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Abstract 

Background: The advent of power meters for running has raised the interest of athletes and coaches in new ways of 
assessing changes in running performance. The aim of this study is to determine the changes in power‑related vari‑
ables during and after a strenuous endurance running time trial.

Methods: Twenty‑one healthy male endurance runners, with a personal record of 37.2 ± 1.2 min in a 10‑km race, 
completed a 1‑h run on a motorized treadmill trying to cover as much distance as they could. Before and after the 
time trial the athletes were asked to perform a 3‑min run at 12 km  h−1. Normalized mean power output, step fre‑
quency, form power and running effectiveness were calculated using the Stryd™ power meter. Heart rate (HR) and 
rating of perceived exertion (RPE) were monitored, and data averaged every 5 min.

Results: Despite high levels of exhaustion were reached during the time trial (HRpeak = 176.5 ± 9.8 bpm; 
RPE = 19.2 ± 0.8), the repeated measures ANOVA resulted in no significant differences (p ≥ 0.05), between each 
pair of periods for any of the power‑related variables. The pairwise comparison (T test) between the non‑fatigued 
and fatigued constant 3‑min runs showed an increase in step frequency (p = 0.012) and a decrease in form power 
(p < 0.001) under fatigue conditions, with no meaningful changes in normalized mean power output and running 
effectiveness.

Conclusions: Trained athletes are able to maintain power output and running effectiveness during a high demand‑
ing extended run. However, they preferred to reduce the intensity of vertical impacts under fatigue conditions by 
increasing their step frequency.
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Introduction
Fatigue is a psychophysical state of lack of energy that 
causes an acute inability to produce or maintain a desired 
power output. In endurance sports it leads athletes to 
make either conscious or unconscious decisions to mod-
ulate intensity or terminate the effort being hypothesized 

that in running activities these modulations reflect an 
altered neuromuscular function and reduced leg stiffness 
properties [1]. Furthermore, sustaining suboptimal lower 
limb mechanics over a prolonged repetitive activity such 
as endurance running is related with an increased risk of 
suffering overuse musculoskeletal injuries [2, 3].

However, the specific changes in running technique 
due to fatigue are not clearly stated to date and seem 
to depend on the nature of the fatiguing bout of exer-
cise, the parameters assessed and the athlete’s level 
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of performance [4, 5]. In this direction, the effects of 
fatigue on running economy have been studied in order 
to interpret performance impairments [6–8]. Running 
economy is defined as the energy demand for a given 
velocity of submaximal running [9], this is the ratio 
between velocity, as the outer expression of the energy 
applied, and oxygen uptake  (VO2), as the metabolic cost 
of maintaining this velocity. Of note, running economy 
is considered one of the best indicators of how good an 
athlete’s technique is, and it was found to better predict 
performance in trained runners than maximal oxygen 
uptake  (VO2max) alone [10].

Unfortunately, the acceptance of velocity as an outer 
expression of the effort’s intensity under in-field con-
ditions results imprecise. Several external conditions 
such as wind, slope or terrain, might unpair metabolic 
cost for a given velocity, thus, its use could lead to mis-
interpretation of the actual exercise stress. In this con-
text, the need for a more objective workload variable 
gave rise to the era of mechanical power assessment.

Mechanical power refers basically to the product of 
force and velocity. In cycling, strain gauges integrated 
in the crank or pedals directly assess the force applied 
and the angular velocity of these components, thus, 
power output is calculated multiplying the torque 
applied and the cycling cadence. As a result, wearable 
power meters became widely used in cycling because 
they aid decision making related with cycling tech-
nique, position and equipment [11]. Furthermore, 
power output demonstrated to be more reliable and 
sensitive than HR or velocity to address minimum vari-
ations in exercise intensity [12], thus, it became a key 
metric to guide training and racing strategies in the 
sport.

On the other hand, running mechanical power can 
be quantified using a treadmill with a force plate inte-
grated which reflects ground reaction forces in the 
3-axis at any given velocity, but such settings are 
costly, thus, some commercial companies have recently 
developed wearable power meters in a more practical 
approach to in-field running power assessment.

Novel running power meters estimate the force 
applied by the athletes derived from anthropometric 
measures (height and body mass) and spatiotempo-
ral parameters (velocity, step rate and ground contact 
time). As a result, running power output can be calcu-
lated combining GPS technology and the 3-axis accel-
erometers and gyroscopes contained in small Inertial 
Measurement Units (IMUs) [13, 14].

