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Abstract: This study aimed to systematically evaluate the effects of compound Chinese herbal
medicine on growth performance and intestinal flora of chickens. Based on the PRISMA guidelines,
this study conducted a Meta-analysis of 21 Chinese literatures (including randomized controlled trials
of chickens) published in CNKI, VIP, Wanfang, PubMed and Web of Science databases from the
establishment of the database to September 2025. The RevMan 5. 4 software was used to calculate
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the weighted average and 95% confidence interval by random effect model, and to evaluate the
heterogeneity and publication bias. The results showed that compound Chinese herbal medicine could
significantly increase ADFI (MD=2.42 g-d ', 95%CI[1.99, 2.85]) (P<<0.01), ADG (MD=
3.23 g-d', 95%CI[2.48, 3.98]) (P<<0.01), and VH/CD (MD=0.87, 95%CI[0.40, 1.35])
(P<<0.01) compared with the blank group. Significantly reduced F/G (MD=-0.19, 95%CI
[ —0.27, —0.11]) (P<<0.01) and the number of E. coli (MD=—1.48, 95%CI[ —1.87,
—1.09]) (P<<0.01),
group and the blank group in improving Shannon index, Chaol index, Simpson index and the number
of lactic acid bacteria (P>>0.05). Compared with the antibiotic group, there was no significant
difference in ADFI, ADG and F/G (P>0.05).

herbal medicine on production performance and intestinal health of chickens were evaluated by Meta-

but there was no significant difference between the Chinese herbal medicine

In this study, the effects of compound Chinese

analysis system. The results showed that the compound Chinese herbal medicine had a significant
effect on ADFI and ADG of broiler and broiler-egg dual-

prominent in the brooding period and the growing period. At the same time, it could significantly

purpose chickens, and the effect was
reduce the F/G of broilers, but had no significant effect on the related indexes of laying hens.
Compound Chinese herbal medicine could selectively inhibit the proliferation of Escherichia coli and
but had no

significant effect on the diversity index of flora and the number of lactic acid bacteria. The results of

significantly increase the ratio of intestinal villus height to crypt depth (VH/CD) ,

this study provide a systematic reference for the application of compound Chinese herbal medicine in
chicken production, which is of great significance for the application and in-depth study of Chinese
herbal medicine in chicken breeding.

Keywords: compound Chinese herbal medicine; chickens; growth performance; intestinal flora
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Fig.3 Literature quality assessment ( color images are provided in supplementary materials of OSID )
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Experimental Control
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Subtotal (95% CI) 2242 2242 727%  2.42[1.99,2.85] *

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.59; Chi? = 21 806.70, df = 16 (» < 0.000 01); /2= 100%
Test for overall effect: Z = 11.06 (P < 0.000 01)

2.1.2 8275 R 0 ADFI R 55w (&5 4152k 3 A1)

X E P 2023 9583 293 60 9951 224 60 38% -3.68[-461,-275] ==

A% 2017 8213 214 60 8346 264 60 4.1%  -1.33[-2.19,-0.47) —
242t % 2020 2551 1.08 40 2386 133 40 53% 1.65[1.12, 2.18) =
#34M 2022 295 003 40 30 003 40 65% -0.50[-0.51,-0.49] .

E4E4E 2021 9969 508 60 97.99 342 60 22% 1.70[0.15, 3.25) —
R HFF 2025 567 09 30 546 11 30 54% 210 [1.59, 2.61] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 290 290 27.3%  -0.02[-1.38, 1.34] -

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.70; Chi? = 219.19, df = 5 (P < 0.000 01); /> = 98%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.03 (P = 0.98)

Total (95% CI) 2532 2532 100.0% 1.91[1.63, 2.19] ¢

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.32; Chi? = 22 036.87, df = 22 (P < 0.000 01); /= 100% i 1 0 5 0 5 1'0
Test for overall effec.:l: Z=13.24 QD <0.000 01) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Test for subaroun differences: Chi? = 11.26. df = 1 (P = 0.000 8). = 91.1%
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Fig. 4 Forest map of the effect of compound Chinese herbal medicine on ADFI in chickens

Experimental Control Mean difference Mean difference
sn . . 950 95¢

D andom %o

studv or S pean D Q13 yean
2.2 3L R 8 A BIMADF IR B (1 B G415 1 81)

andom

G.Fu’§ 2024 9323 27 90 9476 183 90 6.8%  -1.53[-2.20,-0.86] -
S.Liu%% 2023 7431 264 72 7834 3.52 72 56%  -4.03[-5.05,-3.01] =
i 2020 67.88 0.48 64 6596 076 64 8.0% 1.92[1.70, 2.14] 2
X 2023 9583 293 60 9548 581 60 3.7% 0.35 [-1.30, 2.00] T
F#% 2017 8213 214 60 7843 245 60 6.3% 3.70 [2.88, 4.52) =
L% 2020 2551 108 40 2252 082 40 75% 299 [2.57,3.41)] =
#F5tih 2022 295 003 40 2949 003 40 81% 0.01[-0.00, 0.02]

T 4E4E 2021 99.69 5.08 60 99.05 029 60 4.7% 0.64 [-0.65, 1.93] i
it 2021 90.52 764 800 9371 735 800 66% -3.19[-3.92,-2.46) =
Subtotal (95% ClI) 1286 1286 57.3% 0.12 [-1.00, 1.24] ]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.73; Chi? = 712.49, df = 8 (P < 0.000 01); = 99%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.21 (P = 0.83)

2.2.2 3 PR B XS HOMADF IR B wa (] BB 4152 1 81)

il 2023 8575 104 200 7879 111 200 80%  6.96[6.75,7.17] .
etk 2023 2246 003 100 23.06 001 100 81%  -0.60 [-0.61,0.59] 1

B &4 2025 567 09 30 524 04 30 7.7%  4.30[3.95,4.65] .
Subtotal (95% CI) 330 330 23.8%  3.55[-2.02,9.12] -

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 24.20; Chi? = 5 676.55, df = 2 (» < 0.000 01); /= 100%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.25 (P =0.21)

2.2.3 3075 P8 0 SO AU ADF K K Wa (b RS AL 7 F1 A1)

