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IMPACT ACCELERATIONS m FEMALE RECREATIONAL RUNNERS

By

Erin Mhray Robertson

Female recreational runners are at a higher risk of injury than males. However,

there are few studies that focus on female runners. The connection between impacts and

injury makes studying impact accelerations valuable when looking at running. Many

running studies are conducted on the treadmill, but few evaluate how these results

compare to overground running, especially over longer distances. This research focuses

on comparing impact accelerations during four-mile track and treadmill runs, both in the

vertical and horizontal axes for the entire study population and by pace groups. Changes

in impact accelerations over the course of the track and treadmill run were also examined,

first by the overall study population and then by pace. By using a wireless accelerometer

runners were monitored outside of a laboratory setting for the most natural runs possible.

The results of the study showed that vertical impacts were not significantly different

between the track and the treadmill, while horizontal impacts were significantly lower

during the treadmill run. Vertical impacts also increased over time during both the track

and treadmill run. Horizontal impacts increased over time with the track run, but did not

change significantly over the treadmill run. These findings may have significant impact

on the way future running studies are conducted, especially those trying to mimic a

recreational run.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Running, once a means of fleeing predators, has in modern times gone from a

competitive sport to a means of staying physically fit. There are over 12 million

recreational runners in the United States alone that run at least 100 days out of every year

(Running USA 2007). Ofthese recreational runners 48% are women (Running USA

2007). These female recreational runners are at a greater risk of injury compared to their

male counterparts (Rauh et al 2000, van Gent et a1 2007). Female runners are more likely

to injure hips, shins and feet while running and are four times more likely to develop

stress fractures (Rauh et a1 2000, Zifchock et al 2006). However, even with the

prevalence of female runners and the higher injury rates in this population, few studies

look solely at female runners (Christina et al 2001 , Gerlach et al 2005, Zifchock et al

2006)

It has been hypothesized that many injuries suffered by recreational runners are a

result of the impact with which they contact the ground, with runners who develop a low

impact method of running at a lower risk of injury than a runner who develops a high

impact method of running (Hreljac et a1 2000, Hreljac 2004). Runners with at least one

previous running related injury have been shown to have higher impact magnitudes and

loading rates when compared to injury-free runners (Hreljac et a1 2000). The effect of

these higher impacts can build up over time, as a recreational runner will experience

more than 1.3 million impacts each year from running just twenty miles each week

(Derrick et al 2002). In addition to causing initial injury, these continuous higher impacts

can lead to reinjury. Runners with previous injury history have been shown to have a



higher vertical impact, even on the uninjured side of their body (Milner et al 2006,

Zifchock et al 2006).

Most of the aforementioned studies that compare high and low impact runners are

done on short walkways or treadmills (Hreljac et al 2000, Milner et al 2006, Zifchock et

al 2006). These studies are valuable because of the connection between impact levels

and running injuries. However, studies done on walkways or treadmills may not

accurately reflect running conditions in the field. Most runners do not run on short

walkways or treadmills, with 69% preferring to do most workouts on roads (Taunton et al

2003). Runners will tell you that there is a great deal of difference when running

overground compared to a treadmill, but there are few studies that have looked at the

differences in accelerations between the two modes of running. Those studies that

compare overground and treadmill running generally do so over short distances with

solely male or a mixed gender population (Nelson et al 1972, Elliot and Blanksby 1976,

Nigg et al 1995, Wank et al 1998). The purpose of this study was to look at female

runners and determine if there are differences in peak impact accelerations when running

on a track compared to a treadmill.

Peak impact accelerations were analyzed rather than peak impact forces because

an accelerometer was used to collect data, rather than a force plate. The peak impact

acceleration values will differ somewhat from the ground reaction forces that would be

collected by a force plate because the acceleration values collected using a new wireless

accelerometer are for the mass ofthe body segment that the accelerometer is placed on,

rather than the whole body mass, as analyzed with the ground reaction forces. Using the



peal impact accelerations allows comparison of runners outside of a laboratory setting by

using the wireless accelerometer.

It is hypothesized that the peak vertical impact accelerations, those seen in the

vertical plane while running, will be higher on the track than the treadmill. It is also

believed that there will be no discemable difference between the track and treadmill

when the peak horizontal accelerations, those generated in braking and push off, are

analyzed. Furthermore, it is thought that the peak impact accelerations in both the

vertical and horizontal axes will increase throughout the course of a run on both the track

and the treadmill as runners start to tire, both physically and mentally.

To test these hypotheses female recreational runners were recruited to perform

two runs, each four miles long. The first run was on an indoor track at a self-selected

pace. The second run was performed on a treadmill, set to the average speed of the run

performed on the indoor track to eliminate speed as a possible variable between the track

and treadmill conditions. An accelerometer was attached to the rtmner to monitor peak

impact accelerations in the vertical, horizontal and lateral axes. These data were

downloaded onto a computer and analyzed using custom software to look at possible

differences between the track and treadmill runs for all the runners. Peak impact

accelerations in the vertical and horizontal axes were compared. The data were also

examined to see if the peak vertical or horizontal accelerations changed with time over

the course of the track run or over the run on the treadmill. Lastly, the runners were split

into three pace groups, based on the average speed during the track run and the data was

reanalyzed. Pace groups were tested to determine possible differences between track and



treadmill peak acceleration impacts and any changes over the course of the runs in the

peak acceleration impacts.

Hypotheses:

1. Peak vertical accelerations will be greater on the track than the treadmill, while

peak horizontal accelerations will not be significantly different between track and

treadmill.

2. Peak vertical and horizontal accelerations will increase through a run on the track.

3. Peak vertical and horizontal accelerations will increase with time on a treadmill.

Specific Aims:

1. Monitor female recreational runners, using an accelerometer, during a four mile

run on a track and a treadmill.

2. Compare peak impact accelerations for the overall study population as well as by

pace groups.
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II. LITERATURE SURVEY

Over the years running has evolved from a method to escape danger or chase

down prey to a competitive speed/distance event to a recreational fitness sport. In 2006

there were between 38 and 40 million people in the United States that ran at least once

during the year (Running USA 2007). Of these, approximately 12 to 15 million runners

ran at least 100 days of the year (Running USA 2007). As with any physical activity,

running can create the potential for injury. Published reports of injury rates in runners

range from 20 to 70% depending upon the population of runners (Macera et a1 1989,

Hreljac 2004, Lun et al 2004, van Gent et a1 2007). The definition of a running injury

varies between studies, which could partially explain the wide range of injury rates, but

most studies consider a musculoskeletal injury to be one that causes the runner to reduce

mileage, stop training altogether, or consult a medical professional (Hoeberigs 1992, van

Mechelen 1992, Koplan et al 1995, Duffey et a] 2000, Taunton et a1 2002). Running

injuries are generally divided into two categories: acute injuries, caused by a sudden

event, such as tripping or a fall, and overuse injuries. Overuse injuries are associated

with repetitive activities and running, by its very nature, is a very repetitive sport. Of all

the injuries sustained by runners, approximately 50 to 75% are caused by overuse (van

Mechelen 1992). Running-related overuse injuries generally occur in the lower

extremities and can include stress fractures, plantar fasciitis, Achilles tendonitis and shin

splints (Hreljac et a1. 2000). Approximately 70 to 75% of running related overuse

injuries occur at or below the knee (Hreljac et al. 2000, Taunton et a1 2002). Running-

related injuries in the knee alone account for between 25 to 42% of all running injuries



(Macera et al 1989, van Mechelen 1992, Taunton et a1 2002, Taunton et al 2003). Other

high injury body segments include the foot (17-22% of all injuries), lower leg (13%), and

Achilles tendon (6%) (Macera et al 1989, Taunton et al 2002). Almost all runners will

experience some type of injury during a running career. These injuries are problematic

for runners, whether male or female.

