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Abstract

Objective: To compare the effects of plyometric training versus traditional resistance training on
lower limb explosive power in collegiate male 100-m sprinters and to preliminarily explore the un-
derlying neuromuscular adaptation mechanisms using both field- and laboratory-based assessments.
Methods: Thirty-six male 100-m sprinters were alternately assigned to an experimental group (EG, n
= 18) and a control group (CG, n = 18) based on ranked pre-test 100-m performance. The EG under-
went an 8-week plyometric training program (3 sessions/week), while the CG performed traditional
resistance training (3 sessions/week) over the same period. Field-based outcome measures included
the 100-m sprint time, standing long jump, and vertical jump height. Laboratory-based measures in-
cluded the countermovementjump (CMJ), squat jump (S]), rate of force development (RFD), estimated
support time, and step frequency. Training load was monitored throughout using the session rating
of perceived exertion (SRPE) method. Between-group differences were examined using independent-
samples t-tests with Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons (adjusted a’ = 0.0042), supple-
mented by Cohen’s d effect sizes. Results: (1) After 8 weeks, all 9 performance indicators in the exper-
imental group showed significant improvement compared with the pre-test values (P < 0.001),
whereas only the standing long jump (P = 0.001) and RFD (P = 0.033) demonstrated improvements in
the control group. (2) Intergroup comparisons revealed that the experimental group outperformed
the control group significantly across all 9 indicators (P < 0.05, d = 0.71~1.07); the increase in the CM]J-
S] difference and the improvement in RFD suggest that SSC efficiency and neural drive level may rep-
resent potential adaptive mechanisms; however, these inferences require further validation through
direct measurement methods.
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1. 5|

FERLHIIZRC e, e — N IARE BRI P i - v R B B0 Dl o W DK B I R T [ F5E AT 2R
PR S AR G R ) DA RIS B A ) R SRR K &, (R E RIS A RE SE A6 100 m SR
T[] [2]0 IX— “JIi - EERLAISYE” S NIRRIETE T, 58S 2 R R 1 B o i 9 3R i ok
1R (Fmax) A< &, i A2 77 & L0 AR JE A 8] % Y (9384 K 2R (rate of force development, RFD) LA K LA 225K - 46 fE
J& 3 (stretch-shortening cycle, SSC)JF] %3 [3] [4]. 100 m Hiiz 5l G 78 N5 55 e R B B fih b st )
X%y 0.09~0.12 s, fif NAAIE Bl e K&K Iy 2000 75 BRI 0.3 s [5]. 3% B R 18 KL ML 1K B — U HO gk ],
BB AR AT 0 B )R A i K st Ao DRk, PAAE SR Fmax B K LGPt I g, 78
77 - iR AR B AR AR E AT REFTAE TR IO E

P 4E & Al 2 (plyometric training, JRFREEEKIIZR) MR & iR FE Iy 4t 7 — 2 EE &
WIIE R . HAZ OHLHIZE T 78 70 FIFH SSC: WLAIZE PR B9 O 4B Be i A7 st 35 e, Bl BV ZE [ oW i By
BORETIG, T 7= A a2 8 5 0 1) oS 46 PR WA ) B LR 6] X — ML 5 A i O P 3 4 — B 31 AE B)
VR ¥ b BA & FE I A 70 2 R R M —— 38 B TR VR AE B I 1] A 52 1 B8 0o G2 o — ) L0 6
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1”7 1) SSC #4e[7]. EE Lk, plyometric YIIZiE A\ v mT e bt A Sem BH I 25 50k ff 1 FH T B0 it 1)
77 - PRI R .

TEREA FISEEGUESE H, plyometric YIZRXS T JBER K T B3R FHBUR CAEREBR . 23K, HEERSEBRETH
RAFEN—EL W IETHI 36 UE[8]-[10] . Stojanovi¢ 2[5 RA LA S T plyometric Il Z5xS T BBk ER = 5 11
KRB B (d = 0.44~1.21); FAERAUHTZ[1111 Meta o iTist—BiEsE, H&RINEFDE FEREK
JIMIEEE RN Bk S K 7KF o SATT,  AERSETIH 2150 B & TUFIESR ST A2 T s = H W 3. H—, Rk
TUH R B JJ AR BT M S, T A BT B B R O T SRR KT D Rl R R i s =, Bk
T H R Bk h 1 VK I TS5 % 7 18] (0.3 s), 1T 4 60 0 35 by — At J) BUA AR A 46 1 (<0.12 s), 3 (E
SSC MBS [ R FARFEA G 22 55 H =, ARZECH I TALCLLE B . B = 55 3 Hul s A
Bhn, S 6 5K K TRELERNETF B, KIJikX 7 plyometric Yl ZR%F SSC &% [0k
A RE T ) B AR 2 SR B 7K P S AN R 4 2 1) 22 AL RN [5] -

