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3k Baak (HG)= stof 2 A9 49w of
5l Cochran®] Q-S7A%S 53

o2 ™ oFulr} B2} ole]z War) = A8ske IS GotEyth &
AF7F TRAA A Aty Mg APEHRFoM e nHERRFHS] AF W] E4} (within- study
variation) 2] o] A 7+ B4 (between-study variation) & 18| te] AFLE a3 7S Wt}

A, 2AEARYEI AL FAR PN U-EA L =3 WEE A3t fY SRS ot gttt “ﬂ

¥
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B ARAe 23 Ao EAF B e AR S5 7 ABBAE SAFCE Y
Hoz A4 AANA o)Al kil FE o MeEo] el Aol HEE tE o 89
o] Mo FFE WX EVHE dokE 4 Utk 7 AFelA AR AAY FEE TEHUFE, A7
o] 72 EAES SHATE A3} “ﬂE‘rﬂ%ﬂ{#ﬁ% skeict. & WEREAS ofv] IEdE =&
o] AFES A BAE] wfiol o] H7F DA = gt} o] flollA] det mlEREA]
o] TRl SFATF 2T 4 gl o]H %5&6«1 Zw) 7] 2% (funnel plot) 22 dopH= I
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AFEo] ole A= A7F F7HET o] FAAR] AT ES2RE T Y A=5F A A7
= A9 vlepRAe Aol vindte] o|AA AFE A|AS] Mz e AXEFE A BE

(trim-and-fill) & &3 3= WHS A4HE 9t} (Sutton, 2000).
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etia stk 3AME o83 SJHYE s W OoEE Egger®l Macaskille] W o] 9tk
(Sterne, 2009). oA 2% (Egger plot)< F&37)9] E2 Q10 49t a9 523} A4 E &
At ZF AFES FE s FAAle] dHE AV ALY} EAEHA] ek stk & 2
Ho] fo)3lx] ko SaAY 7L EX) o1A] gtk ES vfztaZd 19 (Macaskill plot)2 ZF <]
2719 IS AR AT ol FA AL A7 9 felow BaAAE %

k-3

9

gttt oyt @A EAE et 2wy 2HAAN HHEEZ WSS e AEE AA
W 235 AAste] Fa1 o)A A AR HAFsH ? A 72 AAl FE Ao 25 290
=

3. At A+

3.1. 59| 49

A At WEREAY o8 ZIEES thedd 2712 AA AsE F gotEZnh 3" A=
= Z2Zg20 d-F gy gt 4719 A (Celik, 2009; Park, 2006; Chung, 2005; Fuliang,
2005)3-‘:}‘3 dojxlon Z+ AF2RE A W EgZgrgs=e SFH2HEY 55, 9 W g9
2, AT FANFE A3t 289 AFEL ded AP S 2 ""?‘-__’J,_%% Yo 7= STZ
(streptozotocm)JJr Alloxang ©]g3le] AEHANA Fud L9, T/l 49 Ad8H 5 ==
Zoja9l HAH AP E A g2 iz o] 71 e 22 EeA FE5F 2
Folgt AEToR TRt Fixol thst Z2E e BeS YolE YT T
‘/H o] wolA L, A5 gasty @4 F9 ZH2HEY EYIFAHE 527 oA+ 4

itk Z AdFAM e Gt FLE AFFH A 22 Eea FEES 4A %
%, Z ZH2HE, ETFEAE =T A8 2T Atold] BAHSRE Fot Aol A -7

