screening Array- 24 V.2.0 (Illumina, San Diego, Cali-
fornia, USA), with 665 608 variants genotyped per sample. 
With consulting support from Rancho BioSciences (San 
Diego, California, usa), quality control was performed 
at the sample and variant level in PLINK V.2.0 (V.1.90) 
(online supplemental figure 1). Samples with call rates 
below 90%, extreme heterozygosity measured by Wrights 
inbreeding coefficient (F<−0.05||F>0.1) or discordance 
between genotyped and clinically recorded sex were 
excluded. Variants from sex and mitochondrial chromo-
somes and somatic variants with minor allele frequency of 
<0.1% were also excluded.

After quality control, 542 524 variants were available 
for imputation. The data were then prephased to infer 
underlying haplotypes with the 1000 Genomes phase 
III reference panel using SHAPEIT V.2.79, and whole- 
genome imputation was performed on the prephased 
haplotypes using IMPUTE V.2.3.2. To filter for variants of 

high imputation accuracy, only those with an information 
score of >0.9 were retained.

Genetic load
The genetic load was calculated for 472 subjects based on 
previously identified SLE- associated SNPs with genome- 
wide significance in the European population.11 Of 
the 123 variants meeting tier 1 statistical significance 
(p>5×10−8 and PFDR<0.05),11 99 met postimputation quality 
control and were included for genetic load calculation 
(online supplemental figure 1 and table 1). Unweighted 
genetic loads were calculated as the total sum of risk alleles 
for each individual. Weighted genetic loads were defined 
as the sum of risk alleles multiplied by the beta coefficient 
(the natural logarithm of the previously published OR of 
each risk allele for SLE susceptibility).11 If the beta coeffi-
cient was negative, the count for the reverse coded allele 
and the inverse OR was used.

Statistical analysis
The genetic load was compared using Kruskal- Wallis with 
Dunn’s post hoc test for multiple corrections. Statistical 
comparisons and receiver operator characteristic (ROC) 
analysis were performed using GraphPad Prism V.8.3.1. 
ORs were computed using Excel V.14.6.9, comparing 
individuals with a specific weighted genetic load (±2) with 
those within the lowest 10%. P values less than 0.05 were 
considered statistically significant.

RESULTS
Study population
To assess the impact of known SLE genetic associations 
on ILE susceptibility, we compared the genetic load of a 
set of 99 previously described SLE risk variants11 (online 
supplemental table 1) in European American patients with 
ILE (n=169), patients with SLE (n=170) and unaffected 
controls (n=133) (online supplemental table 2). Due to 
the low numbers of subjects from other races in the ILE 
cohort and challenges with combining race- specific genetic 
load information, we elected not to attempt any other race- 
specific genetic load comparisons. A similar frequency of 
childhood onset was observed in patients with ILE (7.1%) 
and patients with SLE (3.7%) (online supplemental table 
3). As expected, the total number of ACR criteria met per 
patient was higher in patients with SLE (mean 5.7) than in 
patients with ILE (mean 3, p value <0.0001) (online supple-
mental table 3). In addition, the frequency of patients who 
met malar or discoid rash, photosensitivity, oral or nasal 
ulcers, arthritis, serositis, renal disease, and neurological 
or haematological ACR criteria was significantly higher 
in patients with SLE compared with patients with ILE; 
however, the frequency who met immunological or antinu-
clear antibody criteria was similar between the two groups 
(online supplemental table 3).

Patients with ILE exhibit a similar increased SLE risk allele 
genetic load as patients with SLE
Consistent with previous findings,10–12 European Amer-
ican patients with SLE exhibited significantly greater 
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unweighted and weighted genetic loads compared with 
healthy controls (figure 1A,B, and online supplemental 
table 4). Unweighted and weighted genetic loads were 
also higher in European American patients with ILE 
compared with healthy controls and did not differ from 
patients with SLE (figure 1A,B). We next stratified the 
patients with ILE based on SLICC criteria, which are more 
sensitive compared with ACR criteria.3 15 A similar trend 
was observed in ILESLICC patients (n=119) compared with 
patients with SLE (online supplemental figure 2A,B, and 
online supplemental table 5), suggesting a comparable 
genetic load in patients with ILE and SLE irrespective of 
the classification criteria used.