FIRVESE R BT B ER: ESEEE T, 20 A DUHIINOR BRI H 1Y) plyometric J7 2 1
BT RS B M 25 S B A B TOER M AERESE T, plyometric Y1255 HUIZB) 51 N BB R S0
Tt A TR T SSC A M . ML IRBNHIIGSR, LR - JUIE S FHR R R, sz kE F—
SEHG I 2 4 FEUE YR ()58 XCIIE[12] o BEF R 5, AR T N A VT EC ISR, DURE =
ANE UGBTI (1) 7E RPE S AL 2R m HEZE T, 8 J& L I0ifk plyometric Il 452 75 LA G I
SR BRI KA 5T 100 m g3 AW TR R 71?7 (2) BARL X FORALE S I (L 58 Bk
Jo M 455 ) 5 SR A = M E(CMIL S RFD)ANZ £ B BA —F iR ? (3) CMI 5 SI ZEEZM K
RFD 2 FHRETS A plyometric Il 251K+ 22 JUL PR I SEATL AR SR A (] 22 Rk b 2 22 2 Jdad [ SR AR I 5 S0
FEWANETN 9 WiErs, AR EIES — ISR HESE Py iR = AN 1] SR A1 2D BIE 3 5% .

2. MRMREFHZE
2.1 SEHIRER

EE T 100 m 128 52 36 . PIAMRE: RAVGFIR >2a; 100 m ™A ELFRLST 11.00~12.00 55
SEEGHT 3 AN A WL FRGEs i s BIES 5IFEE MG RE . ¥ 36 £421X# 1% 100 m BTl S5 HE
FPig, VAAHARECK 77 A8 & L & s iR 2 S50t A, % 18 N SLIGRT L2 B RS . S R A .
VIR IR Je ARk 2R Fa br - 22 R B Ge i 55 SL(P > 0.05), - 23l (% 1).

Table 1. Comparison of basic conditions and baseline indicators between the two groups before the experiment (M + SD)

% 1 TRAFHAZRE LR SELIEAFLLE(M + SD)

ity SEEG4H(n = 18) R (n = 18) ¢ p
Indicator EG CG
EfkIa 203+1.2 205+1.1 -0.521 0.606
Hlcm 178.3+3.2 177.8+3.8 0.427 0.672
i B kg 71.2+45 70.6 £4.9 0.383 0.704
WZRFRR/a 42+10 45409 ~0.946 0.351
100 m/s 11.41 +0.20 11.39 +0.18 0.315 0.755
N Bz /m 2.97 +0.07 2.95+0.08 0.797 0.431
JiR b R A v /m 3.16 £0.42 3.14£0.58 0.118 0.907
CMJ/em 428+5.1 421+58 0.384 0.703
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N

SJlem 385+4.6 37.8+5.2 0.427 0.672
RFD/(N-s™) 2852 +418 2798 + 452 0.372 0.712

E: CMI= MBI = E; SI= BB S%; RFD=0~200ms KK 1%,

2.2. NWEFRE LK

SIS A 8 i . WidLiz sl R R EA B I ARG W, 2190 min/lR)AA, FreEilgr g HEE T
RINGRATSLHEG E, A—. B=. FH, 245 min/ik).

SEAGZH R FH plyometric Y1257 %, 2R 3% [ [E F A RE P 23 (NSCA)HEFE (1) =B BLER IR [4], K 8 J&
KI5 N FERE NI (B 1~4 J&) B & UL IR 5~8 ).

