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Abstract; Meta-analysis is a comprehensive method for public papers,which combines qualitative analysis and quantitative analysis together.
It had been used widely in academic research in abroad, however, it was only few reported in domesticalnatural research , especially in agri-
cultural research. Therefore, it is necessary to introduce the Meta-analysis in detail. This paper will explain the definition, procedure, ad-
vantage and disadvantage of Meta-analysis by case study, in order to give an objective and clear understanding to reader on Meta-analysis u-
sing in agricultural research.
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Table 1  Statistical description of the variation studied in a meta-analysis to determine influence of trough vs. pasture feeding of ruminants

ik - R R g Moda it RN ROKME RARRIER

Variable publications experiments  treatments Mean  Moda value Minimum Maximum Residual SD
S H G (g/kgLW) ADG 77 83 295 4.68 2.66 -3.27 23.73 4.40
H AV L3 (% ) Diet OMD 8 11 28 74.35 69.9 59.5 85.30 8.11
PR = (g/kg) SLW HYield 62 67 217 509.38 488 340.00 619.00 59.41
8l (% ) Fat 21 22 66 13.93 22.2 2.59 36.08 8.01
LA (% ) Muscle 21 22 66 64.11 63.07 43.42 72.20 5.64
‘H (% ) Bone 21 22 66 20.63 20 12.9 37.50 4.26
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To determine influence of trough vs. pasture feeding of ruminants. FE = feeding environment. ! number of treatmnets ; * all experiments not shown, just

lLoption was detailed here ( cattle/ growing/male)

1 Meta SR ETUERHNERLER

Fig. 1 Hierarchical model of variation factors in the meta-design
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