Female runners account for almost half of the population of runners, as

approximately 48% percent of all runners in the United States in 2006 were female

(Running USA 2007). While the numbers of female and male runners is almost equal,

many running studies focus on populations that are entirely male, or are heavily skewed

towards male subjects (Nelson et a1 1972, Macera et al 1989, Hoeberigs 1992, van

Mechelen 1992, Bus 2003, van Gent et al 2007). These studies can predict risk factors

for male runners, but they do not have the power necessary to confirm or refute injury

risk factors for female runners (Macera et al 1989, van Gent et al 2007). Very few

studies have focused on a solely female running population (Christina et al 2001, Gerlach

et al 2005, Zifchock et a1 2006).

The type and occurrence of running-related injuries has been shown to differ

depending on the gender of the runner. Female runners have significantly higher rates of

running-related injuries (Rauh et al 2000, van Gent et a1 2007). Female high school

runners were significantly more likely to injure shins, hips and feet during running

compared to males (Rauh et a1 2000). Female runners are up to four times more likely

than male counterparts to develop stress fractures related to running (Zifchock et al

2006).



Re-injury rates are also higher in female runners than in males (Rauh et al 2000).

In addition to higher initial injury rates in female runners, the rates of re-injury were

significantly higher for female runners in the knee, calf and feet compared with the same

body sites in male runners (Rauh et a1 2000). One study found that female runners with

previous running-related injuries in one limb had higher peak shock values than uninjured

controls, which could make them more likely to sustain future injuries in the previously

injured leg (Zifchock et al 2006).

As overuse injuries are likely the combination of several factors, the higher rate of

injury in female runners cannot be directly attributed to any one factor. There are several

characteristics that put female runners at higher risk of injury than males. Previous

injuries are thought to put a runner in a higher risk category for future running-related

injuries with up to half of new injuries occurring at the same location as previous injuries

(van Mechelen 1992, Taunton et a1 2003, van Gent et a1 2007). However, one study

found that previous injury was not significantly associated with any certain type of injury

(Taunton et al 2002). Running experience also has been shown to be a possible predictor

of running injury, with less experienced runners at a higher risk for injury than those with

greater experience (Macera et a1 1989, van Mechelen 1992). Age is also a risk factor for

running-related injuries in that older runners have less capability to absorb shock while

running, which can lead to greater potential for overuse injuries, especially in the lower

extremities (Bus 2003). Females over the age of 50 were found to be at higher risk for

injury than younger female runners (Taunton et a1 2003). One large prospective study of

runners found that women were more likely to develop an injury when they completed

two thirds of their running time on concrete surfaces (Macera et al 1989). Running pace



was not significantly different between injured and non-injured control groups (Messier

et al 1991). There was no association between running injuries and the level of the

runner, whether beginner, recreational or elite (Taunton et al 2002). Female runners

under the age of 31 were at less risk for injury (Taunton et al 2003). Stretching time is

another significant indicator of injury, with one study finding that injured runners spent

significantly more time stretching than uninjured runners (Duffey et a1 2000). Mileage

run per week is debated as a possible risk factor for injury. Several studies have shown

that higher mileage per week was related to a higher incidence of injury (van Mechelen

1992). Others have found no significant difference in mileage between injured and non-

injured runners (Lun et a1 2004, Rauh et a1 2005). Yet another study found that the

control group ran approximately 31% more miles per week compared to the injured

group of runners (Messier et a1 1991).

Anatomical differences between men and women are thought to be the biggest

reason why there are more injuries in female runners than males. While looking at

females running, it was found that female runners had greater hip flexion in the sagittal

plane than males (Ferber et al 2003). The same study found that female runners also had

greater hip and knee abduction while running in both the sagittal and frontal planes, all

while absorbing more of the impact force at the hip during the first half of each step when

looking at the sagittal plane (Ferber et a1 2003). The quadriceps angle, which estimates

the force between the quadriceps muscle and patellar tendon, is larger in females than in

males (Rauh et a1 2005). This increase in quadriceps angle has been shown to be a

significant risk factor for running-related overuse injuries, with runners with a quadriceps

angle greater or equal to 20 degrees almost twice as likely to get injured as a runner with

10



a quadriceps angle less than 20 degrees (Messier et a1 1991, Rauh et al 2005). In contrast,

another study did not find a connection with lower limb injuries in recreational runners

when looking at static limb alignment (Lun et al 2004).

Impact Forces

Impact forces are the forces generated by the runner when the foot makes contact

with the running surface. These impact forces reach a maximum, known as an impact

peak, within 50 ms of the first contact with the ground (Nigg et a1 1995). It is estimated

that running twenty miles per week for a year will generate over 1.3 million impacts of

the feet on the running surface (Derrick et al 2002). There are vertical impact forces,

which measure the amount of forces in the vertical direction as the runner lands,

horizontal impact forces, which measure the breaking force as the runner decelerates with

every step and lateral impact forces, which measure the amount of force the runner is

generating from side to side, or across the body as shown by Figure 2.1.
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Figure 2.1. This diagram shows the three axes measured with respect to the runner.
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Vertical impact forces associated with running are generally between 1 and 5 times the

body weight of the runner (Wright et al 1998, Hreljac 2004).

Peak vertical impact force has been shown to be significantly greater in older

runners compared to younger ones (Bus 2003). Runners with previous injuries in one leg

have been shown to have higher vertical impact forces in the previously injured leg

compared to the uninjured leg (Zifchock et a1 2006). The peak braking forces were also

shown to be significantly higher in the previously injured leg compared to the uninjured

leg (Zifchock et a1 2006). Regardless of which leg previously experienced a tibial stress

fracture, runners with a history of tibial stress fracture demonstrated a higher vertical

impact peak and a larger peak tibial shock when compared to runners without a history of

tibial stress frature (Milner et a1 2006). These stress fractures are fatigue fractures of the

bone and are likely related to the loading rate of the bone (Milner et al 2006). There was

no difference seen in the braking forces between the two groups (Milner et a] 2006).

Another study looked at braking forces and found that injured runners had lower braking

forces when compared to non—injured runners (Messier et a1 1991).

