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A Randomized Study of Gemcitabine plus Cisplatin and
Vinorelbine plus Cisplatin in Patients with Advanced
Non-small-cell Lung Cancer

John Wen-Cheng Chang, MD; Thomas Chang-Yao Tsao', MD, PhD;
Cheng-Ta Yang?, MD; Meng-Chih Lin*, MD; Yun-Chung Cheung*, MD;
Chung-Chi Liaw, MD; Chih-Hung Chen’, MD

Background: Gemcitabine plus cisplatin (GC) and vinorelbine plus cisplatin (VC) are
active and well-tolerated regimens for the treatment of patients with
advanced non-small-cell lung cancer (NSCLC). We conducted this study to
compare the safety and efficacy of these regimens as front-line chemothera-
py for patients with NSCLC.

Methods: Eligible patients were randomized to receive either gemcitabine (1000
mg/m?) on days 1, 8, and 15 plus cisplatin (80 mg/m?) on day 15 (arm GC),
or vinorelbine (20 mg/m?) on days 1, 8, and 15 plus cisplatin (80 mg/m?*) on
day 15 (arm VC). Treatments were repeated every 28 days. The costs of
treatment were retrieved from the Health Care Reporting System of Chang
Gung Memorial Hospital at the time of final data analysis.

Results: Eighty-three patients (GC, n = 39; VC, n = 44) were enrolled in the study.
Seventy-three patients were analyzed. Response rates were 38% and 31%
and median survivals were 12.9 and 9.0 months for the 34 patients in the GC
arm and 39 patients in the VC arm, respectively. One-year survival was
55.9% in the GC arm and 33.3% in the VC arm. There was no difference in
the response rate (p = 0.622), progression free survival (p = 0.443) and medi-
an survival (p = 0.4197) between the two arms. Grade 3-4 toxicities were
vomiting (GC: 16.3% vs VC: 36.3%), neutropenia (GC: 14.7% vs VC: 20%),
and thrombocytopenia (GC: 8.68% vs VC: 5%). There was a significant
increase in all-grade thrombocytopenia (p = 0.002) in the GC arm. The GC
arm had higher total expenses than the VC arm (p = 0.020).

Conclusions: Both vinorelbine plus cisplatin and gemcitabine plus cisplatin yielded similar
efficacies for NSCLC.

(Chang Gung Med J 2008,31:559-66)
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Lung cancer is one of the most common malig- cer (NSCLC) accounts for about 80% of these cases,
nancies in the world.” Non-small cell lung can- with the five-year survival ranging from 10% to 15%
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when all stages are taken into consideration.
Preliminary diagnosis screens only 10% to 15% of
the patients with eligibility for potentially curative
surgery. Most patients with advanced and metastatic
disease are treated palliatively. Single agents have an
overall response rate of 11-19%.“* Cisplatin is one
of the most extensively studied agents used in the
treatment of advanced NSCLC. A recent meta-analy-
sis on more than 9,000 patients with NSCLC has
shown a modest improvement in the overall survival
rate when patients were randomized to receive cis-
platin-based chemotherapy in comparison with non-
cisplatin-based chemotherapy.” As a single agent in
early phase II trials, gemcitabine produced a 13% to
19% response rate and a median survival of §8-9
months,®® while vinorelbine exhibited a 14% to 16%
response rate and median survival of 8§ months.®'?
Previous data showed that weekly administration of
1000 mg/m? gemcitabine in combination with 80
mg/m? cisplatin on day 15, followed by a one week
break, was well-tolerated with a response rate of
41% and a 1-year survival rate of 59%."" Several
phase II/III studies have shown that gemcitabine plus
cisplatin (GC) and vinorelbine plus cisplatin (VC)
were active in patients with advanced NSCLC.¢+!19
Our study of the safety and efficacy of GC and VC
administered to patients with advanced NSCLC is
presented below.

METHODS

Patient eligibility

Patients eligible for this study had histologically
confirmed stage IIIB or IV NSCLC. Patients were
required to have a measurable disease, be older than
18 years old, and have an Eastern Cooperative
Oncology Group (ECOG) performance status of 2 or
better. Patients were allowed to receive prior pallia-
tive radiotherapy, if performed more than four weeks
prior to enrollment in the study, on less than 30% of
the marrow-bearing bones. Patients with asympto-
matic brain metastasis were eligible provided that it
was not the only disease site. Adequate baseline
bone marrow and hepatic and renal function were
required. Patients were ineligible if they had a histo-
ry of prior or concomitant malignancy. Female
patients could not be pregnant or lactating. Written
informed consent was obtained from each patient
before being enrolled in the study. The study was
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approved by the Ethics Committee of Chang Gung
Memorial Hospital.

