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Abstract

Background. Hardstyle kettlebell training is characterised by the ballistic two-handed kettlebell swing with outcomes
believed to be strongly influenced by swing proficiency. This study examines the effect of four months hardstyle
kettlebell training on the force profile of the two-handed kettlebell swing, and peak ground reaction force during a
kettlebell deadlift in older adults. These data will help inform healthcare providers and coaches about the use and
prescription of kettlebell exercises with older adults.

Methods. Five males and five females <70 years of age who participated in the BELL trial were recruited. Two-
handed hardstyle swings were performed with 8-16 kg, and deadlifts with 8-32 kg. Ground reaction force (GRF) was
obtained from a floor-mounted force platform. Force-time curves (FTCs), peak force, forward force relative to vertical
force, rate of force development (RFD), and swing cadence were investigated. Results were compared with the same
data variables collected from the participants in an exploratory pre-intervention study, conducted approximately seven
months before the present study. Participants completed approximately 90 kettlebell training sessions during a four-
month training intervention.

Results. Participants used kettlebells to perform 3779 + 802 swings, 923 + 251 cleans, 825 + 309 snatches and 744 +
178 deadlifts during group-training sessions. Peak ground reaction force during kettlebell swings did not significantly
change with any kettlebell weight. There was a significant 3% increase in the magnitude of forward force during 8 kg
swings, and a significant 3% decrease in forward force during 16 kg swings. There were large significant
improvements in swing cadence with a mean increase of three swings per minute and a small non-significant increase
in RFD. Change in kettlebell swing force-time curve profiles were small. Change in peak ground reaction force during
deadlifts were moderate to large. All participants increased in grip strength following training, with the magnitude of
change greater than the minimum clinically important difference for seven participants. All participants had significant
increases in multiple secondary outcomes.

Conclusion. Group-based and online kettlebell training is likely to be ineffective for improving the force profile of
the hardstyle kettlebell swing in older adults. Insufficiently active older adults engaged in high-volume kettlebell
training performed 3-5 times weekly, can however expect to see clinically meaningful improvements in health-related
physical fitness irrespective of swing proficiency, and have increased confidence with heavy lifting tasks. Results of
this study suggest that beyond safe and competent performance, striving to optimise hardstyle swing technique may
provide no additional benefit to clinical outcomes in older adults.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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Introduction

Hardstyle kettlebell training is believed to improve health-related physical fitness, particularly lower limb
muscular power. Data from force-time curves show distinct differences between a novice and expert swing profile,
with large effect size difference in ground reaction force (). This suggests that technique proficiency significantly
alters the force profile, but are improvements in technique and force profile required for the exercise to be effective?
In the absence of motion analysis and kinematic differences which have previously been described ), investigations
of force profile demand suggests that a FTC profile from a force platform can be used as a fair proxy for determining
the proficiency of a hardstyle swing (-3, If force profiles favorably change with improved swing proficiency and force
profiles directly influence the adaptations to exercise, it could be hypothesised that improving hardstyle swing
technique might enhance outcomes. Such improvements may be seen in athletic performance, the effects of therapeutic
exercise in rehabilitation, or the management of adverse symptoms associated with conditions influenced by
mechanical loading, such as knee osteoarthritis. Results from the BELL trial show large clinically meaningful
increases in grip strength and significant improvements in cardiovascular capacity, muscular strength and endurance,
functional capacity, and body composition in older adults, following a high-volume program of hardstyle kettlebell
training . Participants trained five days a week accruing a mean training load exceeding 100,000 kg per person
during the first 12 weeks of group training sessions. Results from the BELL trial also show improved physical function
and capacity, and significant reductions in pain and disability associated with persistent low back and knee
osteoarthritis ). Significant increases in appendicular skeletal muscle mass, up to 2 kg, increased the skeletal muscle
index in one female above the threshold for sarcopenia, and clinically significant increases in bone mineral density
were observed in two participants with osteoporosis, sufficient for the status of one participant to advance from
osteoporosis to osteopenia . It was previously proposed that knowledge of GRF during a hardstyle swing would
assist a healthcare provider’s prescription of the hardstyle kettlebell swing as a therapeutic exercise, with high GRF
combined with limited knee flexion and no impact loading, hypothesised to reduce knee pain in those with
osteoarthritis ). While the mediators and moderators of change remain unknown, hardstyle training principles suggest
that technique would be a significant contributor, with the force profile and FTC profile of the participant’s swings
expected to improve following four months of guided training. This is a longitudinal replication of a previous acute
profiling study ® using the same participants to perform kettlebell swings and kettlebell deadlifts under the same
assessment conditions. The aim of this study is to report the change in force profile of a two-handed hardstyle kettlebell
swing and kettlebell deadlift in older adults following 16-weeks of training. Findings are presented with outcomes
from the BELL trial and discussed in the context of observing change in technique during six weeks of face-to-face
coaching.

