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Abstract

Introduction: Inexperience carrying heavy loads may be the cause of the high rate of
musculoskeletal injury in military personnel. The objective of the study was to
determine the difference in landing quality between those with (EXP) and without
(IEXP) prior training experience with military load carriage.

Methods: Cross-sectional study design. Twenty-four participants were recruited
(EXP, n=12; IEXP, n=12). Participants in the EXP group included active duty
personnel, reservist and Army ROTC. Participants in the IEXP group had no prior
military experience. All twenty-four participants performed three drop-jumps (DJ)
under two conditions: unloaded (UL) and loaded. The loaded condition required the
participants to wear a combat helmet, tactical vest and rucksack (HVR). Two cameras
recorded the three DJ trials. Drop-jump trials were scored using the landing error
scoring system (LESS). A two-way mixed ANOVA was used to determine the effects
of training experience and load on landing quality.

Results: There was no significant interaction (p=0.914) between group (EXP and
IEXP) and condition (UL and HVR). There was not a significant main effect for
condition (p=0.551). For group (EXP and IEXP) the test for between subjects effects
was not significantly different (p=0.762).

Conclusions: The results suggest that prior load carriage experience does not result in
better landing quality.
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Introduction

Inexperience carrying heavy loads while performing athletic maneuvers may be the cause of the high rate
of musculoskeletal injury in Basic Training Recruits. The injury rates during military training are high,
ranging from 6 to 12 per 100 male recruits per month during basic training.! Investigators have identified
several intrinsic (e.g., worker strength and fitness level) and extrinsic (e.g. footwear, equipment and load
carriage) injury risk factors.? A practical method to address modifiable intrinsic risk factors is to improve
worker’s movement quality under loaded conditions. Investigators®¢have reported that military personnel
that are poor movers are at greater odds of injury. Arguably, in individuals that display abnormal
movement patterns during weight bearing activities, injury may be a result of increased stress on tissue
structures via abnormal loading patterns. If true, this necessitates the integration of activities to enhance
movement quality into already existing training programs. A viable, inexpensive tool used to measure
landing quality is the landing error scoring system (LESS).” The LESS is a reliable and valid”# clinical
assessment tool that uses two standard video cameras to record an individual’s landing mechanics for
review of potentially high-risk movement patterns (“errors”) during a jump-landing maneuver.® The
purpose of the study was to determine the difference in landing quality between experienced (EXP) and
inexperienced (IEXP) loaded conditions. We hypothesized that the EXP group would have significantly
better (lower) LESS scores as compared to the IEXP group.
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Methods

Study design and setting

This study was a cross-sectional design. The STROBE guidelines for cross-sectional research were
followed in the design/repotting of this analysis.? All data was collected at a univetsity research laboratoty.

Participants

Twenty-four participants were recruited for this study. Each participant was assigned to one of two
groups based on military training experience: EXP and IEXP. There were 12 participants in each group:
EXP and IEXP. Participants in the EXP group included Army ROTC (9 males, 3 females; 25.4217.05
yt., 174.2248.83 cm, 80.131£17.95 kg). Those assigned to the IEXP group were participants with no prior
military training experience and considered to be recreationally active (9 males, 3 females; 21.58%1.51 yr.,
171.7£8.94 cm, 77.64113.64 kg). Prior to participation, all participants read and signed an informed
consent document approved a university institutional review board. Participants were excluded if they
had any of the following conditions: a) had sustained a shoulder, back, lower extremity injury within the
last 6 months, or had b) surgery to the shoulder, back, hip, knee or ankle within the last 2 years. All
participants had to be 18 years or older to participate in the study.

