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Vertical jump height measurement errors when estimating with flight time

INTRODUCTION
Jump height performance is one of the important functional param-
eters for most sports [1]. The literature indicates that there are sig-
nificant differences among vertical jump heights (VJH) estimated by 
different methods [2]. The VJH has become one of the indirect 
techniques most frequently used by researchers and coaches to es-
timate muscle power of the lower limbs [3; 4; 5; 6; 7]. In addition, 
this measure has been used to evaluate and monitor the effectiveness 
of training programmes and to determine an athlete’s aptitude for 
sports such as volleyball and basketball [8; 9; 10]. Common meth-
ods to estimate vertical jump height are based on the measurements 
of flight time (FT) or vertical ground reaction force (VGRF) [11; 12].

Measurement errors when estimating the vertical jump height with 
flight time using photocell devices: the example of Optojump
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ABSTRACT: Common methods to estimate vertical jump height (VJH) are based on the measurements of 
flight time (FT) or vertical reaction force. This study aimed to assess the measurement errors when estimating 
the VJH with flight time using photocell devices in comparison with the gold standard jump height measured 
by a force plate (FP). The second purpose was to determine the intrinsic reliability of the Optojump photoelectric 
cells in estimating VJH. For this aim, 20 subjects (age: 22.50±1.24 years) performed maximal vertical jumps 
in three modalities in randomized order: the squat jump (SJ), counter-movement jump (CMJ), and CMJ with 
arm swing (CMJarm). Each trial was simultaneously recorded by the FP and Optojump devices. High intra-class 
correlation coefficients (ICCs) for validity (0.98-0.99) and low limits of agreement (less than 1.4 cm) were found; 
even a systematic difference in jump height was consistently observed between FT and double integration of 
force methods (-31% to -27%; p<0.001) and a large effect size (Cohen’s d>1.2). Intra-session reliability of 
Optojump was excellent, with ICCs ranging from 0.98 to 0.99, low coefficients of variation (3.98%), and low 
standard errors of measurement (0.8 cm). It was concluded that there was a high correlation between the two 
methods to estimate the vertical jump height, but the FT method cannot replace the gold standard, due to the 
large systematic bias. According to our results, the equations of each of the three jump modalities were presented 
in order to obtain a better estimation of the jump height.
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The assessment of VJH by the VGRF method has been validated 
in previous studies and is considered as the gold standard for the 
assessment of VJH performance [2; 13; 14; 15]. On one hand, 
through measuring the VGRF with a force platform (FP) the VJH can 
be estimated by various techniques, all based on the double integra-
tion of force (DIF) [12; 16; 17]. On the other hand, Quattro-Jump 
used the DIF method to calculate the jump height. However, it has 
been observed that VJH is influenced by centre of mass (COM) posi-
tion before take-off, suggesting that COM displacement can be cal-
culated during the initial position (contact phase). Even if this as-
sessment method has excellent measurement accuracy [15; 18; 
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19], however, it requires expensive and hardly transportable mea-
surement tools.

The Optojump [20] and contact mats such as “SaltoBras,  
LABIN” [11] and “Vertec” [8] have been used for measurement of 
FT. The FT method has been shown to be a reliable field test for 
assessing VJH in both men and women [12]. Again, the equation of 
uniform acceleration used to calculate the VJH has been shown to 
be valid and reliable [18]. The method aiming at assessing VJH 
through FT, with photoelectric cells (e.g. Optojump), the latter of 
which consist of 2 parallel bars (one transmitter and one receiver 
unit) that are positioned at the floor level, allows athlete-surface 
interaction to be easily accessible because the cells can be placed 
directly on all sport surfaces (i.e., content validity), except sand. 
Moreover, the Optojump system has the advantages of being easy 
to transport, easy to handle, and relatively cost effective [13]. Given 
these advantages of this measurement device over other measure-
ment methods, the concurrent validity of Optojump to estimate the 
vertical jump height has been studied.

