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ABSTRACT:  

Objectives: Neck injuries and concussion commonly occur in the sport of Rugby Union. This study 

analyses the current practices of medical staff in assessment of the neck and proposes a new 

position-specific method using a commercially available setup for the assessment of neck strength.  

Methods: A survey was employed and distributed to 40 Premiership and Championship Rugby Union 

clubs. Thirty-eight University students (18 males and 20 females) were tested on two occasions at 

least 72hrs apart to determine reliability and 131 elite Rugby Union players (forwards n = 82, backs n 

= 49) were tested on a single occasion. Isometric neck strength was measured using a commercially 

available rig and digital load cell, for flexion (Flex), extension (Ext), left side flexion (LSF) and right-

side flexion (RSF). Peak of three trials for each position was used for statistical analysis.  

Results: Survey findings indicated no standard practice used in the assessment of the neck across 

the professional teams. Intra-rater reliability interclass correlation values > 0.924 when using peak 

neck strength across all directions, thus indicating excellent reliability. Forwards recorded 

significantly greater absolute values for cervical spine strength across all directions (p < 0.01) 

however, relative values showed no significant difference between players (p > 0.05)  

Conclusion: The results show that the commercially available rig and digital load cell are a reliable 

tool for the assessment of isometric strength of the cervical spine and provide reference values for 

healthy males as well as elite Rugby Union forwards and backs.  
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INTRODUCTION: 

Rugby union (rugby) has one of the highest occurrences of reported match and training 

injuries among contact sports (92/1000 hours,[1, 2] and a growing prevalence of concussion,[2]. 

The contact situations that characterise rugby carry significant risk of neck damage,[3]. The 

tackle situation is responsible for the greatest incidence of neck injuries during a match,[4-6].  A 

recommendation to reduce this injury burden is to strengthen the neck muscles to enable players to 

dissipate energy from the forces of collisions,[7-11]. 

 

Measurements of neck strength do exist in the literature,[8, 12, 13] however, these capacity 

tests have utilised different modes of assessment,[1]. Previous research,[13]  has relied on a custom-

built fixed frame which was constructed by the authors in order to generate reliable data sets from 

the load cells. To date all research into neck strength has also utilised differing start positions thus 

the results are specific to the research setting but not generalisable to the rugby population. 

After adjusting for gender and sport,[7] overall neck strength remained a significant predictor of 

concussion (p = 0.004). Nevertheless homogenous literature on screening and strengthening 

protocols for the neck is scarce with only four studies being identified where specific neck 

strengthening protocols were tested in relation to rugby injuries,[11, 14-16]. There is no 

homogeneous data in the published literature of normative values for neck strength in rugby 

players. 

The aims of this project were to: explore the methods employed in professional rugby to 

measure neck strength; determine if neck strength can be reliably tested in a simulated contact 

position using a commercially available rig and gather data on neck strength in professional rugby 

players 

 

 

METHODS: 

A survey was employed via the online survey platform JISC,[17]. The sample frame was 

the head of medical services at 40 professional and semi-professional rugby clubs. Questions were 

designed around key areas incorporating current practice in screening for neck strength and 

provision of neck strengthening exercise programmes. Questionnaire data was 

analysed descriptively. 

 

Reliability Study: 
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Sample size for the estimation of intra-rater reliability of this testing methodology was based 

on the methods described by Walter and colleagues,[18]. For the values ρo = 0.5, ρ = 0.8, α = 0.05 

and β = 0.02, a total target sample size of 18 participants with a 20 % loss to follow up was 

necessary. A double-session repeated measures intra-rater reliability study was performed on 38 (18 

males and 20 females) recreational healthy adults, recruited by word of mouth. All participants were 

physically active, had no current neck pain or pathology and were excluded if reported any previous 

neck injury.  Each participant visited the laboratory on two separate occasions, separated by at least 

72 hours. Upon arrival the participant’s body mass (kg), height (cm), and neck circumference (cm) 

were measured. Neck circumference was measured,[8] and each participant completed a 

standardised warm up which consisted of a static isometric contraction into flexion, extension, right 

and left side flexion at 80 % maximum voluntary contraction (MVC) against their own hand 3 x 5 

seconds whilst standing. The study was approved by the Coventry University Human Research Ethics 

Committee and before testing participants read and signed an informed consent form.   