Protocol

All participants reported to the laboratory wearing athletic attire. Each participant’s height and weight
were collected. Next, each participant performed 3 trials of a drop jump (DJ) task from a 30 cm box. The
30 cm box was placed 10% of the participant’s height away from a 120 cm x 80 cm target. The participants
performed 3 DJ trials under two separate randomized counterbalanced conditions, unloaded and loaded.
There was a 5-minute rest period between conditions. Traditionally, the LESS is performed with the 30
cm high box positioned 50% of the participant’s height away from the landing target;'” however, the
investigators modified the distance of the task to address safety concerns raised by the university
institutional review board because of the lack of load carriage experience for those participants
unaccustomed to landing with heavy loads. The modified DJ task demonstrated excellent intra-rater
reliability (ICC3,k=.933). Each participant wore shorts, t-shirt and combat boots for the unloaded
condition (UL). The loaded condition (22 to 23 kg, dependent on vest and helmet size) required the
participants to don a 1.4 kg -1.6 kg combat helmet, 5.1 kg - 5.4 kg improved outer tactical vest, and 15.7
kg rucksack (HVR). All trials of the DJ were recorded using two, digital HD video cameras (SH-2,
Olympus Imaging America, Center Valley, PA) at 120 frames per second. There was a camera positioned
in the sagittal plane and also in the frontal plane at a distance of 3.45 m and a height of 1.22 m.® The 3
recorded trials from each condition were scored using the LESS and averaged. The LESS is a clinical
assessment tool that uses two standard video cameras to record an individual’s landing mechanics for
immediate or future review for potentially high-risk movement patterns (“errors”) during a jump-landing
maneuver.? The LESS is an inexpensive alternative in the absence of expensive 3-D motion capture
systems.” The lower the LESS values the better an individual’s quality of landing. The LESS is interpreted
using the following scale: Excellent (<4), good (>4 to <5), moderate (>5 to <6) and poor (>0).8

Statistical Analysis

A two-way mixed ANOVA was used to determine the effects of training experience and load on landing
quality. The independent variables included a between-subjects variable, group (EXP and IEXP), and
within-subject variable for condition (UL and HVR). The dependent variable (outcome measure) was
mean LESS scores. All data was analyzed using SPSS Statistic 21 (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY, USA). Alpha
level was set at 0.05. Results for model assumptions of normality, homogeneity of covariance, and
linearity were satisfactory.

Results

Table 1 provides the means and standard deviations of the LESS scores for each group under the UL and
HVR conditions. Table 2 provides the pairwise comparisons between groups and between conditions.
All twenty-four participants completed all aspects of the study. There was no significant interaction
(p=0.914, F(1, 22)=.012, n°=.001) between group (EXP and IEXP) and condition (UL and HVR). There
was not a significant main effect for condition (UL and HVR) (p=0.551, F(1, 22)=.366, n>=.016). For
group (EXP and IEXP) the test for between subjects effects was not significantly different (p=0.762, F(1,
22)=.094, 12=.004).
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Table 1. Demographics and LESS scores for EXP and IEXP load carriers.
HEIGHT

GROUP AGE (YRS)) (€M) MASS (KG) UL HVR
EXP 25.4217.05 174.2218.83 80.13+17.95 5.98+1.75 6.2311.63
IEXP 21.58+1.51 171.7018.94 77.64113.64 5.76%2.98 5.94+2.26

EXP=EXPERIENCED; IEXP=NO PRIOR TRAINING EXPERIENCE; UL=UNLOADED; HVR=HELMET,
VEST AND RUCKSACK

Table 2. Pairwise comparisons of LESS scores.

Comparison MD 95% CI
UL - HVR -.214 -0.95 to 0.52
EXP - IEXP .256 -1.48 t0 1.99

UL=unloaded; HVR=helmet, vest and rucksack; EXP=experienced; IEXP=no prior training experience;
MD=mean difference in LESS scores

Discussion

The results suggest that prior load carriage experience does not result in a statistically significant reduction
in LESS scores. This is the first study to the authors’ knowledge to explore the differences in landing
quality between EXP and IEXP loaded carriers. The results of the present study are in contrast with our
hypothesis. We hypothesized that LESS scores would be significantly lower in EXP load carriers
compared with IEXP carriers. Arguably, recreational athletes may have a movement base similar to that
of active duty military personnel. This movement base may have lead the IEXP group to misrepresent
the scores which may be achieved by a truly untrained individual. Future studies should seck to explore
if these findings are similar across a wider range of fitness/activity levels.

Under the unloaded condition both the EXP and IEXP groups demonstrated LESS scores which fell
into the moderate category. A closer look at mean LESS scores for the EXP group under the unloaded
condition indicated the group’s landing quality was high moderate to poor. We also observed that upon
loading, the IEXP group slightly improved, as compared to their unloaded condition. This arguably may
indicate a learning effect; however, we did attempt to minimize this occurrence, by allowing 1-2 practice
trials and randomly counterbalancing the testing order. It is also possible that the participants in the IEXP
group could have changed their landing strategy to compensate for the perceived difficulty of landing
with a tactical vest and loaded rucksack.!112

The present study did not evaluate quality of landing post-fatigue. Fatigue, which is based on a performer’s
individual capabilities, has been observed to alter an individual’s pattern of movement in tasks such as
sidestep cutting and walking.!>!4 In an early study involving, healthy college aged males and load carriage,
Wang et al.'* observed a significant alteration in ankle kinematics post-fatigue. Further investigation is
required to determine if the patterning of landing is persistent across conditions while participants are in
a fatigued state. In the current study, landing patterns (i.e. kinematics) were similar across conditions.
The results suggest that a person’s pattern of landing is persistent. It is also possible that the load increases
were not great enough to cause instability in the participants’ preferred patterns of landing and force a
transition to a faultier pattern of landing.