The intra-session error is free of methodological errors and may 
be considered as “intrinsic variation”, cannot be reduced, and there-
by serves as an appropriate baseline for comparisons, remaining 
independent of other error sources [21]. Intra-session reliability of 
VJH performance is critically important to ensure that observed dif-
ferences between testing trials are not due to systematic bias, such 
as a learning effect, fatigue, or random error due to possible bio-
logical or mechanical variations. This variability is usually caused by 
the emotional state of the subject between the trials and his level of 
adaptation with the measuring system [21; 22]. Therefore, the aims 
of this study were:

a.	 To determine the concurrent validity of the method aiming 
at assessing vertical jump height through FT, with photoelec-
tric cells (e.g. Optojump) with the gold standard FP (i.e., 
Quattro-Jump).

b.	 To determine the intrinsic reliability of the Optojump photo-
electric cells in estimating VJH.

MATERIALS AND METHODS 
Participants. 
Twenty healthy male physically active volunteers participated in this 
study (age: 22.50±1.24 years; body mass: 75.77±13.22 kg; body 
height: 177.05±7.04 cm). The participants were physical education 
students (college athlete), and none of the participants had patho-
logical or traumatic history of the lower limbs. The local ethics com-
mittee approved the experimental protocol, and all subjects pro-
vided written informed consent before testing. All participants were 
asked to refrain from strenuous exercise on the day preceding the 
assessments.

Study design
Each subject performed a minimum of 3 and a maximum of 5 re-
spectively for squat jumps (SJ), counter movement jump (CMJ) and 

CMJ with arm-swing (CMJarm) and the highest jump height of each 
type of jump was used for further analysis. Each trial was simultane-
ously recorded by the Quattro-Jump and Optojump devices for con-
current validity assessment (i.e., intra-trial concurrent assessment). 
Two trials were randomly selected to examine the test-retest reli-
ability of the Optojump system. According to this research design, 
each jump was entered in the calculation as a single case. These 
tests were performed in randomized order (Latin square design) ac-
cording to the protocol described by Bosco et al. [23].

Procedures
The participants visited the laboratory twice with an interval of at 
least 24 hours. The first visit was used as a familiarization session 
during which the subjects received instructions to correctly perform 
the three modalities of jump, i.e. they were required to practise 
between 5 and 10 maximal jumps for each modality of jump. During 
the second visit, the participants were instructed again on how to 
perform the jump, after a few minutes of individual warm-up consist-
ing of 5 minutes of gentle jogging and 7 minutes of dynamic active 
stretching [7 exercises: straight leg march, butt kicks, carioca, high 
knees, reverse lunge with twist, power shuffle, and jogging with 
squats). Each stretching exercise consisted of 2 sets of 20 seconds 
with a rest interval of 10 seconds between sets. The rest interval 
between stretching exercises was 10 seconds [24]. The participants 
performed 3-5 repetitions respectively for SJ, CMJ and CMJarm with 
emphasis on form. After the warm-up, the subjects stood in an 
upright position in the centre of the force platform with the optical 
bars of the Optojump positioned. Both devices were synchronized 
for each jump to evaluate the same jump. During the stance, their 
feet were shoulder width apart and their toes pointed forward or 
slightly outward. According to the procedure suggested by Hartmann 
et al. [25] the subjects performed the jump by bending the knees to 
a position they felt comfortable (i.e., preferred starting push-off po-
sition). A rest interval of 90 seconds was interspersed between jump 
repetitions, while 5 minutes was allowed between jump trials.

For the SJ, subjects started from the upright standing position 
with their hands on their hips; they were then instructed to flex their 
knees and hold a predetermined knee position (~90°) for a count of 
3 s. At that point, subjects were instructed to jump as high as pos-
sible without performing any countermovement phase. For the CMJ, 
subjects started from the upright standing position with their hands 
on their hips (i.e., without arm swing); they were then instructed to 
flex their knees (~90°) as quickly as possible and then jump as high 
as possible in the ensuing concentric phase. For the CMJarm, subjects 
were instructed to perform a CMJ with arm swing during the execu-
tion of the jump (i.e., hands were free to move). For all jumps, it was 
recommended that at take-off the subjects leave the floor with the 
toes. Conversely, an incorrect jump was discarded and another jump 
repetition was repeated [26].