(1)Running economy =
metabolic power (mlO2/kg)

Velocity (km/h)

Although the specific calculation algorithms still 
undisclosed by the companies and validity of the data 
obtained with these wearable devices has not been 
yet compared with the ‘Gold Standard’ (i.e., a force-
plate-instrumented treadmill or a long force platform 
system), a recent study [15] assessed their concurrent 
validity with metabolic demands (i.e., VO2) show-
ing consistent results for some of these novel devices 
(r > 0.9).

This approach gave rise to the appliance of power-
related metrics for an in-field running technique evalua-
tion. Of note, Stryd™ power meter divides instant power 
output into its horizontal and vertical components. Thus, 
form power refers to the power needed to bounce per-
pendicularly against the ground (or “running in place 
power”) whereas power account for the whole power out-
put needed to push the body forward. In addition, run-
ning effectiveness is defined as the ratio between speed 
(m/s) and normalized power output (W/kg). It expresses 
the ability of an athlete to translate work rate (i.e., power) 
into speed. Knowing an athlete’s individual running effec-
tiveness may help to understand the relationship between 
power and fatigue and establish’fatigue thresholds’ to dis-
tinguish between physiologically steady intensities and 
non-sustainable efforts [16].

Noteworthy, Burnley and Jones [17] investigated the 
duration-power relationship describing three inten-
sity domains (i.e., power zones) with different physi-
ological events explaining the onset of fatigue for each 
of them. While moderate-intensity exercise (i.e., below 
aerobic threshold) can be sustained for more than three 
hours and fatigue appears to have its origin in the cen-
tral nervous system, a severe-intensity activity (i.e., above 
Critical Power) is only tolerable up to 40 min and metab-
olite-mediated processes seem to trigger the subsequent 
peripheral fatigue. Amidst these power domains, the 
inability to endure heavy-intensity tasks (i.e., above lac-
tate threshold but below critical power) is explained by a 
combination of central and peripheral physiological phe-
nomenon. These physiological boundaries highly depend 
upon the athlete aerobic profile and, as stated previously 
[17], need to be set on an individual basis.

Several studies investigated the role of fatigue in run-
ning after moderate-intensity (e.g., ultramarathon dis-
tance) [18] and severe-intensity domains (e.g., high 
intensity interval training) [19], whereas studies regard-
ing the heavy-intensity zone are mainly focused on 
marathon distance runs [3]. Actually, not many studies 
focused on biomechanical changes due to fatigue in the 
upper limit of the heavy-intensity domain [20], and only 

(2)Running efficiency =
Velocity (m/s)

Normalizedmechanical power (W/kg)
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a few [21–23] assessed running kinematics and running 
economy after a one-hour fatiguing protocol.

Of note, there is some controversy about the effects 
of fatigue on running performance, as fatigue has been 
shown to affect differently depending on the metrics 
evaluated. While a few studies found no significant dif-
ferences in step frequency [21] gait variability [4] and 
running technique [24, 25], other works revealed changes 
in running economy [6], energy cost [7] and propulsive 
forces [21, 26] due to fatigue. Thus, in the current work it 
has been hypothesized that a one-hour near to maximal 
time trial induces changes in power-related running met-
rics as the end of the test approached. Therefore, the aim 
of the current study is to evaluate the changes in normal-
ized mean power output, step frequency, form power and 
running effectiveness during and after a strenuous one-
hour time trial in trained endurance runners.

Materials and methods
Participants
A sample of trained male endurance runners was 
recruited from local running and triathlon clubs by send-
ing the information to the coaches and then contact-
ing the participants by email. The sample was selected 
by convenience to participate in this cross-sectional 
study. Participants met the inclusion criteria: (1) older 
than 18 years old, (2) able to run 10 km in < 40 min (i.e., 
37.2 ± 1.2  min), (3) training on a treadmill at least once 
per week, (4) free from injury (points 3 and 4 refer to the 
six months preceding the study). After receiving informa-
tion on the objectives and procedures of the study, partic-
ipants signed an informed consent form, which complied 
with the ethical standards of the World Medical Asso-
ciation’s Declaration of Helsinki (2013). The study was 
approved by the local ethics committee.

Procedures
Tests were individually scheduled on a particular day 
between March and July 2019. Participants were encour-
aged to maintain their normal dietary pattern and asked 
to refrain from severe physical activity for 48 h before the 
test, and from eating and consuming stimulants or ergo-
genic aids at least three hours before the study begins.