T 6% 2020 5208 213 300 5041 1663 300 16% 1.67 [-1.39, 4.73) T
£ 2015 966 063 100 87.74 168 100 7.7% 8.86 [8.51, 9.21] i
9k 2023 67.59 18.58 72 67.79 16.72 72 0.5% -0.20 [-5.97, 5.57] -1
WA 2023 37.89 11.93 84 38.78 12.06 84  12% -0.89 [-4.52, 2.74) -

T 2008 6235 0.85 70 526 0.72 70 7.9% 9.75[9.49, 10.01] =
Subtotal (95% Cl) 626 626 18.9% 6.37 [4.80, 7.94] *

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.88; Chi? = 81.83, df = 4 (P < 0.000 01); />= 95%
Test for overall effect: Z = 7.96 (P < 0.000 01)

Total (95% Cl) 2242 2242 100.0% 2.42[1.99, 2.85] ]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.59; Chi = 21 806.70, df = 16 (P < 0.000 01); 2 = 100%
Test for overall effect: Z = 11.06 (P < 0.000 01)

Test for subaroun differences: Chi? = 40.70. df = 2 (P < 0.000 01). = 95.1%

5 EFPEAIAREFEIE ADFIF MK IEE 53 4 75 4 &
Fig.5 Subgroup analysis forest map of the effects of compound Chinese herbal medicine on ADFI of different types of
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Experimental Control Mean difference
D S Ra 959

Random /o

|

dy © lean otal Mean D
2.3.1 3L ] REG R 75 AR WIADF IR SE W () BUEG AL/ % 11 A1)

G.Fu% 2024 9323 27 90 9476 183 90 68%  -1.53[-2.20,-0.86]
S.Liu% 2023 7431 264 72 7834 352 72 56%  -4.03[-5.05,-3.01]
X % 2023 9583 293 60 9548 581 60 37%  0.35[-1.30,2.00]
JH %% 2017 8213 214 60 7843 245 60 6.3% 3.70[2.88, 4.52]
A bk 2023 2246 003 100 2306 001 100 81%  -0.60[-0.61,-0.59]
WA 2023 37.89 1193 84 3878 1206 84 12%  -0.89 [4.52,2.74]
463 % 2020 2551 108 40 2252 082 40 7.5% 2.99 [2.57, 3.41]
A58 2022 295 003 40 2949 003 40 8.1%  0.01[-0.00,0.02]
4 2008 6235 085 70 526 072 70 79%  9.75[9.49,10.01]
4 4E 2021 9969 508 60 99.05 029 60 47%  0.64[-0.65, 1.93]
4 2021 9052 764 800 9371 7.35 800 66%  -3.19[-3.92, -2.46]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1476 1476 66.5%  1.13[0.70, 1.56]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.36; Chi? = 13 150.67, df = 10 (P < 0.000 01); 22 = 100%
Test for overall effect: Z = 5.14 (P < 0.000 01)

2.3.2 3475 PR B 15 IR IAD IR W (vl RG22 1 41)

T-H:Hi% 2020 52.08 213 300 5041 16.63 300 1.6% 1.67 [-1.39, 4.73]
A 2020 67.88 0.48 64 6596 0.76 64 8.0% 1.92[1.70, 2.14]
%W 2015 96.6 063 100 87.74 168 100 7.7% 8.86 [8.51,9.21]
% 2023 8575 1.04 200 7879 1.11 200 8.0% 6.96 [6.75, 7.17]
gk 2023 67.59 18.58 72 67.79 16.72 72 05% -0.20 [-5.97, 5.57]
FE R FT 9 2025 56.7 09 30 524 04 30 77% 4.30 [3.95, 4.65]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 766 766  33.5% 4.36 [1.70, 7.02]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 9.79; Chi? = 1 567.05, df = 5 (P < 0.000 01); /> = 100%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.22 (P = 0.001)

Total (95% Cl) 2242 2242 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.59; Chi? = 21 806.70, df = 16 (P < 0.000 01); 2 = 100%
Test for overall effect: Z = 11.06 (” < 0.000 01)

Test for subaroun differences: Chi? = 553 df = 1 (P = 0.02). />=81.9%

Ele EFHPEHXIBAEKITIEADFIS A A 4 7 7x # &

2.42[1.99, 2.85]

Fig. 6 Subgroup analysis forest map of the effects of compound Chinese herbal

process

Control Mean difference

IV, Ra

Experimental

D ndom

M

g 0 an D ota Mean
1.4 S5 PR RMADG IR W ( P IR AL/ % 1 41)

G.Fu% 2024 57.17 3.39 90 56.58 2.84 90 3.8% 0.59 [-0.32, 1.50]
S.Liu% 2023 40.83 247 72 40.38 1.28 72 3.9% 0.45 [-0.19, 1.09]
THERS 2020 19.87 537 300 17.73 3.98 300 3.9% 2.14[1.38, 2.90]
T 2020 16.79 0.13 64 158 05 64 4.1% 0.99[0.86, 1.12]
X 74 2023 6267 1.8 60 455 255 60 3.8% 17.17[16.38, 17.96]
J8 ¥4 2017 56.43 1.08 60 44.62 1 60 4.0% 11.81[11.44,12.18]
% 2015 1942 342 100 16.87 3.19 100 3.8% 2.55[1.63, 3.47]
M 2023 15.02 0.12 200 13.07 0.07 200 4.1% 1.95[1.93, 1.97]
# 4L # 2008 27.08 043 60 2403 05 60 4.1% 3.05[2.88, 3.22]
kHibk 2023 10.56 0.84 100 979 0.76 100 4.1% 0.77 [0.55, 0.99]
KA 2023 16.23 543 72 1397 484 72 32% 2.26 [0.58, 3.94]
WA 2023 198 274 84 1966 3.1 84  3.8% 0.14 [-0.75, 1.03]
F A 2020 6.25 0.19 40 481 095 40 4.0% 1.44[1.14,1.74]
Z5tih 2022 11.34 013 40 11.24 0.12 40 41% 0.10[0.05, 0.15]
i 2013 502 1.5 20 446 1 20 3.8% 5.60 [4.81, 6.39]
T 2008 2639 54 70 224 315 70 34% 3.99[2.53, 5.45]
T 44 2021 48.71 49 60 4432 1.44 60 3.5% 4.39[3.10, 5.68]
AR EF 4 2025 186 09 30 183 04 30 4.0% 0.30 [-0.05, 0.65]
et 2021 5748 679 800 554 849 800 3.9% 2.08[1.33, 2.83]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 2322 2322 73.0% 3.23 [2.48, 3.98]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.63; Chi* = 8 828.63, df = 18 (< 0.000 01); /> = 100%
Test for overall effect: Z = 8.43 (P < 0.000 01)

