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Fall arrest strategy training
improves upper body response
time compared to standard fall
prevention exercise in older
women: A randomized trial

Catherine M Arnold1 , Joel Lanovaz2,
Jonathan P Farthing2 , Hayley Legg2,3 ,
Melanie Weimer1, and Soo Kim1

Abstract
Introduction: Exercise can decrease fall risk in older adults but less is known about training to reduce

injury risk in the event a fall is unavoidable. The purpose of this study was to compare standard fall pre-

vention exercises to novel Fall Arrest Strategy Training (FAST); exercises designed to improve upper body

capacity to reduce fall-injury risk in older women.

Method: Forty women (mean age 74.5 years) participated in either Standard (n= 19) or FAST (n= 21)

twice per week for 12 weeks. Both interventions included lower body strength, balance, walking practice,

agility and education. FAST added exercises designed to enhance forward landing and descent control such

as upper body strengthening, speed and practice of landing and descent on outstretched hands.

Results: Both FAST and Standard significantly improved strength, mobility, balance, and fall risk factors

from pre to post-intervention. There was a significant time by group interaction effect for upper body

response time where FAST improved but Standard did not (p= 0.038).

Discussion: FAST resulted in similar gains in factors that reduce fall risk as a standard fall prevention pro-

gram; with the additional benefit of improving speed of arm protective responses; a factor that may help

enhance landing position and reduce injury risks such as head impact during a forward fall.
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Introduction

Determining effective and feasible interventions to
prevent the downward spiral of failing health,
admission to long-term care and even death follow-
ing a serious fall-related injury is important to older
adults, the health care team, policy makers and the
public at large. Exercise programs focused on
balance, strength and functional mobility decreases
fall risk and improves fall risk factors in
community-dwelling older adults1,2; however the
impact of training other modifiable aspects of
injury protection such as response time and effect-
ive landing and descent strategies is unknown.

The risk of injury from falls depends on both the
severity of impact and neuromuscular capacity such
as bone and muscle strength of the affected body
part.3,4 Women are at higher risk of fall-related injur-
ies than men and are much more likely to sustain
upper limb fractures from a fall.5 The majority of
reported falls in community-dwelling older women
is forward, commonly due to tripping.6 Forward
falls usually occur with hand contact as a protective
response to prevent head, hip or torso injury.4

The effectiveness of these upper body protective
strategies, including response time, unfortunately
decreases with ageing.7 Video surveillance studies
in long-term care facilities have observed a high
number of falls where head impact occurred with
hand impact, but in the majority of observed falls,
older adults were unsuccessful in utilizing the
arms to prevent head impact, suggesting an inef-
fective protective response to prevent brain injury.8

There is growing evidence supporting interven-
tions such as perturbation training designed to
enhance lower extremity postural reactions in
decreasing fall risk and fall rates in older adults
and clinical populations,9 but little is known
about the effect of training upper body strength,
response time and landing capacity to reduce fall
and injury risk. Younger adults can modify forward
fall arrest strategies to improve safe landing and
reduce hand and wrist impact forces by learning
to land with a “soft” slightly flexed elbow, “catching
the ground”, and a controlled descent.10,11 Other
factors such as pre-impact configuration of the
body may also be important to reduce injury risk.4

The critically important question is whether fall
arrest training practice focused on enhancing upper
body and upper extremity strength, response time
and landing strategies, can enhance older adults’
ability to react and effectively control a forward
fall and diminish the risks of serious injury such as
head injury.

The purpose of this study was to compare the
effects of Fall Arrest Strategy Training or FAST,
to Standard fall prevention exercise on fall risk
factors including upper body strength, mobility
and response time, in older women.