All subjects were asked to complete a near maximal 
one-hour run on a motorized treadmill (HP cosmos Pul-
sar 4P; HP cosmos Sports and Medical, Gmbh, Nußdorf, 
Germany) inclined 1% to reflect outdoor running condi-
tions [27] and wearing their usual competition shoes to 
avoid technical changes in their performance. Addition-
ally, a 3-min run at 12  km/h before (i.e., non-fatigued) 
and immediately after (i.e., fatigued) the one-hour time 
trial, was also recorded for comparative purposes.

Materials and testing
At the beginning of the testing session, body height (m) 
and body mass (kg) were measured using a precision sta-
diometer and weighing scale (SECA 222 and 634, respec-
tively, SECA Corp., Hamburg, Germany). Additionally, all 
the athletes were instructed on the use of the 6–20 Borg’s 
rate of perceived exertion scale (RPE) [28, 29].

For all tests, temperature and humidity were kept 
between 18 and 20  °C and 50–60% respectively, using a 
wireless weather station (Ea2 LABS DE903), and ventila-
tion was assured with two industrial fans located laterally 
at two meters distance from both sides of the treadmill. 
Fluid intake was ad  libitum during the entire proto-
col. Participants received verbal encouragement from 
the same investigator to complete as much distance as 
they can, and slight velocity variations were permitted 
throughout the 60-min run.

Considering that accommodation to running on a 
treadmill typically occurs in ~ 6–8  min [30], an 8-min 
standardized warming up protocol (i.e., 4-min at self-
selected velocity and 4-min near their expected speed 
for the test) was included. After the accommodation 
period and during the three parts of the test (i.e., 3-min 
non-fatigued, 1-h time trial and 3-min fatigued) HR was 
monitored continuously using a portable HR monitor 
(Polar, FS2c, Kempele, Finland), and RPE was assessed 
every 5 min until the end of the time trial. Mean power 
output (normalized by body mass), step frequency, form 
power and running effectiveness were calculated using 
the Stryd™ power meter (Stryd Power meter, Stryd Inc. 
Boulder CO, USA) attached on the upper part of the 
running shoes. This sensor provides accurate kinematic 
[31, 32] and consistent power output metrics [15]. Data 
from Stryd™ power meter were obtained into the fit file 
via the manufacturer’s website (https:// www. stryd. com/ 
power center/ analy sis) and analyzed using a free software 
(Golden Cheetah, version 3.4) being exported, thereafter, 
as.csv file into Excel® (2016, Microsoft, Inc., Redmond 
WA).

Data were recorded and averaged for the subsequent 
analyses as follows:

3 min non-fatigued.
Every 5 min during the 1-h time trial.
3 min fatigued.

Statistical analysis
Descriptive statistics are represented as mean (stand-
ard deviation, SD). The normal distribution of data and 
homogeneity of variances were confirmed through the 
Shapiro–Wilk and Levene’s tests, respectively (p > 0.05). 

https://www.stryd.com/powercenter/analysis
https://www.stryd.com/powercenter/analysis
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A repeated measure analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
conducted for running velocity, HR, RPE, normalized 
mean power output, step frequency, form power and 
running effectiveness to examine differences between the 
different time periods during the 60-min time trial (i.e., 
0–5 min, 5–10 min, 10–15 min, 15–20 min, 20–25 min, 
25–30  min, 30–35  min, 35–40  min, 40–45  min, 
45–50  min, 50–55  min and 55–60  min). A Bonferroni 
post-hoc test was performed when needed. Additionally, 
pairwise comparisons (i.e., t test) were also conducted for 
each power-related parameter in order to examine pos-
sible differences between non-fatigued vs. fatigued con-
dition. The magnitude of the differences was interpreted 
using the Cohen’s effect size (ES) (between-group dif-
ferences) [33]. Effect sizes are reported as: trivial (< 0.2), 
small (0.2–0.49), medium (0.5–0.79), and large (≥ 0.8) 
[33]. The level of significance used was p < 0.05. Data 
analysis was performed using the SPSS (version 21, SPSS 
Inc., Chicago, Ill).

Results
Twenty-one trained male endurance runners (age: 
35.5 ± 7.3  years; height: 1.76 ± 0.04  m; body mass: 
71.1 ± 5.9 kg; 42 ± 16 km/week; > 2 years training experi-
ence) participated in this cross-sectional study.

Markers of external (i.e., running velocity) and internal 
load (i.e., HR and RPE) are shown in the Table  1. Data 
are presented in 5-min intervals during the 60-min run-
ning protocol. The running velocity was constant during 

the time trial with no differences between time periods 
(p = 0.507), whereas the HR and RPE increased through-
out the protocol with the repeated measures ANOVA 
showing significant differences (p < 0.001 for HR and 
p = 0.001 for RPE) and the Bonferroni post-hoc test 
reporting significant differences between each pair of 
periods.