Materials & Methods
Participants.

Five males and five females <70 years of age who participated in the BELL trial intervention took part in the study.
Participants were free from injury with no health or medical conditions considered to be high risk. Participants were
aware of the study aims, protocols, and potential risks, and gave their informed consent. Ethical approval for this study
was granted by Bond University human research ethics committee (NM03279) which was subsumed within the larger
BELL trial project (ACTRN12619001177145).

Procedure

Participants performed kettlebell swings and deadlifts on a force flatform in October 2019, prior to their enrollment
in the BELL. Results of the initial exploratory profile have been published elsewhere . Following a 3-month period
of controlled activity, the BELL trial intervention commenced in February 2020. The participants did not use
kettlebells between October 2019 and February 2020. Following the four-month BELL trial intervention, participants
repeated the same swings and deadlifts as previously described . Participants were given the opportunity to perform
a warm-up of their choice and encouraged to perform swings with an 8 kg kettlebell prior to the commencement of
data collection. Participants received the same basic instruction about technique that they had received throughout the
intervention period, and no additional coaching or correction was provided. Force USA competition kettlebells from
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8-32 kg of standardised dimensions were used. Swings were performed with 8, 10, 12, 14 and 16 kg kettlebells.
Deadlifts were performed with 8, 16, 24 and 32 kg kettlebells.

Protocol

Data were collected from the University biomechanics laboratory with participants attending a single session of
less than one hour in duration. The protocol was consistent with previous investigations (¥, Two-handed kettlebell
swings to chest-height were performed on a floor-mounted force flatform (AMTI, Watertown, NY, USA) recording
GRF at 1000 Hz using NetForce software (AMTI, USA). Participant body mass was captured by the force plate from
a period of quiet standing. Tri-plantar force variables were obtained from the floor-mounted force platform. To gain
some insight into how the force profile of the kettlebell exercises may have changed over the course of the training
program, peak GRF, dynamic RFD and swing cadence were calculated. Participants performed a single set of 12
repetitions with each kettlebell, with the middle 10 repetitions used for analysis. A custom program (Microsoft Excel,
Version 2012) was used to calculate peak force during each swing cycle of the set, with values manually assessed and
verified against the corresponding FTC. To obtain peak net force, system weight (body mass + kettlebell weight) was
subtracted from the square root of squared and summed data:

F# + E? + F? (F, = vertical force, Fy = horizontal forward force, Fx = medio-lateral force).

The back or bottom position of the swing was used as the start of each swing cycle. Dynamic RFD (N.s™") during
hip extension (propulsion) was calculated as the change in resultant GRF divided by elapsed time and normalised to
body mass (N. s'.kg!), with this reported as the mean of 10 swings. Cadence in swings per minute (SPM) was
calculated from the average time between peak force of hip extension in each swing cycle. Peak force was reported as
resultant force unless stated otherwise.