To understand how SLE risk allele genetic load influ-
enced the odds of disease in an individual, we calculated 
ORs comparing individuals with a given weighted genetic 
load (±2.0) with those within the lowest 10%. The prob-
ability of disease increased with increasing weighted 
genetic load for patients with SLE, ILE and ILESLICC 
compared with healthy controls (figure 2A–C). Specifi-
cally, those with a weighted genetic load of 19 (±2.0) or 
higher showed greater odds of developing SLE or ILE 
compared with healthy controls (figure 2A–C). However, 
the odds of developing SLE compared with ILE did not 
change with increasing weighted genetic load (figure 2D). 
Similarly, higher genetic load differentiated patients with 
ILE and SLE from controls (area under the curve=0.62 

for both) but not patients with ILE from patients with 
SLE (area under the curve=0.51, p=0.78) by ROC analysis 
(figure 2E).

DISCUSSION
This study is the first to determine the genetic load of 
SLE risk alleles and unique risk variants in ILE. Although 
patients with ILE exhibit a milder phenotype compared 
with SLE, the genetic load of SLE risk alleles in patients 
with ILE was indistinguishable from patients with SLE, 
suggesting a similar genetic predisposition. However, it is 
unknown if there may be unique risk or protective vari-
ants associated with a subgroup of patients with ILE who 
never progress to SLE classification.

Previous studies in patients with SLE found that a 
higher genetic load is associated with a more severe SLE 
disease phenotype, including a higher frequency of renal 
disease.10–13 16 As the patients with SLE in our cohort 
met more ACR criteria, including a higher frequency 
of renal disease, compared with patients with ILE, it is 
surprising that the genetic load is similar between the 
two groups. However, compared with other studies, we 
calculated genetic load based on the largest number of 
European SLE risk loci, which may be more inclusive 
of patients with less severe disease. Genetic load also 
correlates with earlier disease onset in patients with SLE, 

Figure 1 Patients with ILE exhibit increased genetic load of SLE risk alleles, similar to patients with SLE. (A) Unweighted 
and (B) weighted SLE risk allele genetic loads in European American patients with SLE (n=170), patients with ILE (n=169) and 
healthy controls (n=133). Graphs show the median and IQR. Statistical significance was determined using Kruskal- Wallis with 
Dunn’s post hoc test. *P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001. ILE, incomplete lupus erythematosus.

 on M
ay 22, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://lupus.bm

j.com
/

Lupus S
ci M

ed: first published as 10.1136/lupus-2022-000843 on 4 January 2023. D
ow

nloaded from
 

https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/lupus-2022-000843
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/lupus-2022-000843
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/lupus-2022-000843
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/lupus-2022-000843
http://lupus.bmj.com/


Slief M, et al. Lupus Science & Medicine 2023;10:e000843. doi:10.1136/lupus-2022-0008434

Lupus Science & Medicine

Figure 2 The genetic load of SLE risk alleles does not distinguish patients with ILE from patients with SLE. (A–D) ORs 
comparing individuals with a given weighted genetic load (±2.0) with those within the lowest 10% for (A) patients with SLE 
(n=170) and healthy controls (n=133), (B) patients with ILE (n=169) and healthy controls, (C) patients with ILE who also do not 
meet SLICC criteria (ILESLICC, n=117) and healthy controls, or (D) patients with SLE and ILE. (E) Receiver operating characteristic 
analysis to assess the prediction ability of weighted genetic load in patients with SLE, patients with ILE and healthy controls. 
AUC, area under the curve; ILE, incomplete lupus erythematosus; SLICC, Systemic Lupus International Collaborating Clinics.
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indicative of higher disease severity.10–13 17 18 In our study, 
the frequency of childhood- onset disease was low and 
similar in a subset of both patients with ILE and patients 
with SLE, which may contribute to the similar genetic 
load. As patients with ILE are often older compared with 
patients with SLE,7 19 patients with SLE with childhood 
onset may exhibit increased genetic load compared with 
patients with ILE.