sttt =59 AkgE o= 2k

AR dE  FkEA A0(dwy) FIP e i
n mean sd n mean sd
1 Z2EEal 30 2 10 161.3 13.3 10 161.4 7.6
2 Chung. 2005 Z2EE22 2 10 217.6 11.7
3 Z# &g 23 2 10 200.6 12.9
4 Park. 2006 CAPE 21 10 6 212.4 11.9 6 250.7 10.6
5 CAPE 60 10 10 188.5 6.94 10 173.4 7.76
6 Celik 2009 20 10 173.6 8.17
7 30 10 167 2.86
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%32 52848 Foi9 48AY F W ¥L
A% A THEY Ad(day) AR o He
n mean sd n mean sd
1 WSD1 56 10 12 496.3 649 12 350.0 957
2 ) WSD2 10 12 367.8 113.0
3  Fuliang. 2005 EPP1 10 12 395. 928
4 EPP2 10 12 4058 726
5 ELESPNT 30 2 10 4011 441 10 197.7 215
6  Chung. 2005 =ZZZgxr2 2 10 118.1 136
7 ZREYA3 2 10 1111 233
8 Park. 2006 CAPE 21 10 6 4905 46.4 6 2005  27.5
9 CAPE 60 10 10 3342 60.0 10 128.6 56.4
10 Celik. 2009 20 10 2309  60.0
11 30 10 290.8 617
£3352FAE 549 A8 & FAAHE) 5=
AR QE  FEA A%(day) ¥R e A
n mean sd n mean sd
1 WSD1 56 10 12 905 17.01 12 739 8.89
2 ) WSD2 10 12 723 8.89
3  Fuliang. 2005 EPP1 10 12 762 108
4 EPP2 10 12 835 7.73
5 ELESNT 30 2 10 816 114 10 76,7  14.2
6  Chung. 2005 ZZZg A2 2 10 1012 13.7
7 B PN 2 10 953 7.4
8 CAPE 60 10 10 1053 149 10 494  16.5
9 Celik. 2009 20 10 834 117
10 30 10 782 278
¥ 3452848 Fo9 A9AY cFIAEe) B
Ax dE REd A(day) YUY oy Ekika
n mean sd n mean sd
1 WSD1 56 10 12 917 245 12 819 196
2 ) WSD2 10 12 70 21
3  Fuliang. 2005 EPP1 10 12 1365  25.9
4 EPP2 10 12 567 238
5 ZaZoal 30 2 10 1060 249 10 103.2  30.9
6 Chung. 2005 =ZZZgxs2 2 10 106.0 235
7 Z2EYA3 2 10 876 170
8 CAPE 60 10 10 837 405 10 37.9  5.64
9 Celik. 2009 20 10 59.1  27.29
10 30 10 27.0 1197
Z AFANA AREEH Z2E A9 FEEL S 2t
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E 3.5 FFER Ay
Ay
ZZ2EPA]l Z2E2YA A F SR =0]E (total flavonids) & (1.136 w/v%)<S
NEoz stod 0.1 mio] R4S 4ske] 2 ml 2 THE A
ZeEYs2 22 Es 99 F St rol=dEF (1.136 w/v%)S 7|E 22 39
0.3 mlol S/FFE 3|43t 2 mIE UHE A
Z2ZeA3 Z2Zes 9A9 & ZelH s olm e (1.136 w/v%h) S 7| F 202 3ol
0.9 mloll T/RFTE 3A3te] 2 mlZ2 THE 2
CAPE ZgHxoltr EZE B¥ mgZe|n B4 5 39 2
WSD1 zZ2Z2g B2 3&3 AXE 15mg/mld 39 343 2
WSD2 =zZ2E2E BEE £E9 AXE 15mg/mlo] 6v] 343 A

EEP1 ZR2EZAE 0% SR
EEP2 =ZE2Zg2E 80%9 deer

S o nﬂ

%3 A% E 100mg/mlel 20w}
Z3% AZE 100mg/mlol 40n)

2o
rol b
PSS

o o

3.2. dxo] BFE3E HF3t
3.2.1. 9zt =4

B ARSS B4 Uol7] § LARALAE AT L AN & TR
AEAG. okd) 37 310041 TS AT F 199 AFSL FriHoR AP
2

T £ vl
Zh ?‘\i & o B3 TS AI7E 2 2 £ o vk 29RE 499 d7e 23k B3Pt
3ol %8 A T2EAAE Fol AT S0 A7} ABE U 4 Yom, 595 68, T8
T B2 FEAE ol g e 2eE Hol meEead Fo| 3 AT Fadl AR I
2 % ek a9 3222 99 ) de B3 ARA) BT 29 e 2 A
2 Hol ZEEeAT Tl 3 % Aol ZLANSS & 5 U s s AFE A B
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- 5
Lt E
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2¥ 3.1 Ase ¢ 19 2% 3.2 Y Y dFF] £ 18

% 3.394 6 T A Fo] e %%% ﬁﬁi EO} Eiiﬂl/\% —F—Ftﬂ 3 FEY2HEY

TSRS S S A E = < ~
EE AL ST v g TH Ao R EOF E% }7} ﬂﬂl XPOMZ] %= Aoz Holrh uf
Aoz I8 342 HE 10719 AT F 3A AFE AT BE dFE Z2EaE Fo g
N EEY FE7F ZaseS & 5 U 53 83} 109 OW— Z2ZEAE
M B 5571 IA ZAsASS &+ AdTh
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Ha HG
1Y 3.3 FEH2EEY ¢ 19 1Y 3.4 EglZYANE =Y £ 19