Statistical analyses

Descriptive statistics were reported for normally distributed continuous variables, with this data presented as mean
(SD). Normality was verified using histograms, normal Q-Q plots, boxplots to support the Shapiro-Wilk test. Where
the assumptions for the paired #-test were violated, the Wilcoxon signed rank test was used. Effect size was calculated
using Lenhard and Lenhard 7, reported as guedges and quantified as trivial, small, moderate, large, very large, and
extremely large where effect size < 0.20, 0.20 - 0.59, 0.60 - 1.19, 1.20 - 1.99, 2.0 - 3.99 and >4.0 respectively ®.
Statistical analyses were performed using SPSS (version 26.0; SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA), and p < 0.05 was used
to indicate statistical significance.

Results
Participant demographics are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Participant characteristics (N = 10)

Characteristic Males (n=5) Females (n = 5)
Age (years) 64.2 (2.2) 65.6 (1.1)
Height (cm) 175.1 (9.0)" 160.8 (5.0)
Weight (kg) 86.1(11.0) 70.0 (13.8)
BMI (kg/m?) 27.6 (1.0) 26.5 (5.6)

Data are expressed as mean (SD). * significantly greater than females

Mean changes in force profile pre- to post-training are shown in Table 2. Resultant peak force during kettlebell swings
did not significantly change with any kettlebell weight. There was a significant increase in the magnitude of forward
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force from 3% to 6% during swings with 8 kg, but a significant decrease in forward force from 7% to 4% with the 16
kg kettlebell, and no significant change during swings with 10, 12 or 14 kg. There were large significant improvements
in swing cadence with a mean increase of 3 SPM. A small increase in the RFD during swings with 12 kg was not
statistically significant. Moderate to large increases in resultant peak force during deadlifts were significant for 8 —24
kg but not statistically significant with 32 kg.

Table 2. Pre- and post-training force profiles for the kettlebell swing and deadlift.

Measure Pre-test Post-test MD 95% CI p-value SHedges
Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Swing — resultant peak force (N.kg)

8 kg 34(1.1) 3.9(0.9) 0.5 -0.2,1.2 0.137 0.44
10 kg 39(1.2) 3.9 (1.0) 0.0 -0.8,0.7 0.948 -0.02
12 kg 4.1(0.8) 4.1(1.1) 0.1 -0.6,0.7 0.844 0.05
14 kg 4.3 (1.0) 4414 01 -12,1.3 0.814 0.08
16 kg 4.3 (1.3) 4514 0.1 -1.3,1.5 0.797 0.09
Swing — cadence (SPM)

8 kg 35.7(2.1) 39.2 (2.3) 3.6 1.7,5.4 0.002 1.45
10 kg 35.6 (2.1) 38.4(2.3) 2.8 0.7,4.8 0.013 1.10
12 kg 34.7(2.4) 38.6 (1.9) 39 25,52 0.005 1.65
14 kg 354 (2.0) 38.9 (1.8) 3.5 1.5,5.5 0.006 1.60
16 kg 354 (1.9) 37.5(1.4) 2.1 0.0,4.2 0.053 0.96
Swing — forward force (A/V) %

8 kg 3.2 (1.0) 5.6(2.9) 24 0.04,4.7 0.047 0.89
10 kg 3.5(1.6) 5.0(2.9) 1.5 -0.3,3.3 0.097 0.53
12 kg 4.1 (2.0) 5.8(3.9) 1.7 -0.4,3.9 0.094 0.47
14 kg 5.73.1) 54(34) -02 29,24 0.820 -0.01
16 kg 6.6 (2.5) 43 (3.3) -2.3 -4.5,-0.1 0.046 -0.50
Swing — rate of force development (N.s™'.kg.")

12 kg 17.0 (3.7) 18.9 (4.9) 1.9 -1.0,4.1 0.178 0.40
Deadlift — resultant peak force (N.kg)

8 kg 2.6 (0.4) 3.6 (0.6) 1.0 0.5, 1.5 0.002 1.75
16 kg 2.8 (0.6) 3.6(0.7) 0.8 04,13 0.003 1.19
24 kg 2.9 (0.6) 3.6 (1.0) 0.7 0.1, 1.3 0.030 0.76
32 kg 3.5(04) 4.1(0.8) 0.6 -0.4,1.6 0.133 0.71