Method

A randomized design compared effects of two
interventions on fall and injury risk variables of
interest (clinicaltrials.org NCT04844047). Ethics
approval was received by the University of
Saskatchewan, Saskatoon, Canada Biomedical
Ethics Review Board (Bio 16–72) and all partici-
pants signed consent prior to testing. Women
aged 60 years or older were recruited via announce-
ments and posters in the community in 2016–2017.
Exclusion criteria included upper body injury or
pain within the last six months, any fracture
within the past year, a history of a distal radial frac-
ture in the past two years or any history of more
than one distal radial fracture, history of upper
extremity neurological conditions or medical con-
ditions contradicting strength testing or training,
signs of severe cognitive impairment or unable to
safely ambulate independently in the community.
A screening questionnaire as well as the Mini-
Cog12 determined presence of any of the exclusion
criteria noted above. Eligible participants were ran-
domly assigned 1:1 to FAST or Standard by
someone not directly involved in the study using
a computer generated random allocation (https://
www.randomizer.org). Participants received a sealed
envelope with group assignment after pre-testing,
prior to commencement of the intervention. Trained
testers, blinded to group assignment, conducted
testing at a laboratory-testing site. Outcome mea-
sures for strength, mobility, response time and fall
risk are described below. There were two cohorts
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resulting in four interventions: Two Standard and
Two FAST.

Upper extremity muscle strength

Functional multi-joint upper extremity muscle
strength measures reflected the muscle action, posi-
tioning and activation similar to the descent control
required for a forward fall arrest.13,14 Three trials of
concentric pushing and eccentric resisting (Figure 1)
were obtained utilizing an isokinetic dynamometer
(Humac NORM Isokinetic Dynamometer, CSMi,
Stoughton, MA) and a standardized protocol as
described in previous publications with excellent
test re-test reliability (Intraclass correlation coeffi-
cient= 0.98; 0.97).14 The Push Off Test (Figure 2),
originally described by Vincent et al.,15 used a cali-
brated handgrip dynamometer (Model #5030J1,
JAMAR, DMM Canada) with the handle reversed,
to measure the ability to push down on a stable
surface. Angle of elbow flexion and shoulder exten-
sion were standardized (Intraclass correlation coeffi-
cient= 0.92–0.94).14 Composite scores (Left mean
of three trials+Right mean of three trials) were
used for all strength measures.

Upper extremity mobility

Wrist extension and shoulder extension range of
motion (active motion with passive overpressure)
were measured with the participant sitting on a
standard chair with no armrests, using a manual
goniometer and a standardized protocol.16 Composite
scores (Left mean of two trials+Right mean of two
trials) were used for shoulder extension and wrist
extension mobility.

Upper extremity response time

From a standing position with arms by their side,
participants responded to an audible signal with
randomized timing (between one to five seconds;
Figure 3) by reaching either left or right or both
arms together, as fast as possible, to touch a
target on dual force plates (fs= 2000 Hz, OR6-7,
AMTI, Watertown, MA, USA). Force and audio

signal timing data were synchronously collected
on the same system. Target height just below shoul-
der height was standardized to the participants’
height and arm length. Upper extremity response
time was defined as time from the audible signal to
force plate contact. An average of five trials for
each of left, right and both hands were used with
excellent inter-trial reliability.17

Fall risk factors

There were five standard measures used for fall
risk. The Fall Risk for Older People in the
Community questionnaire, a valid and reliable
measure of multi-factorial fall risk status was admi-
nistered via interview.18 The Timed Up and Go test
is a reliable and valid measure of fall risk and func-
tional ability (Intraclass correlation coefficient=
0.99).19 Total time was recorded after one practice
trial. The 30-s chair stand test20 assessed the
number of full sit to stand repetitions performed
in 30 s without the use of arms. Test re-test reliabil-
ity reported as intraclass correlation coefficient
0.84–0.92.16 Balance was measured using one leg
standing.21 Participants were given two attempts
to reach the maximum of 60 s on both legs and
the average of two trials was recorded with a com-
posite score (Left+Right) used for analysis. The
Activities-Balance Confidence Scale22 was used
to monitor changes in balance confidence during
daily living tasks.

History of falls, including details regarding the
reason for the fall, injuries sustained and the direction
of the fall were recorded using a standard question-
naire.23 The Physical Activity Scale for the Elderly24

monitored activity level outside of the intervention.

Intervention

The Standard intervention consisted of a fall prevention
exercise program designed for community-dwelling
older adults25 focusing on balance, leg strength,
walking and mobility exercises. FAST intervention
included the same exercises as Standard, but also
incorporated FAST goals as described below. Both
groups received a half-hour fall prevention education
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session once per week and attended twice per
week exercise, 45 min in length, for 12 weeks at
two assisted living sites in the community.
Women living on site as well as in the community
participated. The same two instructors; licensed
physical therapists with more than 10 years of

experience in fall prevention programing, led
both interventions.

