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Introduction Results Discussion

» Dynamic and static warmups have both been used to * There was no significant difference in standing broad jump between the three (F 2.22)= 1.783).

prepare for exercise and sport.

* Dynamic warmup was significantly better than the static

* The warmups had statistically significant differences on vertical jump between the three warmup conditions (F = warmup for vertical jump height.

3.515, p =.047).

* Previous researchers indicate that dynamic stretching 1s * The dynamic warmup was significantly better than the static warmup in preparing the body for performing the * Standing broad jump was not affected by warm up type.
Fhe best Warmup ].De.f ore performing exercise because 1t vertical jump (mean difference = .858cm, p = .034). * Dynamic stretching teaches the body how to effectively
1nvqlves moving joints through their full range of * There was no significance between the static warmup and control (mean difference = .100cm, p =.752) nor prepare one’s body for physical activity while
motion throughout the stretch. between the dynamic warmup and control (mean difference = .758cm, p = .08). simultaneously improving strength, power, speed, agility,

* Dynamic stretching 1s presented as the optimal warmup and endurance (Kovacs et. al, 2010).

in the results of this study (Smith etal., 2018).  Static stretching lengthens the muscles for flexibility and

was found to hinder vertical jump height. (Sherwood, L.,
2015.)

Stretching vs. Standing Broad Jump (SBJ) Distance Stretching vs. Vertical Jump (VJ) Height Average

* The overall purpose of a warmup 1s to increase blood
Average

flow and stimulate the muscles and tendons for physical
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movement to take place 1n a coordinated manner = B . :
1 b g = 7 * Muscles that are not properly prepared for a contraction will
(McMillian et al., 2006). . £ 585 . . L.
2 T sg not be able to perform the maximal possible vertical jump.
7 2 57.5 (Shoukat et al., 2017)
2 210 3 57
5 20 & 56.5 * Vertical jump works 1n the sagittal plane (Hickox et al.,
5 2 ° 2016). Standing broad jump however works in a two-
o < 555 . . . :
Pu rpose Z - dimensional manner in the sagittal plane.
° : : : : SBJ (Control) SBJ (Static) SBJ (Dynamic) VJ (Control) VJ (Static) VJ (Dynamic) . ] . )
The purpose of this study was to mvestigate the difference Ireatment (Stretching Routine) Ireatment (Stretching Routine) * Hip extension torque and velocity are better measured in

in dynamic stretching versus static stretching in an

standing broad jump (Eagles et al., 2016).
athlete’s lower body explosiveness.

Figure 2. Average standing broad jump distance for each type  Figure 3. Average vertical jump height for each type of

* Our hypothesis 1s that dynamic stretching will increase of stretching routine with error bars. stretching routine with error bars. *Denotes significant . th.ls. study was performed over a longer .perlod Hoe
lower body power during vertical jump and standing broad differences from static warm up conditions. participants could have been gathered which .W01.11§1 have
jump in comparison to static stretching. strengthened the results of the study. Measuring joint ROM

(hip, knee, ankle) might also give more information about

how warmups changes joint flexibility which them might
explain changes in jumps.

Materials and Methods Enroliment (n=12)

* A convenience sample of twelve physically active college
students completed the study (age: 20.25 £ 0.75 years; ‘

height: 176.69 = 8.09 cm; weight: 76.74 + 17.92 kg; N Conclusion (s)
anaomize
mean * SD). The d : lted ; TR h
¢ dynamic warmup resulted 1n a greater vertical jump than a
* Three participants identified as female and nine were male. \I/ static warm up. Warm up type did not affect standing broad
* Each participant performed three randomly assigned Control Group Dynamic Stretching Static Stretching jump.
treatments on different testing days, a dynamic stretchin : . :
: . S days, 4 &y S * These findings suggest that dynamic stretching may be
warmup, static stretching warmup, as well as a control . : .
, : desirable for greatest lower body explosiveness, especially
treatment of no stretching (Figure 1). . .
vertical lower body power production.
* The two warmups were focused on the same muscle 20 yrd. jog 20 sec. sit and reach
_ 10 knee pull§ 20 sec. triangle stretch
groups. 10 single leg Romanian dead
No S hi lifts (each leq) 20 sec. butterfly
* Vertical jump and standing broad jump were performed © Stretehing 20 yrd. high-knees 20 sec. quadriceps Stretch Literature Cited
aftel’ eaCh StI‘etChlIlg Wal'mup and the bCSt SCOTre Of tWO 10 yrd. grape vine (both sides) 20 sec. supraspinatus stretches *  Eagles, A. N., Sayers, M. S., Lovell, D. I. (2016). Ground reaction force and joint kinematic comparison between the standing
. . . . vertical jump and the standing broad jump [Review of Ground reaction force and joint kinematic comparison between the
trlals was recorded. 10 yrd. side shuffle (both sides) 20 sec. triceps stretch standing vertical jump and the standing broad jump]. . International Journal of Physical Education, Sports and Health, 3, 562—
566. USC Research Bank.
PY Testln g ses Sl Ons were s ep arat e d by at l ea St 2 4 h ours. . ﬁ,ﬁﬁ;ﬂﬁ' [(J21§)/i ;)gs I;r):;esl.mlc stretching: The revolutionary new warm-up method to improve power, performance, and range of
*  Hickox, L. J., Ashby, B. M., & Alderink, G. J. (2016). Exploration of the validity of the two-dimensional sagittal plane
() _ assumption in modeling the standing long jump. Journal of Biomechanics, 49(7), 1085—
TO analyze our I'GSUltS, we used a Repeated Measures 1093. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2016.02.037
. *  McMillian, D. J., Moore, J. H., Hatler, B. S., & Taylor, D. C. (2006). Dynamic vs. Static-Stretching Warm Up: The Effect on
ANOVA TeSt SINCC WEe had tO Compare means from three Pocwer and Agility stf(frmance. Th: Journal of StZeggth and Condition}i]ng Re(::slech, 2(3(3),e e RS
Vertical Jum 492. hitps://doi.org/10.1519/18205.1
group S Of da'ta ertical Ju P *  Smith, Jt.) SC., I(’)ri(c)lgion, B., & Hall, M. C. (2018). Acute Effect of Foam Rolling and Dynamic Stretching on Flexibility and Jump
.. . . Height. Journal of strength and conditioning research, 32(8), 2209-2215. https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0000000000002321
¢ WC analyzed SthI’lClty USIIlg the MaUChly’S TeSt and Standlng Broad ‘Jump . Slfe%woog, L (2(())12).6H%1man PE;sioloZy: FgroirsleCeCHs to Systems (9th Editiotr)s. angage Learning US. https://csbsju-
. . . . bookshelf.vitalsource.com/books/9781305445512
examlned PalrWISe Comparlsons *  Shoukat, H., Arshad, H. S., Sharif, F., Fatima, A., & Shoukat, F. (2017). Effects of Different Stretching Times on Range of

F . 1 M th d D . Motion in Patients with Hamstring Tightness: A Randomized Control Trial. Annals of King Edward Medical University, 23(4),
lgure . cinodads lagram 1-6. https://doi.org/10.21649/journal.akemu/2017/23.4.554.559



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2016.02.037
https://doi.org/10.1519/18205.1
https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0000000000002321
https://csbsju-bookshelf.vitalsource.com/books/9781305445512
https://doi.org/10.21649/journal.akemu/2017/23.4.554.559

	The Effects of Dynamic Versus Static Stretching on Lower Body Power
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1653505083.pdf.mfbaw