1.1.2 3005 P RCE M ADG IR EE W (P 85 AU B K 4l)

X ¥ % 2023 6267 1.8 60 6221 1.73 60 3.9% 0.46 [-0.17, 1.09]
J&#5% 2017 56.43 1.08 60 54.82 1.18 60 4.0% 1.61[1.21, 2.01]
R 2020 625 019 40 562 1.83 40 3.9% 0.63 [0.06, 1.20]

<5l 2022 11.34 0.13 40 11.67 0.1 40 41%  -0.33[-0.38,-0.28]
i 2013 50.2 1.5 20 548 141 20 38%  -4.60[-5.42, -3.78]
F4E4E 2021 48.71 49 60 47.04 3.51 60 3.3% 1.67 [0.14, 3.20]
B EEF4F 2025 186 0.9 30 182 11 30 4.0% 0.40 [-0.11, 0.91]
Subtotal (95% CI) 310 310 27.0% -0.04 [-1.04, 0.95]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.66; Chi? = 223.05, df = 6 (P < 0.000 01); 2=97%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.09 (P = 0.93)

Total (95% CI) 2632 2632 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.60; Chi? = 14 544.58, df = 25 (P < 0.000 01); /> = 100%
Test for overall effect: Z = 7.22 (P < 0.000 01)

Test for subaroun differences: Chi? = 26.56. df = 1 (P < 0.000 01). /= 96.2%
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Experimental Control Mean difference Mean difference
% Cl IV. Random, 95% CI

1.2, LT P AR EG 0 MSADG N EE WA (o1 8 85 41/ P11 A1)
G.Fu% 2024 57.17 3.39 90 56.58 2.84 90 5.2% 0.59 [-0.32, 1.50]
S.Liu% 2023 40.83 247 72 40.38 1.28 72 5.4% 0.45[-0.19, 1.09] ™
A5 2020 1679 013 64 158 05 64 56% 0.99[0.86, 1.12] :
X% 2023 6267 1.8 60 455 255 60 5.3% 17.17 [16.38, 17.96] -
JA % 2017 56.43 1.08 60 4462 1 60 55% 11.81[11.44,12.18] "
S 2020 6.25 0.19 40 4.81 0.95 40 5.5% 1.44 [1.14,1.74] -
A4t 2022 11.34 0.13 40 11.24 0.12 40 5.6% 0.10[0.05, 0.15]
mE T 2013 502 15 20 446 1 20 5.3% 5.60 [4.81, 6.39] -
F 44k 2021 4871 49 60 4432 1.44 60 4.8% 4.39[3.10, 5.68] -
wh4x1H 2021 5748 6.79 800 554 849 800 5.3% 2.08[1.33, 2.83] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 1306 1306 53.2% 4.45 [2.49, 6.42) S 4
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 9.91; Chiz =5 757.76, df = 9 (P < 0.000 01); /> = 100%
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.45 (< 0.000 01)
1.2.2 3LJ P HOMADG IR EE WA (1 R85 AL/%2 F1 A1)
Fhi§ 2023 15.02 0.12 200 13.07 0.07 200 5.6% 1.95[1.93, 1.97]
gk HHk 2023 1056 0.84 100 9.79 0.76 100 5.5% 0.77 [0.55, 0.99]
B A4S 2025 186 09 30 183 04 30 5.5% 0.30 [-0.05, 0.65] y
Subtotal (95% CI) 330 330 16.6% 1.02 [-0.05, 2.08] .
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.87; Chi? = 190.76, df = 2 (P < 0.000 01); I = 99%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.87 (P = 0.06)
1.2.3 AL SR Y I T BUMADG IR SE W (1 R 2 AL/% 1 41)
THe% 2020 19.87 537 300 17.73 3.98 300 5.3% 2.14[1.38, 2.90] -
E48 2015 19.42 342 100 16.87 3.19 100 5.1% 2.55[1.63, 3.47] -
8L Hi 2008 27.08 043 60 2403 05 60 5.6% 3.05[2.88, 3.22] -
7% 2023 16.23 543 72 1397 484 72 4.4% 2.26 [0.58, 3.94] i
WA 2023 198 274 84 1966 3.1 84 5.2% 0.14 [-0.75, 1.03] T
F % 2008 2639 54 70 224 3.15 70 4.6% 3.99 [2.53, 5.45) —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 686 686  30.1% 2.32[1.35, 3.29] *
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.19; Chi? = 47.46, df = 5 (» < 0.000 01); = 89%
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.70 (P < 0.000 01)
Total (95% CI) 2322 2322 100.0% 3.23 [2.48, 3.98] ¢
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.63; Chi? = 8 828.63, df = 18 (P < 0.000 01); /* = 100% _2’0 - 1=o : 1‘0 2‘0

Test for overall effect: Z = 8.43 (P < 0.000 01)
Test for subaroun differences: Chi? = 9.66. df = 2 (P = 0.008). /> = 79.3%
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Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Fig. 8 Subgroup analysis forest plot of the effect of compound Chinese herbal medicine on ADG of different kinds of

chickens
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Experimental Control Mean difference Mean difference
% Cl IV. Random, 95% CI

1.3.1 S5 PR EG A 1 A IADG I S W (b I 25 4152 1 41)

G.Fu% 2024 57.17 3.39 90 56.58 2.84 90 52% 0.59 [-0.32, 1.50] I

S.Liu% 2023 40.83 247 72 40.38 1.28 72 54% 0.45[-0.19, 1.09] I~

X% 2023 6267 1.8 60 455 255 60 53% 17.17[16.38,17.96] 4

JE 5 4% 2017 56.43 1.08 60 44.62 1 60 55% 11.81[11.44,12.18] -

bk 2023 1056 0.84 100 9.79 0.76 100 5.5% 0.77 [0.55, 0.99] N

WA 2023 19.8 2.74 84 1966 3.11 84 5.2% 0.14 [-0.75, 1.03] T

il % 2020 6.25 0.19 40 481 095 40 55% 144 [1.14,1.74) "

