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Characteristic Total (N = 20,380 No (N =18,403) Yes (N =1977) p Value

Age (years) 47.4£167 467+16.7 5324156 <0001
BMI(Kg/m2) 28914668 28754662 30.47£7.00 <0001
Waist, cm 991941633 986141619 104.57216.67 <0.001
Gender, n (%) <0001

Female 10,146 (51%) 9,297 (51%) 849 (43%)

Male 10,234 (49%) 9,106 (49%) 1,128 (57%)
Race, n (%) <0.001

Mexican American 3,075 (15.1%) 2,813 (15.3%) 262 (13.3%)

Non-Hispanic Black 4025 (197%) 3,786 (20.6%) 239 (12.1%)

Non-Hispanic White 9,244 (45.4%) 8,111 (44.1%) 1,133 (57.3%)

Other Hispanic 2,074 (10.2%) 1,854 (10.1%) 220 (1.1%)

Other Race 1,962 (9.6%) 1,839 (9.8%) 123 (6.2%)
Education, n (%) 06

High school or equivalent 4,657 (22%) 4214 (22%) 443 (23%)

Less than high school 4,768 (15%) 4,270 (15%) 498 (16%)

More than high school 10,955 (63%) 9919 (63%) 1,036 (61%)

PIR (%) 301166 3012167 3004161 08
Marital Status, n (%) <0.001

Having a partner 12,212 (63%) 10,930 (62%) 1,282 (70%)

No partner 4454 (18%) 3,934 (18%) 520 (21%)

Unmarried 3714 (19%) 3,539 (20%) 175 (9.0%)
Alcohol Status, n (%) <0.001

Former drinking 3,596 (15%) 3,114 (14%) 482 20%)

Heavy drinking 4,139 21%) 3,833 (22%) 306 (16%)

Mild to moderate drinking 9,860 (53%) 8,925 (53%) 935 (54%)

Never drinking 2,785 (11%) 2531 (11%) 254 (11%)
Smoking Status, n (%) <0001

Never Smoking 11,112 (55%) 10,167 (55%) 945 (48%)

Smoking 9,268 (45%) 8,236 (45%) 1,032 (52%)

Hypertension, n (%) 7,333 (32%) 6,340 (30%) 993 (45%) <0.001

Diabetes, n (%) 2,538 (9.3%) 2,099 (8.3%) 439 (18%) <0.001
Group,n (%) 0027

Low dietary live microbe group 7,540 (33%) 6772(33%) 768 (37%)

Medium dietary live microbe group 8,164 (39%) 7,375 (39%) 789 (39%)

High dietary live microbe group 4,676 (28%) 4,256 (28%) 420 (25%)
Total KCAL(Keal) 2161.45£966.88 2167.27£97264 2,107.39£910.12 02
Total water(g) 3,096.701,543.85 3,105.9721,553.61 3010624144767 0.063
BUN(mg/dL) 13.46+5.21 13.35£5.10 14532602 <0.001
Scr(mg/dL) 089032 088031 0942038 <0.001
UA(mg/dL) 546139 5442138 565:148 <0.001
TG(mg/dL) 157.73£133.49 155,70+ 128.60 176,58+ 171.24 <0.001
TC(mg/dL) 195.5441.90 195.81+41.80 193.024276 0013
HDL(mg/dL) 532421672 53631682 49.70415.34 <0.001

PIR, poverty income ratio; BMI, body mass index; TC, total cholesterol; TG, triglycerides; HDL, high-density lipoprotein; Scr, serum creatinines BUN, blood urea nitrogen; UA, uric acid.
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Variable OR (95% ClI) p-value
Gender

Female 1.00 (Reference)

male 137 (1.17-1.60) <0.001
Age 1.02(1.02-1.03) <0.001
Race

Mexican American 1.00 (Reference)

Non-Hispanic Black 063 (0.50-0.78) <0.001
Non-Hispanic White 152 (1.29-1.80) <0.001
Other Hispanic 122 (0.94-1.59) 0.14

Other Race 091 (0.65-1.27) 057

Education

High school or equivalent 1.00 (Reference)

Less than high school 103 (0.86-1.23) 072

More than high school 095 (0.81-1.12) 058

Family PIR 1.0(0.95-1.04) 0.80

Marital status

Havinga partner 1.00 (Reference)

