Is There a Difference In Agility When Preceded By Static Versus Dynamic Stretching
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ABSTRACT PURPOSE RESULTS cont.

Background: Coaches often employ static or dynamic The purpose of this study is to test the claim that dynamic stretching is more “Figure one*
stretching pre-game. Static stretching may impede agility due beneficial than static stretching when completed prior to in agility Average Foot Fire Condition
to changes in the parallel elastic component, while dynamic performance o
stretching activates muscles and the nervous system. Eleven 80
college-aged volunteers underwent agility tests before and o ;8
after different stretching protocols. Results from the quick METHODS 2 jg
board agility test indicate dynamic stretching's potential : 30
superiority in enhancing agility performance. Counterbalance Design -
Purpose: The purpose of this study is to test the claim that This experiment will involve a covenant sample of eleven college aged MSUB 5
dynamic stretching 1s more beneficial than static stretching volunteers. All participants will complete two separate conditions, dynamic eonIol (AG score) St:;t'CChAfO:;rﬁlon cynamic (G seore)
when completed prior to in agility performance. stretching (condition A) and the static stretching (condition B). These sessions Foure Twor
Methods: This study included elev.en youns, héakhy . were counterbalanced. Therefore, all participants completed dynamic and static Average Score Stability Condition
volunteers from Montana State University of Billings. This o | | o 30
counterbalanced design, had each participant trying various stretching just at different times. Participants completed pre- and post- test on the .
stretching methods—static, dynamic, and acting as their own agility step test board for two separate tests called the Foot Fire setting and 20
controls. The participants performed foot fire exercises to Stability Reaction setting. :)%15
maximize steps on a quick board machine in ten seconds. They D
also underwent a stability reaction task lasting twenty seconds.
= . . - Procedures 5
Agility scores were assessed using the quick board agility test o . . )
across all conditions to 1dentify the most beneficial stretching * Day I: Participants complete health questionnaire, informed consent, and control (AG score) static (AG score) dynamic (AG score)
for agility familiarize with equipment. Conduct agility test for control score. Stretch Condition
Results: No significant differences were found in foot fire - Day 2: Half of participants completed pretest agility, followed by Fiaure Three"
scores or st.ab111ty scores among the control, static stretching, dynamic/static stretching, then posttest agility. Other half reverses order. » Best Score Foot Fire condition
apd .dynamlc. stretching groups. Ove?rall, there WEIEHo - « Day 3: Half of participants completed pre-agility test, 5 static stretches, post- 80
significant differences between static and dynamic stretching 1 Hor half . | b " .
regarding agility performance. agility test. Other half reverses with dynamic stretches. Record all scores. % .
Conclusions: The study suggests that both static and dynamic Data Analysis 20
stretching influence agility performance similarly, with no Descriptive statistics will be reported as mean £SD. A 2x2 (stretch condition x 0 S e dynamic
s1gn1.ﬁ.cant difference observed between the two stretchmg. specific agility test) ANOVA test will determine the effect of dynamic and static Stretch Condition
conditions and the control. Therefore, static and/or dynamic stretching on agility performance. Statistical significance will be set at p<0.05.

stretching may be incorporated into warm-up protocols to
optimize agility performance.

INTRODUCTION

*Many coaches and trainers incorporate stretching into pre-
game and practice routines.
*Different coaches employ various stretching methods, such as

RESULTS CONCLUSIONS

 No difference in average foot fire score for the Control (92.71412.6), Static (93.3+ * Although no notable variances were observed between static and
11.5) and Dynamic (94.1+12.3), p=0.72 *figure one* dynamic stretching, both methods exhibited a trend towards

» No difference in average stability score for the Control (25.143.0), Static enhancing agility performance compared to not stretching at all.
(25.842.7) and Dynamic (26.72+1.6) p=0.12. *Figure two*  Static stretching was expected to hinder agility performance, but

1t did not.

* Therefore, based on the results static stretching and dynamic

static or dynamic stretching.
*Research aims to elucidate the impact of static and dynamic

stretching on agility performance, addressing a gap in

understanding |

 Near significant difference when comparing best foot fires score between Control
(92.71+12.6) Static (96.6+12.5), and Dynamic (96.6+13.0) p=0.0505 *Figure 3*

stretching are both appropriate for warm up protocols with static

stretches being 1n short durations.
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