The Optojump photoelectric cells, which consist of two parallel 
bars (one transmitter and one receiver unit, each measuring 
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100×4×3 cm, 1.5 kg weight), were placed at the extremities of the 
force platform without touching it, in a parallel and horizontal posi-
tion to one another at a distance of 92 cm. The transmitter contains 
32 light-emitting diodes, which are positioned 0.3 cm from ground 
level at 3.125 cm intervals. To enable the comparison of data from 
both Optojump and force platform systems, the Optojump diodes 
were positioned at the same height as the force platform surface 
(approximately 12.2 cm from the ground), so as to record simultane-
ously FT with the two systems. Optojump bars were connected to a 
personal computer, and the Microgate software (Optojump software, 
version 3.01.0001) allowed jump height quantification. The Opto-
jump system measured the FT of vertical jumps at 1000 Hz. In the 
FT method used by the Optojump tool, the vertical displacement of 
the COM can be calculated using a uniform acceleration equa-
tion [27]. The assumption for this calculation is that the position of 
the COM is the same at the beginning (take-off) and end (landing) 
of the jump [12]: H= g×t2/8 (Equation 1), where H is the VJH (m), 
t is the FT of the jump (s), and g is the acceleration due to gravity 
(9.81 m·s-2).

The force platform (Quattro-Jump 9290AD, Kistler, Winterthur, 
Switzerland) of 92×92×12.5 cm size and 30 kg weight was firm-
ly positioned on the ground to measure VGRFs during jumping (range 
0-10 000 N; sampling rate 500 Hz). The force platform was con-
nected to a personal computer, and the Kistler software (QJ software, 
version 1.0.9.2) allowed VJH quantification. The VJH was calcu-
lated using Quattro-Jump software through the DIF method. This 
DIF method requires the participant to stand still at the beginning 
and at the end of the jump. So, participants were instructed to “keep 
standing still at the beginning and at the end of the jump”, otherwise 
the jump performance was automatically rejected by the QJ software.

Statistical analyses
Data analyses were performed using SPSS version 18.0 for Windows. 
Means and standard deviations (SD) were calculated after verifying 
the normality of distributions using Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistics. 
To help protect against type II errors, an estimate of effect size (d), 
mean differences, and 95% confidence intervals (CIs) were pre-

sented [28]. The modified Hopkins scale [29] was used for the in-
terpretation of d; d<0.2 was considered as trivial, between 0.2 and 
0.6 as small, between >0.6 and 1.2 as moderate, and >1.2 as 
large. Paired-sample t-tests were used to detect any systematic dif-
ference (also referred to as bias) between tools (validity), test trials 
(reliability) and compared to the Glatthorn equation [20] (force plate-
jump height (cm) =1.02×Optojump jump height+0.29). Concur-
rent (criterion-related) validity of the Optojump system was examined 
using intra-class correlation coefficients (ICCs) with 95% confidence 
intervals (CI), Bland-Altman systematic bias ± random errors using 
the 95% limits of agreement (LOAs) [30], and Pearson correlation 
coefficient (r) were also used. The relative intra-session reliability of 
the CMJ, CMJarm and SJ were determined by calculating the ICC[1,3], 
and the absolute intra-session reliability was expressed in terms of 
standard error of measurement (SEM) and coefficients of variation 
(CV) [15; 31). Heteroscedasticity was assessed using correlation 
between the absolute residuals and vertical jump scores for each 
participant. To reduce heteroscedasticity, natural log transformation 
of raw data was performed when appropriate. Statistical significance 
was set at p<0.05.

RESULTS 
Although the ICC scores calculated for validity were very close 
to 1 (Table 1), a significant systematic bias was observed between 
Quattro-Jump and Optojump results (p<0.001). In this regard, the 
method aiming at assessing vertical jump height through FT, with 
photoelectric cells (e.g. Optojump) provided lower jump heights for 
all jump modalities (SJ:-11.66; CMJ:-11.08; CMJarm:-14.49 cm). 
Therefore, those subjects producing the greatest jump heights as 
measured by the force platform tended also to achieve the greatest 
jump heights when the other methods were employed in the FT 
method (see Figure 1). Heteroscedasticity coefficients for SJ, CMJ 
and CMJarm were r=0.09, r =0.40 and r =0.32 respectively, show-
ing the presence of heteroscedasticity in CMJ and CMJarm modalities; 
therefore a logarithmic transformation was applied to the raw data 
to reduce heteroscedasticity. Thus, the limits of agreement are ex-
pressed as ×/÷ 95% limits of agreement within the range of ratios. 

TABLE I. Concurrent validity of the method aiming at assessing vertical jump height through flight time, with photoelectric cells 
(e.g. Optojump) and the gold standard device (Quattro-Jump).

