Treatment Control
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD

Weight
(%)

Study 1 246 198.4 37.9 246 1235 326
Study2 21 1851 439 65 935 308
Study3 109 290.6 744 109 1079 308
Study 4 0 1188 185 50 90.7 108
Study 5 300 1752 31 300 1158 186
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Appendix 1. The experimental treatment (BABA-RT) showed a substantial positive impact compared to the control



Treatment Control
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD

Hedges's g
with 95% CI

Weight
(%)

Study1 4 1458 175 5 1055 138
Study2 4 190 7 3 134 8
Overall

Heterogeneity: 1° = 6.21, I = 75.85%, H* = 4.14
Testof 8= 6: Q(1)=4.14,p = 0.04
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Appendix 2. Meta-analysis of MIVAT total thyroidectomy versus control



Treatment Control Hedges's g Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% Cl ()
Study 1 16 2975 562 17 1562 280 [ ] 316 245 4.17] 3382
Study2 275 1385 49 224 1055 418 ] 072[ 054 090] 3338
Study3 200 1426 3.3 538 938 13 B 238002258 2503 3330
Overall 9.22[ -5.12, 23.56]
Heterogeneity: T° = 160.46, 1° = 99.90%, H® = 873.45
Test of 6 = 8; Q(2) = 1348.25, p = 0.00
Testef 8=0:1(2) = 126 p= 021
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Appendix 3. Comparing GTET to control



