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Abstract  Objective: To evaluate the effectiveness blood toxicity and immune function of lentinan in patientswith lung canc-

er M ethodsW e searched Pulmed (1969-2007) , CENTRAL (Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials in The Cochrane L ibrary)
(Isue 4, 2007), the Chinese Biamedicine Database (1978-2007) and CNK1(1978-2007). We al® hand searched relevant journals
Phamaceutical campanieswere contacted © identify additional randamized controlled trials W e assesed the identified studies in order o
include high quality studies Results Twelve studies(containing 553 patients) met the inclusion criteria, including 280 patientswith len-
tinan cambined with chemothergoy and 273 patientswith smple chenothergpy  Six trials showed that lentinan canbined with chemothera
py group had significant efficacy upon patientswith lung cancer compared with smple chemothergpy group in overall regponse (OR =
1.77, 95%Cl 1.20-2.61, P =0.004). Meta analysis in five trials shaved that lentinan combined with chemothergpy group had signifi-
cant efficacy compared with smple chemotherapy group in quality of life (OR =2.32, 95% Cl 1.42-3.77). lentinan canbined with
chamothergpy group had no significant efficacy compared with smple chenothergpy group in blood toxicity In the three trials overall re-
gonsewas satistically significant better in the lentinan canbined with chemothergpy group than in the smple cheanothergpy group, and
the lentinan combined with chemotherapy group could significantly increase the quantity of CD,; T CD,” T NK compared with the simple
chemothergpy group. Conclusion: The present metaranalysis suggested that lentinan combined with chemothergpy provided a significant
advantage over chemothergpy alone in temsof efficacy for patientswith lung cancer However, most of trials included in the revienv were

of lowv quality, therefore, it isof necessity o conduct multi-center randamized-controlled trials of high quality
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