The overall goal of FAST25 was to increase
fall-arrest capacity or the neuromuscular ability to
prevent and minimize injury during a fall by: (1)
Increasing upper body strength utilizing both con-
centric and eccentric contractions, (2) Improving
trunk and neck postural control, and (3)
Optimizing forward descent strategies for effective
landing and controlled descent with hands. For
example, exercises in FAST not included in
Standard: (1) wall push-ups with controlled and
quick body descents, (2) floor activities (as able)
weight shifting on hands and knees, (3) shoulder
and elbow strengthening with elastic bands and
light weights, (4) wrist extension and shoulder
extension stretches, and (5) quick upper extremity
movement practice such as reaching activities,
balloon and ball toss. Training progression for
upper extremity strength and body control included
increasing the distance standing from the wall, pro-
gressing to one arm descents, increasing reps and
speed and moving to greater gravity and body
weight resistance such as hands and knees position
on the floor as able. For example, wall push-ups
progressed as follows: both hands five repetitions,

Figure 1. Concentric muscle strength test (A) and eccentric muscle strength test (B).

Figure 2. Push off test.
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both hands 10 repetitions, move away from wall
(body lean approximately 45 degrees) both hands
five repetitions, progress to 10 repetitions. This
sequence was repeated with one hand push-ups as
able. Push-ups using greater resistance on the
floor were started once participants could easily
do 10 reps against the wall both hands at body
lean of approximately 45 degrees and if able to
get up and down from the floor independently.
Rapid hand and arm motion started with quick
reach and touch to the wall in a static standing pos-
ition, to reaching quickly with both hands to the
wall and descending the body in a controlled
fashion. Further progressions included increasing
repetitions from five to 10, starting with the body
further from the wall, and increasing speed. Other
challenges to reaction speed included ball toss
and balloon games which were interspersed
throughout the 12 weeks. Instructions were pro-
vided to participants to progress at their own
pace. Instructors monitored and encouraged partici-
pants to not progress to increased challenges if
there was a loss of correct technique, excessive

fatigue or pain. Individual progressions were not
recorded but participants were asked to self-
monitor and report any concerns to the instructors.

Analysis

Based on previous pilot data, with an estimate of a
10% change in upper extremity strength, a sample
size n= 22 per group was determined for an
effect size 0.30, power= 0.90, α= 0.05).25

Independent t-tests compared group pre-test
values for age, height, weight, physical activity
status, fall history status, and outcome variables.
Intention to treat repeated measures MANOVA
tests were used to determine time effects and
group*time effects for the four primary outcome
categories: (1) Upper Extremity Strength (concen-
tric, eccentric, push-off test), (2) Upper Extremity
Mobility (shoulder extension, wrist extension), (3)
Upper Extremity Response Time (left, right, both)
and (4) Fall Risk Factors (Fall Risk for Older
People in the Community questionnaire, Timed

Figure 3. Measurement of upper extremity response time.
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Up and Go test, 30-s chair stand, one leg stand, and
Activities-Balance Confidence Scale). Significance
level was set at α= 0.05. Frequency and descriptive
data described number of falls, number of injurious
falls and fall direction. A one-way repeated mea-
sures ANOVA compared pre to post self report in
the Physical Activity Scale for the Elderly.

Results

There were 21 women in FAST (age 73± 9 years)
and 19 women in Standard (mean age 76± 7
years; Figure 4) with no significant differences
between the groups for age, height, weight, body

mass index, program attendance, physical activity
status, number of prescription medications, or any
pre-intervention outcome measures (Table 1).
Ninety-five percent of the sample were right-handed.
There were no adverse effects or events reported
during the intervention period. At pre-intervention,
18 participants (46%) reported having a fall within
the previous 12 months, eight from FAST and 10
from Standard. Fall history as well as the description
of the direction and any injuries sustained for all falls
reported can be found in Table 2.