MD = Mean Difference, SD = standard deviation, greqees = unbiased estimate of Sconen, A/V = ratio of anterior
(forward) horizontal to vertical ground reaction force, SPM = swings per minute.
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Plots for paired data for resultant peak force, swing cadence, forward force, and RFD are shown in Figures 1 — 4, respectively, with each participant represented by connected data
points shown in blue. Plots for resultant peak force during deadlifts are shown in Fig 5. Large positive and negative changes in resultant peak force during swings are evident at each
kettlebell weight with negligible change in the mean for 10 — 16 kg (Fig 1). For swing cadence, 33 of 35 paired data sets show a positive change after training with moderate-to-large
change in the mean at each weight (Fig 2).
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Fig. 1: Change in resultant peak force during kettlebell swings (N.kg). ® = mean, A = individual change, A = mean change. Means displayed with 95% confidence interval (CI).
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Fig. 2: Change in kettlebell swing cadence (SPM = swings per minute). ¢ = mean, A = individual change, A = mean change. Means displayed with 95% CI.
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Paired data plots for forward force show a moderate mean increase for 8 kg swings, with an absolute difference less than 3%. There is a small increase in forward force for 10 and 12 kg

swings, a trivial change for 14 kg, and a small decrease in forward force for 16 kg (Fig 3). There is a small increase in mean RFD for 12 kg swings of less than 2 N.s"! kg."! which is
statistically non-significant (Fig 4).
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Paired data plots for kettlebell deadlifts show moderate-to-large increases in the mean peak ground reaction force for each weight, with a positive change in 29 or 33 paired data sets.
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Change in force-time curve profiles were largely unremarkable (all participant FTC profiles are available as supplementary data). The FTC profile of a proficient hardstyle
swing is characterised by a tall single narrow force peak closely followed by a second distinct force peak of smaller magnitude, with negligible change between 8 and 24
kg (. In this study, some of the participants’ post-training FTC profiles had become more similar to a proficient swing i.c., suggestive of an improvement in technique
(Fig. 6a). In some cases, however, the post-training FTC profile was less consistent with a proficient swing following training i.e., suggestive of a worsening of technique
(Fig 6b). In most cases, the post-training FTC profile showed negligible change. An apparent worsening of an FTC profile, however, was not indicative of a negative
change in force profile. For example, in one case where the FTC profile appeared to have worsened, RFD had increased by >30%.

Pre-training Post-training

Force (N)
Force (N)

Time (s) Time (s)

a. Change in force-time profile: improvement

Force (N)
Force (N)

Time (s) Time (s)

b. Change in force-time profile: worsening

Fig. 6: Change in kettlebell swing force-time curve profile pre- to post-training
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Change in the participant’s primary and secondary outcomes of the BELL trial are shown in Tables 3 and 4, for females and males respectively. All participants in the present study
had multiple significant improvements. During group training sessions (Monday, Wednesday, and Friday), participants in this study recorded 3779 £ 802 swings, 923 £ 251 cleans,
825 + 309 snatches and 744 + 178 deadlifts. Home-based training load volume was not recorded (Tue/Thur). Full details of the BELL trial intervention have been published
elsewhere .

Table 3. Individual change in outcome measures pre- to post-training - FEMALES

Participant 1 2 3 4 5

Attendance 91.7% 972% 972% 100 % 96.7 %

Compliance 91.7% 100 % 792% 100 % 100 %

Training load — group sessions ° 103,377 kg 71,586 kg 91,184 kg 128,014 kg 64,282 kg

Swings | cleans | snatches | deadlifts ° 3822|728 508 | 968 34011512578 | 745 38391770|303910 342311354 1145|747 2471|7161574|418

Variable Pre  Post A % Pre  Post A % Pre  Post A % Pre  Post A % Pre  Post A %

Grip strength (kg) right 23 27 4 174 20 26 6% 300 25 28 3 120 31 36 5% 16.1 22 22 0 0
lefi 27 29 2 74 20 25 5% 250 24 31 7 292 32 38 6¢ 188 22 24 2 9.1