Treatment

From August, 1999 to November, 2000, 83
patients (GC, n = 39; VC, n = 44) were enrolled in
the study. Thirty-four patients were randomized to
receive gemcitabine (1000 mg/m?) on days 1, 8 and
15, in combination with cisplatin (80 mg/m?) on day
15, thus being categorized into the GC arm. The VC
arm was comprised of the other 39 patients receiving
vinorelbine (20 mg/m?) on days 1, 8 and 15 while
cisplatin (80 mg/m?) was administered on day 15.
Treatments were repeated every 28 days in both
arms. No prophylactic granulocyte colony stimulat-
ing factor was administered.

Patients were scheduled to receive cisplatin at
80 mg/m? which was diluted with 500 ml normal
saline and administered intravenously over three
hours. Prehydration and posthydration using 2 liters
of normal saline was done on the day of cisplatin
infusion. Ondansetron, dexamethasone, and metoclo-
pramide were used as prophylactic antiemetic med-
ications.

Gemcitabine was administered at a dosage of
1000 mg/m? in 100 ml 5% dextrose and given over
30 minutes on days 1, 8 and 15. Vinorelbine was
administered at a dosage of 20 mg/m? in 100 ml dex-
trose over 10 minutes on days 1, 8 and 15.

Treatments in both arms were repeated every 28
days or following recovery from hematological and
non-hematological toxicity. Dose modification was
based on the level of toxicity encountered following
the previous treatment course and the laboratory data
on the treatment day.

Dose modification

Patients underwent a weekly complete blood
count (CBC), white blood cell (WBC) differentia-
tion, and platelet count. The dosages of gemcitabine,
vinorelbine and cisplatin were originally scheduled
for reduction by 25% if the granulocyte count was
between 1,000 and 1,500/ul and/or the platelet count
was between 75,000 and 50,000/ul on the day of
treatment, but this was later changed to a delay of
one week before the next cycle of treatment.
Granulocyte colony stimulating factor was permitted
but not required if absolute neutrophil counts fell to
less than 500/ul. Cisplatin was reduced by 25% if
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serum creatinine levels were more than 1.5 mg/dl.
Cisplatin was held if serum creatinine levels were
more than 2.0 mg/dl. Gemcitabine and vinorelbine
administration were delayed if bilirubin levels were
>2 mg/dl. Chemotherapy was delayed for a maxi-
mum of two weeks until recovery if the granulocyte
count was < 1,000 /ul or the platelet count was
< 50,000/ul.

In the absence of disease progression or intoler-
able toxicity, patients were to remain on the treat-
ment protocol for a total of six cycles of treatment.
Evidence of disease progression would lead to treat-
ment discontinuation.

Pretreatment and follow-up studies

Before enrollment, all patients were required to
have a physical examination, a chest radiograph,
chest and upper abdominal computed tomographic
(CT) scans, a bone scan, and complete blood tests.
A brain CT or magnetic resonance imaging scan was
only performed when brain metastasis was suspect-
ed. A physical examination, complete liver and renal
function tests, and a chest radiograph were per-
formed before each cycle. A chest and upper abdom-
inal CT scan was performed for evaluation and con-
firmation of treatment response. Patients were
reviewed monthly after protocol cessation.

Treatment evaluation

The objectives of this study were to evaluate the
safety and efficacy of the two treatment arms. The
unplanned comparison of the costs was made retro-
spectively. Responses were initially defined accord-
ing to World Health Organization (WHO) criteria for
measurable disease which was then revised to the
criteria set by the Response Evaluation Criteria in
Solid Tumors (RECIST) when RECIST was avail-
able. A complete response (CR) was defined by
RECIST as the disappearance of all clinical evidence
of an active tumor for a minimum of four weeks. A
partial response (PR) was defined as a 30% or
greater reduction in the sum of the longest diameters
of all measurable lesions lasting for at least four
weeks without the appearance of any new lesion and
without progression at any disease site. Stable dis-
ease (SD) was defined as a decrease of less than 30%
in the sum of the longest perpendicular diameters of
all measurable sites or an increase of less than 20%
change in the sums of the longest diameters without
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the appearance of any new site and without progres-
sion at any disease site. Progressive disease (PD)
represented an increase of 20% in the diameters of
the sum of all measurable lesions or the appearance
of a new lesion.