Ak 2022 11.34 0.13 40 11.24 0.12 40 5.6% 0.10[0.05, 0.15]

BETF 2013 502 15 20 446 1 20 5.3% 5.60 [4.81, 6.39] -

+ 5% 2008 2639 54 70 224 315 70 4.6% 3.99 [2.53, 5.45] -

FE4E4E 2021 4871 49 60 4432 144 60 4.8% 4.39[3.10, 5.68] T

T4t 2021 5748 679 800 554 849 800 53% 2.08[1.33, 2.83] =

Subtotal (95% Cl) 1496 1496 63.0% 4,04 [1.74, 6.34] -

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 16.37; Chi? = 5 735.91, df = 11 (P < 0.000 01); /* = 100%

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.44 (P = 0.000 6)

1.3.2 175 v R 550 % 15 )R WIADG ¥ S wa (1o BE 25 41/ % 1 A1)

F1EHES 2020 19.87 537 300 17.73 398 300 5.3% 2.14[1.38, 2.90] =

1545 2020 16.79 0.13 64 158 05 64 5.6% 0.99[0.86, 1.12] =

#2015 1942 342 100 16.87 3.19 100 51% 2.55[1.63,3.47] -

G 2023 15.02 0.12 200 13.07 0.07 200 5.6% 1.95[1.93, 1.97] *

8L H: 2008 27.08 0.43 60 2403 05 60 5.6% 3.05[2.88, 3.22] *

7k 2023 16.23 5.43 72 1397 484 72 4.4% 2.26 [0.58, 3.94] -

PR 2025 186 09 30 183 04 30 55% 0.30 [-0.05, 0.65] E

Subtotal (95% Cl) 826 826 37.0% 1.83 [1.22, 2.44] *

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.57; Chi? = 472.70, df = 6 (» < 0.000 01); />= 99%

Test for overall effect: Z = 5.88 (P < 0.000 01)

Total (95% CI) 2322 2322 100.0% 3.23 [2.48, 3.98] ¢

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.63; Chi? = 8 828.63, df = 18 (” < 0.000 01); /2= 100%
Test for overall effect: Z = 8.43 (P < 0.000 01)
Test for subaroun differences: Chi? = 3.32. df = 1 (P = 0.07\. I = 69.9%
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Fig. 9 Subgroup analysis forest map of the effects of compound Chinese herbal medicine on ADG in chicken growth process
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idy of D O

Control
o Al Q1d miean =
3.10.1 45 v R 0 FIG I B (b G AL 1 4)

Mean difference

G.Fu’ 2024 165 0.09 90 1.69 0.07 90 4.2%  -0.04 [-0.06, -0.02]

S.Liu% 2023 182 002 72 194 006 72 42% -0.12[0.13,-0.11] y
T H:h 2020 262 035 300 284 069 300 4.0% -0.22[-0.31,-0.13] -
i 2020 404 005 64 418 013 64 42%  -0.14[-0.17,-0.11) .
34 2023 153 004 60 21 012 60 4.2% -0.57[0.60,-0.54] '

Ji #7% 2017 164 003 60 176 004 60 4.2% -0.12[0.13,-0.11] :
1 2015 486 012 100 518 004 100 4.2%  -0.32[-0.34,-0.30] '
1 2023 571 002 200 604 003 200 4.2% -0.33[-0.33,-0.33] .
HALH 2008 296 004 B0 341 005 60 42% -0.45[-047,-0.43] .
Je ik 2023 214 018 100 237 018 100 4.2%  -0.23[-0.28,-0.18] =
WA 2023 1.89 6.39 84 197 83 84 01% -0.08 [-2.32, 2.16]

i % 2020 377 019 40 4,09 0.06 40 41%  -0.32 [-0.38, -0.26] >
24k 2022 26 003 40 262 003 40 42%  -0.02[-0.03,-0.01]

B 2013 154 005 20 176 004 20 4.2% -0.22[0.25-0.19] :
T 2008 2358 004 70 2362 004 70 42%  -0.00(-0.02,0.01)

F 4 2021 206 011 60 224 007 60 42% -018[-0.21,-0.15] .
B EAF 2025 305 018 30 286 026 30 3.9% 0.19[0.08, 0.30] =
x4l 2021 157 0.85 800 169 057 800 4.1%  -0.12[-0.19,-0.05] ¥
Subtotal (95% CI) 2 250 2250 714%  -0.19 [-0.27, -0.11] L

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.03; Chi? = 5 629.87, df = 17 (P < 0.000 01); 7* = 100%
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.62 (P < 0.000 01)

3.1.2 75 v 0 0 S FIG I B (b 85 8L B KAL)

X dETE 2023 153 004 60 16 003 60 42%  -0.07[-0.08,-0.06] )
J %% 2017 164 003 60 152 0.01 60 4.2% 0.12[0.11, 0.13] &
F e E 2020 377 019 40 386 038 40 3.8% -0.09 [-0.22, 0.04] -
4tk 2022 26 003 40 257 002 40 4.2% 0.03 [0.02, 0.04]

HikTF 2013 154 005 20 1.52 0.01 20 4.2% 0.02 [-0.00, 0.04]

T HEHE 2021 206 011 60 209 009 60 42% -0.03 [-0.07, 0.01]

B EFTAF 2025 305 018 30 3 019 30 4.0% 0.05 [-0.04, 0.14] I~
Subtotal (95% CI) 310 310 28.9% 0.01 [-0.06, 0.08] L
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.01; Chi* = 681.85, df =6 (» < 0.000 01); 2 = 99%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.23 (P = 0.82)

Total (95% CI) 2 560 2 560 100.0%  -0.13 [-0.22, -0.05] L

4 n 4
t

-2 -1 0 1 2
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.04; Chi* = 14 011.44, df = 24 (P < 0.000 01); 22 = 100%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.20 (P = 0.001)
Test for subaroun differances: Chi# = 1340 df =1 (P =0.000 3) /=92 5%

10 EFHPEHXNIBF/GHEMAFRE

Fig. 10 Forest map of the effect of compound Chinese herbal medicine on chicken F/G ratio
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Experimental