There are several studies that have looked at possible links between impact forces

and injury (Hreljac et a1 2000, Bennell et al 2004, Goldberg et a1 2008). One study found

that the magnitude and rate of impact loading were significantly greater in runners who

had previously had at least one running-related overuse injury compared to runners

without history of running overuse injuries, indicating that the higher impacts may be

related to overuse injuries (Hreljac et al 2000). Studies have indicated that lower levels

of impact reduce the risk of running-related overuse injuries (Hreljac et al 2000, Hreljac

2004). Conflicting reports also exist that did not find any significant difference in ground

12



reaction forces between injured and non-injured runners or when looking at healthy

walkers (Bennell et al 2004, Goldberg et al 2008).

Impact forces have also been shown to alter with fatigue. One study showed that

peak vertical impact accelerations increased by 21% over the course of a run to fatigue

(Derrick et a1 2002). The same study found that shock attenuation also increased from

the beginning to the completion of the fatiguing run (Derrick et al 2002). Another study

found that peak vertical impacts decreased significantly with fatigue (Gerlach et a1 2005).

While both injured and non-injured runners had decreases in peak vertical impact forces,

the peak vertical impact forces of injured running decreased at a much lesser rate

(Gerlach et al 2005).

Running studies measuring fatigue are difficult to compare because there is no

standard definition of what fatigue is during running. Some studies have subjects run

initial tests at maximal effort, and base subsequent tests on the time of the initial run

(Derrick et a1 2002, Hunter and Smith 2007). Other studies fatigue specific muscles and

compare runners at pre- and post-fatigue (Christina et al 2001, Flynn et al 2004). These

studies can be difficult to compare because in addition to non-standardized definitions of

fatigue, there are drastically different protocols to have the runner arrive at the fatigued

state (Hunter and Smith 2007). Studies looking at the effect of local muscle fatigue on

peak accelerations and shock attenuation contradict results from full body fatigue studies

(Flynn et a1 2004).

Studies looking at rtmning fatigue have shown that there are kinematic changes

over the course of the run. These changes include a more flexed knee angle at contact

with the surface, and a greater maximum knee flexion angle, as well as more inversion of

13



the subtalar joint in the foot at contact (Derrick et al 2002). When dorsiflexors are

fatigued, the ankle angle at heel contact with the treadmill has been shown to be

significantly less dorsiflexed, which was though to be a result of a decreased foot angle at

heel strike rather than changes in the angle of the shank (Christina et al 2001). Studies

have indicated that fatigued runners ran with shorter strides, but a faster stride rate so that

the same velocity was maintained throughout the run (Willson and Kemozek 1999, Place

et a] 2004). Others have shown a decrease in stride rate in fatigued runners (Hunter and

Smith 2007). There is also an increase in step variability with fatigue in runners (Candau

et al 1998).

Monitoring individuals during running

Running studies are conducted in a variety of methods. While the goal is to test

runners in a method that is as close to natural runing as possible, this is not always

realistic because of the instrumentation needed to measure specific variables. One

method of conducting running studies is to use a force platform that is embedded in the

floor (Hreljac et al 2000, Bus 2003, Zifchock et al 2006, Milner et al 2006). The subject

starts at the end ofthe runway, usually between 20 and 30-m long and runs over the

entire runway, while data is collected when the subject runs over the force plate (Milner

et al 2006). This way a subject is allowed to run unencumbered by instrumentation and

can be filmed if desired. However, it is unclear whether these conditions accurately

represent running conditions in the field.

14



Treadmill

Another commonly used tool for running studies are treadmills (Candau et al

1998, Derrick et al 2002, Gerlach et al 2005, Hunter and Smith 2007). Unlike force

plates mounted in runways, treadmills have several advantages. They can be used in

studies where the runner needs to be observed for more than just a few meters.

Treadmills also allow researchers to vary the intensity of the running workout while still

having the runner monitored closely (Nelson et al 1972). Treadmills instnnnented with

force plates allow the measurement of vertical and horizontal impact forces (Gerlach et al

2005). VOzmax calculations can also be collected when using treadmills because the

runner is in one location and can be outfitted with the proper equipment (Gerlach et al

2005). While treadmills allow for longer running samples, there is some contention as to

whether they accurately replicate the same movements as overground running, or running

that is not constrained (Bennell et al 2004). As 69% of runners surveyed in one study run

primarily on roads, it is important to confirm that the treadmill shows identical

biomechanical conditions to overground running (Taunton et al 2003).

Few running studies have compared runners on the track or free running

overground. Monitoring runners outside of the laboratory can be difficult because of the

great variability in weather conditions and running surfaces. Further difficulties can

occur depending on the variables the study is looking at. While a force plate in a

laboratory setting is able to show the impact forces of a runner, it is unrealistic to place

force plates in a full-sized track. Studies comparing treadmill use and overground

running have shown that the stride length is shorter on the treadmill, while the rate of the

stride increases to compensate for the shorter length, still allowing the runner to run the
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equivalent distance at the same pace (Elliot and Blanksby 1976, Wank et a1 1998).

Female runners had more pronounced changes in stride length than male runners, with a

10% reduction in stride length, compared to a 3% reduction in males (Elliot and

Blanksby 1976). The 1976 study by Elliot and Blanksby also found an 11% increase in

stride rate with female runners, compared to a 3% increase by male counterparts. The

study also showed that the differences in stride rate and length were only present in

velocities between 4.85-5.76 m/s for female runners, and that there were no significant

differences for female runners between the overground and treadmill runs at velocities

between 3.45-4.8 m/s (Elliot and Blanksby 1976). The movement of the foot on the

treadmill also differs from movement overground, as the movement of the belt causes the

foot to slip backwards slightly more during pushoff (Wank et a1 1998). In a study

looking at treadmill versus overground walking it was shown that, even though there

were slight changes between the two including reduced peak braking, there was no

significant difference in the total propulsion between the two surfaces (Goldberg et a1

2008). It has also been shown that while running on a treadmill, a subject will adjust

running style so that the lead foot reaches out further in front of the body and then uses

the movement of the treadmill belt to bring the foot back into a normal position, which

would lead to a decrease in speed if done overground (Nelson et al 1972). Differences in

running style between overground and treadmill running have been seen even when the

subjects are familiar with running on a treadmill (Nelson et al 1972, Elliot and Blanksby

1976, Wank et al 1998). One study found that runners landed with a different angle of

foot flexion between treadmill and overground running (Nigg et al 1995). Another study

by Milgrom et a1. 2003 tested a treadmill run against free running on asphalt and found
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that treadmill runners were less likely to develop tibial stress fractures because of lower

strain rates in the tibia compared to overground running. The authors believed that

running on the treadmill is a more repetitive act than running over ground because the

kinematics, pace, direction and stride length, are more controlled (Milgrom et a1 2003).

