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load (body mass: BM) and with barbell loads of 25, 50, 75
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different phases were identified and the dependent variables time did not change. Impact and stabilising phase change

were calculated is shown in Fig |. Jump height and landing data in velocity decreased with load, but relative change in

were compared across the 5 loads using |-way ANOVA and velocity did not.
effect sizes (ES).

height, but did not effect impact peak force. Load

increased landing time, but relative impact and stabilising PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS

The results show that additional load does not change
force absorption. However, future research should
examine whether lower-body joint kinetics and
kinematics change during loaded CM]J landing.
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