BERIDERAZR I N ZY: SR ABRB 4 x 8 1K) HI S B3 4 x 8 1K) M MREEHK(3 41 x & 8 IK).
R F B3 4 x A 6 K). (RBEFIBRIR(BEAE = 30 ecm, 34 x 8 IR). FRRINZRSERL 5 NEfE, Efih
% 80 ¥k, ZHIE][E]EK 3 min.

SRFERRTH A I N2 BRIR(kFE R 45em, 3 4] x 8 K). JRHWABK(3 4 x 10 IR). KX EHi L3 4.
x BRI 10 7K). REHLEESEBE(RL S 40 om x 582, 34 x 59R). FBEES L BEG 4l x B 8 k). K%
SRS ANEIE, Rl 100 Yk, 4LIANAEK 2.5 min.

LA ST N2 BRIR (A= 60 cm, 340 x 8 IR). AEALIELLBh(F R 50 cm x 6 44, 341 x 6
W) 30m 5L h(3 2H). R =ZBkE 4 x M 4 IR). 2 FIERRBE3 4 x 8 ¥K). FIRIIZRTER 5 4
e, Efildhey 120 ¥k, AR EEL 2 min.

Wt R AL GEBiBH I 5 6. AL IRIE(4 41 x 8 IK, 75% 1 RM). F#Hi(4 41 x 8 ¥k, 75% 1 RM).
B%(4 41 x 10 ¥k, 80% 1 RM). fE#ZIHE(3 41 x 12 k). IEMBZE 243 41 x 10 1K), FFXIIZR5ER8 5 A
SE, AL EK 2~3 min, 25 5 J R AR SAE R 6 AT LR 2 80% 1 RM,  DLZERR I 2RI

1) I 55 KD . L “RPE x IIZRA (8] (min) 7 TF 5 5K 2= 1 £ faf (session load, SL), FIC 4 . 6 far
(weekly load, WL). PiZLIZRH [F]— 44 #4045 R A FE MBS, sa i () BRIz o) SR IR 8 51E R, AH
HMRNIZ B E TR o

2.3. MIe#RE &

2.3.1. iR

100m #i: A H P RGE(FAT) ThrdE 400 m AN, ZiRkEE5 . g, A0
R 1 K.

SR SR XUHAT L TR BR R ST, R AR S OURD (R B D T, I Bk 2 T R A
b A EEE . AN 3 R, BURAE RS

Ji SRR BB e 2 AR MR R B Sl vy, B R ) ARG HE AR i B (S LA ), S S U
IR & )R BB, FRiciRRAhiR S A, 2 ZREBmE . AN 3 Kk, Bt S

2.3.2. LIS

S A BE(CMI) 5 8 BE(SI): R4 00 11 4 (Kistler 9286B, KFEAIZR 1000 Hz)iE47 I3k . CMJ Il
WA, ZRE TS T 6 b, B ESLARGE T 5 LB 4y sk, BEREBS v R
T RFFE AL SIS, SZilE T O 2 A (R 29 90°)id b 2 s J, (ETCTE s B 461 N 42
Jiim) BEEk. RGNS SR BN 3 K, BUR RS HAEIE 1 mine PLCMI 5 SI %
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H(CMI-SIE N SSC HER IF) [al 46 H5 «

LK R SIRRFD): ZE WL T AE L, UM 120° LA PIT R KREK 4G 5 s, REK TI1H]
HARI 7 - WA pR 2R, HX 0~200 ms [X[8] - 34 112840 2 (AF/AYVE N RFD 8. 54 203 MK 3 W, Bl
F G, A EE 2 min,

30 m rBUEEN S 4 (£ 100 m HI7 A  [F] 2P AT B 40 AR 6 HL vE I [T (Brower TC-System), T+ 04
10, 20. 30 Jz 60 m 4K/ Bt . o 0~60 m 43 B a] 525 Bt 5% X BoP b 4. iR S 55 A
BEMESAE, AR B Rl (EL B B 5 RS > 200 fps BRI R 7R, HORS B 524 5 1 2 I 1] (R4
WM, AR A B A . B AR R 1 IR B .