Variable Optojump  
(cm)

Quattro-Jump 
(cm) Effect size (d) Systematic bias 

(95% CI) (cm)
LOA ratio 
/± (cm)

ICC  
(95% CI)

Pearson 
coefficient

SJ 25.95±6.22‡ 37.61±6.34 8.85 -11.66 (-12.29 ; 
-11,04) ±1.33 0.989(0.971 ; 

0.995) 0.978‡

CMJ 29.98±6.35‡ 41.06±6.76 11.94 -11.08(-11.56 ; 
-10.61) ×/÷1.06 0.994(0.985 ; 

0.998) 0.990‡

CMJarm 36.80±9.46‡ 51.29±10.30 5.79 -14.49(-5.74 ; 
-13.25) ×/÷1.10 0.982(0.954 ; 

0.993) 0.968‡

*CI = confidence interval; CMJ = countermovement jump; CMJarm= countermovement jump with arm swing; ICC = intra-class correlation coefficient; 
LOA = limits of agreement ratios; SJ = squat jump;‡ p<0.001=difference between the two systems.
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Relative and absolute reliability indices for all jump modalities 
recorded during trial 1 and trial 2 are summarized in Table III. The 
pairwise analysis revealed no significant difference between the 2-test 
trials for SJ, CMJ, and CMJarm (p=0.88, d=0.04 [trivial], p=0.35, 
d=0.22 [small], p=0.66, d=0.10 [trivial], respectively).

DISCUSSION 
The purpose of the present study was to investigate the differences 
in jump heights gathered from flight time (FT) (Optojump) and a 
double integration of force (DIF) (Quattro-Jump) devices. Our results 
indicated that jump heights from the DIF method were significantly 
greater when compared to the FT method. A systematic difference 
(bias) was nevertheless observed between the two systems, and the 
Optojump tool showed the lowest degree of agreement with the 
reference method, underestimating systematically in the range from 
-14.49 to -11.08 cm (Table I and Figure 2). Therefore, the major 
findings of this study were that Optojump photoelectric cells are not 
valid based on centre of mass; they presented a systematic error 
and high linearity with the reference device (Quattro-Jump). Indeed, 
with a significant correlation and high coefficients of determination, 
it was possible to establish regression equations for predicting the 
jump height for the three jump modalities by using the Optojump. 
So, there was a high correlation between the two methods to estimate 
the vertical jump height (VJH), but the FT method cannot replace 
the gold standard, despite the strong agreement. These strong results 
were confirmed by statistical power of 1.0 for all jumps with a cor-
relation coefficient of 0.98; nevertheless they represent excellent 
intrinsic reliability for the estimation of vertical jump height. In ac-
cordance with the results of other studies [8; 11], this study con-
sidered the force platform to be the gold standard tool for the estima-
tion of vertical jump height, because in this study the highest values 
were observed with the DIF.

Random error ratios/± were quite low for SJ, CMJ and CMJarm 
modalities (±1.33 cm, ×/÷1.06 cm and ×/÷1.10 cm, respec-
tively) (Figure 2). Statistical power was 1 for all jump modalities 
(with a sample size of 20 subjects and a Pearson correlation coef-
ficient of 0.98), and effect sizes were very large (range: 5.79-11.94).

The regression model (Figure 3), developed using the FT (e.g. 
Optojump) method as the independent variable, explained 96%, 
98% and 94% of the variations in VJH calculated by Quattro-Jump 
for SJ, CMJ and CMJarm respectively. The differences in jump height 
between the two devices increased with increasing jumping height, 
as also predicted by the following linear regression equation (see 
Figure 3).

Table 2 compared the jump height results derived by the equations 
of the present study and the regression equation of Glatthorn et 
al. [20]. Systematic bias was observed, and our equations obtained 
higher jump heights in SJ, CMJ and CMJarm, when compared with 
Glatthorn et al. [20].

FIG. 1. Comparison of vertical jump height calculation between DIF 
and FT method devices.

TABLE 2. Comparison and correlation of theoretical results obtained from equation by Glatthorn et al. and equation of the present 
article.

