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ABSTRACT: Despite previous literature examining professional and collegiate athletes, RESULTS: No significant differences (p>0.05) were found between positions or class for handgrip strength and fatigue. Goalies/defenders and upper classmen had si nificantlyép<0.05) greater
. absolute CMJ height (59.5+6.4 and 58.1+£8.1 cm) and MBT distance (641.4+94.6 and 646.3192.7 cm) compared to attackers/midfielders (47.0£13.6 cm and 511.1£130.6 cm) and lower classmen:
there appears o be no research that has assessed the physical strength and power 245.2113.8 and 449.7191 .6_c:mLI but these differences were not significant when normalized for body mass (i.e., relative). Age 12_=O.70), body mass (r=0.70), lacrosse experience (r=0.67), CMJ height
characteristics of high school lacrosse players by position and class. PURPOSE: To r=0.69), absolute and relative HGS (r=0.55-0.60), and HGF (r=0.06) were strongly correlated with MBT distance, highlighting this characteristics importance.
determine the physical characteristics (e.g., whole-body muscle strength, lower-body Table 3. Correlations between absolute medicine ball throw distance and each parameter measured
- - g Table 1. Male high school lacrosse physical characteristic measurements and groupings (n=19).* (n=19).*
muscle power, and eratlonaI power.) of high school lacrosse athletes by position and o —— Moo et TLowe Uoner - it —
class. METHODS: Nineteen male high school lacrosse players (age: 15.9+1.5 years) Variable Participants  Defender ~ Midfielder ~ Cohen's Classmen  Classmen  Gohen's
completed tests for handgrip strength (HGS) and fatigue (HGF), countermovement vertical (n = 19) (n=7) (n = 12) d (n = 10 (n =9) d Age (yrs) 0.70%
_ _ _ L | o Absolute HGS (kg) 46.4+9.7 51.2+7.0 43.6+10.2 0.79  43.1%10.6 50.1+7.5 0.72
jump height (CMJ), and rotational medicine ball throw distance (MBT). Participants were | H eight (cm) 0.37
B o | ~ v Relative HGS (kg/ m2) 70.9+12.4 16.7+2.5 13.8+3.8 0.83 13,7437 16.1+3.2 0.67 9 -
stratified by position: goalies/defenders (n=7) and attackers/midfielders (n=12) and class: Absolute HGF (Post-fatigue HGS, kg)  22.443.2 28 045 3 23 640.0 056 25948 1 283467 07 o)
_ _ , : ’ i e e ' T e ' Body Mass (kg 0.70%*
lower classmen (n=10) and upper classmen (n=9). Pearson’s correlational analyses and Absolute CMJH eight (cm) 51.7+128  595t64 470136+ 098 452138 5814814 1.01
independent t-tests were used, with significance at p<0.05. RESULTS: No significant Relative CMJHeight (cm/ kg) 0.7+ 0.2 0.8+ 0.2 0.7+0.2 0.36 0.7+0.2 0.8+0.2 0.68 BMI (kg/ m?) 0.62*
differences (p>0.05) were found between positions or class for handgrip strength and Absolute MBT Distance (cm) 5545+ 1349  641.4+946  511.1+130.6* 099  449.7491.6  6463+92.7*  1.46 | acrosse Experience (yrs) —
fatigue. Goalies/defenders and upper classmen had significantly (p<0.05) greater absolute Relative MBT Distance (cm/ kg) 7.8+ 1.4 7.8+1.4 7.8+1.5 0.02 6.5£0.2 9.0+0.8" 1.78
CMJ height (59.5+6.4 and 58.1+8.1 cm) and MBT distance (641.4+94.6 and 646.3+92.7 | | - | Resistance Training Experience (yrs) 049
o *D ata are mean+SD; HGS = handgrip strength, kg = kilograms, m = meters, HGF = handgrip fatigue, CMJ= countermovement jump, cm =
Cm) Compared to attackers/midfielders (47.011 3.6 cm and 511.1+130.6 Cm) and lower centimeters, MBT = medicine ball throw. * = significant differences between position, * = significant differences by class. *Values are Pearson correlation coefficients (r values) using Pearson correlation analyses. Level of
classmen (45.2+13.8 and 449.7+91.6 cm), but these differences were not significant when significance was p<0.05; *p<0.05, **p<0.01.
