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Abstract

Purpose. The literature shows few studies on shod and unshod running performance in athletes, with most limited to laboratory
settings. The aim of this study was to evaluate preadolescent 1000 m running performance when barefoot and in running spikes
or training shoes. Methods. A sample of 22 boys and 21 girls aged 10.6 ± 1.1 years was recruited. Anthropometric data and VO2max
were recorded when completing the three study protocols in a counter balanced design. Student’s t tests were applied to compare
mean 1000 m finish times while ANOVA was used to evaluate sex differences between the protocols. Pearson's correlation analysis
measured interactions between the finish times, anthropometric variables, and VO2max. Results. Running performance with
spikes (4.58 min) was significantly better than with training shoes (5.21 min) and barefoot (5.18 min). Male 1000 m times were
overall better than the females. A substantial effect of VO2max and body fat on performance was found in all protocols. Conclusions.
Preadolescent endurance performance was not significantly different between training shoes and barefoot; this may serve as an
incentive for future research on the training of developmental age runners.
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Introduction
Although humans have been running for millions of
years, the concept of the modern running shoe did not
take form until the 1970s. During the largest part of
human evolutionary history, runners were either barefoot or wore minimal footwear such as sandals or moccasins with low heels and little cushioning [1]. In the last
40 years, sports scientists have focused on evaluating
the running stride characteristics of athletes wearing
training or competition shoes and barefoot [2]. Laboratory studies have shown that the energy cost of running
is reduced by approximately 4% when the feet are not
shod. In spite of these apparent benefits, barefoot running is rare in competition and there are no published
controlled trials concerning the effects of running barefoot on simulated or real competitive performance.
Some authors have stressed that the interaction between the shoe and surface is important, with this aspect now well accepted [3]. In running events, it was
reported that training foot wear should be considered
more as a protective device (from dangerous objects or
painful impacts) than a corrective device, as their capacity for shock absorption and control of over-pronation is limited [4]. Modern running footwear is credited with generally reducing sensory feedback without
diminishing injury-induced impact, leading to what
has been described as a “perceptual illusion” of athletic
footwear safety [5]. Other studies on oxygen consumption found that running at 12 km/h in shoes weighing
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700 g showed 4.7% higher values than in bare feet. While
an increase in oxygen consumption of ~4% is of little importance to the recreational runner, the competitive
athlete would notice a major effect on running speed [6].
In the majority of endurance athletes who train with
shoes, foot strike occurs with the heel whereas during
barefoot running the foot first makes contact with the
ball of the foot and ends with the heel [7]. Barefoot
running may induce an adaptation that transfers impacts to the yielding musculature, thus sparing the fascia
and accounting for the low incidence of plantar fasciitis
in barefoot runners [8]. When running barefoot on hard
surfaces, one study found runners compensate for the lack
of cushioning underfoot by plantar flexing the foot at
contact, thus providing a softer landing [9]. Barefoot
runners may also land midfoot, increasing the work of
the foot’s soft tissue support structures and thereby increasing their strength and possibly reducing the risk
of injury [10].
A great part of foot wear manufacturers’ technology
is devoted to designing preadolescent and adolescent
training and competitive shoes [11]. Contemporary athletic shoes appear to attenuate loading since long-axis
tibial acceleration was found to be reduced during shod
running in children [12]. In addition, in preadolescent
and adolescent athletes, those running shod were recorded with an increase in the prevalence of a rear foot
strike pattern from 62% when barefoot to 97% when
wearing training shoes [13]. Furthermore, it was recently
presented that slimmer and more flexible children’s shoes
do not change foot motion as much as conventional
shoes and could therefore be generally recommended
for children [14].
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Interestingly, the majority of today’s world-class middle- and long-distance runners who originated from East
Africa were trained barefoot during their developmental
age. However, very limited studies have evaluated shod
and unshod running performance in preadolescent runners and those available were implemented only in laboratory conditions [15, 16]. Due to the fact that training
with spikes is also widely used in running events, the
aim of the present study was to evaluate 1000 m running
times in a sample of preadolescent boys and girls while
wearing training shoes, running shoes with spikes, and
while barefoot.
Material and methods
A total of 43 preadolescents aged 10.6 ± 1.1 years were
recruited from three local athletics clubs. The sample
consisted of 22 boys and 21 girls with 1.5 ± 1 years of
athletics experience, exercising at least four times per
week. None of the participants had any previous barefoot running experience. Written informed consent was
obtained after the experimental protocol was fully explained to each participant although the true purpose
of the study was not revealed. Parents or guardians were
also informed about the study and provided their written
informed consent. The study was performed according
to the guidelines of the Ethics Committee of the Democritus University of Thrace in Greece.
Upon reporting to the laboratory, the participants
received verbal information as to the testing procedures.
Age, training experience, body mass and height, body
fat, thigh and calf circumferences, and foot length were
recorded and VO2max was estimated. Participants were
required to complete three trials of running 1000 m
wearing training shoes, spikes, and barefoot. The task
order was counterbalanced and each trial was separated
with 72 hours rest. Participants were instructed to complete the 1000 m runs as fast as they could. Testing was
conducted during the competitive season on the same
400 m synthetic surface (16 mm thick rubber) track the
participants practiced on. Testing protocols were completed at the same time of day in identical testing conditions with ambient temperatures ranging from 22° to
25°C. Prior to the 1000 m runs, the athletes performed
a standardized warm-up which included 20 min of
jogging, stretching and dynamic exercises for the lower limbs, and 6 × 50–100 m runs.
Running times were recorded electronically with
a Performance Pack (model 63520, Lafayette, USA) with
the use of two pairs of 63501 Rinfrared photocell switches
of the same manufacturer placed at the starting line and
at the 1000m finish line. Time was measured according
to the current procedures for international competitions.
VO2max was estimated with the Multistage 20 m ShuttleRun Aerobic Test (MSRAT20m) and involved a portable
CD player, a CD supplied with a booklet, measuring
tape, and marker cones [17, 18]. Subcutaneous fat was