Stair-climb time (s) 20 392 28 67| 545 499 46" 84| 430 383 42" 98 435 396 -39° 90| 510 476 34 67

5x floor transfer (s) 298 272 26 87| 418 436 1.8 431 283 352 69" 244/ 371 305 -66° -17.8] 470 501 3107 6.6

6-min walk distance (m) 636 695 59°¢ 93| 614 685 7' 116 644 667 23" 36 634 672 38" 60/ 593 659 66 111

30s Sit to Stand (reps) 20 24 4 200 15 19 4 267 22 24 2 9.1 17 21 4 235 11 13 2 182

Predicted 1RM (kg) 729 942 213" 292| 46.3 449 14 30| 455 696 241" 530| 1048 1199 151" 144 593 670 777 130

Knee extension —peak force N)  right 2759 3808 1049 380| 2100 2758 658" 314| 2986 2588 -39.7 -133| 2532 4152 1622 640 3548 4019 471" 133
lefi 2973 3774 80.0° 269 1875 2237 362" 193] 2181 2685 504" 23.1| 2669 3489 82.1° 30.7| 3492 380.1 309" 8.8

Hip extension —peak force (N) right 1482 160.1 119" 80| 1122 1113 09" 08 1122 1247 126" 112| 1268 1387 119 94| 1581 1459 -123 -77
left 1426 1810 384 269 1071 1343 272" 254 1235 1506 27.1" 219 141.1 1424 13 09| 1655 1740 85" 5.1

SE36 - health change (%) 50 100 50 100 50 50 50 100 100 100

DXA —ASM (kg) 181 185 038" 21| 146 152 064" 44| 142 157 1507 105 224 217 -062 28/ 170 190 200 118

DXA — sarcopenia index (kg/m?) 679 693 0.4 21 626 653 027 43| 522 577 055 105 882 857 -025 28 634 708 074 117

¢ excludes prescribed home-training sessions Tue/Thur

* magnitude of change falls within the 95% CI of the BELL trial results

&> minimum clinically important difference

*outside the bounds of the 95% CI of the BELL trial results

~ sarcopenic status reversed based on 2019 European Working Group on Sarcopenia in Older People threshold (ASM <15kg and sarcopenia index < 5.5 kg/m?)
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‘Table 4. Individual change in outcome measures pre- to post-training - MALES

Participant 6 7 8 9 10

Attendance 972 % 972% 94.4% 100 % 88.9%

Compliance 95.8 % 95.8% 100 % 100 % 87.5%

Training load — group sessions® 165,588 kg 107,088 kg 120,740 kg 150,750 kg 101,022 kg

Swings | cleans | snatches | deadlifts® 53891977873 1991 3381934957159 4634|1042 | 1043 | 767 411612191140 | 662 3316|981 1131|638

Variable Pre  Post A % Pre  Post A % Pre  Post A % Pre  Post A % Pre  Post A %

Grip strength (kg) right 45 49 4 8.9 42 52 10 238 32 41 9t 28.1 30 45  15% 50 35 44 9t 257
left 55 59 4 73 43 44 1 23 27 34 7% 259 26 40 14* 538 35 40 5% 143

Stair-climb time (s) 375 333 42" -112| 290 273 -1.77 59 410 403 07" -17] 325 293 32" 98/ 330 305 -25° -76

5x floor transfer (s) 344 287 57 -166] 270 283 13 48/ 293 230 -63° 215 253 255 02 08 318 270 -48 -151

6-min walk distance (m) 588 650 62"t 105 709 744 35* 49| 671 714 43" 64| 667 676 9 13 718 731 13 1.8

30s Sit to Stand (reps) 12 16 4 333 18 24 6 333 10 24 14 140 14 14 0 0 16 19 3 188

Predicted IRM (kg) 1051 1120 69 6.6/ 942 1093 1517 160[ 723 1123 400 553| 850 970 120° 141 726 843 1177 161