WA AT R4S
S0tk (Choi, 2008). o}l EE¥E WektdL Y3 23} A%
HE, =L st BAHOE &

# 3.6 1REARY - 3|A° 23D 72 (HG)

y A 7
A= 7 -0.1617 -0.6319  0.3085 0.5003
A o deF 11 -1.7883  -2.1425  -1.4341 <0.0001
22y HE 10 -0.6449  -0.9444  -0.3454 <0.0001
EgZgAge 10 -0.5972  -0.9083  -0.286 0.0002

3.2.3. 53X #A

544 2414 $A42 W
EEERESIEE e L R L
o|a4e] £AE Folr AT,

% 3.7 A4 AA - X9 %259 J7A (HG)

e R
A= 7 97.8747 <0.0001 6.4636
ol g I 11 70.0942 <0.0001 2.2656
FZE2HE 10 54.8309 <0.0001 1.1975
EgZgAg = 10 78.9221 <0.0001 2.0028

F238 F@flA BE B AS (1985<0.0001), @9 W = (F285<0.0001), F
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¥ 3.8 WPEHRRY - A9 2&3H F7A (HG)

A3+ 95%21 2| - 2¢ o=

A7 oG S P fFogE

AE 7 0.3221  -1.635 2.2792 0.747

A o g 11 -2.9463  -3.9689 -1.9236  <0.0001
2ZY2H2 10 -0.7169  -1.463  0.0292 0.0597
EgZIANgE 10 -1.2483  -2.2131 -0.2835  0.0112

3.2.5. HElF]AEA

A FE3E AN TS USR] X A, @Y W @, S 2H
A= tial A 7k o)A A9 Yele] thE A¥ 37 b }
< 3t vEFAEAL STATA =2 73-& ARSI
Halg T AMH4E 22 EZe|29 £o37|7F (period) @ T3k 9 (amount) o

A=K e=

tth

(e
9
4
N
fo
oft
Mr X A W

w 4P

o

o ’

£ g

1 o fr ml
o

fu oy
:Oll_:‘

£ 3.9 AFY vegEA - A9 5F3H FFA (HG)

HG A EEex z P>|z| 95% A= 7+ T
period  -0.11919  0.058859 -2.03 0.043  -0.23455  -0.00383
amount  -0.07584  0.096566 -0.79  0.432  -0.26511  0.113426  2.315

_cons  6.089736  1.948893  3.12  0.002  2.269976  9.909496

2

Oweight] = 6.089736 — 0.11919 X [peioq) — 0.07584 X [amount]

Ao 2239 FEAl U8 veRARYES d83 2y =2&e29 4] Img/kg 71l

we} AlFo] 0.07584gWHE AAdR I, Fo7]Zte] 19 oG4S 0.11919gWHE Aadgon o=

93 AAASTE Uepgt =3 O BEAS ddanz o] 729 6.4636 T AF 7 EAE
2.3152 74 g Aoz yepdth t3-2 @9 U okl veks]FE 4ol

£3.10 89 ) 9| e A - A2 EFA4E FFA (HC)

o

HG Al EEXER z P>|z| 95% A= 3¢ T2
period 0.166064 0.036307 4.57 0 0.094903 0.237226
amount 0.026583 0.048875 0.54 0.587 -0.06921 0.122376 0.5801
_cons -11.5271 1.677948 -6.87 0 -14.8158 -8.23838

OiGucose) = —11.5271 4 0.166064 X perioa) + 0.026583 X [amount)

==

o f o] m3E Akl tis) v AR S F83 2y TR E 20| Fo] Img/kg
7}kl whel @ wheFo] 0.026583myg/dlTHE 2718193, ol 71 7o) 1Y S o] Y42 0.166064mg/dI Tt
Z Z71len ol #9% IAAATE JeEth =3 oA B4 Aganngoxe 129l
2.2656HTF G 7F BAL 0.58012 74 3 Ao=E UEhygrh el 2= 5

g Akl digh Weks) 7 4 ot

U ol
o
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£ 3.11 & ¥ 2HES vE - 37 2EskE A (HG)
HG A B z P>|z| 95% A2 7+ 72
period  -0.09273  0.030409 -3.05 0.002 -0.15233  -0.03313
amount  0.027551  0.046677  0.59  0.555  -0.06394  0.119036  0.4272
_cons 3.587068  1.206415  2.97  0.003  1.222539  5.951598

OiChotesterol] = 3-587068 — 0.09273 X (perioa) + 0-027551X [amount]