Our study has some limitations. We were unable to 
examine race- specific genetic load differences between 
patients with SLE and ILE and healthy controls due to the 
low numbers of subjects in the racial subgroups. There-
fore, replication in larger race- matched cohorts and 
subsequent transancestral meta- analysis is imperative. 
Furthermore, as we only had age at onset information 
for a subset of patients, it is unclear whether age at onset 
contributed to the similar genetic load.

Together, our data support an enhanced genetic predis-
position towards ILE similar to SLE through aggregate 
genetic variants. Future studies in larger, longitudinal 
preclinical cohorts are needed to determine whether 
the phenotypical differences between SLE and ILE are 
governed by novel ILE genetic variants or disparate envi-
ronmental or gene–environmental factors.
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Supplementary Table 1. Systemic lupus erythematosus (SLE)-associated single nucleotide 
polymorphisms (SNPs) used to calculate genetic load, derived from Langefeld et al.[11] 

SNP Chr. Gene Region 
Risk 

Allele 
P-value OR (95% CI) 

rs1237290 1p13 PTPN22 T 1.37x10- 6 0.86 (0.81-0.91) 

rs116660017  1q23 FCGR2A A 1.00x10- 3 0.80 (0.70-0.91) 

rs10800309  1q23 FCGR2A T 1.18x10- 7 0.88 (0.84-0.92) 

rs10753074  1q25 TNFSF4-LOC100506023 C 9.54x10- 13 0.84 (0.81-0.88) 

rs41263646  1q25 NMNAT2 A 1.54x10- 8 0.78 (0.71-0.85) 

rs2111485  2q24 IFIH1 A 1.54x10- 9 0.87 (0.83-0.91) 

rs1990760 2q24 IFIH1 C 1.69x10- 8 0.88 (0.84-0.92) 

rs6715106  2q32 STAT4 G 8.33x10- 15 0.67 (0.60-0.74) 

rs1132200 3q13 TMEM39A-TIMMDC1 A 1.37x10- 7 0.83 (0.77-0.89) 

rs1131265 3q13 TMEM39A-TIMMDC1 C 1.42x10- 9 0.81 (0.76-0.87) 

rs564976  3q25 IL12A T 2.20x10- 10 0.87 (0.83-0.91) 

rs3733345  4p16 DGKQ G 5.84x10- 8 0.89 (0.85-0.93) 

rs10516487 4q24 BANK1 T 3.58x10- 11 0.85 (0.81-0.89) 

rs4426778 4q24 BANK1 T 1.03x10- 12 0.79 (0.74-0.84) 

rs13126505  4q24 BANK1 A 1.69x10- 7 0.78 (0.71-0.86) 

rs12526490 6q21 ATG5 C 1.48x10- 6 0.86 (0.81-0.91) 

rs17779870  6q23 OLIG3-LOC100130476 C 5.35x10- 7 0.85 (0.80-0.91) 

rs4917014  7p12 C7orf72-IKZF1 G 3.17x10- 9 0.87 (0.83-0.91) 

rs73137125  7q11 GTF2IRD1-GTF2I G 3.27x10- 3 0.92 (0.88-0.97) 

rs7808907  7q32 IRF5-TNPO3 T 1.44x10- 31 0.77 (0.74-0.80) 

rs7812879 8p23 BLK T 1.42x10- 5 0.86 (0.80-0.92) 

rs2663054 10q11 WDFY4 A 1.49x10- 8 0.83 (0.78-0.88) 

rs1913517 10q11 WDFY4 C 1.19x10- 6 0.85 (0.79-0.91) 

rs496312 11p15 IRF7 T 1.89x10- 15 0.83 (0.79-0.87) 

rs112006329  11p15 IRF7 A 1.06x10- 16 0.81 (0.77-0.85) 

rs11246217  11p15 IRF7 C 1.11x10- 16 0.81 (0.77-0.85) 

rs73029013 11q24 ETS1 C 1.09x10- 5 0.70 (0.59-0.82) 