 

 

Testing procedure:  

 The instruments used in this study included a commercially available ForceFrame™ (Vald 

Performance, Australia). It comprises an adjustable rig fitted with four independent and adjustable 

uniaxial load cells. The participants were required to perform three MVC’s in flexion (Flex), extension 

(Ext), left side flexion (LSF) and right-side flexion (RSF) in a computer-generated randomised order 

with a 60-second rest between each test.  All movements were performed from a standardised 

quadruped position with the head in contact with the load cell on the ForceFrame ™ and hands were 

perpendicularly below the shoulder with the scapulae retracted to set the upper quadrant. Elbows 

remained extended, with the hips and knees at 90 degrees (Figure 1). The load cell was in contact 

with the frontal bone just above the eyebrows for Flex, the occiput for Ext and the temporal bone 

just above the superior aspect of the helix of the ear for LSF and RSF. Once the participant 

had assumed the set position, they performed a familiarisation trial at 50 % of MVC. The participant 

was instructed to inhale/exhale and then push hard (approximately 3 seconds),[19] verbal 

encouragement was provided during each MVC,[19, 20]. Three isometric MVC’s were performed for 

each direction Flex, Ext, LSF and RSF in a randomly determined order.  

 

 

[INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE] 
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Following the reliability study, the same protocol was used to collect data from 

131 professional rugby players from one National team, two Premiership clubs and one 

Championship club. All testing was carried out indoors at the clubs training facility at least two 

days post-match and never following a full contact or scrummaging training session.  Players were 

assigned to either the forwards or back unit group based on their playing position.   

 

Patient and Public Involvement statement: 

 We did not directly include PPI in this study, but patients and public were invited to 

comment on study design.  

 

Data Analysis:   

Force data from the ForceFrame™ were transferred to a personal computer at 50 Hz 

through a USB connection using custom made software (ForceFrame™, VALD Performance, 

Australia). The peak and average force for Flex, Ext, LSF and RSF was determined automatically 

through the ForceFrame™ software and expressed as absolute (N) and relative values (N.kg-1).  

Data analysis was performed with SPSS version (25) (IBM Corp, Armonk, New York, USA) for all 

statistical analyses. The peak isometric force from each trial was used for statistical analysis. If the 

peak force recorded was greater than three SD’s of the mean, the trial was excluded from the 

analysis. To determine the relative reliability of the measures, interclass correlation coefficients 

(ICCs) were calculated, using the ICC (3,1) for the isometric force values from the three trials for each 

of the four directions. The ICCs were evaluated using the following criterion measures: poor ICC, 

0.50, moderate 0.50, ICC, 0.70, good 0.70, ICC, 0.90, and excellent ICC > 0.90,[21, 22]. Absolute 

reliability was determined using the standard error of measurement (SEM) by calculating the square 

root of the within-subject variance [21, 23] while the minimal detectable change (MDC) was 

determined using the formula MDC = 1.96 * √2 * SEM,[21] 

 

A general linear model of variance was performed to investigate group differences in neck 

isometric strength for relative and normalised values. The independent variable was group (Males vs 

Forwards vs Back) and the dependent variables were isometric strength for Flex, Ext, LSF, RSF and 

total isometric,[24] neck strength as well as the following ratios: F:E and LSF:RSF. Where differences 

were noted in ANOVA, pairwise comparisons (Bonferroni adjusted) were employed to identify where 

the significant differences occurred. Effect size for the ANOVA statistics was estimated using partial 

Eta squared (Sp
2
) for analysis of variance according to,[25]. Pearson product moment correlation 

coefficients were determined among anthropometric variables and isometric strength scores. An 

alpha level of 0.05 was set a priori.  
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RESULTS. 

Descriptive results from the questionnaire are shown in Figure 2.  