Knee extension —peak force (N)  right 3687 3848 16.1° 44| 3378 5359 1981 586| 3167 3947 780" 246 3392 3326 -66 -19| 4765 4021 -743 -15.6
lefi 2904 4516 1612 555 3246 4567 1321 407 3746 3601 -144 -39 3349 360.1 -144 -39 491.1 4527 -385 -78
Hip extension — peak force (N) right 1837 2040 203" 110/ 2377 2300 -7.7 33| 1705 1773 6.8 40 1606 1924 319 198 2322 2763 441 190

lefi 2166 1874 292 -135| 2016 2455 440 21.8) 1840 1950 11.1° 60| 1849 2086 2377 12.8| 2448 2728 280" 114
SF36 - health change 50 75 50 50 50 75 75 100 50 50
DXA - ASM (kg) 290 303 129 44 260 273 127 49| 186 191 052° 28/ 226 234 079" 35| 222 224 019" 0.8
DXA — sarcopenia index (kg/m2) 847 885 038 45 791 829 038 48/ 709 729 020 28| 757 783 026 34 734 741 007 1.0

¢ excludes prescribed home-training sessions Tue/Thur

* magnitude of change falls within the 95% CI of the BELL trial results
&> minimum clinically important difference

*outside the bounds of the 95% CI of the BELL trial results
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Discussion

The findings of this study show that 16-weeks of kettlebell training had minimal effect on improving the force
profile and FTC profile of a hardstyle kettlebell swing in novice older adults. Change in outcomes from the BELL
trial, however, show that significant improvements in health-related physical fitness were achieved without such
improvements. These findings indicate that, in contrast to the guidelines for prescribing resistance training for older
adults @), there may be cases when resistance training can still provide clinically important benefits even when
technique is not optimised, and without increasing risk of injury. Acquiring formal training in hardstyle practice is
still recommended for people training with kettlebells, but healthcare providers without such training might feel
encouraged that older adults are likely to see benefit from engaging in kettlebell training, irrespective of their technical
proficiency and the apparently limited capacity for swing Kinetics to be improved within a group-exercise setting.

Our proposition that kettlebell swings could be an effective therapeutic exercise for the management of
symptomatic knee osteoarthritis @ '9) appears to be supported by results of the BELL trial > however, the results of
this study indicate that symptoms can be improved independent of a change in peak GRF during swings. Over 60%
of the total treatment effect of non-nonsurgical interventions for knee osteoarthritis have been attributed to contextual
effects !V, although this may also not be true of exercise-based interventions. There is also evidence that personality
traits of the healthcare provider, specifically when low in neuroticism, might also significantly reduce the severity of
complaints associated with chronic diseases such as arthritis 12, This is consistent with the results of the BELL trial,
in which the instructor’s personality (low in neuroticism and volatility (!¥) was reported by the participants to have
been a major factor in their engagement ©. There is evidently more to the effective management of osteoarthritic knee
pain than changing kinetics. Kettlebell swings may be a helpful therapeutic intervention for managing knee
osteoarthritis, but they are unlikely to be a panacea when used in isolation.

The ballistic hardstyle swing is believed to increase hip extension power (9. In this study, the 11.2% increase in
RFD during swings was similar to the magnitude of change in isometric hip extension RFD reported in the BELL trial
@, It remains a feasible association although causation cannot be established from these data. The absence of a
significant change in lower limb power and only small changes in hip and knee extension RFD in the BELL trial,
suggest that kettlebell training may not be the most effective means of improving these qualities among older adults
for whom this measure is clinically important e.g., individuals at higher risk of falls. Analysis of paired data in this
study, shows large improvements for some participants in each of the kinetic measures, but negative changes for other
participants. Further investigation is required to identify the factors which lead to someone being a responder or non-
responder to kettlebell training. The association between swings, lower limb power, and falls risk, remains a valid
hypothesis and should be tested under fair conditions.

