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INTRODUCTION

RESULTS

e Landing is central to many sporting actions, whether preparing for a
subsequent movement or rapidly decelerating to a stop 4.

e Verbal cueing may alter landing mechanics, with prior work suggesting

that simple cues can reduce landing forces and change joint kinematics
[3,4,5]

e However, whether the cue influences the resulting landing height,
position, depth and relative peak vertical ground reaction force (vGRF) is
less clear.

e Separately, landing force-time reliability has been questioned '), yet
whether the cue itself affects this is largely unknown - this exploratory
study examined both.
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Figure 1. Landing depth, shallower with firm cueing. Figure 2. Landing height, lowest with firm cueing.
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Figure 3. Landing position, most extended with firm cueing. Figure 4. Landing peak vGRF, greatest with firm cueing.

e Reliability (lower ICC Clgs) ranged from poor to good (0.26-0.88).
Landing height was consistently good (0.80-0.88), landing position
good-to-moderate (0.65-0.80), and peak vGRF moderate
throughout (0.51-0.59).

e Landing depth was the least reliable variable (0.26-0.51) and the
only one where between-session reliability varied by cue (p <.001).

e Despite this, firm cueing still produced the smallest measurement
error for landing depth (SEM = 1.6 cm vs 3.9 cm under normal and

deceleration).

e Scan QR code (top right) for full tables.

PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS

e Firm and deceleration cueing both reduced landing height relative
to normal, possibly reflecting anticipatory adjustment.

e Afirm cue produced a more extended position at ground contact,
shallower landing depth and greater peak vGRF, possibly indicating
a stiffer landing strategy.

e Deceleration cueing lowered peak vGRF relative to normal without
altering landing position or depth.

e Future work should establish whether take-off and landing force-
time data can be reliably extracted from a single CMJ trial, or
require separate assessments.
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