For all patients who died, the survival duration
was calculated from the date of randomization to the
date of death. Otherwise, the patient was censored
until the last day for which he or she was confirmed
to be alive. Time to progression was calculated for
all patients from the date of randomization until the
date progressive disease was first reported. Each
patient who received at least one dose of any study
drug was considered assessable for safety. Drug safe-
ty was based on laboratory tests and clinical signs
and symptoms experienced during the treatment peri-
od by the National Cancer Institute Common
Toxicity Criteria (NCI CTC) version 2.0.

Cost evaluation

The costs of treatment were retrieved from the
Health Care Reporting System of Chang Gung
Memorial Hospital at the time of the final data analy-
sis. The cost for each patient was calculated from
first day of treatment until disease progression,
including total expenses during the therapeutic
course, total medication expenses during hospitaliza-
tion, outpatient expenses, emergency expenses, and
chemotherapeutic medication costs. Follow-up
checks and second-line chemotherapy expenses were
not included.

Statistical considerations

This study was designed to enroll a total of 80
patients. The primary hypothesis was that the
response rates were equal in these two regimens and
that the lower limit of the 95% confidence interval
(CI) was higher than 20% for the response rates of
the two arms. A 40% response rate would predict a
95% CI ranging from 21.3% to 56.8%. Kaplan-Meier
estimates were used for the analysis of all time-to-
event variables such as survival duration, time to
progression, and duration of response. The response
rates were compared using Fisher’s exact test.
Toxicity was evaluated by taking the worst reported
event per patient into consideration. For each class of
toxicity, treatment arms were compared using
Fisher’s exact test in the 2 X 2 table format for the
occurrence of any level of toxicity and severe toxici-



ty. Survival duration and time-to-progression were
computed by conducting a log-rank comparison.
Costs were compared by applying the independent
sample ¢ test.

RESULTS

Patient characteristics

A total of 83 patients were enrolled at Chang
Gung Memorial Hospital between August, 1999 and
November, 2000 (Table 1). The median follow-up
time was 27.6 months. Ten patients did not meet the
eligibility criteria, four because of malignancy other
than NSCLC, two because of incorrect staging, one
because of a lack of adequate performance or bone
marrow reserve, and three because of prior
chemotherapy. Thirty-four patients were enrolled
into the GC arm and thirty-nine were enrolled into

Table 1. Patient Characteristics

GC vC
No % No %o

Eligible 34 39
Gender

Male 24 70.6 25 64

Female 10 294 14 36
Age

Median 62.4 61.6

Range 34~81 23~85
Pathology

Adenocarcinoma 22 64.7 24 61.5

Squamous cell carcinoma 8 23.5 13 333

Large cell carcinoma 4 11.8 2 5.1
Stage

1IIb 9 26.5 14 35.9

v 25 73.5 25 64.1
ECOG

0 0 0 1 2.6

1 18 529 24 61.5

2 16 47.1 14 35.9
Cycle

1 4 11.8 4 10.3

2 2 59 6 15.4

3 4 11.8 4 10.3

4 2 59 4 10.3

5 0 0 4 10.3

6 22 64.7 17 43.6

Mean 4.71 4.26
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the VC arm. There were seventy-three patients eligi-
ble for response evaluation, with characteristics list-
ed in Table 1. The two groups were comparable with
respect to sex, age, and ECOG performance status.
Disease characteristics, including cell types and
stages of the two treatment groups, were comparable.

Dosing

Of the 73 eligible patients, 160 courses of GC
were administered to 34 patients, while 166 courses
of VC were administered to 39 patients. The mean
numbers of courses were 4.7 in the GC arm and 4.3
in the VC arm. The number of courses administered
per patient did not differ significantly between the
two arms (p = 0.221). In the GC arm, 60% of
patients received the full-schedule chemotherapy
doses without dose modification or delay, in compar-
ison with the 34% in the VC arm. Compliance was
insignificantly (p = 0.062) favorable for the GC arm.