Roy’s largest root was used for all multivariate
and univariate p-values. For upper extremity
strength there was a borderline significant

Figure 4. Participant flow diagram.
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multivariate time effect (F3,36= 2.87; p= 0.050;
partial Eta2= 0.193) with significant univariate
improvement for concentric (F1,38= 5.41; p=
0.025; partial Eta2= 0.125) and eccentric (F1,38=
6.58; p= 0.014; partial Eta2= 0.148). There was
no significant time by group interaction (p= 0.391).

There were significant multivariate time effects
for Upper Extremity Mobility (F2,36= 5.92; p=
0.006; partial Eta2=0.248) with significant univariate
improvements for wrist extension (F1,37= 11.56; p
= 0.002; partial Eta2= 0.238). There was no sig-
nificant multivariate time by group interaction (p
= 0.559).

There were no significant multivariate time
effects for Upper Extremity Response Time (p=
0.444) but there was a significant time by group

interaction (F3,36= 3.12; p= 0.038; partial Eta2=
0.206) where only FAST improved upper extremity
response time. Univariate time by group interaction
analysis revealed a significant right hand response
(F1,38= 5.74; p= 0.022; partial Eta2= 0.131; refer
to Figure 5).

There were significant multivariate time effects
for fall risk factors (F5,34= 6.96; p < 0.001; partial
Eta2= 0.506) where significant univariate improve-
ments for the Fall Risk for Older People in the
Community questionnaire (F1,38=10.52; p=0.002;
partial Eta2= 0.217), 30-s chair stand (F1,38=27.29;
p<0.001; partial Eta2= 0.418) and one leg stand
(F1,38= 5.73; p=0.022; partial Eta2=0.131). There
was no significant time by group multivariate inter-
action (p=0.318).

Table 1. Demographic, pre-intervention and post-intervention data for FAST (n= 21) and standard (n= 19).

FAST mean (SD) STANDARD mean (SD)

Variables PRE POST PRE POST

Demographic
Age (years) 73 (9) 76 (7)

Height (cm) 160.4 (5.1) 159.9 (5.8)

Weight (kg) 69.9 (10.9) 69.8 (12.4)

Body Mass Index (cm/kg2) 27.1 (3.1) 27.3 (5.2)

% Attendance 74.6 (26.6) 75.4 (22.8)

Number prescription meds 3 (2) 4 (3)

Physical activity scale for the elderly score 97.6 (46.4) 88.4 (50.1) 110.3 (52.9) 117.0 (50.0)

Upper body strength
Concentric strength composite (kg) 20.9 (6.3) 22.6 (6.1) 20.9 (6.1) 21.2 (6.2)

Eccentric strength composite (kg) 29.2 (5.5) 31.0 (6.5) 29.3 (5.7) 30.6 (6.6)

Push off test composite (kg) 30.8 (8.2) 31.5 (8.0) 30.0 (5.7) 30.1 (5.9)

Upper body mobility**
Wrist extension range composite (°) 141.9 (15.3) 150.5 (15.1) 135.0 (16.1) 140.2 (15.5)

Shoulder extension range composite (°) 126.2 (15.4) 131.1 (16.2) 123.8 (21.3) 124.7 (16.6)

Upper body response time*
Left arm (s) 0.62 (0.10) 0.60 (0.11) 0.62 (0.09) 0.64 (0.13)

Right arm (s) 0.63 (0.13) 0.57 (0.10) 0.62 (0.11) 0.63 (0.13)

Both arms (s) 0.67 (0.16) 0.65 (0.10) 0.69 (0.11) 0.68 (0.14)

Fall risk factors**
30-s chair stand (n) 10.1 (3.2) 12.1 (3.8) 9.1 (3.4) 10.3 (3.4)

One leg stand composite(s) 45.8 (39.3) 62.3 (42.6) 43.8 (32.6) 48.3 (39.6)

Timed up and go (s) 10.9 (3.2) 10.6 (3.4) 12.4 (7.8) 11.3 (5.5)

Fall risk for older people in the community (/60) 7.8 (3.5) 6.8 (3.9) 8.4 (4.6) 6.5 (5.2)

Activities-balance confidence (/100) 78.3 (20.4) 84.1 (17.3) 75.4 (22.8) 74.7 (23.1)

*p< 0.05 multi-variate group X time interaction; **p< 0.05 multi-variate time effect.
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Discussion

The purpose of this study was to determine the
effect of 12 weeks of FAST compared to a

Standard fall prevention program on upper body
strength, mobility and response time, and fall risk
factors in older women. The addition of FAST
within the same allotted time of 45 min twice per

Table 2. Fall history at pre-intervention (in the past 12 months), at post-intervention (in the past three months) and

description of falls.

