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Abstract

This research involved performing tests on eight male college students
who are fencing players in foil, epee and saber, having at least three
years’ experience of fencing. Focused on gloves — the frequently-used
interface of tools or equipment for manual operation — this research is
intended to study how a fencing player’s grip is affected by the
materials from which the gloves are made and the player’s posture. This
research also involves conducting a differential test to investigate how
gloves materials affect fencing accuracy, response time and fencing

time.

Although gloves materials have no effect on how well the hand senses
the weight of a sword it holds, they have an impact on grip strength.
Conducted with two-way ANOVA and MANOVA, this research shows
marked differences in grip strength resulting from different postures
and various gloves materials. The MANOVA conducted to study how
gloves materials affect fencing accuracy and fencing time reveals that
the accuracy-enhancing effect is significant. As indicated by a pro-test
analysis carried out by Duncan, accuracy among players playing fencing
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without wearing gloves is the least, as substantiated in the fact that
Group B has the lowest mean.

In conclusion, gloves materials have an effect on fencing players’
performance to a certain extent. Being the best in grip strength and
accuracy as confirmed by the test, German-made gloves, coupled with
sixte (the sixth of eight defensive positions in fencing), are conducive
to the enhancement of a player’s performance.

Keywords: gloves materials, fencing time, defensive position, foil,
epee, fencing

16