rs9652601  16p13 CLEC16A T 6.26x10- 13 0.84 (0.80-0.88) 

rs12599402 16p13 CLEC16A C 5.55x10- 11 0.86 (0.82-0.90) 

rs243323  16p13 CLEC16A C 5.51x10- 4 0.90 (0.84-0.95) 

rs11117431  16q24 IRF8 G 6.25x10- 11 0.82 (0.78-0.87) 

rs930297  17q25 GRB2 G 1.43x10- 7 0.83 (0.77-0.89) 

rs74908652  19p13 TYK2 G 2.28x10- 9 0.83 (0.78-0.88) 

rs34536443  19p13 TYK2 G 1.24x10- 21 0.52 (0.45-0.59) 

rs34725611  19p13 TYK2 G 4.93x10- 23 0.78 (0.74-0.82) 

rs6679677  1p13 PTPN22 A 2.02x10- 23 1.41 (1.32-1.51) 

rs2476601  1p13 PTPN22 A 2.02x10- 23 1.41 (1.32-1.51) 

rs1801274  1q23 FCGR2A C 2.10x10- 8 1.13 (1.08-1.18) 

rs2227203  1q24 TNFSF4-LOC100506023 T 5.90x10- 7 1.12 (1.07-1.17) 

rs2205960  1q25 TNFSF4-LOC100506023 A 3.84x10- 23 1.29 (1.23-1.36) 

rs3122605  1q32 IL10 G 1.22x10- 11 1.23 (1.16-1.30) 

rs13023380  2q24 IFIH1 T 1.23x10- 6 1.11 (1.07-1.16) 

rs7568275  2q32 STAT4 C 4.51x10- 68 1.55 (1.48-1.63) 

rs7582694  2q32 STAT4 C 4.30x10- 69 1.56 (1.48-1.64) 

rs6445975  3p14 PXK C 6.27x10- 8 1.14 (1.09-1.19) 

rs11130633  3p14 PXK A 5.35x10- 8 1.14 (1.08-1.19) 
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rs1534154  3q13 TMEM39A-TIMMDC1 G 2.60x10- 4 1.11 (1.05-1.18) 

rs78481160 d  3q25 IL12A A 8.35x10- 6 1.44 (1.23-1.69) 

rs4690229 i  4p16 DGKQ T 1.62x10- 8 1.13 (1.09-1.19) 

rs7708392 i,P 5q33 TNIP1 C 2.00x10- 24 1.29 (1.23-1.35) 

rs6889239  5q33 TNIP1 C 6.73x10- 25 1.29 (1.23-1.35) 

rs57095329 i,P 5q33 PTTG1-MIR146A G 1.43x10- 3 1.25 (1.09-1.43) 

rs888656  5q34 PTTG1-MIR146A C 5.60x10- 3 1.07 (1.02-1.12) 

rs10498722 d  6p22 LRRC16A A 2.87x10- 10 1.30 (1.20-1.41) 

rs35789010 i  6p22 LRRC16A A 4.59x10- 19 1.46 (1.35-1.59) 

rs4712969  6p22 SLC17A4 T 1.83x10- 22 1.42 (1.32-1.52) 

rs36014129 i  6p22 SLC17A4 A 1.21x10- 24 1.50 (1.39-1.62) 

rs9462027  6p21 UHRF1BP1-DEF6 T 1.88x10- 8 1.15 (1.09-1.20) 

rs11755393 P  6p21 UHRF1BP1-DEF6 G 2.64x10- 6 1.11 (1.07-1.17) 

rs13205210 P  6p21 UHRF1BP1-DEF6 C 1.06x10- 4 1.14 (1.07-1.22) 

rs6938946 d  6p21 UHRF1BP1-DEF6 C 1.29x10- 3 1.12 (1.04-1.20) 

rs6923608  6q21 ATG5 T 6.13x10- 9 1.20 (1.13-1.28) 

rs548234 P  6q21 ATG5 C 5.85x10- 9 1.14 (1.09-1.20) 

rs9373839  6q21 ATG5 G 3.84x10- 14 1.22 (1.16-1.29) 