Fall history*

FAST STANDARD

PRE

n (%)

POST

n (%)

PRE

n (%)

POST

n (%)

Sample (n) 21 20 18 15

No fall 13 (62) 15 (75) 8 (45) 9 (60)

One or more falls 8 (38) 5 (25) 10 (55) 6 (40)

Reported fall descriptions (all falls described including multiple falls)

FAST STANDARD

PRE

n (%)

POST

n (%)

PRE (n= 19)

n (%)

POST (n= 10)

n (%)

Sample (n) 10 5 19 10

Fall direction forward 4 (40) 3 (60) 7 (37) 1 (10)

Injury sustained 4 (40) 3 (60) 3 (16) 2 (20)

*No significant difference Pearson Chi square (p= 0.28) between FAST and Standard for fall history.

Figure 5. Right upper extremity response time with 95% confidence intervals.

* p= 0.022.
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week as Standard resulted in similar significant
changes in functional performance known to
decrease fall risk factors in older adults. Of import-
ance, the addition of FAST improved upper extrem-
ity response time, a finding not observed following
the Standard program.

Balance recovery strategies such as taking a
step, reaching to grasp an object or reaching the
hands to land and protect the head from impacting
the ground are all protective postural control reac-
tions developed in the first year of life that persist
into adulthood.26 There is growing evidence sup-
porting perturbation training designed to enhance
lower extremity postural reactions in improving
fall risk factors and decreasing fall rates in older
adults and clinical populations.9 Little is known
about the effect of training upper body reactions
that may help to control and diminish the impact
of a forward fall and prevent injury risk such as
head or other fall-related injuries. There are
several age-related differences in upper extremity
reactions to a perturbation in older verses younger
adults.27 These include delayed onset of muscle
activation and movement time, variation in strat-
egies used (tendency to reach in the direction of
the perturbation verses a counterbalancing
motion), and greater forces sustained at
impact.7,27 Older women, compared to younger
women, also tend to land with stiffer arms, utilize
less elbow flexion and absorb less energy during
simulated forward fall landings and des-
cents.13,14,28 These age-related factors may par-
tially account for differences seen in fall-related
injuries. Younger adults are more likely to experi-
ence less serious hand and wrist injuries as com-
pared to older adults who are more likely to
sustain serious injuries to the head.29 In fact,
video surveillance studies in long-term care facil-
ities have observed a high number of falls where
head impact occurred with hand impact, but the
majority of observed falls were unsuccessful in util-
izing the arms to prevent head impact.8

The results from both lab and video surveillance
data helps to shed light on potential targeted train-
ing for older adults. The ability to quickly respond
by reaching the hands forward following a perturb-
ation such as a trip may result in being able to place

the upper extremity in a position where it is easier
to utilize upper body strength to control the
descent.4 One could argue that rolling the body
out of the fall might be another successful strategy
to reduce upper body injury. However, based on
findings where 97% of the time during forward
falls older adults in long-term care respond with
an UE protective response,8 it appears that this
reaction may be inherent and challenging to sup-
press, at least for older adults living in long term
care. Training that might help to improve the cap-
acity of the upper extremity to react, place hands
in a more effective position, with a stronger upper
body to control the descent may add benefit to redu-
cing injury risk. It remains unclear what the impact
of this type of training has on preventing or redu-
cing risk of serious injury such as head injury or
other upper body injuries common to a fall such
as a wrist fracture. There is evidence that both the
positioning and the timing of the contraction of
muscles on impact in the upper limb during a
forward fall are important in reducing the risk of
wrist fracture.30

