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Abstract: The performance of military tasks is often exacerbated by additional load carriage, leading
to increased physical demand. Previous studies showed that load carriage may lead to increased
risk of developing musculoskeletal injuries, a reduction in task speed and mobility, and overall
performance degradation. However, these studies were limited to a non-ambulatory setting, and the
underlying causes of performance degradation remain unclear. To obtain insights into the underlying
mechanisms of reduced physical performance during load-carrying military activities, this study
proposes a combination of IMUs and musculoskeletal modeling. Motion data of military subjects
was captured using an Xsens suit during the performance of an agility run under three different
load-carrying conditions (no load, 16 kg, and 31 kg). The physical performance of one subject was
assessed by means of inertial motion-capture driven musculoskeletal analysis. Our results showed
that increased load carriage led to an increase in metabolic power and energy, changes in muscle
parameters, a significant increase in completion time and heart rate, and changes in kinematic
parameters. Despite the exploratory nature of this study, the proposed approach seems promising
to obtain insight into the underlying mechanisms that result in performance degradation during
load-carrying military activities.

Keywords: inertial sensors; Xsens; musculoskeletal modeling; AnyBody; military; kinematics; energy
expenditure; muscle parameters

1. Introduction

Soldiers are often involved in various physically demanding tasks, performed under
adverse circumstances during military operations. Load carriage is an important com-
ponent thereof. During training or mission deployment, soldiers wear bulky and heavy
personal protective clothing (PPC) (e.g., body armor and helmet), combat specific and
personal protective equipment (PPE) (e.g., weapon systems and communication devices),
and provisions. Over the years, the weight of these loads has only increased by the rapidly
available new technologies that aim to enhance protection, firepower, and communication
of soldiers [1]. These additional external loads complicate these operations even more and
may lead to serious consequences. Examples are increased energy expenditure, fatigue, and
obstruction of physical performance, but also the inability to perform a task. Heavy loads
reduce mobility and speed [2], making the soldiers more susceptible to enemy threats [3,4].
Additionally, exposure to these heavy loads often lead to overload and musculoskeletal
injuries among soldiers, causing reduced work capacity and combat readiness [5].

To better understand the impact on the soldier’s physical performance by typical
military loads, the most research has focused on measuring obstacle course completion
time for various loading conditions [2,6–9] and generally, in the context of body worn load,
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the reported reduction in physical performance is approximately 1.5% for every kilogram
of carried mass [10]. However, these empirical methods do not provide any insight into the
underlying mechanisms of performance degradation. The analysis of kinematic parameters,
joint loading, and metabolic costs are important to comprehend the full effect of carried
load on military performance. Examples of altered body movements during load are an
increase in trunk movement in the sagittal plane [11–17] associated with an increase in the
craniovertebral angle [13] and a decrease in the position of the center of mass (CoM) [11].
Next to this, physical loading was found to change the range of motion of the ankle, knee,
and hip angle [11–13,17–20]. In addition to the kinematic consequences, increases in knee,
hip, and ankle moments were found [11,17,19,20], but also increases in ground and joint
reaction forces [8,14,20], muscle activities, and muscle burdening [11,13,16,20].

Other physiological loading metrics also increase, such as heart rate [19,21–23] or
energy expenditure (i.e., metabolic costs) [1,8,14,19,20,23,24] that are associated with in-
creased external loads. The reliable estimation of energy expenditure is important, since
predictions or guidelines rely on this parameter. For example, body core temperature and
sweat rating are important parameters that are used to prescribe work–rest regimes to
prevent heat strokes and these calculations rely on energy expenditure of the undertaken ac-
tivities [25]. Additionally, energy expenditure is used to calculate the maximum acceptable
work duration [26], which can be used for planning of load carriage tasks and/or managing
personnel undertaking these tasks. For example, it would be valuable to know how much
energy a series of tasks during a mission would cost in order to manage personnel, pacing,
or nutrition strategies.

Unfortunately, the available tools to assess these performance metrics are crude or
require a specific laboratory setting, i.e., optical motion-capture systems, that are impractical
for military activities. To overcome these shortcomings, we propose a combination of an
inertial measurement unit (IMU) system and musculoskeletal modeling as a convenient and
ambulatory means to study physical performance in military activities. Musculoskeletal
models have already proven their added value with regard to human movement research in
several disciplines, such as sports, ergonomics, product design in industry, and for clinical
purposes [27–30]. To our knowledge, only Lenton et al. [31–33] used musculoskeletal
modeling to determine the effects of load carriage on military performance. However, their
study was limited to the use of an optical motion-capture system and force plates, which
are impractical for field evaluations.

The primary goal of this explorative study is to determine whether the combination
of an IMU system and musculoskeletal modeling can provide additional insights into the
underlying mechanisms of performance degradation indued by physical loading in military
activities. This can help in determining the limitations of physical performance and to
identify useful relationships between several aspects of load carriage, which are of interest
to, e.g., mission planning, development of training regimes, and personnel management.

We anticipated that the model would provide detailed and quantitative data on the
underlying mechanisms of physical performance during simulated load-carrying tasks.
Our working hypothesis was that increased load carriage leads to altered body-level and
muscle-level physical performance during military activities. Specifically, we hypothesized
that increased load leads to movement alterations, including a speed decrease, and to
changes in muscle force levels, resulting in increased energy expenditure.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Subjects

Data of ten subjects were collected during an experiment (age = 24.2 ± 2.7 years, body
weight = 93.2 ± 8.5 kg, body height = 188.9 ± 5.9 cm). All subjects had an operational
function as military at the moment of the experiment. The inclusion criteria were: male
gender, age 18–30 years, no reported physical or mental health issues, and experience with
military training (specifically, obstacle course) or deployment. Subjects were informed that
their participation was voluntary, and they could quit the experiment at any time. At the
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start of the experiment, subjects gave written consent. The study was approved by the
internal ethical review board of TNO and registered under number 2019-094.

2.2. Measurement Setup

The experiment consisted of the performance of an agility run with different loading
conditions. The agility run is an obstacle of the military obstacle course as developed in the
Load Effects Assessment Program (LEAP) (SOLIID-LEAP, Soesterberg, The Netherlands).
The LEAP obstacle course is an instrumented operationally realistic combat mobility
course and comprises ten sequential timed mobility tasks. These tasks were designed to
simulate the most common or most challenging physical tasks encountered during military
tactical operations and are used to assess operationally relevant mobility and physical
performance [34,35].