normalized for body mass (i.e., relative). Age (r=0.70), body mass (r=0.70), lacrosse Table 2 Correlation matrix of strength and power measuresin all male high school lacrosse partidpants(n=19).*
experience (r=0.67), CMJ height (r=0.69), absolute and relative HGS (r=0.55-0.60), and —— —— —
. . . . . . —r solute solue auve
HGF (r=0.66) were strongly correlated with MBT distance, highlighting this characteristics Absolute RDdative Belative
importance. CONCLUSIONS: Lacrosse performance, as measured by MBT distance, | oM JHeight ADSOUIIS oe HGE(Fost: dll MEl
strongly relates to age, body mass, lacrosse experience, lower body power, and s HGS(kg) faigueMax.  Distance Distanc
. . ‘e Z
whole-body strength in high school lacrosse players by position and class. PRACTICAL (cm) m/kg) ke HGS, Ka) (cm) (cm/ kg
APPLICATION: When training male high school lacrosse athletes’ strength and
conditioning professionals should focus on training programs to enhance lower body and Absolu te
rotational power as key performance outcomes. 1.0 017 0.44 0.40 0.48 0.69% 0.76™
CMJH eight (cm)
INTRODUCTION: Relative CMJH eight (cm/ kg) 1.0 0.12 0.16 0.06 0.17 0.64*
. Within lacrosse, studies have largely found muscular strength or power to be related FYSSTTP—y - > o = —
to lacrosse performance, such as predicting starters over nonstarters (4), having soluteHGS (kg) - 9 -
greater shot velocity/technique (2, 6) and speed/agility (4,5), as well as prevention of
injuries (6), although not always. Relative HGS (kg/ H T2) 1.0 0,85+ 0.55" 0.33
. lowever, the majority of research done on lacrosse has been on the collegiate, club, Absolute HGF (Post-fatigue Max. HGS, kg) 1.0 0.66™ 0.33
and professional levels (1, 2, 4, 5, 6).
Absolute MBT Distance (cm) 1.0 0. 74
. The minimal research done at the high school or youth levels of lacrosse has mainly
focused on injuries (3, 5, 6) and/or technique aspects (6), with no work, to our T —— P —
knowledge, exploring performance characteristics by class and position. aHve Istance (cm/ ko) '
. Thus, there Is a need to understand physical characteristics at the high school */ alues are Pearson correlation coeffidents(r values) using Pearson correlation analyses. CM J= countermovementjump, HGS = handgrip
IaaC?er?]fJSa?eI@Vtergﬁsavrﬁigss l?grppoesaj\tlioge?fg?rgfrfse(l.e', year in school) in order to strength, H T=heightin meters?, HGF = handgrip fatigue, MBT = medicine ball throw. Level of significance was p<0.05; *|’:)<(105, < (0,01,
- ki < 0,0001
CONCLUSIONS: Age, body mass, and lacrosse experience are strong predictors of lacrosse performance, as measured by MBT distance, in high school lacrosse players by position
PURPOSE: To determine the physical characteristics (e.g.. whole-body muscle strength and class. These findings highlight the importance of developing training programs that enhance lower body and rotational power, considering youth male lacrosse athletes.
Iower-body.muscle oower, and rotational power) of high school lacrosse athletes by | PRACTICAL APPLICATION: Strength and conditioning professionals can use this information to design resistance training programs that focus on the key attributes that most impact
" | th lacrosse player’s performance.
position and class. a you
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