Treatment response

Among the assessable patients, the overall
response rates were 38% in the GC arm (13 of 34
patients; 95% confidence interval, 21% to 55%) and
31% in the VC arm (12 of 31 patients; 95% CI, 16%
to 46%) (Table 2). The response rates for the two
arms did not differ significantly (p = 0.622).

Time to progression and response duration

The median time to progression was 6.6 months
(95% CI, 5.2 to 7.6 months) in the GC arm, while it
was 5.3 months (95% CI, 4.7 to 8.5 months) in the
VC arm. The difference in time to progression in the
VC arm, when compared with the GC arm, was sta-
tistically insignificant (p = 0.443). Response dura-
tions were 4.57 (95% CI, 4.0 to 7.8) months and 4.1
(95% CI, 2.1 to 9.1) months in the GC and VC arms,

Table 2. Clinical Response

GC vC
(N=34) (N=39) p value
N % 95%CI N % 95%CI

Complete response 0 0 0 0
Partial response 13 38 (21-55) 12 31 (16-46) 0.622
Stable disease 10 29 (16-43) 12 31 (16-46) 0.795

Disease progression 11 33 (1547) 15 38 (22-54) 0.698
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respectively. No difference was observed in the
response duration (p = 0.461).

One-year survival and overall survival

At the time of this analysis in August, 2003, 29
(85.3%) of the 34 patients in the GC arm and 33
(84.6%) of the 41 patients in the VC arm had died
(Fig. 1). The median survival duration was 12.9
months in the GC arm versus 9.0 months in the VC
arm (p = 0.4197 by log-rank test). The Kaplan-Meier
estimate of the 1-year survival rates were 55.9% in
the GC arm and 33.3% in the VC arm.

Cost evaluation

Mean total expenses were significantly
(p = 0.020) higher in the GC arm ($277,318 NT dol-
lars) than in the VC arm ($193,684 NT dollars)
(Table 3). The GC arm had a higher level of outpa-
tient expenses and chemotherapeutic agent fees.
Gemcitabine ($163,802 NT dollars) was the major
expense and its cost was significantly (p < 0.001)
higher than that of vinorelbine ($64,811 NT dollars).
There were no differences in the total admission fees,
cisplatin fee, and emergency room visit costs.

Follow-up therapy
Patients whose disease conditions progressed

1.0 12

Cumulative Survival

0.0 - - -

0 10 20 30 40
Months

Fig. 1 Overall survival for GC (solid) and VC (dots). The

median survival time was comparable in both arms (p =

0.4197 by log-rank test). The median survival was 12.9

months in the GC arm versus 9.0 months in the VC arm. The

Kaplan-Meier estimate of the 1- year survival rates were
55.9% in the GC arm and 33.3% in the VC arm.
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Table 3. Costs of Gemcitabine plus cisplatin and Vinorelbine plus cis-
platin

GC(N=34)
Mean £SD

VC (N =39)
Mean £ SD

p value

277318 £129636 193683195599  0.002
102448 £ 80761 106702 £79400  0.821
173394+ 93386 84858 +47610 < 0.001
Emergency-room visits 1474 £ 3268 2123+ 3322 0404
175529+ 76950 75667 £40113 < 0.001
10855+ 5486  0.491

Total expenses”
Admission’

Outpatient visits’

Chemotherapy*
Cisplatin 11727+ 5231

*: Cost in NT dollars; NT$35 equaled approximately 1 US dollar at the
time of this study; f: All drug expenses included; #: Chemotherapy
including gemcitabine, vinorelbine and cisplatin.

during therapy or the follow-up period received sec-
ond-line docetaxel chemotherapy. Twenty patients in
the GC arm and 15 in the VC arm received second-
line treatment. There was no significant difference in
post-progression therapy between the two arms.

Toxicity

All eligible patients receiving at least one dose
of therapy were considered in this analysis (34
patients in the GC arm and 39 patients in the VC
arm) (Table 4). Thrombocytopenia was observed sig-
nificantly more frequently in the GC arm than in the
VC arm (p = 0.002). However, most of these were
grade 1-2 (61.8% vs 23%). Grade 3-4 thrombocy-
topenia induced by the GC combination occurred in
only 8.8% of patients. Grade 3-4 neutropenia was
present in 14.7% and 20% of the patients in the GC
and VC arms (p = 0.530), respectively. There was
one death due to toxicity in the VC arm.