measured with a Harpenden Skin fold caliper (Baty International, UK), on the right side of the body. Body fat
was determined from the sum of two skin fold thicknesses to the nearest 1 mm. Body mass was measured to
the nearest 100 g on a calibrated floor scale (model 770,
Seca, Germany) while standing shoeless with arms relaxed and wearing only light sportswear. Height was
measured while barefoot with a stadiometer (model 240,
Seca, Germany) to the nearest 0.1 cm with the head in
Frankfort horizontal plane.
Basic descriptive statistics were calculated for all
variables. Scatter plots were used to determine whether
a linear model was suitable for analyzing running performance in the three protocol conditions. One-sample
Student’s t tests were applied to compare mean finish
1000 m times when running with training shoes, spikes,
and barefoot. One-way analysis of variance in a 2 × 3
design with post-hoc Bonferroni corrections was employed
to evaluate the differences among 1000 m finish times
in all study protocols depending on sex. In addition, Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) curves were utilized in order to illustrate the discrimination between
1000 m times with training shoes, spikes, and barefoot
relative to sex. Pearson’s correlation coefficients were
calculated to measure the linearity of the interactions
between the variables: finish time, anthropometry (height,
body mass, body fat, lower limb circumferences, foot
length), and VO2max. All statistical analyses were performed with PASW Statistics 18 (SPSS, USA). Statistical
significance was defined at 5% (p < 0.05).
Results
The physical and physiological characteristics of the
sample are presented in Table 1. Student’s t tests showed
that the preadolescent runners showed significantly
better finish times in the 1000 m with the running spikes
(4.58 ± 0.7 min) than with training shoes (5.21 ± 0.7 min)
and barefoot (5.18 ± 0.8 min); t(1.42) = 44.51, p = 0.001.
ANOVA showed no significant differences for sex among
all study protocols. In spite of the fact that the males’
mean performance with spikes (4.46 ± 0.4 min) was
better than with training shoes (5.15 ± 0.3 min) and
barefoot (5.05 ± 0.5 min), ANOVA did not confirm
any statistically significant differences; F(1.21) = 1.19,
p = 0.28. Similarly, the females showed no significant
differences between training shoe (5.29 min), spike
(5.09 min), and barefoot (5.30 min) finish times; F(1.22) =
1.25, p = 0.27. Post-hoc Bonferroni comparisons showed
that only the finish time of males with spikes (4.46 min)
was significantly better than the female group’s times
with training shoes (5.29 min) and barefoot (5.30 min).
ROC curves classifying the parameters of the three
study protocols in the male group showed that they did
not coincide with the reference no-discrimination line,
precluding selection bias. The area under the curve (AUC)
showed more true positives running with training shoes
239

