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12-min. Running Performance Estimated from
Mechanical Efficiency as a Function of the Equation
for Multiple Regression Line
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Figure 1. Treadmill running against a horizontal

impeding force.'®
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Table 1. The values of equation for linear regression line, correlation coefficient, apparent
efficiency and gross energy cost between external work rate and energy cost of each

subject.

. Equation for linear Correlation | AApparent Gross
Subject regression line coefficient effl(%}:e)ncy (keé]aelr/ﬁé ?cf(s;])
K. Y. Y =3.62*X+10.30 0.9889* 276 0.85
Y. Mi. Y=2.76**X+12.44 0.9968** 36.2 1.01
K. H. Y=253**X+10.14 0.9958** 395 0.85
T. N. Y=291**X+11.38 0.9921** 344 1.03
K. O. Y=252*X+12.79 0.9750* 39.7 1.00
M. S. Y=195*X+11.25 0.9605* 51.3 0.90
T.S. Y=3.45**X+14.07 0.9934** 29.0 1.00
H.T. Y=256*X+11.77 0.9773* 39.0 0.95
T.K. Y=2.03**X+10.19 0.9963** 49.3 0.88
Y. Mo. Y=297"X+13.07 0.9754* 33.7 1.00
T. Na. Y=263**X+11.27 0.9929** 38.0 0.90
K. N. Y =3.86**X+12.09 0.9839* 25.9 0.97
Mean 37.0 0.95
S. D. 7.79 0.07

* Significant at 0.05 level Xoeeeee External work rate(kcal/min)
**Significant at 0.01 level Yoo Energy cost{kcal/min)
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Figure 2. The relationship between external work
rate and energy cost.
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Figure 3. The relationship between external work
rate and delta energy cost.
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Table 2. The values of apparent efficiency, VOzmax and dis-
tance of 12-min. run.
Apparent Vo.m Distance of
. 20 ,Max iy

Subject efflcg:ncy (ml/kg - min) 12 r?r;lr;.run

K. Y. 276 45.15 2,779

Y. Mi. 36.2 48.70 2,810

K. H 395 50.31 3,045

T H 344 50.56 2,692

K. O. 39.7 51.54 2,955

M. S. 513 51.94 3,088

T.S 29.0 52.47 2,970

HT 39.0 53.53 3,095

T.K. 40.3 54.06 3,019

Y. Mo. 337 56.11 3,045

T. Na. 38.0 56.29 3,100

K. N. 25.9 62.50 3,063

Mean 37.0 52.76 2,972

S.D. 7.79 4.352 137.6
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Figure 4. Therelationship between VO,max and
distance of 12-min. run.
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