The agility run represents a run through a complex terrain. The set-up consists of a
32.5 m zig-zag course with five flags and five (low) hurdles, demonstrated in Figure 1a.
The subjects were instructed to use maximum speed to go from the start to the finish
following the course of the flags, while jumping over the hurdle obstacles (Figure 1b). To
maintain consistency in the performance, subjects needed to choose a strategy to perform
the agility run: they were instructed to start running with the same leg all tests, to jump
over the obstacles the same way all tests, and to make the cut around the flags the same
way all tests. Each participant practiced their strategy five times while wearing 15.6 kg of
extra load, which was considered to be enough to diminish a learning effect during the
experiment [36].
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Figure 1. (a) Overview of the agility run with five flags and five (low) hurdles. The starting line is on
the right side of the image and the finishing line on the left side. (b) Subject is jumping over one of
the hurdle obstacles.

To realize different loading conditions, a custom build agility suit was used. This
suit enables alterations of the individual effects of PPC/E weight, bulk, and stiffness. In
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this experiment, only the effect of weight was investigated, which requires the use of
the vest to add high density mass pads of 5.2 kg each. The mass pads were attached
to the chest and back, resembling a tactical vest or double pack, a common way of load
carriage in military [1]. Additionally, the trousers of the agility suit were worn to protect
the participant and equipment, but no mass was attached there. The agility suit is shown
in Figure 2.

Table 1. Specifications of the external load segment for the two loaded conditions (M1 and M2).

Measure M1 M2

Weight on chest (m) (kg) 5.2 15.6
Weight on back (m) (kg) 10.4 15.6

Width (x) (m) 0.31 0.31
Height (y) (m) 0.30 0.30

Thickness on chest (z) (m) 0.0125 0.0375
Thickness on back (z) (m) 0.0250 0.0375
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Figure 2. The agility suit worn during the experiment. (a) Subject is wearing the vest and pair of
trousers. (b) High density mass pads of 5.2 kg each can be added to investigate the effect of weight.
(c) The mass pads are attached to the vest. The load is divided on the front and back of the subject
(details are given in Table 1).

During the experiment, completion time of the agility run was registered with a
handheld stopwatch. Additionally, heart rate was measured with a Polar H10 sensor chest
strap (Polar Electro, Kempele, Finland) during the agility run and a rest period of two
minutes afterwards. Full-body kinematics were recorded with an Xsens suit consisting
of 17 inertial measurements units (IMUs) (Xsens MVN Link, Xsens Technologies B.V.,
Enschede, The Netherlands). With use of the affiliated software, MVN Studio 2019.2.1,
the human movement during the performance of the agility run was recorded in real-
time with a sample frequency of 240 Hz. Anthropometric data were measured with a
segmometer and entered into the software. These data are used by the software to scale
the body segments based on an anthropometric model to obtain a subject-specific model.
Additionally, body weight was measured. Prior to the measurements, sensor calibration
was performed according to the instructions of Xsens (N-pose and walk protocol).

Motion capture data were used as input for the musculoskeletal model (see Section 2.4).
Prior to using the data as input, the Xsens data were HD reprocessed in MVN Studio.
Thereafter, the files were manually synchronized by finding the start and end of the
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movement in the recordings, to save only the parts of the agility run, and exported as
BVH files.

2.3. Measurement Protocol

Three different loading conditions were defined:

• no extra mass (M0): boots and sport clothes (~2.27 kg [36]) + Xsens suit + agility suit
(both suits together were 3.1 kg) + 0 kg extra mass;

• light extra mass (M1): M0 + 15.6 kg extra mass (5.2 kg on the front, 10.4 kg on the
back);

• heavy extra mass (M2): M0 + 31.2 kg extra mass (15.6 kg on the front, 15.6 kg on
the back).

Each condition was performed three times, which resulted in a total of nine tests
for each subject. The order was randomized to reduce the influence of fatigue on the
performance. In between the tests, subjects needed to take two minutes rest on a chair. Prior
to the experiment, subjects were instructed to warm up following given instructions [37].

The experiment continued over two days, with five subjects each day. The experiment
was set up indoors at the Scheickbarracks (LEAP—SOLIID, Soesterberg, The Netherlands).
Before the experiment, subjects recieved extensive instructions about the experiment.

2.4. Musculoskeletal Modeling Environment

A musculoskeletal model was developed in the AnyBody Modeling System v. 7.2.3
(AnyBody Technology A/S, Aalborg, Denmark). The BVH_Xsens model of the AnyBody
Managed Model Repository (AMMR) v. 2.2.3 was used as base model. This full-body
model allows kinematic input in the form of inertial motion-capture data. The model also
provides ground-reaction force (GRF) prediction capabilities that allow the analysis of
inverse dynamic models based on recorded motion without GRF force measurement [38,39].

2.4.1. Model Adaptations and Settings

The base model was adapted to incorporate the external load. Two additional seg-
ments were created representing the worn mass; one rigidly attached to the chest and the
other to the back of the thorax segment (Figure 3). These two segments were assigned
a mass, equal to the weight of the actual worn masses (Table 1), and the three principal
moments of inertia, based on the moment of inertia of a uniform rectangular plate.
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2.4.2. Musculoskeletal Simulations

To determine the effect of external loading on energy expenditure and muscle param-
eters, musculoskeletal simulations were run using the kinematic datasets of each of the
three repetitions of both base (M0) and adapted models (M1, M2), resulting in a total of
nine simulations. These simulations were only run for one subject due to the complexity of
the analysis.

Each simulation consisted of two steps: an inverse kinematic and an inverse dynamic
analysis. In the inverse kinematic analysis, virtual marker positions were derived from the
Xsens stick-figure model and were used (1) to scale the body segment dimensions and (2)
as target for a marker-tracking motion-optimization analysis. The resulting optimized joint
kinematics and body segment dimensions were stored for the subsequent inverse dynamic
analysis. In this last step, joint kinematics were input to a muscle-actuated inverse dynamic
model that solved for muscle forces, and joint- and ground-reaction loads. Additional
results of this analysis were the instantaneous metabolic power (Pmet) and the time-integral
thereof, i.e., metabolic energy expenditure throughout the agility run (Emet). For simplicity,
only the lower-limb muscles contributed to the metabolic power estimation.

2.5. Data Analysis

All data were pseudonymized before analysis. Data analysis was performed with
Matlab R2019b (The MathWorks, Inc., Natick, MA, USA). Results on completion time and
heart rate were analyzed for all ten subjects. Energy expenditure, muscle parameters, and
kinematics parameters were analyzed for only one subject.