Table 5 lists the non-hematological toxicity
associated with the GC and VC combinations. With
the exception of asthenia and nausea/vomiting, the
frequency of severe non-hematological adverse
events was low in both study arms. Nausea and vom-
iting were the most frequently reported gastrointesti-
nal side effects. Significantly more patients experi-
enced vomiting in the VC arm than the GC arm (p =
0.004).

DISCUSSION

A previous report by the authors showed a
40.6% response rate and a median survival of 13.5



Table 4. Hematological Toxicity
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GC (N=34) VC (N =39)
p value
Grade 1/2 % Grade 3/4 Grade 1/2 % Grade 3/4 %
Neutropenia 17 50 5 16 41 8 20 0.530
Thrombocytopenia 21 61.8 3 9 23 2 5 0.002
Anemia 25 73.6 9 28 72 8 20 0.111
Table 5. Non-hematological Toxicity powered design.
GC (N = 34) VC (N = 39) Schiller et al. reported a randomization trial

Grade  Grade Grade  Grade p value
12(%) 3/4 (%) 1/2(%) 3/4 (%)

Vomiting 34.3 16.3 46.8 36.6 0.004
Mucositis 29 29 12.2 0 0.260
Diarrhea 5.7 0.0 17.1 2.4 0.239
Constipation 5.7 0.0 7.3 4.9 0.260
Fever 0.0 0.0 9.7 24 0.206
Skin 29 0.0 4.9 0 0.652
Neuropathy 14.3 2.9 17.1 0 0.141
Fatigue 22.8 5.6 26.8 24.4 0.037
Myalgia 8.6 2.9 14.6 2.4 0.443
Allergy 0.0 2.9 9.8 0 0.096
Edema 2.9 0.0 7.3 2.4 0.435
Alopecia 28.6 0.0 24.4 0 0.604
Renal 28.6 0.0 19.5 0 0.337
Liver 55.6 0.0 439 4.8 0.101

months for GC treatment of NSCLC, with a 1-year
survival rate of 59%."" The survival curve for
patients in the GC arm was practically superim-
poseable. Both the median and 1-year survival rates
observed in the present study were also comparable
with those reported by Abratt et al."? The overall
response rate, time to progression, and median sur-
vival duration were similar to those of the Southern
Italy group."?

In this study, there were no significant differ-
ences between GC and VC in terms of response rate,
time to progression and median survival. A mathe-
matical difference in the 1-year survival rate was
noted between GC (55.9%) and VC (33.3%).
However, this difference was not statistically signifi-
cant. Failure to demonstrate statistical significance
could be caused by true insignificance or an under-

comparing four regimens that showed that paclitaxel
in combination with carboplatin (PC) had a higher
response rate than docetaxel with cisplatin and GC,
but the GC arm had a longer time-to-disease progres-
sion (TTP)."» Kelly et al. showed in a phase III ran-
domization trial that PC was as efficacious as VC for
the treatment of advanced non-small-cell lung can-
cer."® The TTP did not differ between PC and VC. In
their study, PC was demonstrated to be less toxic and
better tolerated but more expensive than VC. The
present study also showed that VC was less tolerated
than GC and that compliance was better with GC.

In general, the toxicity levels of the GC and VC
regimens were manageable. Only one patient in the
GC arm ceased treatment early because of toxicity.
One patient in the VC arm died of neutropenic sep-
sis. Compliance was favorable for the GC arm. In
general, both the high dosage of cisplatin given in a
single day and the weekly administration of vinorel-
bine resulted in postponement of further treatment
due to severe vomiting and neutropenia in the VC
arm. The GC arm was noted to have an associated
but mild throbocytopenia. There were no significant
differences between arms in terms of grade 3-4
thrombocytopenia.

Chen et al. conducted a cost-effectiveness study
of advanced NSCLC in Taiwan. Both the PC and
paclitaxel with gemcitabine (PG) arms were more
expensive than either the GC or VC arm."” The
mean total costs of PC and PG were $382,442 and
$455,484 NT dollars, respectively. The efficacies of
the PC and PG were similar to the present study.