It was encouraging that mean post-training swing cadence was approaching the idealized 40 SPM reported in
hardstyle studies (! and which is typically seen in practice. An increase of almost 4 SPM with the 12 kg kettlebell is
sufficient to explain the small 2 N.s"".kg™! increase in RFD; however, it was unexpected that peak GRF did not also
increase. In proficient swings there is a very strong positive correlation with kettlebell weight and peak GRF O, thus
GRF had been expected to increase following training. A distinct movement strategy previously reported in novice
older adults of actively flexing the shoulders to ‘lift’ the bell during its’ upward trajectory ), appears to have persisted
throughout the intervention period for some of the participants in this study. It was expected that this too would have
diminished or been eliminated with training. Although it is easier to swing a heavier kettlebell upwards than to lift it,
the potential benefit for older adults performing swings with heavier kettlebells e.g., > 32 kg, remains unclear.
Additionally, the potential benefit for younger adults swinging very heavy kettlebells e.g., > 48 kg, is also unclear.
These results suggest that 3-4 months of group-based and online training is likely insufficient to improve the hardstyle
swing proficiency in novice older adults, and a more tailored approach would be required for significant improvements
to occur.
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The hardstyle kettlebell swing is a ballistic exercise of the lower limbs. Force acting on the kettlebell is transmitted
through a stiffened trunk and straight but relaxed upper limbs. It could be argued that greater upper body activity to
‘lift” the bell, the factors which hardstyle training seeks to reduce or eliminate, could be beneficial in some cases.
Older adults need to be able to bend, carry, and lift objects during activities of daily living (ADLs). Typically, these
tasks, such as lifting a heavy basket of washing from the floor, would not be performed rapidly, thus it could be argued
that the ideal hardstyle swing may provide less carryover to ADLs for older adults. In this instance, emphasising a
‘lifting” pattern during a kettlebell swing may provide greater carryover to ADLs. What McGill and Marshall (5
describe as “street wisdom”, suggests that a large proportion of ground reaction force during a hardstyle swing is said
to be in the forward horizontal direction. This belief is inconsistent with the data (319, It was surprising that the
magnitude of forward force only significantly increased with the lightest kettlebell and decreased with the 16 kg
kettlebell. It remains unclear whether there is any benefit in trying to increase the magnitude of horizontal force during
a hardstyle swing.

It is likely that the participant’s swing proficiency could have been improved under different training conditions.
Due to the limitations of a group-based design and the large variation in physical capacity within the participants of
the BELL trial, accumulation of training load volume was prioritised ahead of technique. As a result, participants
received less instruction on technique than would typically be seen in hardstyle practice. Nonetheless, given the
instruction that was provided, daily training, and the high number of repetitions performed over a four-month training
period, noticeable improvements in FTC profiles had been expected. The FTC profile of a proficient hardstyle swing
is characterised by a tall single narrow force peak closely followed by a second distinct force peak of smaller
magnitude, with negligible change between 8 and 24 kg (V. Using FTC profiles as a proxy for hardstyle swing
technique, it was surprising, although consistent with the kinetic data, that most participant’s FTC profiles did not
show more of the characteristics of a profile swing profile. This provides further evidence that the potential effect or
benefits of the hardstyle swing might be achievable without improvement in technique.

Progressive resistance training improves leg extensor strength with moderate to large effect in older adults (7.
Contrary however to the claims that the hardstyle kettlebell swing increases lower limb power (¥, a recent meta-
regression shows that explosive movements may be no better than strength training for improving RFD in older adults
U8), The reported effect of resistance training on improvements in RFD is 14.4 — 35.5%. Following the BELL trial
intervention, change in hip extension RFD was 6.7 — 12.7%, and knee extension slightly higher at 17.4 — 19.1% @,
both findings below the expected mean of 26.7% from random effects modelling of previous studies !®. The trivial
to small changes in RFD reported in the BELL trial did not however translate to a significant change in relative lower
limb power measured during sit-to-stand performance, or absolute lower limb power expressed as vertical jump height
@, There was however a significant 23% increase in the number of 30-second sit-to-stand repetitions; a similar effect
to that reported in a meta-analysis of jump training in older adults ). Distinct kinematic differences between novice
and expert hardstyle swing have previously been reported (", thus proficiency must be considered when interpreting
data from novices. As such, these findings are only weak evidence that the hardstyle swing has negligible or no effect
on improving lower limb power.