Variable Equation of the present 
study (cm)

Glatthorn et al. 
(cm)

Systematic bias (95% CI)
(cm) Pearson coefficient

SJ 37.22±5.79‡ 26.81±6.02 10.41(10.30; 10.52) 1**

CMJ 41.20±6.39‡ 31.11±6.21 10.09 (10.00; 10.17) 1**

CMJarm 51.25±10.08‡ 37.89±9.79 13.27(13.22; 13.49) 1**

Note: *CI = confidence interval; CMJ = countermovement jump; CMJarm= countermovement jump with arm swing; SJ = squat 
jump.‡ p<0.001=difference between the two formulas.** p<0.001.

TABLE 3. Relative and absolute intra-session reliability indices of Optojump photoelectric cells for jump height estimation.

Variable Trial 1 (cm) Trial 2 (cm) Effect size (d) ICC (95% CI) SEM (cm) CV %

SJ 26.01 ±5.91 25.95 ±6.22 0.04 0.980 (0.951 ; 0.992) 1.16 6.47

CMJ 30.22 ±6.09 29.98 ±6.35 0.22 0.992 (0.980 ; 0.997) 0.79 3.70

CMJarm 36.86 ±9.60 36.80 ±9.46 0.10 0.999 (0.997 ; 1.000) 0.45 1.76

Note: *CI = confidence interval; CMJ = countermovement jump; CMJarm= countermovement jump with arm swing; ICC = intra-
class correlation coefficient; SEM = standard error of measurement; SJ = squat jump.
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The differences observed between two devices (approximately: 
SJ: 31%, CMJ: 27% and CMJarm: 28%) was directly proportional 
to the absolute jump height (Figure 3). These differences can be 
attributed to several factors. Particularly, the jump height estimated 
by the FT was significantly lower than that estimated by DIF, which 

is comparable to the results reported by Moir [12]. This difference 
is the distance between the initial height of COM (H0) and the take-
off height (Figure 1). Kistler software calculates the total positive 
vertical displacement of the COM, from the subject’s starting posi-
tion. In this way, Quattro-Jump (DIF method) was used as the cri-

FIG. 2. Bland-Altman plota with limits of agreements between ver-
tical jump heights (SJ, CMJ and CMJarm) measured by Quattro-Jump 
and Optojump.

FIG. 3. Pearson correlation of jump heights (SJ, CMJ and CMJarm) 
between DIF and FT methods. The solid line show the linear regres-
sion fit of the two devices and regression analysis equation. Data dots 
represent individual jump height values.
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observed differences in jump height between testing trials are not 
due to systematic bias, such as the learning effect or fatigue, or 
random error due to possible biological or mechanical variations. The 
inter-trial ICC of SJ, CMJ and CMJarm heights obtained in the pres-
ent study using the Optojump (range: 0.99 to 0.98) were in agreement 
(ICC: 0.95) with those reported by Nuzzo et al. [35] measured with 
a Myotest accelerometer. The SEM is not affected by inter-subject 
variability [36] and provides an estimate of measurement error. In 
addition, if data are homoscedastic, which was the case in the cur-
rent study (SJ: r=0.03; CMJ: r=-0.02 and CMJarm: r=0.13), SEM 
analyses may be more useful to establish absolute reliability [37]. 
In heteroscedastic data, coefficient of variation (CV) analyses are 
recommended [37]. According to Hopkins (2000) [29], SEM is best 
expressed as CV (percentage of the mean). In this study, SEM was 
for SJ, CMJ and CMJarm 4.47, 2.62 and 1.22% respectively, which 
was below the reference value of 5% suggested as a limit of differ-
ence between any two performances for the same test [33; 38]. The 
test-retest CVs of SJ, CMJ and CMJarm heights obtained in the pres-
ent study were in the range 1.76-6.47%, which were similar to the 
findings reported by Nuzzo et al. [35].

Finally, we concluded that although the method aiming at assess-
ing vertical jump height through FT, with photoelectric cells (e.g. 
Optojump), had logical validity, it presented a systematic error and 
high linearity with the reference device force platform (e.g. Quattro-
Jump), which meant that the FT method cannot replace the gold 
standard, despite the strong agreement. Indeed, the principle of 
calculation of Quattro-Jump, based on double integration of the force 
from the recording of the VGRF, allows one to control the evolution 
of COM over time. However, the Optojump tool relies on benchmark-
ing time of flight to estimate the jump height. Thus, it is possible to 
predict vertical jump height by means of the regression equations 
proposed, with a high degree of determination, allowing Quattro-Jump 
and Optojump to be employed. Also, the comparison between the 
jump height results calculated by the equations of this study and 
that of Glatthorn et al. [20] showed that the latter one underesti-
mated the vertical jump height; the differences were SJ: 31%, CMJ: 
27% and CMJarm: 28%.

