ROLE OF CORE STABILITY AND DYNAMIC BALANCE IN STANDING SHOOTING PERFORMANCE
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INTRODUCTION

» Performance during standing shooting is a major
determinant of overall race outcome across
multiple biathlon race formats [1,2].

METHODS RESULTS (cont.)
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H1: Core stability would be associated with shooting measures and worse 1n RESULTS > Performance on the YBT was able to predict performance on the biathlon

youth and master’s biathletes than senior level biathletes.

. o » Years of biathlon experience was different across groups (F, ;o= 3.55,p = specific core stability assessment (R° = .304, p = .007). Higher composite
2) Deteim%ne whet}iel]‘3 .61 .ilmp“e clinical movement screen can be used as a 0.043) with both youth (p = .022) and master’s groups (p = .048) have less scores had better core stability.
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Participants » For most shooting parameters the master’s group performed worse than either ST o
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