rs2299864 i  6q21 ATG5 T 5.77x10- 15 1.24 (1.17-1.30) 

rs2327832  6q23 OLIG3-LOC100130476 C 1.76x10- 13 1.22 (1.15-1.28) 

rs5029939  6q23 TNFAIP3 C 2.39x10- 29 1.81 (1.63-2.01) 

rs2230926 P  6q23 TNFAIP3 C 2.79x10- 29 1.81 (1.63-2.01) 

rs77000060 i  6q23 TNFAIP3 T 1.84x10- 29 1.89 (1.69-2.11) 

rs10245867 i  7p15 JAZF1 T 4.31x10- 8 1.14 (1.09-1.19) 

rs702814  7p15 JAZF1 C 4.67x10- 8 1.13 (1.08-1.18) 

rs849142 P  7p15 JAZF1 A 1.82x10- 7 1.12 (1.08-1.17) 

rs3807307  7q32 IRF5-TNPO3 C 3.75x10- 62 1.46 (1.39-1.52) 

rs12706861 i  7q32 IRF5-TNPO3 T 3.85x10- 71 1.76 (1.65-1.87) 

rs2955587  8p23 FAM86B3P C 7.91x10- 10 1.15 (1.10-1.20) 

rs2980512 i  8p23 FAM86B3P C 3.54x10- 10 1.15 (1.10-1.20) 

rs7831557  8p23 MSRA G 1.22x10- 9 1.14 (1.10-1.20) 

rs7819602 i  8p23 MSRA C 9.54x10- 10 1.15 (1.10-1.20) 

rs6985109 P  8p23 BLK G 1.50x10- 8 1.13 (1.09-1.19) 

rs2736336 i  8p23 BLK T 6.46x10- 32 1.34 (1.28-1.41) 

rs13277113  8p23 BLK T 2.19x10- 31 1.34 (1.27-1.40) 

rs1966115  8q21 PKIA-ZC2HC1A A 1.43x10- 7 1.14 (1.09-1.20) 

rs12114284  8q21 PKIA-ZC2HC1A A 2.75x10- 5 1.11 (1.06-1.17) 

rs2928403  10q11 WDFY4 C 7.18x10- 7 1.17 (1.10-1.25) 

rs6598011  11p15 IRF7 A 1.12x10- 9 1.15 (1.10-1.21) 

rs12575600  11q24 ETS1 G 5.96x10- 10 1.24 (1.16-1.33) 

rs4936059  11q24 ETS1 C 2.10x10- 5 1.10 (1.05-1.16) 

rs11059927  12q24 SLC15A4 C 2.44x10- 8 1.21 (1.13-1.30) 

rs1385374 P  12q24 SLC15A4 T 4.35x10- 8 1.21 (1.13-1.29) 

rs78318981 d  16p13 CLEC16A A 2.91x10- 5 1.43 (1.21-1.69) 

rs72799341  16p11 ITGAM A 1.99x10- 3 1.08 (1.03-1.14) 

rs34572943  16p11 ITGAM A 2.63x10- 58 1.67 (1.57-1.78) 

rs4252665 d  17q12 ERBB2-IKZF3 A 6.23x10- 11 1.43 (1.28-1.59) 

rs8079075 d,P 17q12 ERBB2-IKZF3 C 3.02x10- 9 1.41 (1.26-1.57) 

rs1453560 d,P 17q12 ERBB2-IKZF3 C 5.14x10- 9 1.40 (1.25-1.56) 

rs1463485 d  17q25 GRB2 G 7.34x10- 5 1.14 (1.07-1.21) 

rs280519 P  19p13 TYK2 T 2.14x10- 12 1.17 (1.12-1.22) 
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rs131658 i  22q11 UBE2L3 G 1.03x10- 16 1.25 (1.19-1.32) 

rs11089629  22q11 UBE2L3 G 1.11x10- 16 1.25 (1.18-1.31) 

Chr, chromosome, OR, odds ratio. All SNPs, p-values, and ORs were reported in Langefeld et 
al.[11] All SNPs reported tier 1 statistical significance (P>5x10-8) in a European population. 
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Supplementary Table 2. Demographic characteristics of incomplete lupus erythematosus (ILE) 
and systemic lupus erythematosus (SLE) patients and healthy controls used in genetic load 
calculations.   

