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[ Abstract] Objective To evaluate the efficacy of combining rlr endostatin w ith chemoterapy for non- snall cell bing cancer
(NSCLC) canparedw ih chemotherapy abne Methods The literature of randan ized clinical trinls(RCTs) that compared the effica
¢y of canbinng rirendostatn w ih chemoterapy and chenotherapy abne fom 2000 to 2009 were cllkcted M etaanalysiswas an-
pbyed to evaluate the resulis of these therapies by ReM an 4 2 11 literaturew as seclected nchiding 915 cases Results Can pared
w ith control group, the btalOR of effickency rate of comb ning th-endostatinw ih chemotherapy was 2 49, (95% CI 1 83~ 3.40),
OR of the disease contol rate were L. 91, (95% CI 1 40~ 2 59), both showng sinificant d ifference(P < 0. 01). Conclusion
Canbining rlr endostatin with chemotherapy w as superpr to chenotherapy abne n treatment of NSCLC in total efficiency rate and dis
ease contwl rate
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