The Fig.  1 shows the dynamic of step frequency and 
power output during the 60-min time trial, considering 
the aforementioned time periods. No significant differ-
ences were found between intervals for step frequency 
(steps/min) nor for normalized power output (W/kg) 
(p = 0.067 and 0.244, respectively).

The response of power-related variables (i.e., form 
power and running effectiveness) to the 60-min running 
time trial is shown in Fig.  2. No significant differences 
were found between the different time periods for any 
variable (form power, p = 0.268; running effectiveness, 
p = 0.067).

Table 1 External and internal load indicators during a 60‑min 
running time trial on treadmill considering 5‑min time periods

bpm beats per minute, RPE rate of perceived exertion

Time periods Running 
velocity 
(km  h−1)

Heart rate (bpm) RPE (6–20)

0–5 min 15.2 (0.5) 154.5 (9.3) 10.7 (3.2)

5–10 min 15.3 (0.5) 159.9 (9.8) 12.2 (2.5)

10–15 min 15.3 (0.5) 161.9 (9.9) 13.3 (2.4)

15–20 min 15.3 (0.5) 163.8 (9.9) 14.1 (2.2)

20–25 min 15.2 (0.5) 165.3 (9.7) 14.8 (2.1)

25–30 min 15.2 (0.6) 166.5 (9.5) 15.4 (1.9)

30–35 min 15.2 (0.6) 167.6 (9.4) 16.0 (1.6)

35–40 min 15.2 (0.6) 168.6 (9.5) 17.1 (1.5)

40–45 min 15.2 (0.6) 169.7 (9.5) 17.6 (1.5)

45–50 min 15.1 (0.6) 170.7 (9.6) 18.4 (1.3)

50–55 min 15.1 (0.7) 171.7 (9.9) 18.7 (1.3)

55–60 min 15.4 (0.8) 173.4 (9.9) 19.2 (0.8)

Average 15.2 (0.6) 166.2 (9.7) –

Maximum – 176.5 (9.8) 19.2 (0.8)

p value 0.507 < 0.001 0.001

4
4.1
4.2
4.3
4.4
4.5
4.6
4.7
4.8
4.9
5

150

155

160

165

170

175

180

0 10 20 30 40 50 60
Step Frequency nMPO

SF (steps/min) n MPO(W/Kg)

Fig. 1 Step frequency and power output during a 60‑min running 
protocol considering 5‑min time periods. Triangles shows step 
frequency (steps/min) and squares shows power relative values (W/
kg). SF step frequency, nMPO normalized‑by body mass‑mean power 
output

Fig. 2 Power‑related variables (i.e., form power [triangles] and 
running effectiveness [squares]) during a 60‑min running protocol 
considering 5‑min time periods. FP Form power, RE running 
effectiveness
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The results of the pairwise comparison (i.e., t test) 
between the non-fatigued and fatigued 3-min runs at 
12  km/h are shown in Table  2. A moderate increase 
in step frequency (0.966 steps/min; p = 0.012; effect 
size = 0.602) and a large decrease in form power 
(−  2.093  W; p < 0.001; effect size = 1.068) were found 
under fatigue conditions, whereas normalized mean 
power output and running effectiveness reported mini-
mum changes with small effect sizes (− 0.014 w/kg; effect 
size = 0.452), and 0.004  m*W/kg*s; effect size = 0.464, 
respectively).

Discussion
The main aim of this study was to determine whether 
power-related variables and running effectiveness 
change over a one-hour time trial in trained endurance 
runners. The results highlight that despite the athletes 
reached high levels of exhaustion (HRpeak = 176.52 bpm; 
RPE = 19.24), they were able to maintain power output, 
step frequency, form power and running effectiveness 
throughout the one-hour time trial, and no significant 
changes were found in their running mechanical work. 
Additionally, the comparison between fatigued versus 
unfatigued condition, evaluated at a fixed comfortable 
running velocity of 12 km/h pre- and post-test, reported 
a slight increase in step frequency and a reduction in 
form power under fatigue conditions, with no meaning-
ful changes for power output and running effectiveness.