No partner 1.04(0.88-1.24) 061

Unmarried 040 (0.31-0.52) <0.001

Smoking status
Never Smoking 1,00 (Reference)
Smoking 134(117-1.54) <0.001

Alcohol status

Never drinking 1,00 (Reference)

Former drinking 145 (1.10-1.90) 0.009
Heavy drinking 070 (0.51-0.9) 0026
Mild to moderate drinking 100 (0.77-1.31) 0.9
BMI 1,04 (1.03-1.04) <0.001
Waist 1.02(1.02-1.02) <0001
Total energy 1.00 (1.00-1.00) 0.10
Total water 1,00 (1.00-1.00) 0042
Group

Low dietary live microbe 1,00 (Reference)

group

High dietary live microbe 078 (0.65-0.93) 0007
group

Medium dietary live 0,89 (0.76-1.04) 014
‘microbe group

Hypertension

No 1,00 (Reference)

Yes 1.89 (1.66-2.16) <0.001
Diabetes

No 1,00 (Reference)

Yes 250 (2.17-2.89) <0.001
BUN 1.04(1.03-1.05) <0.001
Ser 144 (1.23-1.68) <0.001
UA 111 (1.05-1.17) <0.001
TG 1.00 (1.00-1.00) <0.001
© 1,00 (1.00-1.00) 0017
HDL 0.98 (0.98-0.99) <0.001

PIR, poverty income ratio; BMI, body mass index; TC, total cholesterol; TG, triglycerides;
HDL, high-density lipoprotein; Scr, serum creatinine; BN, blood urea nitrogen; UA, uric
sl L odils palice 3 omlifience iniesvel
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Low dietary live  Medium dietary p-value High dietary live

microbe live microbe OR microbe OR (95%
(95% ClI) Cl)
Crude 1.00 (Reference) 089 (0.76-1.04) 014 078 (0.65-0.93) 0.007
Model 1 1.00 (Reference) 0.84(0.71-099) 0033 0.77(0.64-0.93) 0.007
Model 2 1.00 (Reference) 0.82(0.69-097) 0022 0.73(0.60-0.89) 0.003
Model 3 1.00 (Reference) 0.84(0.71-1.00) 0052 0.77(0.63-0.94) 0012
Model 4 1.00 (Reference) 0.86 (0.72-1.03) [ 079 (0.64-0.98) 0,032

Crude was model with no adjustment for covariates. Model 1 was adjusted for age and gender. Model 2 was adjusted for Model 1, and race, education, family poverty income ratio, marital
status. Model 3 was adjusted for Model 2, and smoking Status, alcohol Status, b, waist, diabetes and hypertension. Model 4 was adjusted for Model 3, and total energy, total water, total
cholesterol, blood urea nitrogen, triglyceride, uric acid, high-density lipoprotein cholesterol and serum creatinine. OR, odds ratio; CI, confidence interval,
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50588 participants of
NHANES 2007-2016

<20 years old (N=21387)

N=29202

Excluded live microbe(N=3155)

Excluded kidney stone disease(N=63)
Excluded poverty data(N=2189)

Excluded pregnancy(N=297)

Excluded BMI and wrist(N=914)

Excluded smoking and alcohol(N=1201)
Excluded blood urea nitrogen(N=931)
Excluded incomplete data of other covariates
(N=71)

Study participants
(N=20380)
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Subgroup
Gender
Female

male

<60

>=60

BMI
<=25

>25

Hypertension
No

Yes

Diabetes
No

Yes

Micro level

Low dietary live microbe group
Medium dietary live microbe group
High dietary live microbe group
Low dietary live microbe group
Medium dietary live microbe group
High dietary live microbe group

Low dietary live microbe group
Medium dietary live microbe group
High dietary live microbe group
Low dietary live microbe group
Medium dietary live microbe group
High dietary live microbe group

Low dietary live microbe group
Medium dietary live microbe group
High dietary live microbe group
Low dietary live microbe group
Medium dietary live microbe group
High dietary live microbe group

Low dietary live microbe group
Medium dietary live microbe group
High dietary live microbe group
Low dietary live microbe group
Medium dietary live microbe group
High dietary live microbe group

Low dietary live microbe group
Medium dietary live microbe group
High dietary live microbe group
Low dietary live microbe group
Medium dietary live microbe group
High dietary live microbe group

p<0.05 was considered statistically significant

H-._f__i_.__i_}_+}_i_,___U.._I_I,_.___}__f_+}_+.____}_1_._}-}_._.