The biggest limitation in running studies is the constrained condition in which

many are performed. Studies try and control many variables, so that any results seen can

be attributed to factors being studied and not outside factors, but this extra control can

lead to factors that may not have previously been an issue. Other studies will have all the

participants wear the same style of shoe to eliminate a possible variable (Derrick et al

2002, Milgrom et al 2003). Several studies recognize that runners perform most naturally

in personal shoes, and so conduct tests with the runners in their own shoes (Duffey et al

2000, Hreljac et al 2000, Gerlach et a1 2005). Differences between hard and soft shoes

do not cause differences in peak impact forces, which supports allowing nmners to use

personal shoes for running studies (Wright et al 1998). Many running studies also

control pace when testing subjects so as to eliminate another variable between runners,

(Nelson et al 1972, Hreljac et al 2000, Bennell et al 2004). When setting the speed for

track and overground comparisons, studies often will allow the subject to run at a self-

selected pace overground, and then set the treadmill to the same speed for tests (Elliot

and Blanksby 1976). Evidence shows no significant correlation between pace of a runner

and running-related injuries (van Gent et a1 2007).

Accelerometers

Wireless accelerometers are devices that measure accelerations. Lightweight and

portable, they are ideal for measuring accelerations outside of a laboratory setting
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(Herren et a1 1999, Elvin et a1 2007). A wireless accelerometer is a small, self-contained

system that is able to collect and store data without needing to be attached to wires, as it

contains a battery and memory bank as part of the system (Elvin et al 2007). Wired

accelerometers have been used in several running studies to date (Derrick et al 2002,

Zifchock et a1 2006). Some studies will use accelerometers that only measure one axis so

that they can only study the vertical or horizontal axis (Zifchock et al 2006). A more

complete picture of running habits in a study can be gained by using a tri—axial

accelerometer which can measure the accelerations and decelerations in the vertical,

horizontal and lateral directions all at the same time.

Placement of the accelerometers used in running studies varies. One study used

two accelerometers mounted to the right tibia and front of the skull (Derrick et al 2002).

Another study used two triaxial accelerometers, one on each hip, to monitor walking and

jogging on a treadmill (Nichols et a1 1999). Other studies have used three separate

uniaxial accelerometers all placed together or one triaxial accelerometer on a belt which

held them in the small ofthe back to measure vertical, horizontal and lateral accelerations

during running (Herren et a1 1999, LeBris et al 2006). The ability to measure impact

forces of both limbs with a single accelerometer over the course of the entire run is

important to get an accurate idea of running biomechanics (Gerlach et al 2005).

Accelerometers have been shown to have correlation values of 0.8 or better with various

physical activities when compared to force plates including vertical jumping (Elvin et a1

2007)
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III. IMPACT FORCES IN FEMALE RECREATIONAL RUNNERS

Materials and Methods

Use ofHuman Subjects

All research was conducted in accordance with federal, state and local laws.

Approval was obtained from the Michigan State University institutional review board

prior to the start of the study (IRB #07-895). Volunteers were informed about the study

procedure and taken through an informed consent procedure. Each participant was

required to sign an informed consent form (Appendix A) prior to inclusion in the study.

Subject Population

Subjects were recruited from a local running club and an email request sent to the

Michigan State University College of Veterinary Medicine. Inclusion criteria for the

study required that subjects be female, recreationally active and have the ability to run

four miles continuously. Subjects were excluded if they could not run four miles at one

time, if they were injured within six months prior to the beginning of the study, or if they

were not able to complete two runs within seven days of each other. Subjects were also

excluded if they could not perform two runs a week apart or were not able to make any of

the scheduled indoor track times. Based on the inclusion and exclusion criteria twelve,

female, recreational runners participated in the study. Height, weight, and age were

recorded for each subject and each subject filled out a running questionnaire to determine

average weekly mileage run and injury history in the previous six months. Body mass

index (BMI) values were calculated using the height and weight collected from the

runners. The BMI is calculated to compare the height and weight of the runners and to
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make sure that the runners in the study were of a healthy weight. This information is

presented in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1. Table detailing the age, weight, height, body mass index and average weekly

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

        

mileage of all twelve subjects in the study.

SUBJECT AGE WEIGHT (kg) HEIGHT (m) BMI WEEKLY MLEAGE

1 23 63.5 1.73 21.3 20

2 24 56.7 1.75 18.5 30+

3 30 58.1 1.70 20 25

4 33 54.4 1.61 20.9 15-20

5 35 65.8 1.63 24.9 20-25

6 27 58.1 1.80 17.9 8

7 22 52.2 1.60 20.4 3

8 26 65.3 1.70 22.6 10-20

9 46 62.1 1.63 23.5 10-15

10 30 68.0 1.78 21.5 8

11 48 59.0 1.60 23 5-10

12 49 58.5 1.52 25.2 25

Study Design

All runners were asked to perform two four-mile runs, the first on a track and the

second on a treadmill, with a week between runs. The four-mile distance was chosen to

ensure that runners had adequate time to establish and maintain a comfortable pace

without pushing them to fatigue. This distance also allowed the researcher to examine

possible changes in peak impact accelerations over the course of a track run and a

treadmill run as the runner starts to get tired. Each runner wore her own clothing and

shoes for both runs so that she would be comfortable and that differences seen in peak

impact accelerations were not the result of an unknown shoe. An accelerometer was

worn for both runs, positioned in the small of the back and secured with triathlon belts.

Running data were collected and stored on the accelerometer for the duration of each run

and downloaded to a laptop following the run. Runners were not allowed any listening

devices for either run, including mp3 players so that there would be no outside influence
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on pace. Runners were allowed to wear a watch or drink water during the runs as they

wanted. Ten second video clips were recorded for both runs at every ‘A mile. Data was

analyzed looking at all the runners grouped together as well as the runners divided into

three groups based on average running pace. Pace groups were determined after the run

by average speed of the track run and were as follows: Group 1 included runners between

6:30-8:15 minutes/mile, group 2 was runners between 8: l6-9:15 minutes/mile and group

3 had runners between 9: 1 6-10230 minutes/mile. Each pace group had four runners. By

analyzing the data looking at pace groups as well it could be determined if different paces

led to greater peak impact accelerations or a change in these impacts over time.

Track

The track used for the study is located in the Jenison Fieldhouse, on the campus of

Michigan State University in East Lansing, Michigan. The surface of the track is made

of synthetic material. The middle lane of the track, which runners used for the study, is

1/8 of a mile. An indoor track was chosen to reduce weather variability between the

runners. This specific indoor track was used because the track itself was flat and there

were no sloped or banked turns.

Treadmill

A 9.33 by Precor treadmill (Woodinville, Washington) was used in the study.

The treadmill was housed inside Playmakers in Okemos, Michigan, a local running store.

The treadmill was set for no incline during the run to match the flat surface of the indoor

track.
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Accelerometer

To monitor each run a tri-axial accelerometer was used from ZeroPoint

Technology (Johannesburg, South Africa). The accelerometer collected data at a rate of

1000Hz and stored all data on the accelerometer, which is shown in Figure 3.1. The

accelerometer was attached to a custom built acrylic plate using carpet tape and held on

to the runner using two modified triathlon belts from Nathan Sports (Sharon Hill, PA).

The final accelerometer setup is shown in Figure 3.2.

 

Figure 3.1. A photo of the accelerometer used for the study next to a quarter for scale.

Data collected during the run was stored on the accelerometer until downloaded to

a laptop after completion of a run. Data were downloaded from the accelerometer using a

custom USB cable. The accelerometer was always placed on the plate with the button to

the left so that the vertical, horizontal and lateral axes were the same for all runners.