60‑min trial
Regarding the evaluation of power-related variables dur-
ing the 60-min near-maximal running test, the present 
work found no differences in power output, step fre-
quency, form power and running efficiency between any 
of the 5-min periods in which the data were averaged. 
Our results seem to be in line with previous works [4, 21, 
24, 25] which find a self-optimization strategy in trained 
runners that allows them to complete long-lasting runs 
without significant performance impairments. Particu-
larly, Hanley [24] noted that despite slight changes in 
contact and flight times, runners demonstrated their abil-
ity to maintain running technique stable throughout the 

race. Furthermore, Roelands [25] attribute this ‘pacing’ 
ability to a well-developed teleoanticipation mechanism, 
that is, an interplay between feedforward and feedback 
internal systems that enables the regulation of power 
output in order to better distribute energy resources 
throughout the run.

Conversely, various studies found a decrease in run-
ning economy [6], energy cost [7], and propulsive forces 
[21, 26] in running under fatigue conditions. In particu-
lar, Hunter & Smith [21], evaluated the effects of differ-
ent step frequencies on the running economy of sixteen 
trained athletes during a constant velocity run of one 
hour (i.e., a similar but not equal condition to our study 
as we allowed little velocity changes throughout the run) 
finding a step frequency optimization at the beginning 
and the end of the protocol. Noteworthy, their results 
also showed an overall increment of ⁓3% by the last min-
utes of the run, but the authors acknowledge that consid-
erable differences in individual athlete response to fatigue 
were detected, suggesting that the effect of fatigue on 
running economy might be subject-specific. Addition-
ally, as mentioned above, the physiological mechanisms 
of fatigue depend upon the intensity and duration of the 
effort therefore the different fatiguing protocols used in 
these studies may explain this discrepancy.

Despite the existing controversy, the results here 
reported highlight the ability of trained athletes to keep 
their work rate and speed constant even when high lev-
els of fatigue (e.g., RPE > 18) threaten to jeopardize their 
performance. As Lacour and Bourdin [7] pinpointed in a 
previous review, a variance of 20% of energy cost could 
be found between runners depending on body dimen-
sions and level of performance, thus, the results shown 
in the present study might not be generalized to different 
training level athletes.

Pre‑post analysis
The comparison between the fatigued and unfatigued 
3-min run at a fixed comfortable running velocity for 
those athletes (i.e., 12  km/h), revealed a small increase 
in step frequency (~ 1 step/min) and a reduction in 
form power (−  2.093  W), with negligible changes in 

Table 2 Pairwise comparisons (t test) between non‑fatigued and fatigued 3‑min run at 12 km/h, before and immediately after a 
60‑min running time trial

ES Cohen’s d effect size, CI confidence interval

Variable Non‑fatigued Fatigued p value ES (d) Mean difference (CI)

Mean power output (W) 249.6 (19.5) 248 (7.1) 0.053 0.45 − 1.0 (− 2.1, 0.1)

Normalized mean power output (W/kg) 3.51 (0.07) 3.50 (0.08) 0.051 0.45 − 0.01 (− 0.03, 0.00)

Form power (W) 76.9 (7.3) 74.7 (7.1) < 0.001 1.07 − 2.1 (− 3.0, − 1.2)

Running effectiveness (m*W/kg*s) 0.95 (0.02) 0.95 (0.02) 0.046 0.46 0.01 (0.00, 0.01)

Step frequency (steps/min) 165.0 (7.0) 166.9 (6.4) 0.012 0.60 1.0 (0.2, 1.7)
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normalized mean power output and running effective-
ness under fatigue conditions.

Arguably, the impossibility to adapt the velocity dur-
ing the 3-min run gave rise to the appearance of slight 
changes in power-related variables. In this scenario, Aus-
tin et  al. [34] highlight the sensitivity of form power to 
changes in cadence, so that a slight increase in cadence 
might explain the lower power needed to counteract 
gravity vertically (i.e., lower form power). It is well known 
that running requires the generation of forces against 
the ground to propel the body upward and forward (i.e., 
external work), as well as forces on the various body 
segments to return them to their initial position at the 
beginning of the cycle (i.e., internal work). Under con-
stant velocity conditions, an increase in step frequency 
would imply a reduction in external forces (i.e., against 
the ground), while internal forces to reposition the leg 
would increase [35]. Therefore, a possible explanation for 
the large increase in form power found under fatigued 
conditions (mean difference = −  2.093  W; confidence 
interval (−  2.986, −1.201) might be the need to mini-
mize vertical impacts due to a lower limb reduced shock 
absorption capacity.