0.60.8 1 1.21.4

e
protective factor risk factor

OR(95%CI) P value

1.00(1.00 to 1.00)
0.98(0.83 10 1.16) 0.839
0.96(0.7910 1.17) 0.695
1.00(1.00 to 1.00)
0.84(0.73100.97) 0.018
0.78(0.65 10 0.93) 0.006

1.00(1.00 to 1.00)
0.98(0.85t0 1.14) 0.821
0.91(0.76 to 1.08) 0.282
1.00(1.00 to 1.00)
0.80(0.68 0 0.94) 0.008
0.76(0.6210 0.94) 0.01

1.00(1.00 to 1.00)
1.06(0.83 10 1.35) 0.647
0.82(0.61t0 1.11) 0.201
1.00(1.00 to 1.00)

0.85(0.75 t0 0.96) 0.008
0.84(0.73100.98) 0.024

1.00(1.00 to 1.00)
0.87(0.74101.01) 0.075
0.83(0.73 10 1.06) 0.175
1.00(1.00 to 1.00)

0.93(0.80 10 1.09) 0.382
0.81(0.67 10 0.99) 0.035

1.00(1.00 to 1.00)
0.83(0.78 10 1.00) 0.043
0.83(0.72100.96) 0.013
1.00(1.00 to 1.00)

0.94(0.7410 1.19) 0.598
0.93(0.69t0 1.26) 0.651

P for interaction
0.324

0.125

0.163

0.648

0.761
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haracteristics Control SNHL p-value

n=1931 n=1742

Age, years 359741104 55.15£1344 <0.0001
Gender (%) <0.0001
Male 4218 5299
Female 5782 47.01
Race (%) <0.0001
Mexican American 951 635
Other Hispanic 7.03 543
Non-Hispanic White 6464 76.06
Non-Hispanic Black 127 694
Other race 7.56 523
Education level (%) <0.0001
<9th grade 255 451
9-11th grade 7.03 9.63
High school grade/GED or 1597 2370
equivalent
Some college or AA degree 3287 3052
College graduate or above 4158 3164
Diabetes mellitus (%) 337 14.08 <0.0001
PIR, mean 303166 319161 00038
Cotinine, ng/mL 4175510332 560013264 00003
BMI, kg/m® 28425694 2984660 <0.0001

Mean:+SD for continuous variables: the p-value was calculated by weighted linear regression
model. PIR, the ratio of family income to poverty; BMI, body mass index; SNHL,
sensorineural hearing loss.
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49,667 individuals of NHANES in
2007-2018

29,001 individuals

9,352 individuals

5,301 individuals

4,343 individuals

3,673 individuals

20,666 Exclued
(Age < 19)

19,649 Exclued
Inadequate audiometric data

4,051 Exclued
Abnormal tympanometry or
otoscopic exam

958 Exclued
Inadequate diet data

670 Exclued

Inadequate covariates data
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Subgroup OR (95%Cl) P for interaction

Gender 0.8064
Male 0.99 (098, 1.01) 0.3830
Female 1.00(0.98,1.02) 0.7329

Age 0.6260
<65 0,97 (0.97,0.99) <0.0001
265 0.99 (092, 1.07) 0.8666

Diabetes status 0.9231
Yes 0,98 (0.94,1.03) 0.5155
No 0.98 (097, 0.99) 0.0043

DII, Dietary Inflammation Index; SNHL, sensorineural hearing loss.
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Exposure Outcome

IVW-derived

p-value

OR (95% ClI)

Cochran's
Q-derived
p-value

MR-Egger
intercept
derived p-value

Non-oily fish consumption SNHL
Oily fish consumption SNHL
Verrucomicrobia SNHL
RikenellaceaeRC9gutgroup SNHL
Flavonifractor SNHL
Bifidobacterium SNHL
Streptococcaceae SNHL
Porphyromonadaceae SNHL

SNHL, sensorineural hearing loss; VW, inverse variance weighted.