CONCLUSIONS 
Based on this study, the method aiming at assessing vertical jump 
height through FT, with photoelectric cells (e.g. Optojump) has a 
strong agreement with the DIF method (gold standard), but is not 
valid. The Optojump photoelectric cells had an excellent inter-trial 
reliability for the assessment of vertical jump height. Thus, they can 
be used with confidence to detect between-group differences in cross-
sectional comparisons [39; 20]. The height of the jump has to be 
defined (before discussing the performances), as it varies according 
to the benchmarking tool. Considering that measuring the vertical 
jump height, in most cases, should be done in a practical and objec-
tive manner in the field of sports, FP seems to be too costly and 
impractical and more expensive. Therefore it will be much more 

terion measurement for jump height in this study based on the 
definition of jump height provided by many authors [11; 12; 32]. 
According to Moir [12] and Dias et al. [11], methods that consider 
the COM displacement before take-off obtain greater heights when 
compared to the methods considering only the FT. All calculation 
methods have logical validity, depending on the definition of jump 
height being used [2; 12; 33]. Since there were significant correla-
tions and systematic error among the methods, it was possible to 
establish prediction equations for the Quattro-Jump performances 
with Optojump data. The equations obtained presented high coef-
ficients of determination for predicting the jump height for the three 
jump modalities measured by the FT method (mean: R2= 
0.957±0.022), as seen in Figure 3.
SJ: [(DIF method) jump height = 0.98 ×  (FT method) jump 
height +11.74].
CMJ: [(DIF method) jump height = 1.05 × (FT method) jump 
height +9.47].
CMJarm:[(DIF method) jump height = 1.05 × (FT method) jump 
height +12.54].

One has to bear in mind the critics quoted by Glatthorn et al. [20] 
that can give a small under-estimate of the jump height by Optojump 
(i.e., the differences between tools in their position or detection 
threshold, or both). For example, the misalignment of the photoelec-
tric “sector” with the force platform surface plane, a small non-
horizontal direction – even if care is taken to avoid it – of the Optojump 
rays, and the sensitivity of photoelectric cells (Optojump) vs. piezo-
electric sensor (Quattro-Jump) signals could all contribute to the 
observed differences. The possible difference in sampling rate between 
methods aiming at assessing vertical jump height through FT, with 
photoelectric cells (e.g. Optojump) and FP systems, could not have 
played a role in the recorded differences as both had the same 
sampling rates (1000 Hz). Kibele [34] and Moir [12] suggested that 
the differences in their respective studies may be linked to the chang-
es in the subject’s posture during flight (between take-off and land-
ing). This limitation in the ability to make a valid estimate of vertical 
jump height is frequently cited in the literature using FT because the 
height of the subject’s COM at take-off needs to be the same as at 
landing, and this is quite difficult to control.

The values illustrated in Table II show that there was a significant 
difference of the jump height results calculated by the formula of 
Glatthorn et al. [20] and that of the present study. Additionally, there 
was a high systematic error (range: 10.09-13.27 cm) with a positive 
linear correlation in both studies. Despite the significant differences 
in jump height between the 2 devices, there was a significant cor-
relation and a high degree of linearity of the method aiming at as-
sessing vertical jump height through FT, with photoelectric cells (e.g. 
Optojump) with the method aiming at assessing vertical jump height 
through DIF, with a force platform (e.g. Quattro-Jump).

The variability between trials reflects the inherent variation in 
healthy individuals or those with pathology [13]. Inter-trial reliabil-
ity of vertical jump performance is critically important to ensure that 
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practical to use the method aiming at assessing vertical jump height 
through FT, with photoelectric cells (e.g. Optojump) to measure the 
height of the jump. The prediction equations suggested in this study 
may allow the use of Optojump by coaches to measure the vertical 
jumping performances, corrected by the linear regression equation 
specific for each jump modality.

Acknowledgements
The authors are grateful to all the participants for their enthusiasm 
and commitment to the completion of this study.

Conflict of interests: the authors declared no conflict of interests 
regarding the publication of this manuscript.