3.2.4 35} X A5 0 POSFIG IR EE W4 (o1 B 5L/ 181

G.Fu’f 2024 165 009 90 169 007 90 6.0%
S.Liu% 2023 1.82 0.02 72 194 0.086 72 6.0%
1k 2020 404 005 64 418 013 64 5.9%
iR 2023 153 004 60 21 012 60 5.9%
JR# % 2017 164 003 60 176 0.04 60 6.0%
FH S 2020 377 019 40 409 006 40 58%
Fikih 2022 26 003 40 262 003 40 6.0%
Bk 2013 154 005 20 1.76 0.04 20 59%
EHed 2021 206 0.1 60 224 0.07 60 59%
i drfi 2021 157 085 800 169 057 800 57%
Subtotal (95% CI) 1306 1306 59.2%

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.02; Chi* = 1 12B.85, df =8 (» < 0.000 01); />=99%
Test for overall effect: Z=4.60 (£ < 0.000 01)

3.2.2 A5 v RS R HOMFIG IR B W (1 UG AL/ % 11 1)

v 2023 571 0.02 200 6.04 003 200 6.0%
Kk 2023 214 018 100 237 018 100 5.9%
B R 2025 305 018 30 286 026 30 54%
Subtotal (95% CI) 330 330 17.2%

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.03; Chi* = 95.93, df = 2 (P < 0.000 01); 2 = 98%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.42 (P =0.15)

3.2.3 AL75 PR EG % P SN T SUBFIG IR B (1 R R AL 22 1 )

B 11

T 2020 262 035 300 284 069 300 56%
% 2015 486 012 100 518 004 100 60%
AT H 2008 296 004 60 341 005 60 6.0%
WA 2023 189 639 84 197 83 84 0.1%
E & 2008 2358 004 70 2362 004 70 6.0%
Subtotal (95% C1) 614 614 23.6%

Mean difference

Random, 327

-0.04 [-0.06, -0.02]
-0.12[-0.13, -0.11]
-0.14 [-0.17, -0.11]
-0.57 [-0.60, -0.54]
-0.12[-0.13, -0.11]
-0.32 [-0.38, -0.26)
-0.02 [-0.03, -0.01]
-0.22[-0.25, -0.19]
-0.18-0.21, -0.15]
-0.12 [-0.19, -0.05)
-0.18 [-0.26, -0.11]

-0.33 [-0.33, -0.33]
-0.23[-0.28, -0.18)

0.19 (0.08, 0.30)
-0.13 [-0.32, 0.05]

-0.22[-0.31,-0.13)
-0.32 [-0.34, -0.30)
-0.45 [-0.47, -0.43]
-0.08 [-2.32, 2.16]
-0.00 [-0.02, 0.01]
-0.25 [-0.50, 0.01]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.07; Chi* = 1 844.80, df = 4 (P < 0,000 01); 2 = 100%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.87 (P = 0.06)

Total (95% CI) 2 250 2250 100.0%

-0.19 [-0.27, -0.11]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.03; Chi* = § 629.87, df = 17 (P < 0.000 01); 2 = 100%

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.62 (P < 0.000 01)
Tast for subaroun differances: Chi* =049.df=2 (P = 0.78). = 0%

EAPEAIAEMAEIE F/G F 0K A 5 7 F K E
Fig. 11 Subgroup analysis forest plot of the effect of compound Chinese herbal medicine on F/G of different kinds of

chickens

Experimental Control

Meg ean

3.3.1 8L KA 15 R WIFTG IR LA L7 1)

G.Fu§ 2024 165 009 90 169 007 90 6.0%
S.Liu% 2023 182 002 72 194 006 72 6.0%
X E S 2023 153 004 60 21 012 60 59%
J8 ¥ % 2017 164 003 60 176 004 60 6.0%
ik 2023 214 0.18 100 237 0.18 100 5.9%
WHA 2023 189 639 84 197 83 84 01%
A% 2020 377 019 40 409 006 40 58%
F 44 2022 26 003 40 262 003 40 6.0%
Wikr 2013 154 005 20 176 004 20 59%
T 4% 2008 2358 0.04 70 2362 004 70 6.0%
F 44t 2021 2.06 011 60 224 007 60 59%
WhétE 2021 157 085 800 169 057 800 57%
Subtotal (95% CI) 1496 1496 65.2%

Mean difference

-0.04 [-0.06, -0.02]
012 [-0.13, -0.11]
-0.57 [-0.60, -0.54]
-0.12 [-0.13, -0.11]
-0.23 [-0.28, -0.18]

-0.08 [-2.32, 2.16]
-0.32 [-0.38, -0.26]
-0.02 [-0.03, -0.01]
-0.22 [-0.25, -0.19]

-0.00 [-0.02, 0.01]
-0.18[-0.21, -0.15]
-0.12[-0.19, -0.05]
-0.18 [-0.25, -0.10]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.02; Chi* = 1 380.54, df = 11 (P < 0.000 01); = 99%

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.68 ( < 0.000 01)

3.3.2 SLJ5 v PREEA 0 1T DI IG IR BE W (] R AL % 1 41)

FHEH% 2020 262 035 300 2.84 069 300 56%
115 2020 404 005 64 418 013 64 59%
%1 2015 486 012 100 518 004 100 6.0%
& 2023 571 002 200 604 003 200 6.0%
# 3+ 2008 296 004 60 341 005 60 6.0%
M 657 % 2025 305 018 30 286 026 30 54%
Subtotal (95% CI) 754 754 34.8%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi? = 413.54, df = 5 (” < 0.000 01); /> = 99%
Test for overall effect: Z = 5.68 (P < 0.000 01)
Total (95% CI)

2250 2250 100.0%

-0.22[-0.31,-0.13]
-0.14 [-0.17, -0.11]
-0.32 [-0.34, -0.30]
-0.33 [-0.33, -0.33]
-0.45 [-0.47, -0.43]

0.19 [0.08, 0.30]
-0.23 [-0.31, -0.15]

-0.19 [-0.27, -0.11]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi* = 5 629.87, df = 17 (P < 0.000 01); /2 = 100%

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.62 (P < 0.000 01)
Test for subaroun differences: Chiz = 0.99. df = 1 (P = 0.32). ’ = 0%

El12 SE7PEHGIBEKTIEF/G #0053 i & vk E

Fig. 12 Subgroup analysis of the effects of compound Chinese herbal medicine on F/G in chicken growth process Forest

map
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B 22 53 5 1 — 20 WF 5T, R R o Ak 0 T 2 4t 3 e