BT MR 43 70 T SE 6 A (5 0 J&) K SE36 5 (5 9 AT PN s 5 i, Fh FR]— 2Rk N 3 A FE A 1) 8 4%
B
2.4, GiitFAbTE

KH SPSS 27.0 Ab3 A HE . 4N SEIGHTE HECK FHECN FEAS t 156, 201 Jo I B3R O FE A ¢4
B, SEMIKF a=0.05. ARANVNERTTRES ISR IARE, 76 P AR N85 Cohen’s d 2%
MNoE, fk#E Cohen FrifE: |d|=0.2 /NRUN, 0.5 NS, >0.8 N RRN[13]. [FIEF R & AR I 500 5
A Z(A%) -

3. &R
3.1. N A TriEE

PILIL 8 i1 01129 RPE J% 2218 5176 (SL) % ST SR B (P > 0.05) . S48 4) RPE 9 6.7 £05,
SR 6.8 +0.4; SZIGALEA YR SL A 302 +25 AU, XfHE41% 306 + 22 AU. 8 & WL W48 5 2% 2
F(SLIGA 7254 + 598 AU vs Xt IEZ 7344 + 528 AU, t=-0.478, P =0.636), HAPILLLE S0 A &%
T Giib BRSO 2).

Table 2. Comparison of training load between the two groups over 8 weeks (M + SD)
Fz 2. #tH 8 BIZRSaTrtb (M + SD)

fiibx SEG2H(n = 18) Xt B4 (n = 18) ¢ b
Indicator EG CG
JE35 RPE 6.7+05 6.8+04 —-0.662 0.512
LR SLIAU 302 + 25 306 + 22 —-0.509 0.614
8 i & WL/AU 7254 + 598 7344 +528 —0.478 0.636

#¥: SL =RPE x JIZKS [ (min); WL = &fF SL 2.

3.2. 17

SEIGZH 100 m 5 4 (11.24 £ 0.15 s)EEATMI(11.41 + 0.20 s) 2P Z # K% (t = 5.128, P < 0.001,
A% =—1.49%); Xf AL AT i ) 2= 5 AR08 B 2% /K F(11.39 £ 0.18 s vs 11.36 £ 0.16 s, t = 1.682, P = 0.110, A% =
—0.26%). JEIZHE LE SR, SEIRZH a5 I ZH (t = —2.320, P = 0.026, d = 0.77), {HZ: Bonferroni %
IEJG ARIERIE B E B .

SOG40 7 5 Wzt J5 I R 57(3.07 £ 0.06 m)EHTIN(2.97 + 0.07 m)A W 553 42 TH(t = —8.216, P < 0.001, A%
= +3.37%); St IRZHIR S A% 5 EHETH(2.95 + 0.08 m vs 3.00 + 0.07 m, t = —4.243, P = 0.001, A% = +1.69%),
SR THIR B 20 S A — o JEIZELIR] LU R, S0 2H R il Y 5 AL T R 4H (t = 3.221, P = 0.003%,
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N

d=1.07), % Bonferroni K 1E 5151k & % /KF.

SEO6 20 TR MR = ) I A 4E(3.21 £ 0.38 m) A HTIN(3.16 + 0.42 m) A% 5 $2TH(t = —7.889, P < 0.001, A%
= +1.58%); X HRALATE I 2 3 LS4 X (3.14 £ 0.58 m vs 3.15 £ 0.51 m, t = —0.682, P = 0.504, A% =
+0.32%) . Je il ZH R LR IR, St 4 Rl g 5 3 A T IR (t = 2.144, P = 0.039,d = 0.71), £ Bonferroni %
15 ARIBAZ IE B2 P I E (L% 3).

Table 3. Changes in field test indicators between the two groups before and after the experiment (M £ SD)
7 3. MASLWATEAEAIRIEIREL(M + SD)

100m fifs SR EG  1141+020 11.24%0.15 5.128 <0.001 -1.49 0.77
WA CG 11.39+0.18 11.36+0.16 1.682 0.110 -0.26

SLEBKIG/m SEER4H EG 2.97 £0.07 3.07 £0.06 -8.216 <0.001 3.37 1.07*
pagicEiNele 2.95+0.08  3.00+0.07 -4.243 0.001 1.69

JRHBE/m SEIRZH EG 3.16 £ 0.42 3.21£0.38 —7.889 <0.001 1.58 0.71
R4 CG 314+058  3.15+051 -0.682 0.504 0.32

##: Bonferroni & IEHIE o’ =0.0042(12 Tifa 5 AR L), *FRax4L) P ELE Bonferroni 2 1E Gk BEKF; t HW
NECST t R IGAE, d IR RNIAEAR AR