Figure 3.3 shows a diagram of the vertical, horizontal and lateral axes in respect to the

runner. Figure 3.4 shows a runner wearing the accelerometer, with Figure 3.4A showing

the runner from the side and Figure 3.4B showing the runner from the back.
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Figure 3.2. A photo of the accelerometer mounted on the custom acrylic plate and

attached to the triathlon belts.
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Figge 3.3. This diagram shows the three axes as defined for the study when compared to

the runner.
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Figge 3.4. These photographs show a runner wearing the accelerometer connected to the

belt system. The runner is shown from the side in (A) and from the back in (B).

Accelerometer Calibration

An MTS 810 mechanical testing machine from MTS Systems Corp. (Eden

Prairie, MN) was used for the accelerometer calibration. The accelerometer was attached

securely to the testing machine using double-sided tape. The testing machine was

programmed to apply a displacement amplitude ofi4mm, at starting harmonic

fiequencies between lOHz and 45 Hz in 5Hz increments. One hundred cycles were

applied at each loading frequency.

After the data was downloaded from the accelerometer, a custom programmed

MATLAB file (Mathworks Inc., Nattick MA) was used to analyze the data. Each 5H2

increment between 10 and 45 Hz was manually identified by the researcher. A non-linear

sine function of the form y = A sin(21tf+¢) was used for curve fitting the accelerometer

data; where A is the amplitude of the curve, f is the frequency of loading and 4) is the
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phase lag. A and b are the fitted parameters. A linear least squares procedure was used to

fit the loading input acceleration and the accelerometer amplitudes (A). The calibration

coefficient for the accelerometer was found to be 29.08 for the lateral axis, 28.21 for the

horizontal axis and 29.74 for the vertical axis.

Data Collection

Each runner was asked to perform a four-mile run on the indoor track at a self-

selected pace. The track run was done indoors to limit variability due to weather. Each

run was done individually with only the runner present on the track at the time of the test.

Prior to the run, the subject was asked to perform a self-selected warm-up. Following the

warm-up the subject was fitted with the accelerometer mounted on the triathlon belt. The

accelerometer was placed over the small of the back and held in place by the researcher

while the runner tightened the first triathlon belt. The runner was instructed to tighten the

belt as much as possible without causing discomfort. The runner then buckled the second

triathlon belt and tightened it so that it was also as tight as possible without causing

discomfort. The researcher then tested the tightness of the belts by gently tugging on the

belts and making sure the accelerometer did not move. The subject was asked to jump up

and down several times so the researcher could verify no discemable movement of the

accelerometer. The runner was then instructed to move to a predetermined starting line at

the beginning of one straight section on the track, with the same starting line used for all

the runners. Time of the run was measured, starting with the runner’s first step and

recorded every 1/8-mile. The researcher called out the mileage for the runner at 1 mile, 2

miles, 3 miles and 3 7/8 miles. Data was downloaded from the accelerometer following

the run. A ten second video clip was recorded every % mile during the four mile run.

29



The treadmill run was scheduled for seven days after the track run. All but two of

the subjects completed the treadmill run at the scheduled time. Two subjects had to

reschedule the treadmill run at the last minute and they completed the treadmill run

within fourteen days of the track run. The runner was asked to perform a self-selected

warm-up and was given time to familiarize herself to the treadmill to be used in the

study. The subject was then asked to put on the accelerometer, following the same

procedure used for the track run. The runner stepped onto the treadmill while the belt

was stopped. Treadmill speed was set at the average pace from the track run with no

incline. The runner started running as the belt started moving, reaching the average pace

from the track run as the treadmill did. Each runner completed a four-mile run based on

the mileage display of the treadmill. Running data was downloaded at the completion of

the run. Training between the track and treadmill runs was lefi to the discretion of each

runner.

Data Analysis

At the end of each subject’s track and treadmill run, the acceleration data was

downloaded to a laptop computer using 3dPEbble software from ZeroPoint Technology

(Johannesburg, South Afiica). Track data files were run through a custom written

program in Matlab in which runner body weight and ‘A mile times were entered. The

Matlab program isolated the peak impact points for the entire run, as shown in Figure 3.5.

Splitting the run using the inputted times, the program calculated the mean and standard

deviation for the peak impacts in the vertical and horizontal directions for each % mile

throughout the run. Lateral accelerations were not looked at for the present study. These

mean and standard deviation values were entered manually into an Excel spreadsheet.

30



For the treadmill runs the same procedure was followed, with different ‘A mile times

inputted due to slight consistency differences in the individual runner’s pace between the

track and treadmill runs.

The same data set was used for all statistical analyses. Each subject had 32 data

lines entered, one for each % mile marker throughout both the track and treadmill runs

beginning at 1A mile through 4 miles. Each data line consisted of the randomly assigned

subject number, group number, mileage marker, either track or treadmill depending on

the run, mean vertical and horizontal accelerations averaged over each ‘/4 mile. The raw

data are included in Appendix B.
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Figure 3.5. This graph shows a representation of four steps taken during a run. The

solid line is the vertical acceleration, with peaks indicated by solid arrows. The dotted

line is the horizontal accelerations, with peaks indicated by unfilled arrows. The double

arrow line shows the duration of one step.
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The first hypothesis compared impact accelerations from the track run and the

treadmill run in both the vertical and horizontal directions. In order to determine if there

were differences in the peak impact accelerations between the track and treadmill runs for

the entire group of runners a three-factor ANOVA was run performed with statistical

significance considered (p<0.05). The fixed factors were defined as track or treadmill

run and mileage, while subject was the random factor. The ANOVA compared all the

runners for all the mileage points, looking at just the difference between the track and

treadmill accelerations. To determine if there were differences between the pace groups

for the vertical and horizontal accelerations a split plot repeated measure ANOVA was

completed with significance defined as (p<0.05) using the same initial data set. The

group factor was the pace group of the runner and the repeat factors were the type of run

and mileage.

To determine if there were differences in peak impact magnitudes with mileage

on the track, the same three-factor ANOVAs and split plot repeated measure ANOVAs

were used. The three-factor ANOVAs were used to examine the differences over all the

runners while the split plot repeated measure ANOVAs were utilized to determine

changes within and between pace groups. The same tests were used for the third

hypothesis to determine if there were differences in impact magnitudes over time on the

treadmill. Statistical significance was defined as (p<0.003) for the tests that looked at

values over time, rather than using the standard of (p<0.05) because a Bonferroni test was

used. The Bonferroni test enables comparison between the first mileage point and every

subsequent mileage. Dividing the p-value of 0.05 by 15, the number of comparisons
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when using 16 mileage points (p<0.003) preserves the Type I error rate of 0.05 when

performing these multiple comparisons.
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Results

Hypothesis 1

The differences in the vertical impacts between track and treadmill runs for each

group and the overall study population are shown in Figure 3.6. There was no significant

difference (p=0.52) in vertical impacts between the track and treadmill for the overall

study population. Similar results were seen in group 1 (p=0.94), group 2 (p=0.47), and

group 3 (p=0.64) as they did not have a significant difference between track and treadmill

impacts in the vertical direction.
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Figge 3.6. Graph showing the difference in vertical impacts between the track and

treadmill runs for each pace group as well as the overall study population. Error bars

indicate the standard error of the mean (SEM).