Nevertheless, it might be suggested that the trivial 
effect sizes obtained for the rest of power-related vari-
ables (i.e., normalized mean power output, running effec-
tiveness) confirm the well-developed ability of trained 
endurance athletes to adapt themselves and maintain 
their mechanical effectiveness stable after a heavy-inten-
sity run. Furthermore, the authors suggest that a 3-min 
run at 12 km/h is not such a challenging goal for trained 
runners, even after a one-hour time trial, thus the negli-
gible differences observed in the pre-post analysis should 
be interpreted cautiously.

As first suggested by Roelands et  al. [32] in their 
approach to the neurophysiological factors influenc-
ing ‘pacing’ ability of trained endurance runners, some 
volitional adjustments could also explain these findings. 
Unfortunately, the absence of previous research assessing 
the role of fatigue in these novel running metrics makes 
difficult to draw further conclusion in light of the current 
data.

Finally, some limitations should be taken into 
account. Despite the consistency in power-related 
parameters observed in the current work, previous 
studies [20–22] found differences in other kinematic 
and kinetic variables (e.g., leg stiffness, step vari-
ability, hip and knee angles) that might be connected 
to those. In this regard, it should be recognized that 
video recording would have allowed additional analy-
sis of kinematic parameters during the protocol. How-
ever, as Winter et  al. [5] addressed in their systematic 
review, consensus has not been reached yet and 

further evidence is needed to determine the relation-
ship between fatigue and novel running metrics such as 
the ones presented hereabout.

It should also be noted that the whole protocol 
was performed on a treadmill, remaining unknown 
the repeatability of these results in overground run-
ning. However, a recent review by Van Hooren et  al. 
[36] showed that both conditions are largely compa-
rable when a long enough accommodation period is 
conducted before testing. Additionally, laboratory 
conditions allowed us to standardize other potential 
influencing variables such us temperature, humidity or 
wind effect.

Notwithstanding these limitations, the current study 
offers relevant insights into the impact of fatigue on 
power output, step frequency, form power and running 
effectiveness in endurance runners. Due to the large 
number of coaches and runners using the Stryd™ sen-
sor, the information concerning the behavior of power-
related metrics during endurance running is highly 
demanded. In addition, the very limited scientific evi-
dence in this regard also puts in value the information 
here provided.

Conclusions
To sum up, this work shows no changes in power output, 
step frequency, form power and running effectiveness in 
trained endurance runners during a strenuous one-hour 
time trial. From a practical standpoint, practitioners and 
coaches should know that despite the constant increase 
experienced in physiological parameters and the high 
level of exhaustion reached at the end of a 1-h endurance 
trial, trained athletes are capable to maintain their run-
ning effectiveness stable throughout the whole run, that 
is, their ability to translate power output into speed is not 
affected by such a demanding extended run.

Abbreviations
HR: Heart rate; RPE: Rating of perceived exertion.

Acknowledgements
The authors acknowledge all the participants involved in the study.

Author contributions
FGP, LRS and ACL have given substantial contributions to the conception or 
the design of the manuscript, authors ARP, DJC H.N., and EMP to acquisition, 
analysis and interpretation of the data. Authors ACL, FGP H.N., and DJC have 
participated to drafting the manuscript, and authors LRS, ARP H.N., and EMP 
revised it critically. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding
No sources of funding were used to assist in the preparation of this article.

Availability of data and materials
The datasets generated and analyzed for this study are available in the follow‑
ing OSF repository: https:// osf. io/ 8d35z/.

https://osf.io/8d35z/


Page 7 of 8Cartón‑Llorente et al. BMC Sports Science, Medicine and Rehabilitation          (2022) 14:142  

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
After receiving information on the objectives and procedures of the study, 
participants signed an informed consent form, which complied with the ethi‑
cal standards of the World Medical Association’s Declaration of Helsinki (2013). 
The study was approved by the ethics committee of San Jorge University with 
the registration number: 009‑18/19.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1 Health Sciences Faculty, Universidad San Jorge, Autovia A23 km 299, 
50830 Villanueva de Gállego, Saragossa, Spain. 2 Faculty of Sport Sciences, 
University of Extremadura, 10003 Cáceres, Spain. 3 Department of Exercise 
Physiology, Faculty of Educational Sciences and Psychology, University 
of Mohaghegh Ardabili, Ardabil 56199‑11367, Iran. 4 Department of Motor 
Performance, Faculty of Physical Education and Mountain Sports, Transilvania 
University of Braşov, 500068 Braşov, Romania. 5 Sports Scientist, Sepahan 
Football Club, Esfahān 81887‑78473, Iran. 6 Department of Sports and Physical 
Education, University of Granada, Granada, Spain. 7 Department of Physical 
Education, Sports and Recreation, Universidad de La Frontera, Temuco, Chile. 