Targeted therapy has recently been demonstrat-
ed to be encouraging as the treatment for advanced
NSCLC." Gefitinib was shown to yield survival
benefits only in East Asian populations.“” This eth-
nic difference was not sufficiently significant for
chemotherapy. Further studies comparing the effica-
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cy of gefitinib or erlotinib with chemotherapy will
then be warranted. On the basis of this randomized
trial, GC and VC regimens are equally effective and
safe for treatment of advanced NSCLC.

Acknowledgements

We would like to thank Ms. Li-Ying Ou for her

typographical aid and assistance in the preparation of
this manuscript.

10.

REFERENCES

. Parkin DM, Pisani P, Ferlay J. Global cancer statistics.

CA Cancer J Clin 1999;49:33-64.

. Klastersky J, Sculier J, Lacroix H. A randomized study

comparing cisplatin or carboplatin with etoposide in
patients with advanced non-small-cell lung cancer:
European Organization for Research and Treatment of
Cancer Protocol 07861. J Clin Oncol 1990;18:1556-62.

. Sandler AB, Nemunaitis J, Denham C. Phase III trial of

gemcitabine plus cisplatin versus cisplatin alone in
patients with locally advanced or metastatic non-small-
cell lung cancer. J Clin Oncol 2000;18:122-30.

. Wozniak AJ, Crowley JJ, Balcerzak SP. Randomized trial

comparing cisplatin with cisplatin plus vinorelbine in the
treatment of advanced non-small-cell lung cancer: a
Southwest Oncology Group study. J Clin Oncol
1998;16:2459-65.

. Johnson BE, Freidlin B, Conley B. Phase III Trials in

Patients with Advanced Stage Non-Small Cell Lung
Cancer (NSCLC) from 1973-1994. Proc Am Soc Clin
Oncol 2000;19:488a.

. Perng RP, Chen YM, Ming-Liu J. Gemcitabine versus the

combination of cisplatin and etoposide in patients with
inoperable non-small-cell lung cancer in a phase II ran-
domized study. J Clin Oncol 1997;15:2097-102.

. Anderson H, Lund B, Bach F, Thatcher N, Walling J,

Hansen HH. Single-agent activity of weekly gemcitabine
in advanced non-small-cell lung cancer: a phase II study. J
Clin Oncol 1994;12:1821-6.

. Abratt RP, Bezwoda WR, Falkson G, Goedhals L,

Hacking D, Rugg TA. Efficacy and safety profile of gem-
citabine in non-small-cell lung cancer: a phase II study. J
Clin Oncol 1994;12:1535-40.

. Le Chevalier T, Brisgand D, Douillard JY. Randomized

study of vinorelbine and cisplatin versus vindesine and
cisplatin versus vinorelbine alone in advanced non-small-
cell lung cancer: results of a European multicenter trial
including 612 patients. J Clin Oncol 1994;12:360-7.
Depierre A, Lemarie E, Dabouis G, Garnier G, Jacoulet P,
Dalphin JC. A phase II study of Navelbine (vinorelbine)
in the treatment of non- small-cell lung cancer. Am J Clin
Oncol 1991;14:115-9.

Chang Gung Med J Vol. 31 No. 6
November-December 2008

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Chen SC, Lin MC, Chang JW, Wang SW, Lee CH, Tsao
TC. Phase II study of regimen of gemcitabine and cis-
platin in advanced non- small cell lung cancer. Jpn J Clin
Oncol 2000;30:494-8.

Abratt RP, Bezwoda WR, Goedhals L, Hacking DJ.
Weekly gemcitabine with monthly cisplatin: effective
chemotherapy for advanced non-small-cell lung cancer. J
Clin Oncol 1997;15:744-9.

Gebbia V, Caruso M, Valenza R. Vinorelbine plus cisplat-
inum for the treatment of stage IIIB and IV non small cell
lung carcinoma. Anticancer Res 1994;14:1247-9.

Comella P, Frasci G, Panza N. Randomized trial compar-
ing cisplatin, gemcitabine, and vinorelbine with either cis-
platin and gemcitabine or cisplatin and vinorelbine in
advanced non-small-cell lung cancer: interim analysis of a
phase III trial of the Southern Italy Cooperative Oncology
Group. J Clin Oncol 2000;18:1451-7.

Schiller JH, Harrington D, Belani CP. Comparison of four
chemotherapy regimens for advanced non-small-cell lung
cancer. N Engl ] Med 2002;346:92-8.