The differences between track and treadmill runs in the horizontal direction are

shown in Figure 3.7 for all three pace groups and all the runners. There was a

statistically significant difference between horizontal track and treadmill impacts
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(p=0.0012). There were significantly greater horizontal impacts on the track compared to

the treadmill in group 1 (p=0.0084) and group 2 (p=0.0015) but not in group 3

(p=0.8381).
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Figge 3.7. A graph showing the horizontal impacts on the track and treadmill for each

pace group and the overall running population. Stars represent statistical differences

between the track and treadmill impacts. Error bars represent the SEM.

Hypothesis 2

The vertical impacts during the first quarter mile were significantly lower than

quarter miles from 0.75-4miles (p<0.0001) (Figure 3.8). There was no difference from

the first quarter mile in group 1, a significant difference (p<0.0001) from the first quarter

mile in quarter miles 0.75-4miles in group 2 and a difference (p<0.0001) from the first

quarter mile in quarter miles from 1-4 miles in group 3. There was no significant

difference in vertical impacts between pace groups on the track (group 1 and group 2

(p=0.87), group 1 and group 3 (p=.38) and group 2 and group 3 (p=0.30) (Figure 3.9).
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Vertical Impacts on Track for All Runners
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Figge 3.8. Graph showing the mean vertical impacts on the track for the entire study

population. Error bars indicate the SEM.
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Figge 3.9. Graph showing the vertical impacts on the track by pace group. Error bars

indicate the SEM.
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There was a significant difference with mileage between the horizontal impacts

on the track for all runners (p=0.001) in nine of the fifteen comparisons to the original

quarter mile as shown in Figure 3.10. Neither group 1 nor group 3 had any significant

difference between the first quarter mile and any of the remaining quarter miles. Group 2

was significantly different after three-fourths of a mile (p<0.0001). Group 1 compared to

group 2 (p=0.74), group 1 compared with group 3 (p=0.18) and group 2 compared with

group 3 (p=0.30) were not significantly different in the change in horizontal impact

accelerations between groups as shown in Figure 3.11.
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Figge 3.10. This graph shows the horizontal impacts on the track for the entire study

population. Error bars indicate the SEM.
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Figge 3.11. A graph showing the horizontal impacts over the course of the track run for

the three different pace groups. Error bars indicate the SEM.

Hypothesis 3

In the vertical direction there was a significant difference between impacts with

mileage when comparing the impacts in the first quarter mile of the run to the each

remaining quarter mile segment when looking at the runners as a whole (p<0.0001) as

shown in Figure 3.12. Similar differences with group 1 (p<0.0001), group 2 (p<0.0001)

and group 3 (p<0.0001) in the vertical direction. Between groups in the vertical direction

with mileage on the treadmill there were no significant differences between group 1 and

group 2 (p=0.72), group 1 and group 3 (p=0.45) and group 2 and group 3 (p=0.27) as

shown in Figure 3.13.

For the horizontal direction on the treadmill, there was no significant difference in

impacts over time in the entire group (Figure 3.14) or in group 1, group 2 or group 3

(Figure 3.15). Comparisons between groups show no significant change in impacts with
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Vertical Impacts on Treadmill for All Runners

 

 

V
e
r
t
i
c
a
l
F
o
r
c
e
(
B
W
)

h
)

w

|

 

l I l g

 

 

- ‘ -‘ -- - ~ F-O-AllrunnersJ
 

 

 
 

Mileage

 

Figure 3.12. A line graph showing the mean vertical impacts over the treadmill run for

the entire study population. Error bars represent the SEM.
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Figge 3.13. This line graph shows the vertical impacts on the treadmill run by pace

group. Error bars indicate the SEM.
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mileage on the treadmill in the horizontal direction. Group 1 compared to group 2

(p=0.50), group 1 compared to group 3 (p=0.65) and group 2 compared to group 3

(p=0.83).
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Figure 3.14. This graph shows the mean horizontal impacts on the treadmill run for the

entire study population. Error bars indicate the SEM.
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Figure 3.15. A line graph illustrating the mean horizontal impacts during the treadmill

run divided up into three pace groups. Error bars indicate one the SEM.
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Discussion

There was a significant difference between impact accelerations on the track

compared to the treadmill as hypothesized. However, the statistical differences were in

the horizontal plane, not the vertical one as had been theorized. It may be the difference

in the peak horizontal impact accelerations that creates the different feeling that runners

experience when running on the track and on the treadmill. The hypothesis that the peak

impact accelerations would change over time on the track was shown in both the vertical

and horizontal directions. That the peak impact accelerations would be significantly

different over time on the treadmill was not fully supported, with significant changes in

the vertical plane, but not in the horizontal one. A more detailed discussion about this

follows later in this section.

Track Versus Treadmill

The hypothesis that the peak vertical impact accelerations would be greater on the

track compared to the treadmill was not supported by the results from this study. It was

thought that the difference runners claim to feel in running on a track compared to a

treadmill was due to the peak vertical accelerations. This study found no significant

difference on vertical impacts between the track and treadmill runs for the study

population as a whole or by pace groups. These findings are not in agreement with a

walking study that compared treadmill and overground walking and found that vertical

ground reaction forces were significantly higher in overground walking compared to

treadmill walking (White et a1 1998). However, the 1998 White et al. study was only

looking at walking, not running. The aforementioned study also looked at a limited

distance, having the subjects walk less than 10 meters for each trial, which may not be
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enough time for the walkers to establish a normal gait pattern as is discussed later. Other

studies look at the changes in vertical ground reaction forces and are difficult to directly

compare to peak vertical impact accelerations (Hreljac et a1 2000, Gerlach et a1 2005).

The hypothesis that there would be no significant difference in the peak horizontal

acceleration impacts between the track and treadmill runs was not supported by the data.