Media-Friendly Summary

This study sought to investigate the differences between those who have had previous experience carrying
military loads and those who have not when performing a drop jump task. To accomplish this, a landing
error scoring system was used to evaluate individuals on the quality of their landing techniques. Unloaded
and loaded scores from each group were compared and no significant differences were found between
those with experience and those without. These findings indicate that there is no statistical advantage to
having carried military loads in the past as it relates to safe landing techniques while carrying a military
load.

Journal of Exercise and Nutrition 3



2020, Volume 3 (Issue 2): 6 OPEN ACCESS

Acknowledgements
Add acknowledgements here.

References

1. Kaufman KR, Brodine S, Shaffer R. Military training-related injuries: Surveillance, research, and
prevention. Awm | Prev Med. 2000;18(3, Supplement 1):54-63.

2. Andersen KA, Grimshaw PN, Kelso RM, Bentley DJ. Musculoskeletal Lower Limb Injury Risk
in Army Populations. | Sports Med. 2016;2:22.

3. Bushman TT, Grier TL, Canham-Chervak M, Anderson MK, North W], Jones BH. The
Functional Movement Screen and Injury Risk: Association and Predictive Value in Active Men.
Am ] Sports Med. 2016;44(2):297-304.

4. Everard E, Lyons M, Harrison AJ. Examining the association of injury with the Functional
Movement Screen and Landing Error Scoring System in military recruits undergoing 16 weeks
of introductory fitness training. | Se/ Med Sport 2017.

5. Knapik JJ, Cosio-Lima LM, Reynolds KI, Shumway RS. Efficacy of functional movement
screening for predicting injuries in coast guard cadets. | Strength Cond Res. 2015;29(5):1157-1162.

6. O'Connor FG, Deuster PA, Davis J, Pappas CG, Knapik JJ. Functional movement screening:
predicting injuries in officer candidates. Med Sci Sports Exere. 2011;43(12):2224-2230.

7. Padua DA, DiStefano L], Beutler Al, de la Motte SJ, DiStefano M]J, Marshall SW. The Landing
Error Scoring System as a Screening Tool for an Anterior Cruciate Ligament Injury-Prevention
Program in Elite-Youth Soccer Athletes. [ A#h/ Train. 2015;50(6):589-595.

8. Padua DA, Marshall SW, Boling MC, Thigpen CA, Garrett WE, Jr., Beutler Al. The Landing
Error Scoring System (LESS) Is a valid and reliable clinical assessment tool of jump-landing
biomechanics: The JUMP-ACL study. A | Sports Med. 2009;37(10):1996-2002.

9. McBride JM, Blow D, Kirby TJ, Haines TL, Dayne AM, Triplett N'T. Relationship between
maximal squat strength and five, ten, and forty yard sprint times. | S#ength Cond Res.
2009;23(6):1633-1636.

10. Onate J, Cortes, N., Welch, C., Van Lunen, BL. Expert versus novice interrater reliability and
criterion validity of the landing error scoring system. | Sport Rehabil. 2010;19(1):41-56.

11. Chu Y, Sell TC, Abt JP, et al. Air assault soldiers demonstrate more dangerous landing
biomechanics when visual input is removed. Mi/ Med. 2012;177(1):41-47.

12. Dempsey PC, Handcock PJ, Rehrer NJ. Body armour: the effect of load, exercise and distraction
on landing forces. | Sports Sci. 2014;32(4):301-306.

13. Cortes N, Greska E, Kollock R, Ambegaonkar J, Onate JA. Changes in Lower Extremity
Biomechanics Due to a Short-Term Fatigue Protocol. | A/ Train. 2013;48(3):306-313.

14. Wang H, Frame ], Ozimek E, Leib D, Dugan EL. The effects of load carriage and muscle fatigue

on lower-extremity joint mechanics. Res Q Exerc Sport. 2013;84(3):305-312.

Copyright, 2020. Published by Capstone Science Inc. under open access distribution rights. Articles are available for download and proper distribution.

Journal of Exercise and Nutrition 4