SR

2.7 EFHEAIIGGE E A WA Meta 55 17
A 13 AT, 525 AL At B 07 h s 25 X 0

Ji73 18 B #F Shannon 48 %% . Chaol 45 % & Simpson 4§ %4

TR EFELW(P>0.05), mE 14,1508, 5= H4A

A EG, 52 07 v B 24 e A b 2 A IR Jig T8 K AT T 8

(P<<0.01) , {H X} i 18 FL R b 550 0 o 25 e (P>
0.05). HE 16 AT A1, & J5 v B2 RE i i 25 42 = X9
23 i VH/CD(MD=0.87,95%CI J[0.40,1.35])
(P<0.01) . M4 li7 38 & B 2 FE PR 48 80 R B AT 1
KMFLBRE VH/CD SCHRAS & 1057 , B e X HAS A0
oM. £ B RIR 55 T RE 24 e AR XS B K
FFE B $2 5 9 25 i VH/CD, {H %} Shannon #5 %%

# (MD=—1.48, 95%CI /[ —1.87, —1.09])

Experimental Control

4.1.1 3P # b ®Shannon i BMEE W

S.Liu% 2023 444 028 72 485 041 72 7.0%
FiEH#4% 2020 43 398 300 423 104 300 17%
“1F 2020 378 086 64 426 071 64 3.6%
i 2023 891 032 200 85 035 200 8.0%
gk 2023 888 028 100 866 056 100 6.8%
¥4 2023 459 005 32 442 009 32 85%
Rk 2020 00261 005 30 0.0215 005 30 86%
F4E4E 2021 721 071 60 708 026 60 52%
Fhéxta 2021 633 141 800 62 255 800 4.9%
Subtotal (95% CI) 1658 1658 54.2%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.04; Chi? = 247.16, df = 8 (P < 0.000 01); /> = 97%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.59 (P = 0.55)

4.1.2 305 PR E R MChaot HiBIKIEW

S.Liu% 2023 30768 3363 72 42816 4869 72 0.0%
F A% 2020 412 8643 300 409 117.09 300 0.0%
-1 2020 623.88 9695 64 61034 13915 64 0.0%
#2023 2,346.16 46.93 200 1,859.07 2427 200 0.0%
kK 2023 3,349.62 373.95 100 3,078.26 463.76 100 0.0%
¥4 2023 1477 1206 32 1483 2825 32 0.0%
#2020 5044 1183 30 4943 1632 30 0.0%
F 44 2021 2,183.25 636,53 60 193957 6099 60 0.0%
Hhdxta 2021 36113 7722 800 357.09 7976 800 0.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 1658 1658 0.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 68 096.95; Chi® = 12 817.09, df = 8 (P < 0.000 01); /*= 100%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.12 (P = 0.26)

4.1.3 81 75 PN &% M Simpson #1300 W

S.Liu% 2023 087 003 72 084 006 72 86%
-1 2020 011 011 64 006 005 64 85%
#2023 099 001 200 099 001 200 87%
¥4 2023 0.02 0.0005 32 0.03 00054 32 87%
¥k 2020 4728 066 30 4774 0.7 30 27%
F4E4E 2021 096 002 60 096 001 60 86%
Subtotal (95% CI) 458 458 45.8%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 87.70, df = 5 (P < 0,000 01); 2= 94%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.09 (P = 0.28)

Total (95% Cl)

13 EFHEHXNIGHE RS FIEE

3774

s
-4

3774 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi? = 17 745.07, df = 23 (P < 0.000 01); />= 100%

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.19 (P = 0.03)
Test for subaroun differences: Chi2 = 1.54. df = 2 (P = 0.46). /> = 0%

i) ) % K

Chaol $8 % . Simpson $8 5 M FLR 14 JC & %

Mean difference
% Cl

Mean difference
1V, Random. 95% Cl

B/
57

-0.41 [:0.52, -0.30]
0.07 [-0.40, 0.54]
0.48 -0.75, -0.21]
0.41[0.34, 0.48)
0.22 [0.10, 0.34]
0.17[0.13,0.21]
0.00 [-0.02, 0.03]
0.13[-0.06, 0.32)
0.13[-0.07, 0.33]
0.04 [-0.10, 0.18]

-120.48 [-134.15, -106.81]
3.00 [-13.47, 19.47]

13.54 [-28.01, 55.09)
487.00 [479.77, 494.41]
271.36 [154.60, 388.12]
-6.00 [-48.92, 36.92]
10.10 [2.89, 17.31]
243,68 [81.88, 405.48]
4.04 [-3.65, 11.73)

98.45 [-73.54, 270.44]

0.030.01, 0.05]
0.05[0.02, 0.08]
0.00 [-0.00, 0.00]
0.01[-0.01,-0.01]
-0.05 [-0.39, 0.30]
0.00 [-0.01, 0.01]
0.00 [-0.00, 0.01]

0.08 [0.01, 0.14]

N

+

-500

-2'50 0 2&0

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

500

M

Fig. 13 Forest map of the effect of compound Chinese herbal medicine on the diversity index of chicken intestinal flora

Experimental Control
d Mean D tal Mea 3 e
XS 2023 6.82 035 60 848 044 60 19.9%
JA ¥ %F 2017 6.14 034 60 7.34 033 60 20.1%
% 2015 426 016 100 6.16 027 100 20.4%
@A HE 2008 685 036 60 7.92 0.01 60 20.2%
Hifr 2013 578 032 20 734 033 20 194%
Total (95% CI) 300 300 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.19; Chi? = 264.13, df = 4 (P < 0.000 01); /* = 98%
Test for overall effect: Z = 7.47 (P < 0.000 01)

El14 £ 77 PEZ XTI K 57 AT E 0 B AR AR E

Fig. 14 Forest map of the effect of compound Chinese herbal medicine on chicken E. coli

ASBETE R GEVF M T A 7 TP 2 0 i T A
ZRETE R E AR MO R S A (= VHY

Mean difference
Random, 959

-1.66 [-1.80, -1.52]

Mean difference

Random /o

-
-1.20 [-1.32, -1.08) .
-1.90 [-1.96, -1.84] .
-1.07 [-1.16, -0.98) .
-1.56 [-1.76, -1.36) -
-1.48 [-1.87, -1.09] L 4
4 2 0 2