Received: 5 May 2022   Accepted: 20 July 2022

References
 1. Mueller SM, Knechtle P, Knechtle B, Toigo M. An Ironman triathlon 

reduces neuromuscular performance due to impaired force transmis‑
sion and reduced leg stiffness. Eur J Appl Physiol. 2015;115(4):795–802.

 2. Koblbauer IF, van Schooten KS, Verhagen EA, van Dieën JH. Kinematic 
changes during running‑induced fatigue and relations with core 
endurance in novice runners. J Sci Med Sport. 2014;17(4):419–24.

 3. Clermont CA, Pohl AJ, Ferber R. Fatigue‑related changes in running 
gait patterns persist in the days following a marathon race. J Sport 
Rehabil. 2019;29:934–41.

 4. Hanley B, Tucker CB. Gait variability and symmetry remain consist‑
ent during high‑intensity 10,000 m treadmill running. J Biomech. 
2018;79:129–34.

 5. Winter S, Gordon S, Watt K. Effects of fatigue on kinematics and kinet‑
ics during overground running: a systematic review. J Sports Med Phys 
Fit. 2017;57(6):887–99.

 6. Hoff J, Støren Ø, Finstad A, Wang E, Helgerud J. Increased blood lactate 
level deteriorates running economy in world class endurance athletes. 
J Strength Cond Res. 2016;30(5):1373–8.

 7. Lacour JR, Bourdin M. Factors affecting the energy cost of level running 
at submaximal speed. Eur J Appl Physiol. 2015;115(4):651–73.

 8. Eskandarifard E, Silva R, Nobari H, Clemente FM, Pérez‑Gómez J, 
Figueiredo AJ. Maturational effect on physical capacities and anabolic 
hormones in under‑16 elite footballers: a cross‑sectional study. Sport 
Sci Health. 2021;18:297–305.

 9. Barnes KR, Kilding AE. Running economy: measurement, norms, and 
determining factors. Sports Med Open. 2015;1(1):8–8.

 10. Kipp S, Kram R, Hoogkamer W. Extrapolating metabolic savings in 
running: implications for performance predictions. Front Physiol. 
2019;10:79–79.

 11. Passfield L, Hopker JG, Jobson S, Friel D, Zabala M. Knowledge is power: 
issues of measuring training and performance in cycling. J Sports Sci. 
2017;35(14):1426–34.

 12. Sanders D, Myers T, Akubat I. Training‑intensity distribution in road 
cyclists: objective versus subjective measures. Int J Sports Physiol 
Perform. 2017;12(9):1232–7.

 13. Nobari H, Banoocy NK, Oliveira R, Pérez‑Gómez J. Win, draw, or lose? 
Global positioning system‑based variables’ effect on the match 

outcome: a full‑season study on an Iranian Professional Soccer Team. 
Sensors. 2021;21(17):5695.

 14. Nobari H, Oliveira R, Brito JP, Pérez‑Gómez J, Clemente FM, Ardigò LP. 
Comparison of running distance variables and body load in competi‑
tions based on their results: a full‑season study of professional soccer 
players. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2021;18(4):2077.

 15. Cerezuela‑Espejo V, Hernandez‑Belmonte A, Courel‑Ibanez J, Conesa‑
Ros E, Mora‑Rodriguez R, Pallares JG. Are we ready to measure running 
power? Repeatability and concurrent validity of five commercial 
technologies. Eur J Sport Sci. 2020;21:341–50.

 16. Poole DC, Burnley M, Vanhatalo A, Rossiter HB, Jones AM. Critical 
power: an important fatigue threshold in exercise physiology. Med Sci 
Sports Exerc. 2016;48(11):2320–34.

 17. Burnley M, Jones AM. Power‑duration relationship: physiology, fatigue, 
and the limits of human performance. Eur J Sport Sci. 2018;18(1):1–12.

 18. Vernillo G, Savoldelli A, Zignoli A, Skafidas S, Fornasiero A, La Torre A, 
Bortolan L, Pellegrini B, Schena F. Energy cost and kinematics of level, 
uphill and downhill running: fatigue‑induced changes after a moun‑
tain ultramarathon. J Sports Sci. 2015;33(19):1998–2005.