HUMAN MOVEMENT
T. Pilianidis, N. Mantzouranis, N. Siachos, Evaluation of barefoot running

Table 1. Mean (95% CI) physical and physiological characteristics of study participants
Variables
Age (years)
Body mass (kg)
Height (cm)
Body fat (%)
Thigh circumference (cm)
Calf circumference (cm)
Foot length (cm)
VO2max (ml/kg/min)

Males

Females

10.6 (10.1–11.1)
36.7 (32.7–40.7)
144 (139–149)
15.5 (13.4–17.7)
39.2 (37.7–40.8)
28.7 (27.7–29.8)
21.6 (20.7–22.4)
36.8 (34.4–39.3)

10.7 (10.2–11.1)
41 (36–45.9)
148 (143–153)
21.4 (18.3–24)
42.8 (40.3–45.4)
30.8 (29.2–32.3)
22 (21.4–22.7)
34.5 (32.9–3.2)

Training shoes
Spikes
Barefoot
Reference line

True positive rate

True positive rate

Training shoes
Spikes
Barefoot
Reference line

False positive rate

False positive rate

Figure 1. ROC curve intercept for boys 1000 m running
performance with training shoes, spikes and barefoot

Figure 2. ROC curve intercept for girls 1000 m running
performance with training shoes, spikes and barefoot

(0.46, p = 0.69) than when barefoot (0.45, p = 0.60) or
with spikes (0.44, p = 0.48). Similar to the above, binary
classifier analysis illustrated that the testing protocols
in females did not coincide with the discrimination
threshold, also indicating a lack of bias. The AUC indicated stronger evidence for an actual positive state in
females’ running performance with spikes (0.56, p = 0.48)
compared with barefoot (0.54, p =0.61) or training
shoes (0.53, p = 0.69). Evaluation of the testing protocols by applying ROC analysis for sex is illustrated in
Figures 1 and 2.
Pearson’s correlation analysis showed significant
intercorrelations only among finish time, VO2max, and
body fat in all study protocols. The correlation between running performance with training shoes and
VO2max was as high as 0.73 (p < 0.001), while the correlation between running performance with training
shoes and body fat percentage was found to be average
(0.45, p < 0.05). Furthermore, Pearson’s r values between
barefoot performance and VO2max were found to be
high (–0.63, p < 0.001), while the correlation between
body fat percentage and barefoot performance was average (0.46, p < 0.05). Similarly, the obtained values in-

dicated significant correlations between running performance with spikes and lean body mass (0.45, p < 0.05)
as well as between VO2max and running performance
with spikes (–0.65, p < 0.05). The correlation coefficients
for the shod and unshod conditions and between the
physical and physiological parameters are presented
in Table 2.
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Discussion
For modern humans who have grown up wearing
shoes, barefoot locomotion is difficult to become accustomed to. Currently, no field studies are available evaluating competitive barefoot running performance in
children and adolescents. The present study revealed
that barefoot performance in the 1000 m was marginally better than finish times recorded with training shoes,
which are widely used by preadolescents for running.
In addition, an improvement in running performance
was recorded in both males and females when they
ran barefoot when comparing the times recorded with
training shoes (5.18 min vs. 5.20 min). This finding is
in accordance with recent studies indicating that shod
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Table 2. Linearity evaluation (Pearson’s correlation
coefficients) of 1000 m running performances
with training shoes, spikes and barefoot with physical
and physiological parameters
Variables

r

p

Training shoes performance
Body mass
Body height
Body fat
Thigh circumference
Calf circumference
Foot length
VO2max

0.03
–0.30
0.45
0.17
0.06
–0.30
–0.73

0.87
0.06
0.03*
0.28
0.72
0.06
0.001**

Barefoot performance
Body mass
Body height
Body fat
Thigh circumference
Calf circumference
Foot length
VO2max