3.3. SKIEWR

3.3.1. REMB(CMI)SHERE(SI)

SEEGZH CMJ 25 15 B2 J5 i (47.5 + 4.3 cm) A (42.8 £ 5.1 cm) A Al 5 32 7+ (t = —7.823, P < 0.001, A%
= +11.0%); X} BEZHL A i il 22 53 b T 5 2 0 5 (42.1 £ 5.8 cm vs 43.2 £ 5.2 cm, t = —2.105, P = 0.050, A% =
+2.6%). JaZHiE] L BN, SR CMI BT 6 IR 4 (t=2.699, P = 0.011,d = 0.90), £ Bonferroni 1
IEJE RIARIE B E .

Table 4. Changes in CMJ and SJ flight height between the two groups before and after the experiment (M + SD)
Fz 4. FASSINHEIE CMI 5 SV =S E (M £ SD)

Inz?jzior é?jvjﬂp iF:?];jeﬁﬁ Qﬁ\)ﬁs}tﬁ LA PN A% d 4117
CcMJ LIGYI(EG) 42851 475+43 ~7.823 <0.001 11.0 0.90
HHBR4L(CG)  42.1+£58 432+52 -2.105 0.050 2.6
SJ LIGH(EG)  385+4.6 41.9+4.0 —6.452 <0.001 8.8 0.72
WHEAL(CG)  37.8%5.2 38748 -1.824 0.085 2.4
CMJ-SJ S2I6 4 EG 43+20 56+2.2 -4.528 <0.001 — 0.51
WIEAL(CG)  43+23 45+21 -0.895 0.383 —

SEO6 A S 7S fE (41,9 + 4.0 om)BHTIN(38.5 + 4.6 cm) A M L R TH(t = —6.452, P < 0.001, A%
= +8.8%); B4 FY 5 il 2 B Rk B K (37.8 £ 5.2 cm vs 38.7 £ 4.8 cm, t = —1.824, P = 0.085, A% =
+2.4%). JEZHIE LR R, S SI WL T A (t = 2.170, P = 0.037, d = 0.72), £ Bonferroni 1%
1EJE RIARIE B 2 R .
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SEBGZH CMJI-SJ ZE (B HHSEBR AT 4.3 £ 2.0 cm 3 K 2 5 5.6 £ 2.2 cm (t = —4.528, P < 0.001), X
HRTE LR EZ@3+2.3cmvs45+2.1 cm, t=—-0.895, P =0.383), FE/RLI4H SSC FIH AR W] fE H B
RIS TH (WAL 4).

3.3.2. FKEZNFERFD)

S22 RFD Jim il (3328 + 375 N-s )&l (2852 + 418 N-s ) W B TH(t = —7.124, P < 0.001, A% =
+16.7%); Xt FRZHJR H BT & $2 71 (2798 + 452 N-s ™' vs 2910 + 408 N-s%, t = —2.318, P = 0.033, A% = +4.0%),
{HEEFHIR /N T 9206 2. SR A B R, SEaG 4 RFD AR 40 T-XF 841, 28 Bonferroni £% 1E J5 171
KR EKE(WE 5).

Table 5. Changes in RFD between the two groups before and after the experiment (M £ SD) (N-s™1)
5. LRSI HTE RFD TK(M + SD) (N-sY)

285 I HT S e p p . .
Group Pre Post tAn PHAN A% dAE
"%—'7“ Q
%(n%Q%;G 2852 £ 418 3328 +375 -7.124 <0001 167  1.07*
i HE 4
ﬁ(‘r;“_’ﬂlSC)G 2798 + 452 2910 + 408 -2.318 0.033 4.0

e *2Rox4llE P {EAE Bonferroni £ZIEJ5 58 R E KT t A NRCKT t K90 ME, d AHIBDMSIAEAR tha .

