H3LE HSM
20124 10 A

K E B
SOYBEAN SCIENCE Oct.

Vol.31 No.5

2012

KEFEFZNXT 2L BRIE & 5% KU 52 0 B &= 2 2 4

FEE mRE, L ¥, HILH

(R AT A0, Wi K1 410078)

E RS IR TR ARG S B E L U A S s . DL R G R R A
T2 RN LRI S T R R SR BR AR 1996 4F 1 H & 2011 4E 12 A Medline ,Pubmed , Embase ,CNKI F177 J5 %%
P B B A DG SR . A SRR 2 T BAB AT 5% AN S 2 491 % HRAIFST o (1] RevMan B4 2547 450 AE /9 & 91 0 5% 1
PR, BT Statal2. 0 GEIF44HEAT Meta (0105, 338 55 I 2 BURT Egger 101931550 & Ry, BFFEFRa0 A 16 30k,
(45 6159 2 FLRIRHG B0 32 b o 1y B A2 0 e (TG N LR 0 9 RS, R W 5 B T R 15 260 22 5 1A e SR
95 IR AR B AR 20% (49 RR =0.80,95% C1:0.71 ~0.91;1* =34% P =0. 17) , Xif 46 28 jif 4 £ L W98 2 93 IRV 11 5%
R LA 5322 28 5 5 B A G R FUR A 2 MU (2556 RR =0.82,95% C1:0. 70 ~0. 96 =23% P
=0.26) , fH X RS AFEFLIRIRE % 955 KU (52 A AT GE 32 78 (44 9F RR =0.98,95% CI1:0.90 ~ 1. 08;1° =33% ,
P=0.14) . FIREEA K G T HER AT AR L 285 15 Lo LR 00 &9 KU , TS i8S VR P R LA

SRR KL LA s ZE A

FE 4 HES:RIS51.3 CHERARIRAD : A X E4HS:1000-9841(2012)05-0817-05

Meta Analysis for Soybean isoflavones Intake and the Risk of Breast Cancer

REN Guo-feng, YANG Jun-feng, WANG Meng, HUANG Yi-ming
(School of Public Health, Central South University , Changsha 410078 , Hunan, China)

Abstract: To study the association between soybean isoflavones intake and the risk of breast cancer by conducting Meta analy-
sis. Using the key words, soybean isoflavones, soy, phytoestrogen,in combination with breast cancer,the databases of the Med-
line , Pubmed , Embase , CNKI and Wanfang from January 1996 to December 2011 were searched. The epidemiological studies
met the inclusion criteria,and extracted data using a standardized form were selected. The cohort study and nested case-control
study were included only. The analysis of combine RR/OR and homogeneity was performed using Review Manager. Meta-re-
gression was conducted by Statal2.0,and the funnel plot and the Egger’ s test were adopted to examine the potential publica-
tion bias. A total of sixteen studies met the inclusion criteria and were included, with the cases number of 6159. Compared the
highest with the lowest intake,soybean isoflavones intake significantly reduced the breast cancer risk by 20% in post-menopa-
usal women ( pooled RR =0.80,95% CI:0.71-0.91;1° =34% ,P =0.17) ,but it had no significance association in pre-meno-
pausal women. The protective effect of soy isoflavones was observed only among studies conducted in Asian women ( pooled RR
=0.82,95% CI:0.70-0.96;1* =23% ,P =0.26) ,but not in western women ( pooled RR = 0. 98,95% CI.0. 90-1. 08 ;1> =
33% ,P =0.14). Results suggest soybean isoflavones intake could reduce the risk of breast cancer in post-menopausal women,
especially for Asian women.
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Table 1 Characteristics of 16 studies selected for analysis

R Number BT ] (4F) B8 1
Ve % BRsesm
9 197 BAZ)/ i} HE Follow-up Comparison
Data sources Country Study type ) -~
Case Cohort/ Control time ( year) of intake
AR HA R
Key 1999 HA cohort 427 34759 12 p AR TR
5/ IR/
PR A BRI B Q5: Q)
Horn-Ross 2002 e cohort 711 111526 ) el AR IR AR Q50 Q
1.1 mg/d:0.29 mg/d
LB Q4 Q1
Yamamoto 2003 H A cohort 179 21852 9.6 E28 e A Q4 Q
25.3 mg/d:6.9 mg/d
RERHMFEA R Q4: Q1
Keinan-Boker 2004 f 2% cohort 280 15555 5.9 I e A H Q4: Q
0.77 mg/d: 0. 19mg/d
ER S TN i
Touillaud 2006 I cohort 402 26868 4.2 TR