2.5.1. Muscle Parameters

The effect of external load on muscle parameters of the gluteus maximus muscle and
vastus lateralis muscle was investigated. The parameters for the left and right leg were
averaged. Using the simple metabolic energy model [40] and the equation for power, the
relation between energy expenditure and these parameters is given by:

Pmet = η ·Pm = η·Fm·
.
Lm (1)

where η is an efficiency coefficient, which is 0.25 for concentric contractions and −1.2
for eccentric contractions, Pm is mechanical power, Fm is muscle force, and

.
Lm is muscle

contraction velocity.

2.5.2. Kinematic Parameters

Movement alterations as consequence of the added load were investigated for the
pelvis:trunk angle in the sagittal plane (flexion/extension) (θtrunk) and the vertical position
of the trunk CoM (yCoM). The trunk angle in the sagittal plane was defined as the rotation
around the z-axis between the anatomical frames of the pelvis and the thorax segments,
which is visualized in Figure 4. The range of motion (RoM) of the trunk angle in the sagittal
plane and vertical displacement (VD) of the CoM were calculated:

RoMtrunk = max(θtrunk)− min(θtrunk) (2)

VDCoM = max(yCoM)− min(yCoM) (3)
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2.5.3. Statistical Analysis

Statistical analysis was performed using IBM SPSS Statistics 26 (IBM Inc., Armonk,
NY, USA). A p-value equal to or less than 0.05 was considered significant, unless stated
differently. Completion time and heart rate data were checked for normality with the
Shapiro–Wilk test. Differences between conditions for the several outcome measures
were identified with a repeated measures ANOVA test, followed by post hoc tests using
Bonferroni correction to account for multiple testing bias. In case of non-normality and for
energy expenditure, muscle, and kinematic parameters, differences were identified with
a non-parametric Friedman’s ANOVA test for K-related samples, followed by Wilcoxon
signed rank test as post hoc test.

3. Results

Motion capture data were successfully recorded with the IMU system and recon-
structed in the musculoskeletal modeling environment (see Supplementary Video S1).
Table 2 presents the results of ten subjects for completion time and heart rate. The re-
sults for energy expenditure, muscle and kinematic parameters are shown in Table 3 for
one subject.

Table 2. Completion time and heart rate for ten subjects (n = 10), presented as mean ± SD in the case of normal distribution
(†) or median + range in the case of non-normal distribution, ANOVA test results, and differences between loading
conditions. The asterisks indicate significant differences between the conditions based on post hoc test results: * p < 0.01,
** p < 0.001. Significant results are in bold.

Metric M0 M1 M2 p M1 rel. M0 M2 rel. M1 M2 rel. M0

CT [s] 11.78 ± 0.46 † 12.32 ± 0.46 † 13.08 ± 0.68 † <0.000 0.665 (5.6%) ** 0.700 (5.6%) * 1.37 (12%) **

HR [bpm] 120 + 55 122 + 59 128 + 53 <0.000 2 (1.3%) 7 (5.3%) * 8 (6.7%) *

CT = completion time; HR = heart rate; rel. = relative to.



Sensors 2021, 21, 5588 8 of 17

Table 3. Energy expenditure, muscle parameters, and kinematic parameters for three loading conditions of one subject
(n = 1), presented as median + range, ANOVA test results (significant results are in bold), and the differences between
loading ‘conditions.

Metric M0 M1 M2 p M1 rel. M0 M2 rel. M1 M2 rel. M0

Energy expenditure

Pmet [W kg−1] 35.8 + 2.61 39.0 + 0.41 40.0 + 1.78 =0.050 3.24 (9.1%) 1.05 (2.7%) 4.29 (12%)

Emet [J kg−1] 551 + 21.7 589 + 41.8 668 + 5.71 =0.050 38.7 (7.0%) 78.3 (13%) 117 (21%)

Muscle parameters of gluteus maximus muscle

Pmet [W kg−1] 0.184 + 0.0747 0.291 + 0.0488 0.319 + 0.0391 >0.050 0.107 (58%) 0.0282 (9.7%) 0.135 (73%)

Emet [J kg−1] 40.9 + 1.10 48.9 + 1.41 55.8 + 3.44 =0.050 8.05 (20%) 6.93 (14%) 15.0 (37%)

Fm [N] 124 + 6.90 154 + 7.12 183 + 6.86 =0.050 29.7 (24%) 29.3 (19%) 59.0 (48%)
.
Lm [cm s−1] −0.288 + 0.130 −0.770 + 0.294 −0.989 + 0.158 =0.050 −0.482 (168%) −0.219 (28%) −0.701 (244%)

Muscle parameters of vastus lateralis muscle

Pmet [W kg−1] 0.575 + 0.0416 0.582 + 0.126 0.622 + 0.0399 >0.050 0.0073 (1.3%) 0.0399 (6.9%) 0.0472 (8.2%)

Emet [J kg−1] 41.8 + 4.03 44.7 + 3.08 48.9 + 0.751 =0.050 2.87 (6.9%) 4.22 (9.4%) 7.09 (17%)

Fm [N] 316 + 18.9 365 + 71.7 397 + 5.88 =0.050 48.9 (16%) 32.0 (8.8%) 81.0 (26%)
.
Lm [cm s−1] 0.113 + 0.515 0.127 + 1.13 0.958 + 0.205 >0.050 0.0141 (12%) 0.830 (652%) 0.845 (745%)

Kinematic parameters

θtrunk [deg] 9.04 + 0.377 8.58 + 1.01 7.79 + 1.45 >0.050 −0.464 (−5.1%) −0.788 (−9.2%) −1.25 (−14%)

ROMtrunk [deg] 37.9 + 2.82 29.0 + 11.5 28.4 + 2.84 >0.050 −8.82 (−23%) −0.663 (−2.3%) −9.48 (−25%)

yCoM [cm] 101 + 1.24 99.2 + 0.66 99.4 + 0.110 >0.050 −1.42 (−1.4%) 0.230 (0.23%) −1.19 (−1.2%)

VDCoM [cm] 49.1 + 2.40 46.7 + 4.44 44.5 + 1.84 >0.050 −2.42 (−4.9%) −2.15 (−4.6%) −4.57 (−9.3%)

Pmet = metabolic power; Emet = metabolic energy; Fm = muscle force;
.
Lm = muscle contraction velocity; θtrunk = trunk angle in the sagittal

plane; RoMtrunk = trunk range of motion in the sagittal plane; yCoM = vertical position of CoM (center of mass); VDCoM = vertical
displacement of CoM; rel. = relative to.