3.3.3. EENFESH

SEGZH 0~30 m JHid BT 4 Sl 4 ) (HESRL(E) 5 1 (0.126 + 0.008 )% A MI(0.134 + 0.011 s) 4% &5 2 4
¥ (t=5.892, P <0.001, A% = —6.0%); S HEZH Al f Il 75 57 A0 w25 7K ~+(0.132 £ 0.010 s vs 0.130 + 0.009 s, t
=1.685, P =0.110, A% = —1.5%). JlIZE IR bLH R, SO0 2H SCHEIT TR A) 2 35 2 T- X i 4H, - 22 Bonferroni
RAEJEATYIE B3 K.

SEBGAH 30~60 m K BOF R UG (4.47 + 0.17 Hz)BRTII(4.31 + 0.20 H2) G B E Tt =
-5.892, P < 0.001, A% = +3.7%); *fHEAZH A% 7 AR TS W35 7K1 (4.28 + 0.22 Hz vs 4.32 £ 0.19 Hz, t =
—1.485, P = 0.155, A% = +0.9%). JE A ELE IR, S a4 s 24 s -0 R4 (t = 2.495, P = 0.018, d =
0.83), % Bonferroni 152 1F J5 AR IA R IE 535 1 B E (W% 6).

Table 6. Changes in kinematic parameters between the two groups before and after the experiment (M + SD)
6. MAXWAFEHFSHENM £SD)

L7 20531 ST S E P P o e
Indicator Group Pre Post LAY PAA A% d 2117
i SH41(EG)  0.134+0011  0.126+0008 5892  <0.001 -6.0 1.04
Support time X ZH(CG) 0.132 £0.010 0.130 £ 0.009 1.685 0.110 -1.5
bz Step  RWALEG)  431£0.20 4.47£0.17 -5.892  <0.001 37 0.83
frequency T HRZH(CG) 4.28 £0.22 4.32+£0.19 —1.485 0.155 0.9
4. ¥ig

4.1. Plyometric YIZ3TBkEX IR & H SHEAATIRERNZER LR
SR ZHAE St X 5 S = B P 2 T R MR BR R A SRS B O, HLSOR R IR B A K
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R

Hrr, CMJ 7w 3R Tt 11.0% (d = 0.90), SI IE7F & E 52T 8.8% (d = 0.72). PIIFRFRIILA 570 F
A HBERINLHTE R E X

CMJ 55 SJ {kz 0 X AIAE T RT3 R TSR BEY SSC 25, a4 HERR 7 SSC HITTsR[14]. Kk, CMJ-
SI ZAHIARA TRy SSC FI R IR . AW Fir, S CMI-S) ZEH 4.3 cm BEH KZE 5.6
cm (P <0.001), x4 TCAR, $ER plyometric Y125 AT fEik ZErE g or 7 528 & A SSC ke . ©F
SCHRF A, plyometric YIZR T i id 2 s U S S AR s i Re SRR R AR . ARAT RS0 - O AR A I IR, AT
itk SSC By 25 [5]. Markovic SE[6]3 — 4R H, BLW B M 2 YE plyometric Y2k SSC id&
SR FE R G BRAL B —— B o FE AR, IR 25K SRHER R, ) CofCAR B b . AR SRR 7 R kIR SR )
(RYBIAH 5 B 30 em R %2 60 om, By AT (1 E 3G DK T e 1E 2 DK A) SSCd M H BRI . 2K
i, AR R L B E AR 8 N I Zhth il se i A AEBRER 56 N i 1 248 bs A B
EEE = ki s 2 R R R, AT 8 JE L AR 2 IRIIIIGRT- T AT S AR T L R R & AI[15] . fHARE
BAAE, CMI-S) ZH AL LU AR IE G i 24 53 K F(P = 0.134, d = 0.51), XA HEZ HH T 22 {E ik R) AR
SRR (CEI A G SD = 2.2 cm), BIELEFREEREA (N = 36) 2614 R ARH = 208 Gt 20 SRAR I 4 7] 22 57
PRtk ZEME ARk 7 7] B SSC R B R — 2, (HIX —HEWT 1 A TR -

RFD HJ427H(+16.7%, d = 1.07)32 Mt | 5 —4EEEMBLHI& R, HiZ3abs 4 % = 7E Bonferroni £ 1E
JEk B2 /KF(P = 0.003), ZAF ARG THEERFERN KM —. RFD FERBAHENANRFAIEKT)
VIHAR)IE B B S5 4R T R SO, RO T i K TR R J148HR[16]. L3R4 RFD RN ik
H4EoR, plyometric YIZRAMY AT REARAL T 41 LRE (Y 77 2R P, 3B W] RRERTH T AR A 22 IR B K SF- o o R ZH
RFD 75 H8L/INMEE S T3 (36K (+4.0%, P = 0.033), FRIHAGHURLIIGN IR 7158 I8E — R it E
F, AR RN B i /N TS24 .