1.	 Ziv G, Lidor R. Vertical jump in female 
and male volleyball players: a review of 
observational and experimental studies. 
Scand J Med Sci Sports. 
2010;20(4):556-67.

2.	 García-López J, Peleteiro J, Rodgríguez-
Marroyo JA, Morante JC, Herrero JA, 
Villa JG. The validation of a new 
method that measures contact and 
flight times during vertical jump. Int J 
Sports Med. 2005;26(4):294-302.

3.	 Bosco C, Luhtanen P, Komi PV. A 
simple method for measurement of 
mechanical power in jumping. Eur J 
Appl Physiol Occup Physiol. 
1983;50(2):273-82.

4.	 Harman EA, Rosenstein MT, Frykman 
PN, Rosenstein RM, Kraemer, WJ. 
Estimation of human power from 
vertical jump. J Appl Sport Sci Res. 
1991;5(1):116-120.

5.	 Kyriazis TA, Terzis G, Boudolos K, 
Georgiadis G. Muscular power, 
neuromuscular activation, and 
performance in shot put athletes at 
preseason and at competition period. J 
Strength Cond Res. 2009; 
23(6):1773-9.

6.	 Markovic G, Dizdar D, Jukic I, 
Cardinale M. Reliability and factorial 
validity of squat and countermovement 
jump tests. J Strength Cond Res. 
2004;18(3):551-5.

7.	 Smirniotou A, Katsikas C, Paradisis G, 
Argeitaki P, Zacharogiannis E, 
Tziortzis S. Strength-power parameters 
as predictors of sprinting performance. 
J Sports Med Phys Fitness. 
2008;48(4):447-54.

8.	 Leard JS, Cirillo MA, Katsnelson E, 
Kimiatek DA, Miller TW, Trebincevic K, 
Garbalosa JC. Validity of two alternative 
systems for measuring vertical jump 
height. J Strength Cond Res. 
2007;21(4):1296-1299.

9.	 Myer GD, Ford KR, Palumbo JP, 
Hewett TE. Neuromuscular training 
improves performance and lower-
extremity biomechanics in female 
athletes. J Strength Cond Res. 
2005;19(1):51-60.

10.	 Sleivert G, Taingahue M. The 
relationship between maximal 
jump-squat power and sprint 
acceleration in athletes. Eur J Appl 
Physiol. 2004;91(1):46-52.

11.	 Dias JA, Dal Pupo J, Reis DC, Borges L, 
Santos SG, Moro AR, Borges NG Jr. 
Validity of two methods for estimation 
of vertical jump height.  
J Strength Cond Res. 2011; 
25(7):2034-9.

12.	 Moir GL. Three different methods of 
calculating vertical jump height from 
force platform data in man and women. 
Meas Phys Educ Exerc Sci. 
2008;12(4): 207-218.

13.	 Cordova ML, Armstrong CW. Reliability 
of ground reaction forces during a 
vertical jump: implications for 
functional strength assessment. J Athl 
Train. 1996;31(4):342-5.

14.	 Ferreira LC, Schilling BK, Weiss LW, 
Fry AC, Chiu LZ. Reach height and 
jump displacement: implications for 
standardization of reach determination. 
J Strength Cond Res. 
2010;24(6):1596-601.

15.	 Cronin JB, Hing RD, McNair PJ. 
Reliability and validity of a linear 
position transducer for measuring jump 
performance. J Strength Cond Res. 
2004;18(3):590-3.

16.	 Aragon-Vargas LF. Evaluation of four 
vertical jump tests: Methodology, 
reliability, validity, and accuracy. Meas 
Phys Educ Exerc Sci. 2000; 
4(4):215-228.

17.	 Gomes MM, Pereira G, Freitas PB, 
Barela JA. Kinematic and kinetic 
characteristics of vertical jump: 
Comparison between soccer and 
basketball players. Braz J 
Kinanthropom Hum Perform. 
2009;11(4):392-399.

18.	 Buckthorpe M, Morris J, Folland JP. 
Validity of vertical jump measurement 
devices. J Sports Sci. 2012; 
30(1):63-9.

19.	 Walsh MS, Ford KR, Bangen KJ, 
Myer GD, Hewett TE. The validation of 
a portable force plate for measuring 
force-time data during jumping and 
landing tasks. J Strength Cond Res. 
2006;20(4):730-4.