3.1. Completion Time and Heart Rate

Completion time was found to increase significantly with additional loads (ANOVA,
p < 0.000). Figure 5 depicts the median completion times over three repetitions per condi-
tion for ten subjects, which varied between 11.78 s (M0), 12.32 s (M1), and 13.08 s (M2).
Post hoc tests revealed that the differences between all conditions were significant.
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ence of 8 and 7 bpm, respectively. For all subjects, the highest heart rate values were meas-
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Heart rate during the agility run and two minutes rest afterwards was found to be
significantly affected by the load (ANOVA, p < 0.000) (Figure 6). The post hoc test revealed
that median heart rate differed significantly between M0–M2 and M1–M2, with a difference
of 8 and 7 bpm, respectively. For all subjects, the highest heart rate values were measured
after completion of the agility run.
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3.2. Energy Expenditure

The course of the metabolic power during the agility run for the first repetition
of each condition is shown in Figure 7a. Similar patterns in metabolic power were ob-
served between the three conditions, in particular during the marked jumps. These jumps
were characterized by a peak in metabolic power just before and at the start of the jump
(Figure 7b).
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551 J kg−1 for M0 to 589 J kg−1 for M1 and 668 J kg−1 for M2 (Figure 8b). Both parameters 
were significantly affected by the load (ANOVA, p = 0.050). However, post hoc tests did 
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Figure 7. Course of the metabolic power for subject 8. (a) Metabolic power normalized to body
weight during the agility run. Data from M01, M11, and M21 are shown. The jumps over the hurdles
during the run are marked. A part of the agility run of M01, denoted with the red rectangular, is
zoomed in on in (b). Specific movements during the agility run are marked.

Median metabolic power normalized to body weight varied between 35.8 W kg−1 (M0),
39.0 W kg−1 (M1), and 40.0 W kg−1 (M2) (Figure 8a). Metabolic energy increased from
551 J kg−1 for M0 to 589 J kg−1 for M1 and 668 J kg−1 for M2 (Figure 8b). Both parameters
were significantly affected by the load (ANOVA, p = 0.050). However, post hoc tests did
not reveal any significant difference between the conditions.
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3.3. Muscle Parameters

Metabolic power, metabolic energy, and muscle force of the gluteus maximus muscle
were found to increase with additional load, while muscle velocity decreased (Figure 9).
ANOVA test results showed that metabolic energy, muscle force, and muscle velocity were
significantly affected by the load, but post hoc tests did not reveal significant differences
between the conditions.
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Figure 9. Muscle parameters of the gluteus maximus muscle of subject 8 for three repetitions per
condition. Median values are displayed. (a) Metabolic power normalized to body weight, (b)
metabolic energy normalized to body weight, (c) muscle force, and (d) muscle velocity.

For all four parameters of the vastus lateralis muscle, an increase with additional
loads could be seen (Figure 10). Only metabolic energy and muscle force were found to be
significantly affected by the load based on ANOVA test results, but again, post hoc tests
did not reveal any significant difference between the conditions.
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3.4. Kinematic Parameters

Additionally, the trunk angle and RoM in the sagittal plane decreased with additional
loads worn, as well as the vertical position and displacement of the CoM (Figure 11).
However, these parameters were not significantly affected by the load.
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4. Discussions

The presented method of applying IMUs in combination with musculoskeletal mod-
eling allows for a comprehensive analysis of the effect of carried load on the physical
performance during a military obstacle course. With this approach, the functional perfor-
mance degradation (i.e., completion time) as a result of load carriage can be decomposed
in kinematic alterations, together with muscle specific aspects and metabolic costs. The
exploratory results of this study illustrate how an increase in carried load leads to changes
in movements and, consequently, leads to altered muscle activation and an increase in
metabolic costs. Similarly, the completion time of the agility run increased with added load,
which is in agreement with our hypothesis.

Energy expenditure did not increase equally between M0–M1 and M1–M2, while
load was increased equally. These findings imply that there does not exist a proportional
relationship between load carriage and energy expenditure, which was supported by the
finding of Looney et al. [41].

Muscle force and muscle contraction velocity are the main muscle parameters that de-
fine metabolic power, as indicated by Equation 1. The gluteus maximus muscle and vastus
lateralis muscle both showed an increase in muscle force between M0–M1 and M1–M2,
while muscle contraction velocity decreased for the gluteus maximus muscle between all
conditions and increased for the vastus lateralis muscle. A possible explanation is that more
force is required from all muscles to be able to carry the increased load, which consequently
requires more energy from the body. To use its energy efficiently, the human body will
react to this increased energy demand by changing its movements and muscle activation
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accordingly. Therefore, muscle contraction velocity may increase for some muscles when
load is increasing, while other muscles will decrease their contraction velocity.

The time to complete the obstacle increased significantly with added loads, with an
increase of 5.6% between M0–M1 and equally between M1–M2. These results suggest a
proportional relationship between load carriage and completion time. Hence, the weight
of external load negatively affects functional performance expressed as completion time.
These findings were in agreement with our hypothesis and are extensively described in the
literature; Vitali et al. [7] showed comparable alterations in completion time. They found
a decrease of 0.51% in inverse completion time per kg added load, compared to a 0.36%
increase in completion time per kg added load found in this study. Mitchell et al. [36]
performed a study with a similar agility run as used in this study and showed higher
completion times of 14.75 s on average with a loading condition comparable to our M0
condition, which is 2.99 s slower than our finding. This difference can be explained by the
fact that their subjects performed the agility run as part of the full obstacle course, while
our subjects only performed the agility run. Therefore, fatigue could be a reason for their
longer completion times.

An increase in metabolic power suggests an increase in internal load, which is defined
as the relative biological stressors imposed on a human body during physical exertion [42].
One of the objective measures of internal load is heart rate, because it is highly correlated
with oxygen consumption during continuous work, which is directly related to energy
expenditure [25]. Our results support the hypothesis of increased internal load during
load carriage, as significant increases in heart rate were found with added external load.
Although several studies showed a linear relationship between load carriage and heart
rate [19,22], this conclusion cannot be drawn from our results. An explanation for this could
be that oxygen consumption, and with that heart rate, is only directly related to energy
expenditure for aerobic activities that require continuous work. However, an agility run is
a short, intense activity, which requires the use of the anaerobic pathway. This pathway
requires less oxygen consumption and therefore heart rate increases less. Additionally,
changes in heart rate are only visible after a certain time with respect to the start of an
activity, which was also indicated by the fact that maximum heart rate values were reached
after completion of the agility run. Another noteworthy point is that heart rate levels might
not have been decreased to resting levels in the short rest periods (two minutes) that we
applied in the experimental protocol.