0.17
–0.18
0.46
–0.23
0.16
0.20
–0.63

0.29
0.26
0.002*
0.15
0.32
0.21
0.001**

Spikes performance
Body mass
Body height
Body fat
Thigh circumference
Calf circumference
Foot length
VO2max

be considerably less [10]. One obvious explanation for
the increased energy cost of running with training shoes
is the continual acceleration and deceleration of foot wear
in each stride [22]. Another possibility for the above
finding is that the external work in compressing, flexing
and rotating the sole against the ground accounts for
a maximum 13% of the work done in running [23].
Among the runners who participated in the present
study, the females were reported with greater height,
body mass, body fat, and thigh and calf girth values than
the males. In contrast, male VO2max was slightly better
than among the females. Regardless of gender, higher
VO2max and greater lean body mass strongly correlated
with 1000 m running performance in all study protocols.
Thus, males with higher VO2max and lower body fat performed better than the females not only with training
shoes (5.15 min vs. 5.29 min) but also when comparing
barefoot running (5.05 min vs. 5.30 min) and when
wearing spikes (4.46 min vs. 5.09 min). The results of
the present study confirm that high aerobic capacity
and low body fat percentage positively affect endurance running performance in preadolescents [24, 25].
Conclusions

0.08
–0.28
0.45
0.17
0.12
–0.30
–0.65

0.63
0.08
0.05*
0.27
0.52
0.06
0.001**

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.001

and unshod performance do not significantly differing
preadolescent runners [7, 19].
Moreover, regarding running speed in the 1000 m,
the present preadolescents performed better when
they wore running spikes (3.33 m/s) that in the other
conditions of barefoot (3.16 m/s) and training shoes
(3.12 m/s). A possible explanation for improved running speed may be due to modified foot mechanics during
the landing phase. Thus, instead of landing on the heel
as is usual in training shoes during a running stride,
the participants improved running pace by contacting
the track with the ball of the foot, activating the calf
and foot muscles [20, 21].
Furthermore, the findings of this study were similar
to those reported in the literature, where running performance in training shoes was worse than when barefoot. One possible reason may be due to the energy cost
associated with shod running. Oxygen consumption at
12 km/h is 4.7% higher when wearing training shoes
weighing 700 g [6]. Training footwear is also believed
to compromise the ability of the lower limb to act like
a spring. With bare feet, the limb returns ~70% of stored
energy stored but with shoes the return was found to

In summary, the present results lead to the conclusion that barefoot running performance in the 1000 m
was marginally better than with training shoes, which
are widely used by preadolescents for running purposes.
As there is a lack of scientific evidence supporting barefoot running, this study’s findings can be valuable for
coaches designing longitudinal training plans. Due to
the nature of running events, future research is needed
to further evaluate if barefoot training during the developmental age could offer a significant competitive
advantage in future world-class endurance runners.
References
1. Bramble D.M., Lieberman D.E., Endurance running and
the evolution of Homo. Nature, 2004, 432 (7015), 245–352,
doi: 10.1038/nature03052.
2. Hasegawa H., Yamauchi T., Kraemer W.J., Foot strike
patterns of runners at 15 km point during an elite-level half
marathon. J Strength Cond Res, 2007, 21 (3), 888–893.
3. Henning M.E., Valiant A.G., Liu Q., Biomechanical variables and the perception of cushioning for running in
various types of footwear. J Appl Biomech, 1996, 12 (2),
143–150.
4. Anthony R.J., The functional anatomy of the running
training shoe. Chiropodist, 1987, 42, 451–459.
5. Robbins S.E., Gouw G.J., Athletic footwear: unsafe due to
perceptual illusions. Med Sci Sports Exerc, 1991, 23 (2),
217–224.
6. Flaherty R.F., Running economy and kinematic differences among running with the foot shod, with the foot
bare, and with the bare foot equated for weight. Microform Publications, International Institute for Sport and
Human Performance, University of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon, USA 1994.
241

HUMAN MOVEMENT
T. Pilianidis, N. Mantzouranis, N. Siachos, Evaluation of barefoot running