8.541x10°

1921x10°
0015
0.025
0.021
0.004
0.047

0018

0.068 (0.018-0.259)
0.558 (0.386-0.807)
0.912 (0.848-0.982)
1056 (1.007-1.108)
0.878 (0.786-0.980)
1131 (1.039-1.230)
0.919 (0.845-0.999)

1159 (1.026-1.310)

0323
5.358x 107
0879
0541
0323
0.056
0.196

0397

0.796

0374

0.624

0399

0515

0.586

0510

0614
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Model Il Model Il

Exposure Meace R OR(es%  OR(95%
8 cnp cnp
DIl 0.99 (0.97, 1.00) 1.01(0.99, 1.02) 0.99 (0.98, 1.01)
0.0164 0.2270 0.3526

Model I: None covariates were adjusted. Model II: Gender, age and race were adjusted.
Model Il: Gender, age, race, education level, PIR, Cotinine, BMI and Diabetes were
adjusted. PIR, the ratio of family income to poverty; BMI, body mass index; DII, Dietary
Inflammation Index; SNHL, sensorineural hearing loss.
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Adjusted HR (95% CI),

p-value

Fitting by the standard linear model 099 (0.98,1.01) 0.3526

Fitting by the two-piecewise linear

model

Inflection point 515
DII<5.15 0.98 (0.96, 1.00) 0.0305
DII25.15 1.14 (1.04, 1.26) 0.0068
P for Log-likelihood ratio 0.004

Gender, age, race, education level, BMI, PIR, Cotinine and Diabetes were adjusted. PIR, the
ratio of family income to poverty: BMI, body mass index; DII, Dietary Inflammation Index;
SNHL, sensorineural hearing loss.
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haracteristics Diabetes

Crude model Adjusted model
OR (95% CI) p-value OR (95% ClI) p-value

DI-GM 0.97 (094-099) 001 0,93 (0.90-0.96) <0.001
DI-GM group

0-3 Ref Ref

4 0.94(085-1.04) 0252 0.86 (0.77-0.97) 0014

5 0.90 (081-1.00) 0054 0.76 (0.67-0.86) <0.001

=6 092 (083-1.02) 0116 0.77 (0.68-0.88) <0.001

Trend test 0.081 <0.001
Beneficial to gut microbiota 0.99 (096-1.02) 0397 1.00(0.97-1.04) 0794
Unfavorable to gut microbiota 095 (091-098) 0005 0,85 (0.82-0.89) <0.001

DI-GM, dietary index for gut microbiota; PIR, poverty income ratio; CVD, cardiovascular disease; CI, Confidence interval; OR, Odd Ratio.
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Diabetes
Crude model Adjusted model
OR (95% CI) p-value OR (95% CI) p-value

Multiple imputations of missing data 094 (091-0.97) 0.93 (0.89-0.96) <0001

Propensity score matching 0.98(0.96-1.00) 0.93 (090-096) <0.001

DI-GM, dietary index for gut microbiota; PIR, poverty income ratio; CVD, cardiovascular disease; CI, Confidence interval; OR, Odd Ratio.
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Proportion of mediation: 25.57%
95%Cl:12.12% to 95.80%,P=0.012