AR, RIRHLEHEREE T R S AR 3L o #r, sz UL, B o i i 55 B &
FRAISCHE. CMI-S) ZE M KBRS SSC a2 St M Fe WUH— 2, (HARe bR HARE 2 (0 F I
AL BRI R R RN . D, R N AR JE T I B S SOk A ER R, LR
T ARSI AL B G IE

4.2. BMINGERABRERNS - BXRER

TEFH R A I8 &) 53 IKIE)ZAE R, SLIR4LR) plyometric VIR T7 S0t N BME R 0 0 T30 e 5 4
WHRAAE G HUH ISR T RN S . MWL R, 8 Fpdt e )G, 2l HE ek,
ELBERSE N R R ) AT H A B 08 B L TAE R BB 2R A A R R L7 I BRkiE 3 7
8 JAISLEG IR, SR F R I A S ZRIA S50 4HAE S g kgt . CMJ B i 0 R Bl 45 oy S5 4k e 1) e i
FEIR A TR AL Gl SR b HE A

PR ZE S AT - G R (Hil i ZR) IR I LA RE o A% Gt BELI 4 LA P &5 47 g Dy R B,
F2% 03T N N FLET S R A T AR K K de K 7 B (Fmax) 4R T[4, 4RT, ARE Hill J1 - 6 R, R EN
PET; A= TR (28 1) v Aty (B B oK X)), 0 e P g ity (B R 0 X)) RS 3R A BIR[17] - 100
m R R R T RAE IS T ) - 3 2 1 e R X —— b BT (R 0.09~0.12 s, T oK Sy A g
B s i 101(0.3 s) [5]. [RIth, HA4l Fmax (39K E LA R A0 v R B 3 R I

FELZ R, plyometric YIZki@Eid SSC ML & TR, BEEAEA T 77 - #ih &1 miding, 52
HAEAT PR fh LB R Y SEBLRE K b Rt . SEEGZH ST i Wiz 4 1A 2 57(3.07 mvs 3.00 m, d = 1.07) 5 JR i
A 2 7(3.20 mvs 3.15 m, d = 0.71) 358 B 2 R RGN &, Mk T plyometric YIIZRFER K T A% I
PR
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EAFRIERE, X2 S Bz 7 AR 2 25 AL 4 TH(P = 0.001), fHILHETHIE 5 (1.69%) 24 Sk
IZH(3.37%) K —F, HIEMIEE R IR 25 503 . BLES AR, AL Hi B I 2R n] RE I i e Ky B i ) 4
S KT J5 TFEAR TT, ABR 3 BT R AR T LR ST IR, SRR SR A st 77 - 3 i kA [ IX B
T THE R AFAE AR 2 5

4.3. FRGITHETER 4

ARSI TT RAE = ANERE EARBL T 5 100 m FE BB DURHE O . 55—, KPS BT I PE . 100
m BSOS IT [ 8l , B3N RO 18 RoK 0y 0 5 T By SRR A (18] IIg i B R ) AT
BEST, IR RAT LD S R AT SR O IR R R T, A B RO SR T S e AT
B K JEE B B U 5 e A 1 3 LS4 AR iR P, /KT AR RT3 30 B30 22 301 1 AR AT P, v
KB 5L AR R L OR[5]. T SRk T B0 S S T R R ), BRI AP Bk S A B A
BT 5 8 BT ), AR SOESRBE AL 1 S A PO PR R 1K) R I AR 3. = TNl AE A 1 24
SR E-SECLEBE d=1.07, RS d=0.71), WUE T EMRASEE. I, XU
VIZRAARML. 6 B SR AN S B AR 5l of B SO S5 A E ) BRI 75 S8 e B2 > 1) L9 e
SR 2 309033 = LA IR L) 50%, frFE 1 IR L IULBEEE[19]. 2B =, WIZRE L2 miE.
Z: [ NSCA FRII[4], ¥4 8 2 fil s B i 4E 80,200 /A, eI ZRAL ot 541 0 WU F ] . 8 ) S 1 ]
KIS AE SR IE s i R R, FRPRAIE T R SRS ) 2 2