The results of this study show a decrease in trunk angle and RoM in the sagittal plane
with added loads. This is in contrast to the results described in the literature [11,13–16],
which showed that, for increased load, subjects tend to lean further forward to counter-
balance the effect of added load and maintain stability. However, most of those studies
investigated the effect of carrying the load solely on the back, while we distributed the load
over the chest and back. Only Park et al. [16] also investigated the effect of load distribution
over the chest and back. In agreement with our results, they showed a decrease in trunk
movement in the sagittal plane. This probably allowed the subjects to better maintain their
stability and reduce vertical oscillations. Next to the decrease in trunk angle, a decrease
in vertical position of the CoM was also found in this study. This was in accordance with
previous studies [11,14], although they investigated the effect of load carriage using a back-
pack and explained this by the greater forward lean of the pelvis. Because the subjects in
this study had the weight distributed over the chest and back, they probably compensated
this extra load by bending more at the knees or hips, while keeping their upper body as
straight as possible, again to reduce vertical oscillations.

As mentioned before, we aimed to showcase the possibilities of the presented method
with some preliminary results. To that end, we made some decisions and assumptions
which we would like to point out. First of all, many studies have investigated the accuracy
and reliability of metabolic power estimations using muscle energy models [40,43–51].
Four of these models are implemented in the AMMR v. 2.2.3.: the simple mathematic
model described by Margaria [40], two models developed by Umberger (2003 [43] and
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2010 [44]), and the model developed by Bhargava [45]. The simple model describes the
energy conversion from the mechanical domain to the metabolic domain using an efficiency
coefficient. Both the Umberger models and the Bhargava model make use of the Hill-type
model for muscle contraction [52] and the first law of thermodynamics. Where the Bhargava
model is developed based on frog data, the Umberger models are based on human data.
Studies that evaluated these models have not yet found enough evidence to favor one of
these models over the others [53,54]. Therefore, in this study, we used the simple metabolic
energy model.

Secondly, the amount of force a muscle can deliver is dependent on the muscle strength
(i.e., maximal isometric force). In this study, muscle strength is scaled uniformly based
on body weight. This may not reflect the actual distribution in the military subject. On
the other hand, muscle strength is expected to decrease over time during intense activities
due to muscle fatigue [55], especially during repeated or sustained muscle contraction [56].
Muscle fatigue is, for instance, related to motor unit activation patterns and muscle fiber
contractile properties [56]. Because musculoskeletal fatigue limits are considered one of
the aspects of a soldier readiness score, and fatigue limits are often expressed in terms
of energy expenditure rates [57], future modeling studies estimating energy expenditure
should also incorporate the influence of muscle fatigue.

Thirdly, data on completion time and heart rate were analyzed for ten subjects, and
both ANOVA and post hoc test results showed significant changes between the conditions.
However, the other data were only analyzed for one subject. Although ANOVA test results
showed significant changes due to the increased loading for some of the parameters, the
post hoc test results showed no significant changes which may be the result of the limited
number of participants in the analysis of metabolic costs.

Future studies should include more participants and focus on validation of the out-
come parameters. A previous study demonstrated the use of IMUs in a military context by
validating it against a gold standard optical motion capture system [58]. The validity of
ground reaction force prediction and musculoskeletal model-based inverse dynamic analy-
sis using IMUs were previously validated for walking activities by Karatsidis et al. [59,60]
and for sports-related movements by Skals et al. [61]. Future research is needed to validate
the combined use of IMUs and musculoskeletal modeling in a military context, including
validation of the energy expenditure, for example, by using indirect calorimetry in aerobic
activities. Additionally, the measurement of physiological parameters, such as lactate and
heart rate variability (HRV), can help further understand the metabolic and stress load
during load carriage [62,63].

Furthermore, other activities and different terrains should be investigated in future
studies to get better insights of military performance during a broad range of tasks and
situations [64]. The method presented in this study can be directly used for several walking
and running activities. However, for some activities (e.g., crawling or climbing over a wall)
the method will have to be expanded because, for these activities, the body will not only
interact with the floor/environment via the feet but also with other parts of the body (e.g.,
hands and knees). In those cases, the ground reaction force prediction will not be sufficient.

The possibilities offered by IMUs in combination with musculoskeletal modeling may,
in future research, extend to the study of joint loadings. Previous research has pointed out
the burden of injuries related to physical loading [1,65], which indicates the importance
of further investigation into the effects on the musculoskeletal system. The results can
indicate what muscle to train and help in optimizing training schedules to prevent injuries.
Additionally, quantification of joint loading and muscle activation is useful for the selection
or design of equipment (e.g., exoskeletons) to support military personnel during their
activities. Ultimately, the proposed method helps to answer questions related to optimal
and efficient load carriage during military deployment and the imposed requirements of
the individual soldier.

In conclusion, this study shows that the combined use of IMUs and musculoskeletal
modeling provides more insight into the underlying mechanisms and the changes in the
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musculoskeletal system during physical loading. Contrary to previous research, kinematic
parameters could be determined in an ambulatory setting, which makes it possible to use
this tool in military practice. The results showed that, with increased loading, completion
time and heart rate significantly increase. Additionally, changes in energy expenditure,
muscle parameters, and kinematic parameters were found. This study is a first step
towards better monitoring of physical performance during the challenging circumstances
that military encounter in their work.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at https://www.mdpi.com/article/10
.3390/s21165588/s1, Video S1: Physical performance analysis by means of inertial motion-capture
driven musculoskeletal analysis.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.M. and K.G.; methodology, I.K., M.M. and K.G.; soft-
ware, I.K. and M.M.; formal analysis, I.K.; investigation, I.K., M.M. and K.G.; resources, M.M. and
K.G.; data curation, I.K., M.M. and K.G., writing—original draft preparation, I.K.; writing—review
and editing, I.K., B.K., M.M. and K.G.; visualization, I.K.; supervision, M.M., K.G. and B.K.; project
administration, I.K., M.M. and K.G.; funding acquisition, N.V., M.M. and K.G. All authors have read
and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted according to the guidelines of
the Declaration of Helsinki, and approved by the Internal Review Board of TNO (protocol code is
2019-094 and date of approval is 19 November 2019).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding author. The data are not publicly available due to privacy and confidentiality issues.

Acknowledgments: We thank the volunteers that participated in this study, Fons Hollink for his help
in coordinating the recruitment of the participants, and Marijke Abma, Douwe Mol, Lotte Linssen,
and Milène Catoire for their help in preparing and conducting the experiments.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Knapik, J.J.; Reynolds, K.L.; Harman, E. Soldier Load Carriage: Historical, Physiological, Biomechanical, and Medical Aspects.

