Study removed Leave-One-Out Meta-Analysis SMD 95%-Cl P-value Tau2 Tau 12

Omitting Jukic & Tufano, 2019b (%80) ——'—— 0.40 [-0.01;0.81] 0.0533 0.0187 0.1368 14.8%
Omitting Jukic & Tufano, 2019b (%100) +—+—— 0.37 [-0.03;0.78] 0.0623 0.0101 0.1005 12.3%
Omitting Jukic & Tufano, 2019b (%120) — 0.28 [0.13;0.44] 0.0053 0 0 0%
Omitting Tufano, Conlon, et al., 2017 ——+—— 0.41 [0.02;0.80] 0.0438 0.0074 0.0860 13.4%
Omitting Tufano et al., 2020 (360) —————+—— 0.41 [0.00;0.82] 0.0495 0.0205 0.1431 14.3%
Omitting Tufano et al., 2020 (60) — = 043 [0.04;0.83] 0.0379 0.0147 0.1213 9.0%
Omitting Jukic & Tufano, 2019a —————— 0.48 [0.08;0.87] 0.0265 0 0 0%
Random effects model ‘—‘—‘ 0.39 [0.06; 0.72] 0.0267 0 0 0%
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Supplementary Figure S1. Influence analysis (leave-one-out method) for mean power under
a random-effects model, demonstrating the stability of the pooled effect size.

Study removed Leave-One-Out Meta-Analysis SMD 95%-Cl P-value Tau2 Tau I2

Omitting Merrigan et al., 2022 ————— 0.24 [-0.00; 0.48] 0.0508 0 0 0%

Omitting Tufano et al., 2020 (60) —+— 0.26 [0.05; 0.46] 0.0335 0 00%

Omitting Tufano et al., 2020 (360) fo—* 0.18 [0.13; 0.24] 0.0047 0 00%

Omitting Merrigan, Jones, et al., 2020 ———+—— 0.24 [-0.00; 0.48] 0.0508 0 0 0%

Random effects model _— 0.23 [0.10; 0.36] 0.0116 0 0 0%
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Supplementary Figure S2. Influence analysis (leave-one-out method) for peak torque,
indicating that the pooled estimates were not driven by any single study.



Study removed Leave-One-Out Meta-Analysis SMD 95%-Cl P-value Tau2 Tau 12

Omitting Meechan et al., 2023 (RR45) y -0.73 [-1.11;-0.35] 0.0017 0.1437 0.3791 49.4%
Omitting Meechan et al., 2023 (RR72) — -0.75 [-1.11;-0.38] 0.0010 0.1094 0.3308 44.3%
Omitting Chae, Hill, et al., 2023 —'— -0.74 [-1.09;-0.39] 0.0008 0.1162 0.3409 44.9%
Omitting Tufano et al., 2020 (60) — -0.67 [-1.08;-0.25] 0.0049 0.2033 0.4509 56.7%
Omitting Tufano et al., 2020 (360) — -0.67 [-1.09;-0.26] 0.0045 0.2018 0.4493 56.5%
Omitting Merrigan, Tufano, Fields, et al., 2020 —-— -0.64 [-1.04;-0.23] 0.0055 0.1867 0.4321 55.5%
Omitting Merrigan, Jones, et al., 2020 — -0.70 [-1.10;-0.30] 0.0030 0.1796 0.4238 54.6%
Omitting Jukic & Tufano, 2019b (%80) —4— -0.65 [-1.05;-0.24] 0.0056 0.1971 0.4440 56.2%
Omitting Jukic & Tufano, 2019b (%100) — -0.61 [-0.99;-0.23] 0.0052 0.1483 0.3851 50.3%
Omitting Jukic & Tufano, 2019b (%120) — = -0.60 [-0.98;-0.23] 0.0050 0.1430 0.3782 49.5%
Omitting Jukic & Tufano, 2019a —'— -0.63 [-1.05;-0.22] 0.0064 0.1980 0.4450 55.1%
Omitting Mayo et al., 2019 — -0.61 [-1.00;-0.22] 0.0057 0.1622 0.4027 51.9%
Random effects model —— -0.67 [-1.04; -0.30] 0.0022 0.1652 0.4065 52.4%
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Supplementary Figure S3. Influence analysis (leave-one-out method) for rate of perceived
exertion (RPE), confirming the robustness of the overall effect across studies.