36-112 mg/d: 1-22mg/d
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Data sources Country Study type ) )
Case Cohort/ Control time ( year) of intake
SREMN (G BEAR
Nishio 2007 A cohort 145 30454 7.6 (SR BAR
=3 W/ <1 W)/
. . KEFEHIEA &
Travis 2008 e [E] cohort 585 37643 7.4
=20 mg/d: <10 mg/d
KEFHEEA &
Wu 2008 bk cohort 629 35303 10 ! RN
=10.6: <10.6(mg/1000kcal)
Hedelin 2008 B i cohort 1014 45448 13 KT Q4: Q1
KE S EEHEAR Q5: Q1
Lee 2009 o [ cohort 592 73223 7.4 IR 05:Q
=44.2 mg/d: <15.9 mg/d
Tonkelaar 2001 fi2z NECC 88 268 9 SRYBEA H i K- Q3: Q1
ML YA B /KF Q3: Q1
Grace 2004 o NECC ) 181 7 ne B:Q
7.7 ng/mL:5.0 ng/mL
Verheus 2007 faf 22 NECC 383 383 6.5 3G B K- Q3¢ Q1
Ward 2008 [Ty e7i] NECC 237 952 9.5 I 375 K 5 B T 5 7K IR
Iwasaki 2008 H 7 NECC 144 288 10.6 1% K 5 K Q4: Q1
Goodman 2009 *H NECC 251 462 1.6 TR K & B Wi 7K S 75th: 25th
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Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup __log[Risk Ratio] SE_Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl Year IV, Random, 95% CI
Key 1999 0.0677 0.1613 56% 1.07[0.78,1.47] 1999 T
Tonkelaar 2001 -0.1822 03032 2.0% 0.83[0.46, 1.51] 2001 i
Horn-Ross 2002 0 01579 57% 1.00[0.73, 1.36] 2002 T
Yamamoto 2003 -0.7765 0.3111 2.0% 0.46[0.25, 0.85) 2003 -
Grace 2004 0.2151 0.1201 8.0% 1.24[0.98, 1.57] 2004 "
Keinan-Boker 2004 -0.0202 0.2095 3.8% 0.98[0.65, 1.48] 2004 - T
Touillaud 2006 0 01387 6.8% 1.00[0.76, 1.31] 2006 1T
Nishio 2007 -0.258 0.2536  2.8% 0.77[0.47,1.27] 2007 S T
Verheus 2007 -0.3857 0.1885  4.5% 0.68[0.47, 0.98] 2007 ==
Travis 2008 0157 0.2004 4.1% 1.17[0.79,1.73] 2008 b
Ward 2008 0.0265 0.0397 155% 1.03[0.95,1.11] 2008 "
¥Wu 2008 -0.1885 0.0807 11.4% 0.82[0.70, 0.96] 2008 =
Hedelin 2008 -0.0202 0.0848 11.0% 0.98[0.83,1.16] 2008 T
Iwasaki 2008 -0.3426 0.3608  1.5% 0.71 [0.35, 1.44] 2008 —
Lee 2009 -0.2133 0.1434  6.5% 0.81 [0.61, 1.07] 2009 -
Goodman 2009 -0.2204 01073 9.0% 0.80 [0.65, 0.99] 2009 _—
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 0.93 [0.85, 1.01] 4
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Fig.1 The forest graph of the association between soybean isoflavones intake and the risk of breast cancer
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Table 2 Subgroup analysis of effect of soybean isoflavones intake on the risk of breast cancer

2H 5] Group #3& Number RR/OR(95% CI) ? P
WrgE 21
BAF1] 10 0.91(0.84-0.99) 25% 0.21
HL 9 ) ) R 6 0.92(0.77-1.10) 63% 0.02
# 2R
EIGEZN) 1.03(0.90-1.18) 0% 0.55
%22 0.80(0.71-0.91) 34% 0.17
HIF5E i
QIR 6 0.82(0.70-0.96) 23% 0.26
€S 10 0.98(0.90-1.08) 33% 0.14
I (9 5
>300 8 0.91(0.84-0.99) 21% 0.26
<300 8 0.91(0.77-1.08) 58% 0.02
i35 B ]
>8 0.92(0.80-1.05) 55% 0.04
<8 0.93(0.81-1.07) 42% 0.09
ARG
N 2 7&K 6 0.92(0.77-1.10) 63% 0.02
YA 10 0.91(0.84-0.99) 25% 0.21
%3 Meta @JF(REML ;%) &8
Table 3 Result of Meta-regression with REML method
Meta [B] 9 A [K & Regressor variables t P>t JE4E 12 Primary 2 [[]J3)5 I after regression
HIF5E 5% ( Cohort, NECC) -0.28 0.786
KR [A] 1.02 0.333
T HL X (P, BRSE ) -1.80 0.102 46% 37%
S A%k ( <300 4], >300 f4) 0.05 0.960
W] ( <8 4F, >8 4F) 0.42 0.685
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Fig.2 The funnel plot of literature data
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