Mil. Med. 2004, 169, 45–56. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Bossi, L.L.M.; Jones, M.L.H.; Kelly, A.; Tack, D.W. A Preliminary Investigation of the Effect of Protective Clothing Weight, Bulk

and Stiffness on Combat Mobility Course Performance. Proc. Hum. Factors Ergon. Soc. 2016, 701–705. [CrossRef]
3. Billing, D.C.; Silk, A.J.; Tofari, P.J.; Hunt, A.P. Effects of Military Load Carriage on Susceptibility to Enemy Fire During Tactical

Combat Movements. J. Strength Cond. Res. 2015, 29, S134–S138. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. Hunt, A.P.; Tofari, P.J.; Billing, D.C.; Silk, A.J. Tactical Combat Movements: Inter-Individual Variation in Performance Due to the

Effects of Load Carriage. Ergonomics 2016, 59, 1232–1241. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Nindl, B.C. Strategies for Enhancing Military Physical Readiness in the 21st Century; United States Army War College: Philadelphia,

PA, USA, 2012.
6. Cain, S.M.; McGinnis, R.S.; Davidson, S.P.; Vitali, R.V.; Perkins, N.C.; McLean, S.G. Quantifying Performance and Effects of Load

Carriage during a Challenging Balancing Task Using an Array of Wireless Inertial Sensors. Gait Posture 2016, 43, 65–69. [CrossRef]
7. Vitali, R.V.; Cain, S.M.; Ojeda, L.V.; Potter, M.V.; Zaferiou, A.M.; Davidson, S.P.; Coyne, M.E.; Hancock, C.L.; Mendoza, A.; Stirling,

L.A.; et al. Body-Worn IMU Array Reveals Effects of Load on Performance in an Outdoor Obstacle Course. PLoS ONE 2019, 14,
e0214008. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Hasselquist, L.; Bensel, C.K.; Brown, M.L.; Donovan, M.P.O.; Gregorczyk, K.N.; Iii, A.A.A.; Kirk, J. Physiological, Biomechanical,
and Maximal Performance Evaluations of Medium Rucksack Prototypes. DTIC Doc. 2013, ADA581919, 83.

9. Loverro, K.L.; Brown, T.N.; Coyne, M.E.; Schiffman, J.M. Use of Body Armor Protection with Fighting Load Impacts Soldier
Performance and Kinematics. Appl. Ergon. 2015, 46, 168–175. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

10. Gijsbertse, K.; Linssen, L.; Woering, A.; Catoire, M. The Effects of Mass, Bulk and Stiffness of Personal Protective Equipment
and Clothing on Physical Performance When Performing a Military Mobility Obstacle Course. Appl. Ergon. 2021, 95, 103448.
[CrossRef]

11. The Effects of Backpack Weight on the Biomechanics of Load Carriage. Available online: https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/citations/
ADA377886 (accessed on 2 July 2021).

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/s21165588/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/s21165588/s1
http://doi.org/10.7205/MILMED.169.1.45
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14964502
http://doi.org/10.1177/1541931213601161
http://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0000000000001036
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26506176
http://doi.org/10.1080/00140139.2015.1132780
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27677344
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2015.10.022
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0214008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30897123
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2014.07.015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25151315
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2021.103448
https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/citations/ADA377886
https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/citations/ADA377886


Sensors 2021, 21, 5588 16 of 17

12. Qu, X.; Yeo, J.C. Effects of Load Carriage and Fatigue on Gait Characteristics. J. Biomech. 2011, 44, 1259–1263. [CrossRef]
13. Attwells, R.L.; Birrell, S.A.; Hooper, R.H.; Mansfield, N.J. Influence of Carrying Heavy Loads on Soldiers’ Posture, Movements

and Gait. Ergonomics 2006, 49, 1527–1537. [CrossRef]
14. Polcyn, A.; Bensel, C.; Harman, E.; Obusek, J.; Pandorf, C.; Frykman, P. Effects of Weight Carried by Soldiers: Combined Analysis of

Four Studies on Maximal Performance, Physiology, and Biomechanics; US Army Research Institute of Environmental Medicine: Natick,
MA, USA, 2002; pp. 1–64.

15. Rugelj, D.; Sevšek, F. The Effect of Load Mass and Its Placement on Postural Sway. Appl. Ergon. 2011, 42, 860–866. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

16. Park, H.; Branson, D.; Petrova, A.; Peksoz, S.; Goad, C.; Warren, A.J.; Jacobson, B.; Kamenidis, P. Effects of Body Armor and Load
Carriage on Lower Limb Joint Movement. J. Hum. Perform. Extrem. Environ. 2014, 10. [CrossRef]

17. Wang, H.; Frame, J.; Ozimek, E.; Leib, D.; Dugan, E.L. The Effects of Load Carriage and Muscle Fatigue on Lower-Extremity Joint
Mechanics. Res. Q. Exerc. Sport 2013, 84, 305–312. [CrossRef]

18. Birrell, S.A.; Haslam, R.A. The Effect of Military Load Carriage on 3-D Lower Limb Kinematics and Spatiotemporal Parameters.
Ergonomics 2009, 52, 1298–1304. [CrossRef]

19. Quesada, P.M.; Mengelkoch, L.J.; Hale, R.C.; Simon, S.R. Biomechanical and Metabolic Effects of Varying Backpack Loading on
Simulated Marching. Ergonomics 2000, 43, 293–309. [CrossRef]

20. Silder, A.; Delp, S.L.; Besier, T. Men and Women Adopt Similar Walking Mechanics and Muscle Activation Patterns during Load
Carriage. J. Biomech. 2013, 46, 2522–2528. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

21. Looney, D.P.; Santee, W.R.; Blanchard, L.A.; Karis, A.J.; Carter, A.J.; Potter, A.W. Cardiorespiratory Responses to Heavy Military
Load Carriage over Complex Terrain. Appl. Ergon. 2018, 73, 194–198. [CrossRef]

22. Beekley, M.D.; Alt, J.; Buckley, C.M.; Duffey, M.; Crowder, T.A. Effects of Heavy Load Carriage during Constant-Speed, Simulated,
Road Marching. Mil. Med. 2007, 172, 592–595. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Borghols, E.A.M.; Dresen, M.H.W.; Hollander, A.P. Influence of Heavy Weight Carrying on the Cardioresgiratory System during
Exercise. Eur. J. Appl. Physiol. Occup. Physiol. 1978, 38, 161–169. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Grenier, J.G.; Peyrot, N.; Castells, J.; Oullion, R.; Messonnier, L.; Morin, J.B. Energy Cost and Mechanical Work of Walking during
Load Carriage in Soldiers. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2012, 44, 1131–1140. [CrossRef]