7. Lieberman D.E., Venkadesan M., Werbel W.A., Daoud A.I.,
D’Andrea S., Davis I.S. et al., Foot strike patterns and
collision forces in habitually barefoot versus shod runners. Nature, 2010, 463 (7280), 531–535, doi: 10.1038/
nature08723.
8. Robbins S.E., Hanna A.M. Running-related injury prevention through barefoot adaptations. Med Sci Sports
Exerc, 1987, 19 (2), 148–156.
9. Frederick E.C., Kinematically mediated effects of sports
shoe design: A review. J Sports Sci, 1986, 4 (3), 169–184,
doi: 10.1080/02640418608732116.
10. Yessis M., Explosive running. Contemporary Books, Illinois 2000.
11. Logan S., Hunter I., Hopkins J.T., Feland B.J., Parcell C.A.,
Ground reaction force differences between running shoes,
racing flats and distance spikes in runners. J Sports Sci
Med, 2010, 9 (1), 147–153.
12. Thomson R.D., Birkbeck A.E., Tan W.L., McCafferty L.F.,
Grant S., Wilson J., The modeling and performance of
training shoe cushioning systems. Sports Eng, 1999, 2,
109–120.
13. Clarke T.E., Frederick E.C., Cooper L.B., Effects of shoe
cushioning upon ground reaction forces in running. Int
JSportsMed,1983,4(4),247–251,doi:10.1055/s-2008-1026043.
14. Wolf S., Simon J., Patikas D., Schuster W., Armbrust P.,
Doderlein L., Foot motion in children shoes – A comparison of barefoot walking with shod walking in conventional and flexible shoes. Gait Posture, 2008, 27 (1),
51–59, doi: 10.1016/j.gaitpost.2007.01.005.
15. Wegener C., Hunt A.E., Vanwanseele B., Burns J., Smith R.M.,
Effect of children’s shoes on gait: a systematic review and
meta-analysis. J Foot Ankle Res, 2011, 4 (3), 1–13, doi:
10.1186/1757-1146-4-3.
16. Perl D.P., Daoud I.A., Lieberman D.E., Effects of footwear
and strike type on running economy. Med Sci Sport Exerc,
2012,44(7),1335–1343,doi:10.1249/MSS.0b013e318247989e.
17. EUROFIT. European test of physical fitness. Council of
Europe, Committee for the Development of Sport, Rome
1988.
18. Sports Coach UK. Multistage Fitness Test (Bleep Test) CD
Version. 1998.

242

19. Moreno-Hernandez A., Rodriguez-Reyes G., QuinonesUriostegui I., Nunez-Carrera L., Perez-SanPablo A.I., Temporal and spatial gait parameters analysis in non-pathological Mexican children. Gait Posture, 2010, 32 (1),
78–81, doi: 10.1016/j.gaitpost.2010.03.010.
20. Alcantara E., Perez A., Lozano L., Garcia A.C., Generation
and transmission of heel strike impacts in children running,
footwear and gender influence. In: Abrantes J.M.C.S. (ed.),
Proceedings of the XIV Symposium on Biomechanics in
Sports. International Society of Biomechanics in SportsFHM, Funchal-Madeira 1996, 297–300.
21. Kristen K.H., Kastner J., Holzreiter S., Wagner P., Engel A.,
Biomechanics of children shoes using gait analyses in
saddlers. Z Orthop Unfall, 1998, 136 (5), 457–462, doi:
10.1055/s-2008-1053684.
22. Stefanyshyn D.J. Nigg B.M., Influence of midsole bending
stiffness on joint energy and jump height performance.
Med Sci Sports Exerc, 2000, 32 (2), 471–476.
23. Webb P., Saris W.H.M., Schoffelen P.F.M., Van Ingen
Schenau G.J., Hoor F.T., The work of walking: A calorimetric study. Med Sci Sports Exerc, 1988, 20 (4), 331–337.
24. Hausdorff M.J., Zemany L., Peng C.K., Goldberger A.L.,
Maturation of gait dynamics: stride-to-stride variability
and its temporal organization in children. J Appl Physiol,
1999, 86 (3), 1040–1047.
25. Onywera V.O., Scott R.A., Boit M.K., Pitsiladis Y.P.,
Demographic characteristics of elite Kenyan endurance
runners. J Sports Sci, 2006, 24 (4), 415–422, doi:
10.1080/02640410500189033.

Paper received by the Editor: February 24, 2013
Paper accepted for publication: October 31, 2014
Correspondence address
Theophilos Pilianidis
Department of Physical Education & Sport Science
Democritus University of Thrace
University Campus
69100, Komotini, Greece
e-mail: thpilian@phyed.duth.gr