 

[INSERT FIGURE 2 HERE] 

  

  

The anthropometric data of the participants is presented in Table 1. There were statistically 

significant differences across all groups for mass (F (2,147)  = 22.66, p = < 0.001, Sp2 0.23), Height (F 

(2,147) = 129.16, p = < 0.001, Sp2 0.64) and neck girth (F (2,147) = 67.29 p = < 0.001, Sp2 0.45) Bonferroni 

post hoc analysis indicating a significant difference across male and forwards and forwards and 

backs for mass (p = < 0.001), with similar differences reported for height and neck girth between 

males and backs (Table 1). Descriptive statistics for intra-rater test for each direction are presented 

in Table 2. The group measure of ICC for Flex, Ext, RSF, and LSF were all excellent and ranged in 

value from 0.90 to 0.98. The highest SEM was achieved for Ext (43.09 N), indicating the highest level 

of variability in the four measured directions, whereas RSF was the lowest (5.23 N). When the MDC 

was compared with the overall mean for each, (Table 2) changes greater than 43.09 N for Ext, 25.67 

N for Flex, 25.39 N for LSF, and 25.84 N for RSF would be required to indicate that a significant 

change had occurred in cervical spine strength (Table 2). 
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Table 1. Mean ± SD’s of demographic data   

 

  Reliability Group (n=38)  Rugby Players (n=131)  

  Males (n=18)      Females (n=20)  Forwards (n=82)  

  

Backs (n=49)  

  

Age  22.74 ± 4.66 23.84 ± 8.17 24.11 ± 4.42 25.38 ± 4.48 

Mass (kg)  86.53 ± 11.58
a
  64.98 ± 12.92  113.75 ± 8.48

a c
  91.55 ± 8.96 

b c
  

Height 

(cm)   

180.15 ± 7.90 
a b 

165.80 ± 6.25   188.68 ±
a 

182.45 ± 5.12 
b 

Neck Girth 

(cm)  

40.65 ± 2.16 
a b 

33.85 ± 2.20  46.33 ± 2.88 
a  

41.98 ± 1.96 
a 

 
a 

Denotes a significant difference between males and forwards p < 0.001 

b
 Denotes a significant difference between males and backs p < 0.001 

c 
Denotes a significant difference between forwards and backs p < 0.001

 

 

 

Table 2. Intra-rater reliability ICCs, SEMs and MDCs for peak neck strength values.  

Test 

Position   

Test 1 (N)  Test 2 (N)  ICC  SEM  (N) MDC95  (N) 

Extension  185.83 ± 85.56  192.14 ± 77.84  0.960 (0.922 – 0.979)  9.28  25.73  

Flexion  169.56 ± 59.35  175.79 ± 56.45  0.979 (0.960 – 0.986)  6.53  18.10  

Left Side 

Flexion  

117.53 ± 50.96  130.91 ± 47.95  0.924 (0.662 – 0.972)  5.62  15.58  

Right Side 

Flexion  

117.62 ± 48.10  125.34 ± 44.00  0.953 (0.662 – 0.972)  5.23  14.50  

 

Abbreviations ICC = interclass correlation coefficient; SEM = standard error of measurement; MDC = 

minimal detectable change. 
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Table 3 Isometric cervical spine strength values for males, forwards and backs  

  Control Group (n=18) Forwards (n=80)  Backs (n=49)  

Test Position   Absolute  

Peak Force 

 (N) 

Relative 

Peak Force 

(N.kg
-1

)  

Absolute  

Peak Force    

(N) 

Relative  

Peak Force  

(N.kg
-1

)  

Absolute  

Peak Force  

 (N) 

Relative Peak 

Force 

 (N.kg
-1

)  

Flexion  218.75 ± 40.78
a b

 2.57 ± 0.58 
a b

 338.37 ± 71.91
a c

  2.98 ± 0.60 
a
 284.33 ± 45.94 

b c 
3.11 ± 0.47 

b
 

Extension  250.55 ± 71.35
 a b

 2.92 ± 0.80 
a b 

 443.45 ± 76.85 
a c

  3.90 ± 0.59 
a
 335.20 ± 66.08 

b c 
3.66 ± 0.61 

b
 

F:E  0.93 ± 0.28 
a b  0.77 ± 0.15 

a 
 0.87 ± 0.17 

b 
 

LSF  151.65 ± 50.65 
a b

 1.72 ± 0.61 
a b

 305.18 ± 72.06  
a c 

2.68 ± 0.59 
a
 228.76 ± 49.15 

b c 
2.50 ± 0.48 

b
 

RSF  150.57 ± 45.03
 a b

 1.76 ± 0.54 
a b 

 309.48 ± 69.22 
a c 2.72 ± 0.57 

a
 226.94 ± 41.43 

b c 
2.49 ± 0.42 

b
 

LSF:RSF  1.01 ± 0.16  1.02 ± 0.14 
 

 1.01 ± 0.12   

Total Isometric 

Strength  
771.52 ± 180.09 

a b
 8.98 ± 2.19 

a b 
 1396.48 ± 238.39 

a c
  12.28 ± 1.88 

a 

 

