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Comparison of Motion Analysis and Energy Expenditures
between Treadmill and Overground Walking
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Table 1 Subject parameters (n=11)

Characteristics Age (years) Weight (kg) Height (cm)

mean 255 72.5 173.1
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Fig. 1 Treadmill & Metamax3x
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Fig. 2 Experimental protocol
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Fig. 3 Kinematic data treadmill and overground

3.2 Eg| =230} HX|o|AM Q| ol L{X] A H| W
Table2+= A H A7t Ed = B9 oA LR
Hlwslal it A3 ds) Eed Bygo] A uPn o 2
NUA 2RE Q759 Th(P<0.05) Ed = B ao] A AFaAd
HeEFe 12.9%, dHA AREE 27.9% F7183A )
ol=Eg o 1ol HX P}z 7o L2 elo] =7
el HE o] g2 Qlof] whE 19 A RS o = Qe
waol th3k o] AEH AT} F71EH7] wEolt)

Table 2. Energy Expenditure in Treadmill vs Overground

Walking Cnditions Treadmill Overground
Heart Rate
[L/min] *106.67+3.92 *05.12+4.23
Rel. O, Uptak
[miminikg] *19.05+2.54 *16.87+3.00
Energy Expenditure *6.68+1.20 *5.2240 66

[keal/min]
*represents significant difference (P<0.05)
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Fig.4 Energy expenditure Treadmill vs Metamax3x
*represents significant difference (P<0.05)
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