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

CD) Ry FEAE M o S5 R W] - 5 J5 v B 24 X0 348 gy 1
T #f Shannon #8 %% . Chaol $5 0 ) Simpson 8§ £ JC .
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Experimental Control
dy o baroup Mean D otal Wean L) 2 gn
H &5 2023 9.84 059 60 8.38 0.45 60 24.9%
JE#6% 2017 8.04 0.1 60 7.79 0.02 60 25.0%
#2015 6.94 008 100 453 022 100 25.0%
w7 2013 7.93 0.19 20 7.79 0.02 20 25.0%
Total (95% CI) 240 240 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.78; Chi* = 6 728.07, df = 3 (P < 0.000 01); /2 = 100%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.59 (P =0.11)

B 15 £77 PR x9S 2L ER w2 N B 2R vk

Mean difference

Mean difference
Random, 95%

ndom, 99 %

1.46 [1.27, 1.65)
0.25[0.22, 0.28]
2.41(2.36, 2.46)
0.14 [0.06, 0.22)

1.06 [-0.24, 2.37]

10 5 0 5 10
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Fig. 15 Forest map of the effect of compound Chinese herbal medicine on chicken lactic acid bacteria

Experimental Control
G.Fu¥ 2024 6.23 006 90 6.15 006 90 154%
Fhify 2023 68 0.13 200 577 056 200 154%
K 2023 495 238 72 39 153 72 11.9%
WA 2023 6.22 202 84 422 138 84 13.0%
i 2020 6.17 0.76 40 47 07 40 14.4%
#4¢ih 2022 3.09 041 40 328 038 40 153%
B KHF % 2025 271 07 30 178 028 30 147%
Total (95% CI) 556 556 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.38; Chi? = 705.60, df = 6 (P < 0.000 01); /2= 99%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.62 ( = 0.000 3)

E16 EAFFEAWNBZMH VH/CD HFHFEKE

Mean difference

Mean difference
% Cl IV.Random, 95%Cl
0.08 [0.06, 0.10] r
1.03[0.95, 1.11] .
1.05 [0.40, 1.70)
2.00[1.48, 2.52)
1.47 [1.15, 1.79)
-0.19 [-0.31, -0.07]
0.93 [0.66, 1.20]

0.87 [0.40, 1.35]

-4 -2 0 2 4
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Fig. 16 Forest map of compound Chinese herbal medicine on VH/CD in chicken jejunum

SR B R FOXT i T T R AR 2R R T A U
WCAR BRI, By Hp R 2 T B S AR K B A
PR A L R FLIR B C B R E R . B4,
207 R 2 RE B O I T S A5 A A R
X523 J 98 e B S R s YR EE U (VH/CD) , R B
A B Ok i 3 S RE AR e S fE R . 45 1
A2y v 2l R AR A o B M ) S0 P K R
$8 5 I 1 5 i 3 2 K S R T R A i G (R R 45 A
FH AR X G B 22 B e B LR TR 1 9 1 AR AT o
— R
2.8 XHMHPEAREFEH I REHY
ARRPASCHERIE T i B2 TR R S

F2 FEAHIAH

Table 2 Frequency of occurrence of Chinese herbal medicine

==
H

R NS NNITE N PN ST (N
MOSel R R R NS R OO T
FROEE A R EM M RS AR
TSRS AT hAE s AR L B A
W R GETE SOk EROBCAE 3R B DL B 25, A
PRECHE a3 2 o, ol e SRR U H B 9 IR, B
U, S T, AR 6K, BEA 5, LA A3 Y
UA K B B2 4% A Uk, AL ORI R 7 i 3R B 2 R
B R BN 2% 3 BT R, R 7E (0~0. 1) % 19 SRR A
35,0, 120~0.5% MSCHRA 115 ,1.026~2. 0% 19
BT

Hh 24 BB S4 Ay REEIRYS 3
Chinese medicinal herb Frequency of occurrence Chinese medicinal herb Frequency of occurrence
H & 9 AT 4
Liquorice Dandelion

4 8 A 4
Membranous milkvetch root Chinese angelica root

e 7 PR Kz 4
Dangshen Dried old orange peel

FA 6 Kt fif 3
Largehead atractylodes rhizome Eucommia bark

A 5 PN 3
Baikal skullcap root Dyers woad leaf

1A 4

Fruit of hawthorn
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Table 3 Frequency of occurrence of Chinese herbal medicine dosage

i/ % H IR i/ % BRI
Dosage Frequency of occurrence Dosage Frequency of occurrence
0.02 1 0.4 2
0.05 1 0.5 3
0.06 1 1.0 2
0.1 2 1.5 2
0.2 2 2.0 3
0.3 2
VA o S SRE AR T FE B AR T i, Th R
3 9% it 2] . 2 4 T 3 R R e T b AR A W B AL Tl

A5 3 2 6 21 SCER AT R G S Meta
GYAT SR VT T 5 T v 2 XS A K P R R JE
PR SZ I . A SOk R B S AR
LA R B S b B2 I 4, DA 25 R R
THE N BB, GBI 1 R 10 2 kT AE , 4 i 7
PO 3 06 B 85 % 0 o W i 20 DT i A R £ i
BHE LR H O RS A S R AR R
EANE DG, ORI T R S
K EE L BRI K B A B VDT IR B SR I BOR
B0 B R RE B B . 40T AL R
SR Je B E . YIE A PSS fE
e I 355 L, A M RO B B SR A Ak T A
JF 2R, T R SR A R R E R TG L R
AR A A e AL A AR AL R 18] 42 O b s iE
Whi, TR Irh iy £ M E, — i el
22 T PR 43 4 B RO, B3 DR EE PR A
MR IR A W, I R T g T AR 2 sk L A i 48 T
AR BN, & AR SR A L
(1 52 J7 R0, AT ik 22 B R 2 R Y
S s AV S B T B T A S A IR
A2 By 3 ) B s (340 8 v T/ Rees TR LR (B
AT [ 25 B 3% 5% 0 32 00 T b 2R R e I I 15
TS | LA R A A5 AR ) 4 RO L pE B AT R
i iE g e, N i m s B AR g 5 —
J7 T PR AEPL R BUE AL BN B B B AL
WO AR S PR T, By B 2 B
T P B4 0 T 2K | 22 % AT AT GE Ao B ) NF -«B
M MAPK %5 585 {5 55 30 6 0 5 A6 I8 g i 4l
21 rh i g SR AL T - TNF-o) | 40 i A - 1B(11-
18) K Al Ar 2 -6(11-6) S5 42 S 40 i IR 3L R 3R 3k