Few studies have evaluated the effect of training
on upper extremity reaction or response time. There
is some limited evidence that training voluntary
stepping with reach and grasping a handrail can
result in improved arm movement times; however
there are also observations of grasping errors
which can delay contact or potentially impact
other risks.9,27 A dynamic stretching program
improved upper extremity reaction time in
younger adults.31 Visual-motor training improved
upper extremity reaction time performance in ath-
letes.32 Research for older adults has focused pri-
marily on interventions designed to train lower
body reaction time through functional activities
such as a balance obstacle course.9

FAST provided practice of responding quickly
in targeted volitional practice as well as through
functional and fun activities requiring quick
responses. Each session incorporated practice of
UE reaching and loading activities, typically
against a wall or other firm surface. Unexpected
audio cues were used for quick reaching activities
with one hand or both hands. Progression of wall
descent practice included reaching quickly with
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both hands to the wall and performing a controlled
body lowering (reverse push-up). Other activities
such as balloon “keep it in the air”, ball toss, and
obstacle courses including quick reaching and
passing activities incorporated other training tasks
designed to increase speed and accuracy of upper
body motion. These activities were only in FAST,
and therefore could explain the improvements
seen in UE response time, as opposed to other
aspects of improvement similar in both groups
related to balance, upper limb mobility and
strength. An interesting finding in this study, is
the significant improvement for the right arm
response time but not the left. We are uncertain
of the reason for this, but ninety-five percent of
the participants were right hand dominant. It is
possible when training, participants tended to
focus on their dominant hand or it was a tendency
to use their dominant hand more during activities
such as the balloon or ball toss. Future interven-
tions should encourage equal practice using both
hands.

Somewhat surprisingly, FAST did not result in
significantly greater improvements in upper body
strength and mobility compared to Standard. This
finding may be explained by several factors. First,
even functional practice of tasks to increase lower
body strength, balance and general body agility
inherently include some component of strength
and mobility in the arms. For example, sit to
stand practice was a common, similar activity for
both groups. If participants could not control the
movement with lower leg strength only, use of
hands to push off was encouraged. Arm motion
during balance practice also incorporates some
upper extremity strengthening and stretching com-
ponents. Second, it was challenging to include the
extent of time needed to progress upper body
strength training in FAST within the allotted
45 min. Instructor feedback post-program recom-
mended further modification in order to progress
the strengthening component. Finally, it was dif-
ficult to control for other activities the partici-
pants were involved in outside of the program
particularly in assisted living sites where recre-
ational activities are encouraged and readily
available.

The improvement in fall risk factors for both
interventions after 12 weeks was encouraging.
Systematic reviews have concluded that at least 6
months of exercise are required to obtain gains to
decrease fall risk.1,2 This finding helps to support
similar programing, still recognizing the import-
ance of sustaining interventions for longer in
order to realize sufficient clinically meaningful
changes to improve fall risk factors. The women
in this study represented a broad range of abilities
and ages, suggesting fall prevention programing
can meet the goals to challenge all levels of
ability and retain safety for those at greater risk.
The sample size was not adequate to explore differ-
ence in fall rates; however, it is interesting to
observe that falling forward was the most com-
monly reported fall direction in this study, similar
to another study involving community-dwelling
older women.3

One of the limitations of this study was the
potential communication that may have occurred
between groups as some participants resided in
the same assisted living site. Although a rando-
mized site design may have alleviated this cross
contamination risk, it presents other difficulties
when sites are not equivalent in resources, func-
tional ability of participants or environmental
factors. There were also real life challenges with
a influenza outbreak, and an environmental
factor at one of the sites that resulted in more dif-
ficulty in recruitment and retention than our usual
experience with this population.25 A larger
sample size may have resulted in significant find-
ings in upper extremity strength. Post-hoc power
analysis revealed 44% power for concentric
upper extremity strength, with an estimated
required sample n= 46 per group for 80%
power with beta 0.20, α= 0.05 (https://clincalc.
com/Stats/Power.aspx).

In conclusion, practical and feasible exercises
designed to improve upper body fall arrest capacity
improved fall risk factors, strength and mobility,
and upper extremity response time in older
women. Further research needs to determine how
upper extremity response time alters the way
older adults fall and land as well as determining if
interventions such as FAST are beneficial in
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reducing risk of fall-related injuries such as head or
other upper body injuries.