Among runners in this study there was a significant difference between the horizontal

impacts on the track compared to the treadmill, with the impacts being higher on the track

than the treadmill. These findings are in agreement with a walking study that looked at

the difference between treadmill and overground walking and found that while there is

not a significant difference in propulsion, that there is a difference in the braking peak,

which this study refers to as the horizontal impact (Goldberg et a1 2008). This study also

showed a decreased braking peak on the treadmill when compared to overground

(Goldberg et a1 2008). The greater horizontal impact on the track compared to the

treadmill could be due to a change in running mechanics where runners reach out further

with the leading foot and allow the treadmill belt to pull the foot back under them

(Nelson et al 1972). Another possible explanation for the difference is that females have

greater hip flexion angles on the treadmill compared to the track, which could alter the

way the body moves during the braking part of the running stance (Alton et a1 1998,

Ferber et al 2003). It is also possible that some of this difference between the peak

horizontal impacts on the track compared to the treadmill is due to a difference in fiction

ofthe two surfaces. Testing of the fiiction of the two surface was beyond the scope of

the project.
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Track Over Time

The present study found that there was an increase in the peak vertical impact

accelerations over time on the track for the overall running population as well as for each

pace group. These findings agree with a study that found that leg impact accelerations

increased to the middle and end of a run when compared to the beginning (Derrick et al

2002). The same study found that this change in impact accelerations was accompanied

by greater shock attenuation, greater knee flexion angle and a more inverted subtalar joint

at the end of the run (Derrick et al 2002). While these changes were noted as possible

reasons for the change in leg impact accelerations, it should be noted that unlike the

current study, the aforementioned study had the subjects run until exhaustion prevented

them from running further. The present study required subjects to run only four miles,

which was not to exhaustion for any of the runners, thus some ofthe changes seen in the

Derrick et a1 (2002) study may be greater than the present study, although it is clear that

these changes in vertical impact accelerations begin early in the run and continue

throughout, regardless of how long the run is. When we asked the subjects in the study

how they felt about the track run right after completion many said that it took them about

a mile to achieve a consistent stride. When the data were analyzed it was clear that while

there was significant difference in the peak vertical accelerations throughout the run, the

greatest change occurred in the first mile, which would be consistent with the runners

acquiring a steady gait pattern.

Horizontal impact accelerations have also been shown to change over time on the

track. While many studies look at vertical impacts while running, very few concentrate

on the horizontal impact aspect of running. This lack of research makes it difficult to
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compare the results of the present study to others, but reasons for the changes in the

horizontal impact accelerations could be the same as those responsible for changes in the

vertical impact accelerations; greater shock attenuation and changes in body angles over

the course of the run (Derrick et a1 2002). Another factor that may play into the peak

impact accelerations changing over time on the track run is fatigue. While the runners

are becoming physically tired which can lead to changes in running style it could be that

the runners are also becoming mentally tired (Mizrahi et al 2000). As the run continues,

the runner may be concentrating less on the run, which could contribute to the

deterioration of running form and the increased peak vertical and peak horizontal impact

accelerations that are seen in this study. Further work should be done in this area to

determine if this change is due to physical or mental fatigue, or a combination of the two.

Having runners complete several runs, some with running form reminders, others

without, might be of assistance in resolving this issue.

Treadmill Over Time

The current study showed that there was an increase from the beginning of the run

to the end in the vertical impacts during the treadmill run. These findings are consistent

with other studies, including the aforementioned Derrick et al. (2002) study that

demonstrated that impact accelerations increase over the course of a run. However,

another study showed that vertical impact decreased significantly on the treadmill with

fatigue (Gerlach et al 2005). Unlike the Gerlach et al. (2005) study, the current study was

not looking at changes with fatigue, only with differences after four miles of running. It

may be that the difference in fatigue definitions between the Derrick et al. (2002) and

Gerlach et al. (2005) studies is part of the cause for the disagreement between impact
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behaviors over time. Mental fatigue could again be playing a role in the change in peak

vertical impact accelerations over the course of the treadmill run.

Unlike the track run, horizontal impacts did not change significantly over time on

the treadmill. This could be due to the more controlled method of the treadmill, which

would not allow runners to drastically change horizontal impacts without risking falling

off the treadmill (Milgrom et a1 2003). As the treadmill belt is moving at a constant

speed through the run, the runner has to maintain a constant speed in order to remain on.

Maintaining a constant speed means that the runner will likely push off and brake with a

consistent force, keeping the peak horizontal acceleration consistent over time.

There are several problems when trying to make direct comparisons between the

present study and other running studies. The first issue when comparing these results is

that most of the studies used for comparison are comprised of male subjects or a mix of

male and female runners. These studies, therefore, may not be as applicable for

comparison because of the differences between the genders while running (Ferber et a1

2003). There were no studies that looked at the difference between track and treadmill

running for only female runners.

Also a problem is that many running studies only examine runners for short

distances, often less than 50 m, and use these results to make generalizations about

running patterns as a whole (Hreljac et al 2000, Bus 2003, Zifchock et al 2006, Milner et

a1 2006). The runners in the present study often said that it took them about a mile before

they felt like they were at a normal, steady gait. Therefore, the results from studies that

only measure short distances may not be collecting a true representative running gait.
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Those studies that have compared treadmill and overground running generally use short

distances as well (Nelson et al 1972, Elliot and Blanksby 1976, Wank et al 1998).

Many of the studies that compare treadmill and overground running are done in

conditions that do not resemble the current study, as the speed at which the subject runs is

already pre-determined before the study, rather than allowing the runner to move at a

comfortable self-selected pace. Some of these studies will test the same runners at

several different speeds, which can allow direct comparison between runners at different

speeds, but the running mechanics may vary greatly from a normal run under forced pace

circmnstances. For the present study it was decided that it was preferable to measure the

accelerations on the natural running gait of the subjects rather than require all the runners

to run at a specific pace.

Looking at the results of the overall study it is interesting to see that while there is

no statistical difference between the peak vertical accelerations, the peak horizontal

acceleration is smaller on the treadmill and stays constant throughout a four mile run.

These lower impacts could be beneficial especially as it has been theorized by several

studies that there is a link between higher impacts and injury in recreational runners

(Hreljac eta12000, Mizrahi et al 2000, Ferber et a1 2002, Hreljac 2004). The results of

the present study validate the use of treadmills for rehabilitation. Lower impacts on the

treadmill would mean less chance of reinjury during rehabilitation. This information is

especially useful to recreational runners who are prone to running injuries, especially

ones like stress fractures that may be linked to increased impacts during running.

Another area for further study would be to compare the peak lateral accelerations

during runs on the track and treadmill. While the differences that runners report feeling
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between the two running surfaces could be explained by the difference in the peak

horizontal impacts, there may also be differences in the lateral accelerations between

track and treadmill runs. Differences in lateral accelerations while training on the two

surfaces may contribute to runners reporting that they feel different while distance

training on a track compared to the treadmill. The peak lateral accelerations may be very

small on the treadmill, where the runner has a very limited amount of lateral movement

when compared to the track.

Limitations

There were several limitations with the current study that should be noted. While

every effort was made to eliminate variables between the two testing conditions, there

were certain factors that may influence the results, including the surface of the track and

the treadmill. Testing the surface elasticity of the two surfaces was not a feasible option

for this study because it would have destroyed the surfaces. One surface may depress

more under the runner, which could influence the results. Another potential issue with

the design of the study is that the runners always performed the track run before the

treadmill with a week between the Mo runs. It is possible that the runners, especially

those not as established in running, may have improved in running, or conversely, gotten

worse in the time between the two runs which may effect the results of the study.