5 2U2HE sw @ HARY A9 m2Eelse) Pl lmg/kgWE F7HE
~EZ9] $E7} 0.027551mg/dITE Z7Hon Eoi7]7to] 19 Lold4E Z A
0.00273mg/dIRrE 43wl of HAAASE FI% Aow Ushth w8 977 A5 P 1
1.19750 A 0.42722 743l

gl
7}

|

e}
9

=
o

b

N

% 3.12 Eg A= WEES - sXe) 2E3E F7A (HG)

HG ERS EEXE z P>|z| 95% A1) 72t T2
period  -0.01438  0.101191 -0.14  0.887 -0.21271  0.183947
amount  -0.1473  0.160284 -0.92  0.358  -0.46145 0.166852  6.916
_cons  0.660776  3.963745  0.17  0.868 -7.10802  8.429575

Oirrigiyeeride] = 0.660776 — 0.01438X periog) — 0.1473X [amount]

g2 =ol et AR Ao 22 Fe29 o] Img/kg S7H el Wt B2z =9

557} 0.1473mg/dITHE AP Fo3717k0] 18 soldol wet 0.01438myg/dIvHE F4d= 2o
2 e ARt F SAAS BE FoetA] Fdrh T=e oA EAT dPaR oA wEsd B
2kl 7291 2.0028 K.t} A 7H BAE 6.9162 F7H8E Ao 2 yERdT)

rﬂ

3.2.6. Z@Ae

2 A

$A4 ARNN TS BERA 23 LE o] o) ADEHRF S Hgte] 7 A7) B
3He Ak (HG)ol st 2235 goti 7] S Zuf7] 2188 AHR T dodky} B -8 53l
ME-E F43%s Tl A
25 25
:0 *
L2 ‘ 2
£ e £ ¢
515 . %15 *
% 1 ' o E 1 ’ !
- s 05
0 1}
& 4 2 o 2 4 B 5 4 -2 a 2 4 B
HG HG
19 3.5 AFe] Zujr] 19 a9 3.6459 Ay B

Zuj7] 2L y54 BT AL vEREA 23S Uehlin, Ao thsto] d7Ee] fFer W
3 9 2w Bde ofFx Jod ATt EAsHA etk @ dedl, A5 ek Haat
of thek Zwj7] 2He AduEd AA AR Zuf7]o] HEoll xR AYAIT th YA JEE Kol
I Qvh Aot B O HAE g2 A AYEFAE oA FAZR 0.32210]9 Lo thEk
95% A1F 37+ (-1.635, 2.2792) o]t}

o
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25 25
! 'l'o i e
5 2 N S 5 2 e
E \ | i} |
515 ERE :
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z 1 o N v 1 .
E L S o g * ! [
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0 0
40 & 6 4 2 0 2 10 c o c
HE He
¥ 3.7 @ Zujr] 1¥ I 3.8¥ G Ay} B

el BEE Pl 2u7) 1Y Halol] thste] Zul7] ebEe] RESA P,
1 ko

& V3] gong FUA} SAUta 28 WS AT, A 13 gl
Fol RE 2719 Aol U5 A% ARE AFHL, AAY ARES AN P& PAL T AFA F

-2.25070] 1 2o T8t 95% A1 P+ (-3.3528, -1.1486) o] T}

25 25

a
P
+%

Irverse stendard error
n

Inverse standard error
in

=
in
=
n

=
=)

N
ta
=
s

s

e

1} 2
HG Hi

29 3.9 EdxHES 2] 14 2% 3.10 ZY2HEY] Bdt B

s

Ed2EEe] 223 HaAte] Z2u7) 28 AFe s Z2ufr] ke skl YA ok 2%
e 2 Avk 2 B 2™lA vt 2708] Aol whel g3 g -0.3439]w 1of| T
S 95% AlZ]F7He (-1.1154, 0.4276) ©]t}.

R
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Inverse standard error
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cezelde sy B25E FRAY du7] TIPS BROE N9A Y
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Abstract

The present study was carried out to summarize the effect of propolis in the diabetic
rats by meta-analysis related studies. The association measure to test effect of propolis
was Hedges’s standardized mean difference between group of rats induced streptozo-
tocin (STZ) or alloxan and group of rats induced STZ or alloxan treated with propolis
about the considered 4 effect factors. In this particular fixed-effect model, blood glu-
cose, Cholesterol, Triglyceride were significantly reduce. The case of heterogenous vari-
able such as body weight, blood glucose, cholesterol, triglyceride, random-effect model
was applied. In this model, blood glucose, triglyceride were decreased significantly in
propolis treated group. According to the meta-regression analysis, period of injection

was significant for body weight and blood glucose, cholesterol.

Keywords: Graph analysis, Hedges’ standardized mean difference, meta regression anal-

ysis, propolis.
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