Kelly K, Crowley J, Bunn PA. Randomized phase III trial
of paclitaxel plus carboplatin versus vinorelbine plus cis-
platin in the treatment of patients with advanced non-
small-cell lung cancer: a Southwest Oncology Group trial.
J Clin Oncol 2001;19:3210-8.

Chen YM, Perng RP, Lee YC, Shih JF, Lee CS, Tsai CM,
Whang-Peng J. Paclitaxel plus carboplatin, compared
with paclitaxel plus gemcitabine, shows similar efficacy
while more cost-effective: a randomized phase II study of
combination chemotherapy against inoperable non-small-
cell lung cancer previously untreated. Ann Oncol
2002;13:108-15.

Lynch TJ, Bell DW, Sordella R, Gurubhagavatula S,
Okimoto RA, Brannigan BW, Harris PL, Haserlat SM,
Supko JG, Haluska FG, Louis DN, Christiani DC,
Settleman J, Haber DA. Activating mutations in the epi-
dermal growth factor receptor underlying responsiveness
of non-small-cell lung cancer to gefitinib. N Engl J Med
2004;350:2129-39.

Hsieh MH, Fang YF, Chang WC, Kuo HP, Lin SY, Liu
HP, Liu CL, Chen HC, Ku YC, Chen YT, Chang YH,
Chen YT, Hsi BL, Tsai SF, Huang SF. Complex mutation
patterns of epidermal growth factor receptor gene associ-
ated with variable responses to gefitinib treatment in
patients with non-small cell lung cancer. Lung Cancer
2006;53:311-22.

Thatcher N, Chang A, Parikh P, Rodrigues Pereira J,
Ciuleanu T, von Pawel J, Thongprasert S, Tan EH,
Pemberton K, Archer V, Carroll K. Gefitinib plus best
supportive care in previously treated patients with refrac-
tory advanced non-small-cell lung cancer: results from a
randomised, placebo-controlled, multicentre study (Iressa
Survival Evaluation in Lung Cancer). Lancet 2005;366:
1527-37.



|

S JEE 31T/ M A P {155 ML B sl i 34 71> e 8

RLE 84 HEE KERE RER BRF REL

£ fRF heEsh S5 5 T A B S AT LG B I e RO RT IR BF K 2 A0 B o ARR B

Va3 S R AR 5 — S R BE 0 52 Ao PR BT A o

H o AR B AR BT REZ —t% ik AFEBRENE 1815 RiE
41 1000 & %, / F 7 % 6942i% (gemcitabine) (GC #41) & 20 £ % / F 5 KthBF
(vinorelbine) (VC #1) » M4 %A B4 % 15 R4t 80 &= % / F 5 K 69E4a (cis-
platin) » HAEA 28 REH— KR - BRBARAERBZER I REFRER TR

A B B o

BB AHEAMLKE 834 E 4 (3912 GC 41 : 44 12 VC 40) » T oAk E & 73 4% o
JE 5 BRE % B P A B 5 i 4 34 45 GC 402 39 42 VC 44 5] & 38% 1k 31% & 12.9
BARIMEA - —F 455 %54 GC WA 559% : # VC 45 33.3% o Hedi iy 4069 JE 53
RJEE (p=0.622)» & BALHEI (p = 0.443) Bz %D (p = 0.4197) B 7&K
SEELER  B= wmymtha kA 645 Bt (GC 4 16.3% b VC 41 36.3%) ~ F i g
fr L HAK (GC 40 14.7% b VC 41 20%) ~ o 45 (GC 41 8.68% 1 VC 41 5%) o T
PEE AR Y E GC M EER S (p =0.002) o GC 48y %% % At VC 48

%% (p=0.020) o
T AR TE ho)lB4A R I% L T e N8 4808 S HE IE ) b AR IR IR B AR ) G R RK o
(= p8&5E 2008;31:559-66)

-

REseEE : JE e TR o (2 > BT ES

566

Rl a8t adtbila MmyRfEmel » a2 - el o R R BB ; e BN Rl MRt
FR BB R EE BREE T RSN FEbLE KR s cE R MPEARL s REKE BEERR
ZXH - RIE96F6H26H : 52 Fl#k : 9741 H30H

SHAEE « BUESLERAT > REFCSRGE MRl o BREER333 5B ILI4RE B SHE © Tel.: (03)328120048475;
Fax: (03)3972762; E-mail: guitar@cgmbh.org.tw