ILE 

(n=169) 

SLE 

(n=170) 

Control 

(n=133) 

Age, mean (SD) 47.3 (13.7) 43.6 (13.7) 46.6 (14.8) 

Female, n (%) 151 (89) 147 (87) 115 (86) 

 

 

 

Supplementary Table 3. Clinical characteristics of incomplete lupus erythematosus (ILE) and 
systemic lupus erythematosus (SLE) used in genetic load calculations.   

ILE 

(n=169) 

SLE 

(n=170) 
p-value 

Childhood-onset (< 18), n (%)a 6/85 (7.1) 4/61 (3.7) >0.9999 

No. of ACR criteria, mean (SD)b 5.7 (1.5) 3 (0) <0.0001 

ACR criteria categories, n (%)a    

 Malar rash  

 Discoid rash  

 Photosensitivity 

109 (64) 

19 (11.2) 

105 (61.8) 

26 (15.4) 

8 (4.7) 

47 (27.8) 

<0.0001 

0.0432 

<0.0001 

 Oral or nasal ulcers 113 (66.5) 19 (11.2) <0.0001 

 Arthritis 149 (87.6) 81 (47.9) <0.0001 

 Serositis 69 (40.6) 7 (4.1) <0.0001 

 Renal disorder 37 (21.8) 5 (3) <0.0001 

 Neurologic 18 (10.6) 2 (1.2) 0.0003 

 Hematologic 86 (50.6) 46 (27.2) <0.0001 

 Immunologic 112 (65.9) 100 (59.2) 0.2181 

 Antinuclear antibodies 161 (94.7) 166 (98.2) 0.1388 

ACR, American College of Rheumatology. aStatistical significance determined using Fisher’s 
Exact Test. bStatistical significance determined using a Mann-Whitney test. Bold text indicates p-
values less than 0.05.  
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Supplementary Table 4. Unweighted and weighted genetic load comparisons between 
incomplete lupus erythematosus (ILE) patients (n=169), systemic lupus erythematosus (SLE) 
patients (n=170), and controls (n=133). 
 

 Median (IQR) 95% CI 
p-value  

(vs. control) 
p-value  

(vs. SLE) 
Unweighted     

 SLE 80 (10) 79, 82 0.0208 1 

 Control 78 (9) 77, 80 1 0.0208 

 ILE 81 (10) 79, 82 0.0144 >0.9999 

     

Weighted     

 SLE 16.29 (2.2) 16.08, 16.77 0.0006 1 

 Control 15.76 (1.95) 15.3, 16.1 1 0.0006 

 ILE 16.3 (2.41) 15.95, 16.66 0.0015 >0.9999 

IQR, interquartile range; CI, confidence interval. Statistical significance was determined using 
Kruskal Wallis with Dunn’s posttest. 

 

Supplementary Table 5. Unweighted and weighted genetic load comparisons between 
incomplete lupus erythematosus (ILE) patients who do not meet SLICC criteria (ILESLICC; 
n=117), systemic lupus erythematosus (SLE) patients (n=170), and controls (n=133). 
 Median (IQR) 95% CI 

p-value  
(vs. control) 

p-value  
(vs. SLE) 

Unweighted     

 SLE 80 (10) 79, 82 0.0216 1 

 Control 78 (9) 77, 80 1 0.0216 

 ILESLICC
 80 (10.5) 78, 82 0.1371 >0.9999 

     

Weighted     

 SLE 16.29 (2.2) 16.08, 16.77 0.0006 1 

 Control 15.76 (1.95) 15.3, 16.1 1 0.0006 

 ILESLICC
 16.05 (2.21) 15.77, 16.42 0.0708 0.6719 

IQR, interquartile range; CI, confidence interval. Statistical significance was determined using 
Kruskal Wallis with Dunn’s posttest. 
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