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Electronic Supplementary Material Appendix S3. Sensitivity analysis
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Fig. S1 Sensitivity analysis of POL vs THR regarding VO2peak

Note: A sensitivity analysis for this comparison was performed by removing one study at a time. The study that was shown to contribute the most to heterogeneity was the one by Stoggl et al., (2014)c [7]. Nevertheless, removal of this study did not affect the results (p= 0.95), c*.
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