Clinical messages

• Exercises with balance, strength and func-
tional mobility help to improve fall risk
factors in older women after 12 weeks

• Training focused on upper body capacity to
improve the protective responses inherent
in forward fall landing and descent can
increase movement speed which may help
reduce forward fall-related injury risk

Acknowledgements
The authors acknowledge the support of the Saskatoon
Health Region and the Staying on Your Feet program.

Declaration of conflicting interests
The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest
with respect to the research, authorship, and/or publica-
tion of this article.

Funding
The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial
support for the research, authorship, and/or publication of
this article: This work was supported by the
Saskatchewan Health Research Foundation (grant
number Collaborative Innovative Development Grant).

ORCID iDs
Catherine M Arnold https://orcid.org/0000-0002-
7818-049X
Jonathan P Farthing https://orcid.org/0000-0002-
2549-1227
Hayley Legg https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4995-2091

References
1. El-Khoury F, Cassou B, Charles MA, et al. The effect of fall

prevention exercise programmes on fall induced injuries in
community dwelling older adults: systematic review and
meta-analysis of randomised controlled trials. Br Med J
2013; 347: f6234.

2. Sherrington C, Whitney JC, Lord SR, et al. Effective exer-
cise for the prevention of falls: a systematic review and
meta-analysis. J Am Geriatr Soc 2008; 56: 2234–2243.

3. Lee Y and Ashton-Miller JA. The effects of gender, level of
co-contraction, and initial angle on elbow extensor muscle
stiffness and damping under a step increase in elbow
flexion moment. Ann Biomed Eng 2011; 39: 2542–2549.

4. DeGoede KM and Ashton-Miller JA. Biomechanical simu-
lations of forward fall arrests: effects of upper extremity
arrest strategy, gender and aging-related declines in
muscle strength. J Biomech 2003; 36: 413–420.

5. Sattin RW, Lambert Huber DA, DeVito CA, et al. The inci-
dence of fall injury events among the elderly in a defined
population. Am J Epidemiol 1990; 131: 1028–1037.

6. Crenshaw JR, Bernhardt KA, Achenbach SJ, et al. The cir-
cumstances, orientations, and impact locations of falls in
community-dwelling older women. Arch Gerontol Geriatr
2017; 73: 240–247.

7. Maki BE and McIlroy WE. Control of rapid limb move-
ments for balance recovery: age-related changes and impli-
cations for fall prevention. Age Ageing 2006; 35(Suppl 2):
ii12–iii8.

8. Schonnop R, Yang Y, Feldman F, et al. Prevalence of and
factors associated with head impact during falls in older
adults in long-term care. CMAJ 2013; 185: E803–E810.

9. Mansfield AWJ, Bryce J, Knorr S, et al. Does perturbation-
based training prevent falls? Systematic review and
meta-analysis of preliminary randomized controlled trials.
Phys Ther 2015; 95: 9.

10. Lo J, McCabe GN, DeGoede KM, et al. On reducing hand
impact force in forward falls: results of a brief intervention
in young males. Clin Biomech (Bristol, Avon) 2003; 18:
730–736.

11. DeGoede KM and Ashton-Miller JA. Fall arrest strategy
affects peak hand impact force in a forward fall. J
Biomech 2002; 35: 843–848.

12. Borson S, Scanlan J, Brush M, et al. The mini-cog: a cognitive
“vital signs” measure for dementia screening in multi-lingual
elderly. Int J Geriatr Psychiatry 2000; 15: 1021–1027.

13. Lattimer LJ, Lanovaz JL, Farthing JP, et al. Upper limb and
trunk muscle activation during an unexpected descent on the
outstretched hands in young and older women. J
Electromyogr Kinesiol 2016; 30: 231–237.

14. Lattimer LJ, Lanovaz JL, Farthing JP, et al. Biomechanical
and physiological age differences in a simulated forward fall
on outstretched hands in women. Clin Biomech (Bristol,
Avon) 2018; 52: 102–108.

15. Vincent JI, MacDermid JC, Michlovitz SL, et al. The
push-off test: development of a simple, reliable test of
upper extremity weight-bearing capability. J Hand Ther
2014; 27: 185–190; quiz 91.

