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	Outcomes 
	No of Data
(studies)
Follow up
	Quality of the evidence
(GRADE)

	Relative effect
(95% CI)
	Anticipated absolute effects

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Risk with Control
	Risk difference between BFR and non-BFR (95% CI)

	muscle endurance (Number) on LBFR-RT VS LL-RT 
	280
(3 studies)
	⊕⊕⊝⊝
LOW1,2,3
due to risk of bias, imprecision, 
	
	
	The mean muscle endurance(number) in the intervention groups was 0.18 standard deviations higher (0.06 lower to 0.42 higher)

	LBFR-RT VS LL-RT on muscle endurance (Change) 
	108
(3 studies)
	⊕⊕⊝⊝
LOW1,2,3
due to risk of bias, imprecision
	
	
	The mean muscle endurance (change) in the intervention groups was 1.11 standard deviations higher (0.7 to 1.53 higher)

	LBFR-RT VS HL-RT on muscle endurance 
	136
(2 studies)
	⊕⊕⊝⊝
LOW1,2,3
due to risk of bias, imprecision
	
	
	The mean muscle endurance in the intervention groups was 0.28 standard deviations higher (0.06 lower to 0.62 higher)

	ML-BFR VS ML on aerobic endurance
	249
(8 studies)
	⊕⊕⊝⊝
LOW1,2,3
due to risk of bias, imprecision
	
	
	The mean aerobic endurance in the intervention groups was 0.59 standard deviations higher (0.33 to 0.85 higher)

	ANA-BFR VS ANA-E on aerobic endurance
	56
(3 studies)
	⊕⊕⊝⊝
LOW1,2,3
due to risk of bias, imprecision
	
	
	The mean aerobic endurance in the intervention groups was 0.07 standard deviations higher (0.46 lower to 0.59 higher)

	CI: Confidence interval; 

	1 Lack of detailed information on random sequence generation and allocation concealment, or high risk in selection bias
2 Lack of detailed information on blinding, or failed to blind participants, statistical analyst and surveyor
3 Small sample sizes