(SOD) g AL Al (CAT) KA e H Ik i 8 1k ) 1
(GSH-Px){ifi P, BEAIR TN 8 (MDA) & 519 %) 134
SRALRTE B Al L A8 1, 28 M SR AL I O s 1 4
B0 o AE BTN O T, A2 Hp e 2 g A Y
-3 R - R CHPA il ) D RES S BRI 1L
H B BRI (CORT) K F, IF & #4 4K 38 &
(HSP70) 23K 8 58 iy 18 55 18 X6 25 458 J2 4 %8
IO TR A2 F7 o E TIVER T, PR 2 R A e
A LR A% % 0045 o v B2 3R K AP 70 1)
PG BAT 25 300 T A0 200 6 S 245 g, 00 o) B AR J R, -l
I 1) 0 2L AR AT B UL KT B 4 A A T A, G i
o 4 R HE R ORAR I A A 4 R B G A ST
S TN b R AIL R 3 TR Ry R R 2 A4 R
T e R ) 22 W R R N 4%, S L AE DG B 3R A P G R
FH i A4t B A H

IR I A2 I T | = i e S O I 2
J7, 3K P 4 — T AL BB A W0 S L kR
T2 LA I S DT, D3 — T T R )k K 2
Ak AR RNE Sy 2% A TR AR R BB Y. Xu
S0 B 25 2 v 24 (AN M AT 2 B ) i T R R
2 FF A 0 OBLIEE AT B A K5 T T A 5 28 vh 25 (¢
X ) 4 R AL S LA T AR e A T ik
FEPEID HIBOW B A 5 SCFA T i, K3 B
5 o 2 0 A O G 22 S 1 24 6 2 R B R B
RO T o — P £, P & aE P
FOR T L E T RE BRI 2 AR IR A R 2 L T
Hp 24 3 3o T AR SRR R 90 o L DA 440 A 2B ) IR i, B
R TR 24 356 DR 2, DA T 726 4 5 R B 22 6 1 A T s 14
SR BRI AR o P R 2 T o R R R 2 R R R
A 25 (A ZLER T ) I A T (R g A ), 3t
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SR S 57 %

) £ 1F o 3 MR B o A 25 TR 1 MG TR A B T 0 g
Jo B ) i, 4 5 R W I AL B ROR (X 5 ADG
PE AN F /G FEAR A 2 ), I 7= 45 40 B IR I 1R 45
A A=, R e AR AL AR R R

WA, 52 Ty Fp B2 30 ek 8 A K M BE X i T
HE A 1 FH S22 B0 B8 500 2000 SRR AIE , LA FH AL 5 ik
FEME BE R UIAHOG . A SCHERER W (0. 126~0. 5% #k
JE X T 52 o5 b e, ik 114 ), AR5 A (0. 1%~
0. 5% ) v] B 38 35 P [ 98 45 8 3% 1R G A 4 15 s 3 1
R A S A 2R R AN, Hor 0506 57 & 0 BA IR
e (3UC) , B 7m HonT 58 Ry Az 7= 5 B b At Ak 1 et
bR AR E . mrlEd(1.0%~2.0%) 5 kb
ThE L HA 2,090 W B s EE 3 VK, $E R AT R BT
B R HU T T R MR R Ao T B B IR W T A A
i o HBAK (<20, 1%0) (35F) Al Ak A 1K R 0k
JE TR — 20 B Uk A R W R . AR S R
R 2 N AR Ay 52 T 24 A X A 8K I
FHHR A T BRI A A, (A7 7R B I H v 2 AR T
AN — W Ty 2O (R L ] R R SR AkE 2E  OXG
Fofr 24 K it B A [A) A BB 3 25 57, H 0. 520 ~1. 0% &
J3E DX T B 255 10 B A 0 o ) AR S XU 473 5 S8
it 2 W H R RN -

AW 21 F SCHIRALFE G 5 108 H, o
i 254 2 384 H 55 (140 2 384 H, B A & 4] 340
ORI, WS R hFasE . RS R
PEVEAS 5 8B PE A 30 X Meta 43 B 45 5 9547 56 390F .
S TP 43 BT 26 W A A SR ) 7 A S T (R A
5% 2R FH B AL R 0 ASE Y L 3 1o 3% 30 530 ok AT — 4
GG 5 BPE IR R & AR RO MO UE S T 1 98 45 3R
R . AAEIEE TR 25X ADFILADG \F/G
VL% o T8 TR R 2 REE R BRI AR T LR I
VH/CD ) Meta 5387 th 8 i 5= B Pk, H o ik 38 o i
— Hll B SCHR 9 80U B A B 43 25 HE AT 4 43 B
REAR S Bk, X TR S rh B2y & L L 24 h
2y N5y Z2 FE R R 2GRy SR [R) Rl 2 A
) 5 JEL 0D e 2 D) 3R B B BEAS — FE TR A A B K
FME N RA . X H Meta 20 M 78 Ho Al R 56 b 9
F 52 45 S, A A7 76 S5 0 1 A v A9 i) AL, 4n e 24 )
RS IR0 X6 A7 4 A P E B2 R ) Meta 20 BT L R T
245 ) RE R 0 30 X8 DR 7% A A R A A I A AR K PR e
S ) Meta 23 A7 R 22 B 2 A KM BB 52 11
Meta 7 Bt Al 50 ZF 6 KT B X PR 2 4 e B8 52 i 11
Meta 43 A7 7 g5 S ¥ R B e S ok o TR) B AR

RGN R EAFAE LA R ik R i e, R
JIT A8 N B 9 A T v L (L E SR A A K 3R
1o AR 58 VAN JE B BR B R e 9 Bt A R T
TR SCHRREAS B A R, LR 8 B A DG AT o Sl D
TAKEREFE bR 5%, 3 BT TF A R 41 43
Mrebde . Huk, SCRk gl A B[R] 95 [ 5% 2008—2025
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