20.	 Glatthorn JF, Gouge S, Nussbaumer S, 
Stauffacher S, Impellizzeri FM, 
Maffiuletti NA. Validity and reliability of 
Optojump photoelectric cells for 
estimating vertical jump height. J 
Strength Cond Res. 2011; 
25(2):556-60.

21.	 McGinley JL, Baker R, Wolfe R, Morris 
ME. The reliability of three-dimensional 
kinematic gait measurements:  
a systematic review. Gait Posture. 
2009;29(3):360-9.

22.	 Dhahbi W, Chamari K, Chèze L, 
Behm DG, Chaouachi A. External 
Responsiveness and Intra-session 
Reliability of the Rope-Climbing Test.  
J Strength Cond Res. 
2016;30(10):2952-8.

23.	 Bosco C, Rusko H. The effect of 
prolonged skeletal muscle stretch-
shortening cycle on recoil of elastic 
energy and on energy expenditure.  
Acta Physiol Scand. 1983; 
119(3):219-24.

24.	 Pagaduan JC, Pojskić H, Užičanin E, 
Babajić F. Effect of various warm-up 
protocols on jump performance in 
college football players. J Hum Kinet. 
2012;35:127-32.

25.	 Hartmann H, Wirth K, Klusemann M, 
Dalic J, Matuschek C, 
Schmidtbleicher D. Influence of 
squatting depth on jumping 
performance. J Strength Cond Res. 
2012;26(12):3243-61.

26.	 Padulo J, Tiloca A, Powell D, 
Granatelli G, Bianco A, Paoli A. EMG 
amplitude of the biceps femoris during 
jumping compared to landing 
movements. Springerplus. 
2013;2:520.

27.	 Linthorne NP. Analysis of standing 
vertical jumps using a force platform. 
Am J Phys. 2001; 
69(11):1198-1204.

28.	 Faul F, Erdfelder E, Lang AG, 
Buchner A. G*Power 3: A flexible 
statistical power analysis program for 
the social, behavioral, and biomedical 
sciences. Behav Res Methods. 
2007;39(2):175-191.

29.	 Hopkins WG. Measures of repeatability 
in sports medicine and science. Sports 
Med. 2000;30(1):1-15.

30.	 Bland JM, Altman, DG. Statistical 
methods for assessing agreement 
between two methods of clinical 
measurement. Lancet. 
1986;1(8476):307-10.

31.	 Haley SM, Fragala-Pinkham MA. 
Interpreting change scores of tests and 
measures used in physical therapy. 
Phys Ther. 2006;86(5):735-743.

REFERENCES 



70

Attia A et al.

32.	 Bobbert MF, van Ingen Schenau GJ. 
Coordination in vertical jumping.  
J Biomech. 1998;21(3):249-62.

33.	 Castagna C, Ganzetti M, Ditroilo M, 
Giovannelli M, Rocchetti A, Manzi V. 
Concurrent validity of vertical jump 
performance assessment systems.  
J Strength Cond Res. 2013; 
27(3):761-8.

34.	 Kibele A. Possibilities and limitations in 
the biomechanical analysis of 
countermovement jumps:  
A methodological study. J Appl 
Biomech. 1998;14(1):105-117.

35.	 Nuzzo JL, Anning JH, Scharfenberg JM. 
The reliability of three devices used for 
measuring vertical jump height.  
J Strength Cond Res. 
2011;25(9):2580-90.

36.	 Weir JP. Quantifying test-retest 
reliability using the intraclass 
correlation coefficient and the SEM. 
J Strength Cond Res. 2005; 
19(1):231-40.

37.	 Atkinson G, Nevill AM. Statistical 
methods for assessing measurement 
error (reliability) in variables relevant to 
sports medicine.  

Sports Med. 1998; 
26(4):217-38.

38.	 Nevill A, Atkinson G. Assessing 
agreement between measurements 
recorded on a ratio scale in sports 
medicine and sports science.  
Br J Sports Med. 1997;31(4):314-8.

39.	 Di Cagno A, Baldari C, Battaglia C, 
Monteiro MD, Pappalardo A, Piazza M, 
Guidetti L. Factors influencing 
performance of competitive and 
amateur rhythmic gymnastics-gender 
differences. J Sci Med Sport. 
2009;12(3):411-6.