Large significant increases in peak ground reaction force during deadlifts were unsurprising. Participants reported
feeling stronger and more confident lifting heavy objects following training ), which is sufficient to explain the
observed change in this study. Increased confidence and decreased hesitancy in initiating movement could account
for an increased rate of acceleration of the bell being lifted from the ground. A large recent meta-analysis of exercise
training on handgrip strength in healthy community-dwelling older adults over 60 years of age, showed only a small
pooled transfer effect of 0.28 (SMD) @9, This limited effect was explained by a lack of specificity and insufficient
training volume (training sessions too infrequent and duration too short). The mean difference in the BELL trial was
larger than all of the 24 studies included in the meta-analysis by Labott et al @?., The reported effect from meta-analysis
of resistance training on improvements in muscle strength was 13.7 —23.3% (%), In the BELL trial, the effect on 1RM
was an improvement of 23.3% @, These results show that kettlebell training has a considerably larger effect on grip
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strength than other exercise programs typically prescribed for older adults, and improvements in 1RM from kettlebell
training can be expected to meet or exceed those of any other form of community-based resistance training program
for older adults.

Results of the BELL trial show a strong positive correlation in external training load volume and arbitrary training
units over time @, with all participants recording a “very hard” or “maximal effort” sSRPE on the final day of the
intervention. Although training volume remained high, participants did not have access to heavy kettlebells after the
transition to home-only training at the end of week six. In addition, the rate of supervision dropped from 60% to 26%
due to COVID-19 restrictions which prevented continuation of face-to-face training. As supervision and intensity both
significantly affect outcomes ! 22, it is likely that greater improvements could have been achieved. Additionally, a
group-exercise format was not an ideal fit for some of the participants with the highest and lowest physical capacity,
with smaller class sizes recommended ®. Furthermore, individually tailored programs are also likely to facilitate better
clinical outcomes in some cases ©. Group-based training provides psychosocial benefits and fosters high rates of
engagement; thus, program design and delivery is an important consideration in meeting the diverse needs of older
adults.

Limitations

This study is not without limitations. Firstly, participants >70 years of age were excluded from the study. Results
from a sample size of 5 females and 5 males therefore may not be an accurate representation of effects for all
participants in the BELL trial. Secondly, participants are otherwise healthy older adults. Results should not be
generalised to different populations without due consideration. Thirdly, rate of force development should be
interpreted with caution. In the absence of concurrent video analysis, calculation of RFD from force-plate data is
subject to interpretation and reduces reliability. Finally, ground reaction data from hardstyle swings cannot be
generalised to the double knee-bend swing (kettlebell Sport) or overhead (American) swing which are kinematically
different @329, Given that differences in force profile during the hardstyle swing have previously been attributed to
technique, these findings should not be used as evidence that technique is not important or does not influence
outcomes, as the findings of this study might be explained by the group-based study design rather than the mode of
exercise. For some populations, in some cases, it may be more beneficial for the individual to simply accrue training
load instead of prioritising adopting all the tenants of hardstyle swing technique. A proficient swing can be determined
from an FTC profile, but the utility of these in clinical practice is unclear and likely of little benefit to healthcare
providers. Motion analysis, either by visual observation or by slow motion video capture, remains the best means for
trainers and coaches to assess swing proficiency, and a helpful tool for providing instruction.

Conclusion

In conclusion, moderate to high-intensity group-exercise using hardstyle kettlebell training can promote healthy
aging in older adults, however these benefits appear not to be dependent upon an ideal swing technique. Negligible
improvement in swing performance was observed following a four-month program of training five days a week.
Insufficiently active older adults can attain the health benefits of kettlebell training despite their swing technique rather
than because of it, with little evidence that striving to optimise technique will provide additional benefit for the
outcomes which are clinically important or meaningful. Further research is warranted to investigate the effects of
kettlebell training with older adults using single case experimental designs, to address individual needs and better
understand the relationships between hardstyle techniques and clinical outcomes of interest.
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