4.4. RBRMESRHETE

ABE U R IRPE TR M e i &, H—, 2 IFE™ = S BB A i —— 2 R T
[F]— AR BN ZRIR S, 528 # HR 2e G T 5 DAAE B x5 A Be B2, ALIg 3l i AE H I Zk
WAL T —dgth, AT REAETE VI ZRN IR G RN o SR AR (N = 36) OV 4% [FI 2 /INFEAR I 0 4 inde T, 1H
GLit AN LFE A HF R AL A3 HT (Wid% 100 m JRGor J2) o A RATF T8 W R FH 5 T i A L G i i, o} 52 B
FERS LT, JRE— B KA, =, st & FBANAS . AT FEMAN T WS E CMI.
SJ J RFD MR, (A RN B DL E A 2 IR BN K, 78 A FH R 75 st v A PP Ak LI g 2 e M 1Y
N JEEEF NS LR TF R, LB RERAEAHE AT HEN ) SSC XK S & IRShIE ML .
=, IBENFSHAGERICT 4 BOCHER  S5 DS G B, AR R A & S SRR R Gt AT =4
BN 5 i, MELAE R plyometric YIIZRAT R B OGS M RE OG5 0 S D 2 4 R UKk s . HLDD, R
UL RPE x IR IRNEAIET T St 4%, (H P ALUIRAE J7 220 B e FE 11 2 3 R A (8 o o e
Ihe AL, KR EAESE RPE F g LAk b3k — 0 se il /)2 e (UL RC . LA, AT A
BB IR 5, WZRROR IR SR A . S SR FE NAE T PSS S 4 J8 K 8 Ji 1 e iR
EEMR,  BLIEAS plyometric I 25208 A4 A E

5. &g

(1) FEART TR E ST, 8 JEE Wik plyometric V12577 S48 AL G207 %, Bel A 2L
MR T K252 57 100 m g 3h R R J. SRERZHAE 100 m #i(d = 0.77) 52 Bkt (d = 1.07) JFEHb R =
(d=0.71) CMJ (d = 0.90) SJ (d = 0.72) RFD (d = 1.07) 3 #¥H [8](d = 1.04) Sz 28 4ii(d = 0.83)3: 8 Tide s L I4H
(A28 B 35k B 22 KKAF, HA 9 TRAR AR N B 07 1) — B, SCRRSEI 20 1 BEAR AL 5

(2) %4 Bonferroni Z & WK IEG, 2 EBkZE(P =0.003). RFD (P = 0.003) 2 3 £ 8] (P = 0.004) =T
TR A 2H 8] 22 5 0 IA I IE 2 EPE A (o) = 0.0042), HoRx 6 TidEHR 1544 P E7E 0.011~0.039 Z Ji], Rik
RSP IE B, (HAN &I — B0 55 7 2 B B BRI SRS .
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R

(3) CMJ-SJ Z1H 11 K (P < 0.001) A2 RFD [I#2TH(P < 0.001) #2715 plyometric Il 25 ] i@ it 158 SSC F)

MR SWA KV RIEEH, B EIRLEAERT R LA L 6 R 0 g 55 B & T B i) Sk .
SZ64H 60 m BB SR T 3.7% (P <0.001), $27 plyometric Y125 HI0R L AILIAIE B ] REAE — E FEE BB L&
LT ERIL, (HCERRDy S, HREER.

(4) 7£ RPE ZE&ALI VIR i HELE N (W54 8 JAl & WL 253 P = 0.636), FIRXCR Al B A AR T

ARG 2R BT AR 4 AR 7556 g o il 20, BRI IIAMER HiH. 54k
WF AN RREATUARE . SR PR 20 B8 T« 51 N fish bt ek ] £ L 00 o % B (e A% B TS R Ay 3 I
B E T, SRR 55, PAHE— P36 plyometric Il 2% 58 LIS 5 02 N B A )%
KN WL B AR R A
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