25. Demczuk, V. Field Validation of an Energy Expenditure Model for Walking Soldiers. Int. J. Ind. Ergon. 1998, 22, 381–387.
[CrossRef]

26. Drain, J.; Billing, D.; Neesham-Smith, D.; Aisbett, B. Predicting Physiological Capacity of Human Load Carriage—A Review.
Appl. Ergon. 2016, 52, 85–94. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

27. Nakashima, M.; Hasegawa, T.; Matsuda, A.; Shimana, T.; Omori, K. 3D-CG Based Musculoskeletal Simulation for a Swimmer
Wearing Competitive Swimwear. Procedia Eng. 2013, 60, 367–372. [CrossRef]

28. Stambolian, D.; Eltoukhy, M.; Asfour, S. Development and Validation of a Three Dimensional Dynamic Biomechanical Lifting
Model for Lower Back Evaluation for Careful Box Placement. Int. J. Ind. Ergon. 2016, 54, 10–18. [CrossRef]

29. Grujicic, M.; Pandurangan, B.; Xie, X.; Gramopadhye, A.K.; Wagner, D.; Ozen, M. Musculoskeletal Computational Analysis of the
Influence of Car-Seat Design/Adjustments on Long-Distance Driving Fatigue. Int. J. Ind. Ergon. 2010, 40, 345–355. [CrossRef]

30. Ardestani, M.M.; ZhenXian, C.; Noori-Dokht, H.; Moazen, M.; Jin, Z. Computational Analysis of Knee Joint Stability Following
Total Knee Arthroplasty. J. Biomech. 2019, 86, 17–26. [CrossRef]

31. Lenton, G.K. The Use of Kinematic and Kinetic Analysis Measurement to Identify the Critical Factors in Optimising Dismounted
Combatant Load Sharing Systems. Ph.D. Thesis, Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia, 2017.

32. Lenton, G.K.; Saxby, D.J.; Lloyd, D.G.; Billing, D.; Higgs, J.; Doyle, T.L.A. Primarily Hip-Borne Load Carriage Does Not Alter
Biomechanical Risk Factors for Overuse Injuries in Soldiers. J. Sci. Med. Sport 2019, 22, 158–163. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Lenton, G.K.; Doyle, T.L.A.; Lloyd, D.G.; Higgs, J.; Billing, D.; Saxby, D.J. Lower-Limb Joint Work and Power Are Modulated
during Load Carriage Based on Load Configuration and Walking Speed. J. Biomech. 2019, 83, 174–180. [CrossRef]

34. Kelly, A.; Richter, M.; Tack, D.; Ueno, K.; TerHaar, P.; Wojtarowicz, D.; Bossi, L. Load Effects Assessment Program (LEAP):
Creation, Evolution and Lessons Learned. Abstract and Poster Presentation. In Proceedings of the 3rd International Congress on
Soldier Physical Performance (ICSPP), Boston, MA, USA, 18–21 August 2014.

35. Richter, M. Marine Corps Load Effects Assessment Program. Abstract and Poster Presentation. In Proceedings of the 3rd
International Congress on Soldier Physical Performance (ICSPP), Boston, MA, USA, 18–21 August 2014.

36. Mitchell, K.B.; Batty, J.M.; Coyne, M.E.; Desimone, L.L. Reliability Analysis of Time to Complete the Obstacle Course Portion of the
Load Effects Assessment Program (LEAP); U.S. Army Natick Soldier Research Development and Engineering Center: Natick, MA,
USA, 2016.

37. Bray-Miners, J. Soldier Innovation, Integration & Development—Load Effects Assessment Program—Operational Manual; HumanSystems
Inc.: Guelph, ON, Canada, 2019.

38. Fluit, R.; Andersen, M.S.; Kolk, S.; Verdonschot, N.; Koopman, H.F.J.M. Prediction of Ground Reaction Forces and Moments
during Various Activities of Daily Living. J. Biomech. 2014, 47, 2321–2329. [CrossRef]

39. Jung, Y.; Jung, M.; Lee, K.; Koo, S. Ground Reaction Force Estimation Using an Insole-Type Pressure Mat and Joint Kinematics
during Walking. J. Biomech. 2014, 47, 2693–2699. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2011.02.016
http://doi.org/10.1080/00140130600757237
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2011.02.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21356532
http://doi.org/10.7771/2327-2937.1049
http://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2013.814097
http://doi.org/10.1080/00140130903003115
http://doi.org/10.1080/001401300184413
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2013.06.020
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23968555
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2018.07.010
http://doi.org/10.7205/MILMED.172.6.592
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17615838
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF00430074
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/648506
http://doi.org/10.1249/MSS.0b013e3182456057
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-8141(97)00092-9
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2015.07.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26360198
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.proeng.2013.07.071
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ergon.2015.12.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ergon.2010.01.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2019.01.029
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsams.2018.06.013
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30595163
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2018.11.036
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2014.04.030
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2014.05.007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24917473


Sensors 2021, 21, 5588 17 of 17

40. Margaria, R. Positive and Negative Work Performances and Their Efficiencies in Human Locomotion. Int. Z. Für Angew. Physiol.
Einschließlich Arb. 1968, 25, 339–351. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

41. Looney, D.P.; Potter, A.W.; Mcclung, H.L.; Welles, A.P.; Santee, W.R. Heavy External Loads Disproportionately Increase Walking Energy
Expenditure; US Army Research Institute of Environmental Medicine (USARIEM): Natick, MA, USA, 2018.

42. Bourdon, P.C.; Cardinale, M.; Murray, A.; Gastin, P.; Kellmann, M.; Varley, M.C.; Gabbett, T.J.; Coutts, A.J.; Burgess, D.J.;
Gregson, W.; et al. Monitoring Athlete Training Loads: Consensus Statement. Int. J. Sports Physiol. Perform. 2017, 12, 161–170.
[CrossRef]

43. Umberger, B.R.; Gerritsen, K.G.M.; Martin, P.E. A Model of Human Muscle Energy Expenditure. Comput. Methods Biomech.
Biomed. Eng. 2003, 6, 99–111. [CrossRef]

44. Umberger, B.R. Stance and Swing Phase Costs in Human Walking. J. R. Soc. Interface 2010, 7, 1329–1340. [CrossRef]
45. Bhargava, L.J.; Pandy, M.G.; Anderson, F.C. A Phenomenological Model for Estimating Metabolic Energy Consumption in Muscle

Contraction. J. Biomech. 2004, 37, 81–88. [CrossRef]
46. Lichtwark, G.A.; Wilson, A.M. A Modified Hill Muscle Model That Predicts Muscle Power Output and Efficiency during

Sinusoidal Length Changes. J. Exp. Biol. 2005, 208, 2831–2843. [CrossRef]
47. Zarrugh, M.Y.; Todd, F.N.; Ralston, H.J. Optimization of Energy Expenditure during Level Walking. Eur. J. Appl. Physiol. Occup.