OR (95% C1),0.97(0.94,0.99),P=0.01

Diabetes

Phenotypic

Proportion of mediation: 41.02%
95%Cl:23.01% to 99.82%,P=0.002

OR (95% C1),0.94(0.91,0.98),P=0.001

Diabetes
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otal (n 44) ut diabetes betes alue
Number of participants 17,444 14,110 3334
Age, Mean + SD 50.62417.59 481141752 6126+ 13.41 <0.001
Gender, n (%) 0002
Male 8622 (49.43) 6,894 (48.86) 1728 (51.83)
Female 8,822(50.57) 7216 (51.14) 1,606 (48.17)
Race, n (%) <0.001
Non-Hispanic White 8,298 (47.57) 6945 (49.22) 1,353 (40.58)
Others 9,146 (52.43) 7,165 (50.78) 1981 (59.42)
Marital status, n (%) 0313
Married/ Living with partner 10,765 (61.71) 8733 (61.89) 2032 (60.95)
Never married/Other 6,679 (38.29) 5377 (38.11) 1,302 (39.05)
PIR group, n (%) <0.001
1-13 4963 (28.45) 3,904 (27.67) 1,059 (31.76)
131 6911 (39.62) 5493 (38.93) 1,418 (4253)
>350 5,570 (31.93) 4,713 (33.40) 857 (25.70)
Education level, n (%) <0001
Less than high school 4032(23.11) 2,988 (21.18) 1,044 (31.31)
High school or equivalent 4,144 (23.76) 3312(23.74) 832 (24.96)
Above high school 9,268 (53.13) 7,810 (55.35) 1458 (43.73)
Smoking status, n (%) <0001
Never 9,374 (53.74) 7.716 (54.68) 1,658 (49.73)
Former 4567 (26.18) 3,416 (24.21) 1,151 (34.52)
Current 3,503 (20.08) 2,978 (21.11) 525 (1575)
Alcohol intake, n (%) <0.001
Never 2196 (12.59) 1,679 (11.90) 517 (15.51)
Former 3431 (19.67) 2417(17.13) 1,014 (30.41)
Current 11817 (67.74) 10,014 (70.97) 1803 (54.08)
Physical activity, n (%) <0001
Inactive 4432(25.41) 3,156 (22.37) 1,276 (38.27)
Insufficiently active 3335 (19.12) 2713 (19.23) 622 (18.66)
Sufficiently active 9,677 (55.47) 8.241(58.41) 1436 (43.07)
CVD,n (%) <0001
No 15,404 (88.31) 12,926 (91.61) 2478 (74.33)
Yes. 2040 (11.69) 1,184 (8.39) 856 (25.67)
Hypertension, n (%) <0001
No 9,807 (56.22) 8,891 (63.01) 916 (27.47)
Yes 7,637 (43.78) 5.219(36.99) 2418 (72.53)
<0001
No 4716 (27.04) 4295 (30.44) 421 (12.63)
Yes 12,728 (7296) 9815 (69.56) 2,913 (87.37)
DI-GM score, Mean + SD 4524152 4542152 4464152 001
DI-GM group, n (%) 0234
0-3 4,446 (25.49) 3,553 (25.18) 893 (26.78)
4 4363 (25.01) 3,529 (25.01) 834 (25.01)
5 4201 24.08) 3426 24.28) 775 (23.25)
>6 4434 (25.42) 3,602(25.53) 832 (24.96)
Beneficial to gut microbiota 2.00(1.00, 3.00) 2.00(1.00, 3.00) 2,00 (1.00, 3.00) 0778
Unfavorable to gut microbiota 2314103 2324102 2274104 0.005
BMI (kg/m?), Mean & SD 294246388 2869+652 32542746 <0001
Phenotypic age, Mean + SD 5013210 4586+ 19.40 68,18+ 17.64 <0.001

DL-G

, dietary indes for gut microbiota; BMI, Body Mass Index; PIR, poverty income ratio; CVD, cardiovascular disease.
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

_Study or Subgroup  Mean _SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV.Random.95%CI_ IV.Random.95%CI
Cui 2013 089 024 10 261 029 10 69%  -6.19[850,-3.88] =
Hung3 2022 221 032 6 498 035 6 46% -7.62(-1152-373 ——

912013 261 03 8 392027 8 74%  -434[633,-235] =
Liang2 2013 281 031 8 611042 8 51% -845(-1197,4.94] .

93 2013 331 026 8 861 059 8 40% -10.99[15.49,-6.50) —_—
Liu 2019 775 085 10 1375 048 10 58% -8.33[1133,-532) e
Xiang1 2022 74 092 51009 054 5 7.4%  -322[-542,-102] =
Xiang2 2022 447 031 51000 054 5 24% -1153(-18.14,-4.92] ——
Xiong1 2020 289 028 8 351 04 8 86%  -170(-289,-051] ez
Xiong2 2020 189 026 8 351 04 8 7.3%  -454[660,-248) ==
Xu 2019 211 022 10 292 013 10 78%  -4.29[-6.02,-257] H
Yang1 2023 5188 99 6 8753 376 6 67%  -4.39[682-197] b
Yang2 2023 4238 1029 6 8753 376 6 60%  -5.38(8.24,-252] =
Zhang TT1 2022 75 097 51002 093 5 77%  -240(4.23,-056] =
Zhang TT2 2022 426 088 51002 093 5 52%  -575(9.21,-2.28] —
Zhang YD2 2022 06 009 5 083006 5 74% -272(468,-0.75] SR
Total (95% CI) 13 13 1000%  -5.07[6.25,3.89] *

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 3.83; Chi = 57.02, df = 15 (P < 0.00001); = 74%
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Modeling method

LPS-induced ALI 6 ~5.03 (~7.01,-3.05) 7% <0.00001
CLP-induced AL 2 481 (~6.66, ~2.96) 0% <0.00001 093
Others 8 ~5.30 (~7.21,-3.40) 82% <0.00001

