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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to determine the more effective stretching method between
static, PNF and dynamic stretching on the activation of hamstring muscles among
preadolescence and its relationship with power. Two methods of measuring flexibility in this study
employed were sit and reach test and knee flexion test. Power was measured by vertical jump test.
Eighty subjects were assigned to four groups consist of static, PNF, dynamic and control group. Each
of the group followed six weeks intervention program except the control group. Outcome measures
were measured using pre and post test. Statistical analyses used were mixed between-within
subjects ANOVA and Pearson product moment correlation. Hamstring muscle activation
following interventions with PNF was superior compared to other forms of stretching (p < 0.05).
Sit and reach test, F' (3, 76) = 25.57; p < 0.05, knee flexion test (dominant leg), F' (3, 76) =
17.414; p < 0.05, knee flexion test (non dominant leg), F (3, 76) = 22.264; p < 0.05. Relationship
between sit and reach test with vertical jump, r = -0.435, p < 0.05. As a conclusion, PNF
stretching was the effective treatment compared to static or dynamic stretching, however moderate

and inversed relationship between flexibility and power.



The effect of static, PNF, and dynamic stretching i

Acknowledgement

Thank you Allah for allow me to completed my dissertation project. First and foremost, I
would like to express my gratitude to my family especially my wife and my son that has been
supportive to me as I can completed this master course.

I wish to take this golden opportunity to express my deepest appreciation and gratitude to
my supervisor, Mr Mohamed @ Mohd Sadek Mustaffa, for his guidance and encouragement
throughout the completion of this thesis. With his knowledge and cheerfulness always helped
ease my ongoing stress. For his expensive knowledge and expertise make this effort becomes
easier. Thank you for vigilantly guiding me and helping me.

A million thanks also dedicate to all the participants from Sekolah Kebangsaan Taman
Desaminium, Seri Kembangan, Selangor for the high cooperation during research period. Also to
the EPRD Department Ministry Education, Selangor Education Department, Headmaster of SK
Taman Desaminium and all the teachers involved. To all of them, thank you and may Allah

blesses all of you.



The effect of static, PNF, and dynamic stretching

Table of contents
Author’s declaration
Abstract
Acknowledgement
Table of contents
List of table’s
List of figures

List of appendices

Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1  Background of the study
1.2 Purpose of the study

1.3  Problem statement

14  Objectives

1.5  Hypothesis

1.6  Significant of research
1.7  Delimitation

1.8  Limitation

19  Research assumption

1.10 Definition of terms

Chapter 2: Literature Review

2.1  Background of study

ii

iii

iv

vii

ix

11

iv



	THE EFFECT OF STATIC, PROPRIOCEPTIVE NEUROMUSCULAR FASCILITATION AND DYNAMIC STRETCHING ON THE ACTIVATION OF HAMSTRING MUSCLE AMONG PREADOLESCENCE
	Author’s Declaration
	Abstract
	Acknowledgement
	Table of contents
	List of tables
	List of figures
	List of appendices
	CHAPTER 1 Introduction
	1.1 Background of the study
	1.2 Purpose of the study
	1.3 Problem statement
	1.4 Objectives
	1.5 Hypothesis
	1.6 Significant of research
	1.7 Delimitation
	1.8 Limitation
	1.9 Research assumption
	1.10 Definition of terms
	1.10.1 Static stretching
	1.10.2 Proprioceptive neuromuscular fascilitation stretching
	1.10.3 Dynamic stretching
	1.10.4 Range of Motion
	1.10.5 Preadolescence


	CHAPTER 2 Literature Review
	2.1 Background of study
	2.2 Flexibility and stretching protocols
	2.3 Flexibility and measurement
	2.3.1 Sit and reach, knee flexion and vertical jump test

	2.4 Conclusion

	CHAPTER 3 Methodology
	3.1 Description of research design
	3.2 Description of the population
	3.3 Description of sample
	3.4 Research validity
	3.4.1 Internal validity

	3.5 Instrumentation
	3.5.1 Sit and reach test
	3.5.2 Knee flexion test
	3.5.3 Vertical jump test

	3.6 Scoring procedure
	3.7 Procedures
	3.8 Data collection procedure
	3.8.1 Pre intervention phase
	3.8.2 Intervention phase
	3.8.3 Post intervention phase

	3.9 Data analysis
	3.9.1 Statistical model


	CHAPTER 4 Results
	4.1 Statistical assumption
	4.1.1 Level of measurement
	4.1.2 Random sampling
	4.1.3 Independence of observations
	4.1.4 Homogeneity of variance
	4.1.5 Homogeneity of intercorrelations
	4.1.6 Assessing normality

	4.2 Descriptive analysis of the subjects
	4.3 Difference between pre and post test of sit and reach, knee flexion and verticaljump test
	4.3.1 Difference in sit and reach test within groups
	4.3.2 Difference in knee flexion test (dominant leg) within groups
	4.3.3 Difference in knee flexion test (non dominant leg) within groups

	4.4 Difference between post test of sit and reach, knee flexion and vertical jump test
	4.4.1 Difference in sit and reach test between subjects
	4.4.2 Difference in knee flexion test (dominant leg) between subjects
	4.4.3 Difference in knee flexion test (non dominant leg) between subjects

	4.5 Relationship between flexibility and power

	CHAPTER 5 Discussion and Conclusion
	5.1 Discussion
	5.2 Conclusion
	5.3 Recommendation for future study

	References
	Appendix