16. Berryman RB W. Joint range of motion and muscle length
testing. St. Louis, MO: Saunders/Elsevier, 2016.

17. Legg HSJ, Dziendzielowski R, Sharkey S, et al. The reliabil-
ity and validity of novel clinical strength measures of the
upper body in older adults. J Hand Ther 2020; 25: 8.

950 Clinical Rehabilitation 36(7)

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7818-049X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7818-049X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7818-049X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2549-1227
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2549-1227
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2549-1227
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4995-2091
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4995-2091


18. Russell MA, Hill KD, Blackberry I, et al. The reliability and
predictive accuracy of the falls risk for older people in the
community assessment (FROP-Com) tool. Age Ageing
2008; 37: 634–639.

19. Podsiadlo DR S. The timed “up and go”: a test of basic func-
tional mobility for frail elderly persons. J Am Geriatr Soc
1991; 39: 6.

20. Jones CJ, Rikli RE and BeamW. A 30-s chair-stand test as a
measure of lower body strength in community-residing
older adults. Res Q Exerc Sport 1999; 70: 6.

21. National Aging Research Institute. Assessing physical per-
formance in the older patient. http://www.mednwh.unimelb.
edu.au/nari_tools/nari_tools_falls.html [Accessed June 5,
2021 cited 2021].

22. Myers AM, Powell LE, Maki BE, et al. Psychological indi-
cators of balance confidence: relationship to actual and per-
ceived abilities. J Gerontol A Biol Sci Med Sci 1996; 51:
M37–M43.

23. Crockett K, Farthing JP, Basran J, et al. Changes in fall risk
and functional status in women aged 50 years and older after
distal radius fracture: a prospective 1-year follow-up study.
J Hand Ther 2019; 32: 17–24.

24. Washburn RA, McAuley E, Katula J, et al. The physical
activity scale for the elderly (PASE): evidence for validity.
J Clin Epidemiol 1999; 52: 643–651.

25. Arnold CM, Walker-Johnston J, Lanovaz JL, et al. Does fall
arrest strategy training added to a fall prevention programme

improve balance, strength, and agility in older women? A
pilot study. Physiother Can 2017; 69: 323–332.

26. Woollacott MHS-C A. Changes in postural control
across the lifespan—a systems approach. Phys Ther 1990;
70: 8.

27. Alissa N, Akinlosotu RR, Shipper AG, et al. A systematic
review of upper extremity responses during reactive
balance perturbations in ageing.Gait Posture 2020; 82: 8.

28. Lattimer LJ, Lanovaz JL, Farthing JP, et al. Female
age-related differences in biomechanics and muscle activity
during descents on the outstretched arms. J Aging Phys Act
2017; 25: 474–481.

29. Talbot LA, Musiol RJ, Witham EK, et al. Falls in younger,
middle-aged and older community dwelling adults: per-
ceived cause, environmental factors and injury. BMC
Public Health 2005; 5: 1–9.

30. Komisar V and Robinovitch SN. The role of fall biomech-
anics in the cause and prevention of bone fractures in
older adults. Curr Osteoporos Rep 2021; 19: 381–390.

31. Chatzopoulos D, Galazoulas C, Patikas D, et al. Acute
effects of static and dynamic stretching on balance,
agility, reaction time and movement time. J Sports Sci
Med 2014; 13: 403–409.

32. Engeroff T, Giesche F, Niederer D, et al. Explaining upper
or lower extremity crossover effects of visuomotor choice
reaction time training. Percept Mot Skills 2019; 126: 675–
693.

Arnold et al. 951

http://www.mednwh.unimelb.edu.au/nari_tools/nari_tools_falls.html
http://www.mednwh.unimelb.edu.au/nari_tools/nari_tools_falls.html
http://www.mednwh.unimelb.edu.au/nari_tools/nari_tools_falls.html

	 Introduction
	 Method
	 Upper extremity muscle strength
	 Upper extremity mobility
	 Upper extremity response time
	 Fall risk factors

	 Intervention
	 Analysis
	 Results
	 Discussion
	 Acknowledgements
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