Type of SCFAs

Sodium acetate 2 —5.48 (~8.61,-2.35) 58% 00006
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Dosage
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Author (Year)  Animal species Model Sample Intervention

(Gender) size (EG/ — n
cG) Type of SCFAs Method of Medication Duration
intervention time
Chu (15) C57BL/6 ] mice Hyperoxia-induced ALL 6l6 Sodium acetate (200 mM) Oral administration Pre-treatment 3 weeks
(Male)
Cui (19) SD rats (Male) Acute Pancreatitis-induced AL 10/10 Sodium butyrate (5 mg/kg/d) Intravenous injection Post-treatment 12h
Ding (20) SD rats (Male) LPS-induced ALT 10/10 Sodium butyrate (1 g/kg/d) Intravenous injection Post-treatment 6h
Hildebrand (2021)  C57BL/6 mice (Male)  LPS-induced ALI 1212 Sodium acetate, propionate, butyrate (50 mM each) Oral administration Pre-treatment 2 weeks
(26)
Hung (27) SD rats (Male) I/R-Induced AL 6l6 Sodium acetate (100 mg/kg/d, 200 mg/kg/d, 400 mg/ Pulmonary artery perfusion | Post-treatment 60 min
kg/d)
Li(28) BALB/c mice (Male) | LPS-induced AL 10/10 Sodium butyrate (500 mg/kg) Intraperitoneal injection Pre-treatment 2h
Liang (29) D rats (Female) Burn-induced ALI 88 Sodium butyrate (400 mg/kg/d) Intraperitoneal injection Post-treatment 12h,24h,48h
Liu (1) ICR mice (Female) LPS-induced ALT 1010 Sodium butyrate (25 mg/kg/d) Intragastric administration | Pre-treatment 12h
Ni (30) BALB/c mice (Male) | LPS-induced ALI 313 Sodium butyrate (10 mg/kg/d) Intragastric administration | Pre-treatment 1h,3h,6h,12h,
2h
Tang (32) SD rats (Male) Intestinal I/R-induced ALT 1010 Sodium butyrate (400 mg/kg/d) Subcutaneous injection Post-treatment 1h4h
Xiang (2022) (33) | SD rats (Male) LPS-induced ALT 5/5 Sodium acetate, propionate, butyrate (300 mg/kg/d, Intragastric administration | Pre-treatment 7days
100 mg/kg/d, 100 mg/kg/d; 600 mg/kg/d, 200 mg/kg/d,
200 mg/kg/d)
Xiong (34) BALB/c mice (Male) 818 Sodium butyrate (200 mg/kg/d, 500 mg/kg/d) Intragastric administration | Pre-treatment 7 days
Xu(33) C57BLI6 ] mice LPS-induced ALT 10/10 Sodium acetate (4 mmol/kg/d) Intraperitoneal injection Post-treatment 6h
(Male)
Yang (36) CS7BLG ] mice CLP-induced ALT 6l6 Sodium butyrate (25 mg/kg/d) Intragastric administration | Pre-treatment, Post- 24
(Male) treatment
ng (37) C57BLI6 ] mice R Induced ALT NA Sodium butyrate (5 mg/kg/d) NA Pre-treatment Tweek
(Male)
Zhang L (38) C57BLI6 ) mice CLP-induced ALT 6/6 Sodium butyrate Intraperitoneal injection Pre-treatment 18h
(Male) (200 mg/kg/d)
Zhang TT (21) SD rats (Male) LPS-induced ALT 5/5 sodium propionate (300 mg/kg/d, 500 mg/kg/d) Intragastric administration | Pre-treatment 7days
Zhang YD (39) C57BL/G mice (Male) | ZnONPs-induced ALI ES Sodium acetate (100 mM), Sodium propionate (100 mM) |~ Oral administration Pre-treatment 21 days

EG, experimental group; CG, control group; LPS, lipopolysaccharides; CLP, cecal ligation and puncture; I/R, ischemia/reperfusion; NA, not applicable.
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Intraperitoneal injection 5 ~6.23(=9.52, -2.94) 90% 0.0002

Intravenous injection 2 ~269(=5.22,-0.17) 85% 004

Others 4 ~ 181 (-2.80, ~0.82) 4% 0.0004
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