Physiol. 1974, 33, 293–306. [CrossRef]
48. Minetti, A.E.; Alexander, R.M.N. A Theory of Metabolic Costs for Bipedal Gaits. J. Theor. Biol. 1997, 186, 467–476. [CrossRef]
49. Houdijk, H.; Bobbert, M.F.; de Haan, A. Evaluation of a Hill Based Muscle Model for the Energy Cost and Efficiency of Muscular

Contraction. J. Biomech. 2006, 39, 536–543. [CrossRef]
50. Kim, J.H.; Roberts, D. A Joint-Space Numerical Model of Metabolic Energy Expenditure for Human Multibody Dynamic System.

Int. J. Numer. Methods Biomed. Eng. 2015, 31, e02721. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
51. Uchida, T.K.; Hicks, J.L.; Dembia, C.L.; Delp, S.L. Stretching Your Energetic Budget: How Tendon Compliance Affects the

Metabolic Cost of Running. PLoS ONE 2016, 11, e0150378. [CrossRef]
52. Hill, A.V. The Heat of Shortening and the Dynamic Constants of Muscle. Proc. R. Soc. London. Ser. B Biol. Sci. 1938, 126, 136–195.

[CrossRef]
53. Miller, R.H. A Comparison of Muscle Energy Models for Simulating Human Walking in Three Dimensions. J. Biomech. 2014, 47,

1373–1381. [CrossRef]
54. Koelewijn, A.D.; Heinrich, D.; van den Bogert, A.J. Metabolic Cost Calculations of Gait Using Musculoskeletal Energy Models, a

Comparison Study. BioRxiv 2019, 588590. [CrossRef]
55. Mitchell, K.B.; DeSimone, L.; Brown, S.A.T. Impact of Physical Fatigue State on Military Mission Oriented Obstacle Course Timing

Performance. Proc. Hum. Factors Ergon. Soc. Annu. Meet. 2018, 62, 1424–1428. [CrossRef]
56. Callahan, D.M.; Umberger, B.R.; Kent, J.A. Mechanisms of in Vivo Muscle Fatigue in Humans: Investigating Age-Related Fatigue

Resistance with a Computational Model. J. Physiol. 2016, 594, 3407–3421. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
57. Friedl, K.E. Military Applications of Soldier Physiological Monitoring. J. Sci. Med. Sport 2018, 21, 1147–1153. [CrossRef]
58. Mavor, M.P.; Ross, G.B.; Clouthier, A.L.; Karakolis, T.; Graham, R.B. Validation of an IMU Suit for Military-Based Tasks. Sensors

2020, 20, 4280. [CrossRef]
59. Karatsidis, A.; Jung, M.; Schepers, H.M.; Bellusci, G.; de Zee, M.; Veltink, P.H.; Andersen, M.S. Predicting Kinetics Using

Musculoskeletal Modeling and Inertial Motion Capture. arXiv 2018, arXiv:1801.01668.
60. Karatsidis, A.; Jung, M.; Schepers, H.M.; Bellusci, G.; de Zee, M.; Veltink, P.H.; Andersen, M.S. Musculoskeletal Model-Based

Inverse Dynamic Analysis under Ambulatory Conditions Using Inertial Motion Capture. Med Eng. Phys. 2019, 65, 68–77.
[CrossRef]

61. Skals, S.; Jung, M.K.; Damsgaard, M.; Andersen, M.S. Prediction of Ground Reaction Forces and Moments during Sports-Related
Movements. Multibody Syst. Dyn. 2017, 39, 175–195. [CrossRef]

62. Bustamante-Sánchez, Á.; Tornero-Aguilera, J.F.; Fernández-Elías, V.E.; Hormeño-Holgado, A.J.; Dalamitros, A.A.;
Clemente-Suárez, V.J. Effect of Stress on Autonomic and Cardiovascular Systems in Military Population: A Systematic
Review. Cardiol. Res. Pract. 2020, 2020. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

63. Tornero-Aguilera, J.F.; Fernandez-Elias, V.E.; Clemente-Suárez, V.J. Ready for Combat, Psychophysiological Modifications in a
Close-Quarter Combat Intervention After an Experimental Operative High-Intensity Interval Training. J. Strength Cond. Res. 2020.
[CrossRef]

64. Hauschild, V.; David, M.A.J.; Hall, S.; Deaver, K.; Hauret, K.; Grier, T.; Jones, B. Correlations between Physical Fitness Tests and
Performance of Military Tasks. Available online: https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/citations/ADA607688 (accessed on 2 July 2021).

65. Hollander, I.E.; Bell, N.S. Physically Demanding Jobs and Occupational Injury and Disability in the U.S. Army. Mil. Med. 2010,
175, 705–712. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1007/BF00699624
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/5658204
http://doi.org/10.1123/IJSPP.2017-0208
http://doi.org/10.1080/1025584031000091678
http://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2010.0084
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0021-9290(03)00239-2
http://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.01709
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF00430237
http://doi.org/10.1006/jtbi.1997.0407
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2004.11.033
http://doi.org/10.1002/cnm.2721
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25914404
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0150378
http://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1938.0050
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2014.01.049
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0222037
http://doi.org/10.1177/1541931218621324
http://doi.org/10.1113/JP271400
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26824934
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsams.2018.06.004
http://doi.org/10.3390/s20154280
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.medengphy.2018.12.021
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11044-016-9537-4
http://doi.org/10.1155/2020/7986249
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32850146
http://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0000000000003495
https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/citations/ADA607688
http://doi.org/10.7205/MILMED-D-09-00214
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20968258

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Subjects 
	Measurement Setup 
	Measurement Protocol 
	Musculoskeletal Modeling Environment 
	Model Adaptations and Settings 
	Musculoskeletal Simulations 

	Data Analysis 
	Muscle Parameters 
	Kinematic Parameters 
	Statistical Analysis 


	Results 
	Completion Time and Heart Rate 
	Energy Expenditure 
	Muscle Parameters 
	Kinematic Parameters 

	Discussions 
	References