However, having the track run before the treadmill run was necessary in order to

determine the pace of the runner with which to set the treadmill to. Other limitations

include a small study population, which may not be representative of the general

population of female recreational runners. Efforts were made to recruit runners with a

wide variety of pace and age so that these would not be factors in the current study.
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Future Directions

Further studies in this area may yield even more applicable knowledge in the running

patterns of female recreational runners. Future studies could compare treadmill running

to overground running or road runs, which are much more common among this running

population. Comparing longer runs on the track and treadmill surfaces would also be

valuable, to look at the effects of fatigue on peak impact accelerations. A third study

could examine the link between impacts and injury by splitting a population of female

recreational runners into a group that trains solely on the treadmill and a group that runs

on the track only, to determine if one group is more likely develop running related

injuries.
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Appendix A

INFORMED CONSENT

Department ofCivil and Environmental Engineering

Principle Investigator: Steven P. Amoczky, DVM

(517) 353-8964

MEASUREMENT OF BIOMECHANICAL PARAMETERS DURING FOUR

MILE RUN ON A TRACK AND TREADMILL

Your written consent is required before you may participate in this research study. Your

participation is voluntary. Please read this document carefully. If you are willing to

participate, please sign in the space provided.

Purpose of Study:

The purpose of this research study is to test the validity of novel sensor for

measuring accelerations during running. The goal of this research study is to compare the

accelerations measured by the accelerometers and force plate data to draw correlations.

The study is being done as part of a master’s thesis.

Procedure:

We wish to collect acceleration data using a novel sensor while you participate in

several 30m runs over a force plate. The total weight of each device will be less than 2

oz. One accelerometer will be worn on your lower back after being attached to a triathlon

belt, the second will be mounted on a soft knee support. After a warm-up, which could

include jogging, running and stretching, you will run 30m over a runway with the force

plate in it. You will be given a minute to rest between 30m runs. After you have

completed several runs, the sensor data will be downloaded to a computer for analysis.

Your participation in this study is strictly voluntary and you can discard the sensor

during the run if you believe that they hinder you in any way.

Expected Benefits:

As a subject in this study, you may benefit from understanding more about your

own personal running performance and knong that your participation may benefit

others in the prevention of injuries. Over the long term, this study may provide answers

to how and why some athletes develop injuries during running. By monitoring the loads

during running, it might be possible to predict athletes that are at risk of injury and to

provide them with specific exercises to reduce the chances of injury.

Expected Discomforts:

There are minimal risks associated with this study. The weight and size of the

devices are significantly less than the weight of water carried by many runners during

long-distance running and marathons. It is possible that you will feel some skin irritation

fiom the triathlon belt. To avoid possible irritation, it is suggested that you wear a belt

carrying an equivalent weight (or water-bottle) while training.
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Contact Information:

If you have questions about the study, contact Steven Amoczky, DVM, Wade 0.

Brinker Endowed Professor of Veterinary Surgery, (517) 353-8964, email:

amoczky@cvm.msu.edu, mail: College of Veterinary Medicine, G-387, Michigan State

University, East Lansing 48824.

In case you have questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant, please

feel free to contact Peter Vasilenko, Ph.D, Director of Human Research Protections,

(517)355-2180, fax (517)432-4503, e-mail irb@msu.edu, mail: 202 Olds Hall,Michigan

State University, East Lansing, MI 48824- 1047. .

Withdrawal:

As a participant, you are free to withdraw from the testing session at anytime

without risk or prejudice.

Injury:

If you are injured as a result of your participation in this research project,

Michigan State University will assist you in obtaining emergency care, if necessary, for

your research related injuries. If you have insurance for medical care, your insurance

carrier will be billed in the ordinary manner. As with any medical insurance, any costs

that are not covered or in excess of what are paid by your insurance, including

deductibles, will be your responsibility. The University's policy is not to provide financial

compensation for lost wages, disability, pain or discomfort, unless required by law to do

so. This does not mean that you are giving up any legal rights you may have. You may

contact Steven P. Amoczky at telephone number (517) 353-8964 with any questions or to

report an injury.

Compensation:

You will not be compensated for participating in this study.

Confidentiality:

Your privacy will be protected to the maximum extent allowable by law. All data

obtained will remain confidential. You will not be identified by name in any data

summaries, publications, or reports that result from this study without your written

permission. Although the data is confidential, the Institutional Review Board may

inspect our records to verify that the study is following safe protocols.
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STATEMENT OF CONSENT

You must be 18 years or older to participate in this study. You must be actively fit and

run for at least 3 hours per week for no less than the 6 weeks prior to the date of

participating in this research study.

I am running on my own volition.

I have read the above informed consent form, and I agree to participate in this research

study.

PARTICPANT’S NAME:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

 

 

 

PARTICIPANT’S

SIGNATURE:

DATE:

 

 

WITNESS’S SIGNATURE:

DATE:
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Appendix B

Table B. 1. This table shows all the raw data collected in the study. Group denotes the

pace group the runner was in. Subject is the random subject number assigned to the

runner. Mileage shows which quarter mile the impacts have been averaged over. RX$

denotes whether the run was a track or treadmill run. VerticalF and HorizontalF stand for

the vertical impact and horizontal impact, respectively.

Group Subject Mileage RX$ VerticalF HorizontalF

1 1 0.25 Track 3.7704 -2.7166

1 1 0.5 Track 3.7338 -2.7554

1 1 0.75 Track 3.8743 -2.7217

1 1 1 Track 3.9911 -2.6712

1 1 1.25Track 4.1104 -2.6464

1 1 1.5 Track 4.2002 -2.6527

1 1 1.75 Track 4.247 -2.6527

1 1 2 Track 4.3127 -2.5879

1 1 2.25 Track 4.3291 -2.549

1 1 2.5 Track 4.3363 -2.5663

1 1 2.75 Track 4.3078 -2.5738

1 1 3 Track 4.3227 -2.5897

1 1 3.25 Track 4.3448 -2.6043

1 1 3.5 Track 4.4406 -2.6095

1 1 3.75 Track 4.3894 -2.6142

1 1 4 Track 4.3901 -2.6543

1 1 0.25 Treadmill 3.8023 —2.241

1 1 0.5 Treadmill 4.1099 -2.3856

1 1 0.75 Treadmill 4.2484 -2.376

1 1 1 Treadmill 4.2872 -2.3679

1 1 1.25 Treadmill 4.3953 -2.3636

1 1 1.5 Treadmill 4.4076 -2.3519

1 1 1.75 Treadmill 4.4335 -2.3751

1 1 2 Treadmill 4.4597 -2.362

1 1 2.25 Treadmill 4.4853 -2.3718

1 1 2.5 Treadmill 4.422 -2.3261

1 1 2.75 Treadmill 4.4173 -2.3503

1 1 3 Treadmill 4.4507 -2.3457

1 1 3.25Treadmill 4.3951 -2.3137

1 1 3.5 Treadmill 4.4224 -2.3269

1 1 3.75 Treadmill 4.3606 -2.299

1 1 4 Treadmill 4.34 -2.2849

1 2 0.25 Track 3.8875 -1.5344

1 2 0.5 Track 3.9982 -1 .5589

1 2 0.75 Track 4.0056 -1 .5602

1 2 1 Track 4.038 -1.5189

1 2 1.25 Track 4.0933 -1 .4966

1 2 1.5 Track 4.1627 -1.4325

1 2 1.75 Track 4.2089 -1.4536

1 2 2 Track 4.2469 -1 .3566
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