 19. Latorre‑Román P, García Pinillos F, Bujalance‑Moreno P, Soto‑Hermoso 
VM. Acute effects of high‑intensity intermittent training on kin‑
ematics and foot strike patterns in endurance runners. J Sports Sci. 
2017;35(13):1247–54.

 20. Willwacher S, Sanno M, Brüggemann GP. Fatigue matters: An intense 
10 km run alters frontal and transverse plane joint kinematics in com‑
petitive and recreational adult runners. Gait Posture. 2020;76:277–83.

 21. Hunter I, Smith GA. Preferred and optimal stride frequency, stiffness 
and economy: changes with fatigue during a 1‑h high‑intensity run. 
Eur J Appl Physiol. 2007;100(6):653–61.

 22. García‑Pinillos F, Cartón‑Llorente A, Jaén‑Carrillo D, Delgado‑Floody 
P, Carrasco‑Alarcón V, Martínez C, Roche‑Seruendo LE. Does fatigue 
alter step characteristics and stiffness during running? Gait Posture. 
2020;76:259–63.

 23. Sproule J. Running economy deteriorates following 60 min of exercise 
at 80% VO2max. Eur J Appl Physiol. 1998;77:366–71.

 24. Hanley B, Mohan AK. Changes in gait during constant pace treadmill 
running. J Strength Cond Res. 2014;28(5):1219–25.

 25. Roelands B, de Koning J, Foster C, Hettinga F, Meeusen R. Neurophysio‑
logical determinants of theoretical concepts and mechanisms involved 
in pacing. Sports Med (Auckland, NZ). 2013;43(5):301–11.

 26. Rabita G, Slawinski J, Girard O, Bignet F, Hausswirth C. Spring‑mass 
behavior during exhaustive run at constant velocity in elite triathletes. 
Med Sci Sports Exerc. 2010;43:685–92.

 27. Jones AM, Doust JH. A 1% treadmill grade most accurately reflects the 
energetic cost of outdoor running. J Sports Sci. 1996;14(4):321–7.

 28. Nobari H, Aquino R, Clemente FM, Khalafi M, Adsuar JC, Pérez‑Gómez 
J. Description of acute and chronic load, training monotony and strain 
over a season and its relationships with well‑being status: a study in 
elite under‑16 soccer players. Physiol Behav. 2020;225:113117.

 29. Nobari H, Silva AF, Clemente FM, Siahkouhian M, García‑Gordillo MÁ, 
Adsuar JC, Pérez‑Gómez J. Analysis of fitness status variations of under‑
16 soccer players over a season and their relationships with matura‑
tional status and training load. Front Physiol. 2021;11:1840.

 30. Lavcanska V, Taylor NF, Schache AG. Familiarization to treadmill running 
in young unimpaired adults. Hum Mov Sci. 2005;24(4):544–57.

 31. Garcia‑Pinillos F, Roche‑Seruendo LE, Marcen‑Cinca N, Marco‑Contreras 
LA, Latorre‑Roman PA. Absolute reliability and concurrent validity of 
the stryd system for the assessment of running stride kinematics at 
different velocities. J Strength Cond Res. 2018;35:78–84.

 32. Norris M, Anderson R, Kenny IC. Method analysis of accelerometers and 
gyroscopes in running gait: a systematic review. Proc Inst Mech Eng 
Part P J Sports Eng Technol. 2014;228(1):3–15.

 33. Cohen J. Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. New 
York: Routledge; 1988.

 34. Austin CL, Hokanson JF, McGinnis PM, Patrick S. The relationship 
between running power and running economy in well‑trained dis‑
tance runners. Sports. 2018;6(4):142.

 35. Brughelli M, Cronin J, Chaouachi A. Effects of running velocity on run‑
ning kinetics and kinematics. J Strength Cond Res. 2011;25(4):933–9.

 36. Van Hooren B, Fuller JT, Buckley JD, Miller JR, Sewell K, Rao G, Barton 
C, Bishop C, Willy RW. Is motorized treadmill running biomechanically 



Page 8 of 8Cartón‑Llorente et al. BMC Sports Science, Medicine and Rehabilitation          (2022) 14:142 

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your researchReady to submit your research  ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

comparable to overground running? A systematic review and 
meta‑analysis of cross‑over studies. Sports Med (Auckland, NZ). 
2020;50(4):785–813.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub‑
lished maps and institutional affiliations.


	Acute effects of a 60-min time trial on power-related parameters in trained endurance runners
	Abstract 
	Background: 
	Methods: 
	Results: 
	Conclusions: 

	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Participants
	Procedures
	Materials and testing
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	60-min trial
	Pre-post analysis

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References