1075.23 ± 163.90 
b c 

11.79 ± 1.48 
b
 

  
a 

 Denotes a significant difference between males and forwards p <0 .001 

b  
Denotes a significant difference between males and backs p < 0.001 

c 
Denotes a significant difference between forwards and backs p < 0.001 
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 There were statistically significant differences across all groups for absolute peak values; 

Flex (F (2,147)  = 35.01, p  < 0.001, #p
2
0.31), Ext (F (2,147) = 71.9, p  < 0.001, #p

2 
0.49), LSF (F (2,147) = 59.15, 

p  < 0.001, #p
2 

0.44), RSF (F (2,147) = 71.73, p  < 0.001, #p
2 

0.49) and total isometric strength (F (2,147) = 

87.30, p  < 0.001, #p
2 

0.54)  Bonferroni post hoc analysis indicated a significant difference across all 

groups for Flex, Ext, LSF, RSF and total isometric strength (p < 0.001) (Table 3). The ratio values 

showed a statistically significant difference between groups for F: E (F (2,147) = 8.40, p < 0.001, #p
2 

0.10) with post hoc analysis showing no difference between backs and males (p => 0.05). There was 

no significant difference reported for the ratio LSF: RSF (F (2,147) = 8.27, p = 0.439, #p
2 

0.01) (Table 3).  

There were statistically significant differences across groups for relative peak force values; Flex, (F 

(2,147) = 6.79, p = 0.002, #p
2 

0.08) Ext (F (2,147) = 19.39, p < 0.001, #p
2 

0.21), LSF (F (2,147) = 23.52, p < 

0.001, #p
2 

0.24) and RSF (F (2,147) = 26.61, p < 0.001, #p
2 

0.27). Bonferroni post hoc analysis indicated 

that there were statistically significant differences between male group and the forwards and backs 

(p < 0.05), with no significant differences between the forwards and backs (p > 0.05) (Table 3).  

 

DISCUSSION: 

This study set out to establish the current practices being used for the assessment and 

management of the neck in professional rugby clubs. This has not previously been reported in the 

literature thus making this a novel piece of research. The importance of a strong neck for rugby had 

been previously stated but not yet defined,[26]. The questionnaire revealed that no standardised 

method of neck strength assessment is being adopted (Figure 2, c) and a variety of modes of 

strengthening are utilised (Figure 2, d). Neck strength has been shown to change throughout a 

season therefore measuring it only once pre-season (Figure 2, b) requires consideration,[27]. The 

most popular mode of exercise was isometric (Figure 2, d) despite a lack of evidence supporting an 

improvement in dynamic strength,[28]. The initial survey identified the need for a valid and reliable 

accessible method for the measurements of neck strength and the development of a consensus of 

what constitutes a strong neck in rugby.  

 

This study demonstrated that our novel isometric neck strength measurement protocol, 

simulating a rugby contact posture, achieved excellent reliability results in line with those previously 

reported,[29] for abductor strength using the commercially available ForceFrame
TM

 and digital force 

gauge (Vald Performance Australia). The study incorporated a standardised neck strength testing 

protocol and frame setup. The protocol can easily be replicated and provided intra-rater reliability 

with ICC values ranging from (0.924 -0.979) when using peak cervical strength values. The intra-rater 
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reliability results are similar to other neck strength studies that have utilised a custom made rig and 

commercially available digital force gauges 0.901-0.972 and 0.958 - 0.990 respectively,[30]. Previous 

studies that have used various techniques and devices have also reported excellent reliability for 

intra-rater ICC’s ranging between 0.930 -0.990 [31] and 0.940-0.990,[32].  

 

Most previous studies investigating neck strength have conducted testing in a seated 

position with the torso restrained,[33, 34]. Trunk stabilisation is reported,[13] to be essential for 

reliable and valid neck strength measurements,[34], however trunk stabilisation limits construct 

validity and the functional relevance of the strength measures,[13]. In this study the trunk was 

stabilised through the retraction of the scapulae and the horizontal body position with the elbow 

extended perpendicular to the shoulders and 90
o 

hip and knee flexion. A previous study,[13] used a 

similar body position, but with the trunk supported on a bench. The absolute values reported for the 

control group (Table 3) in the current study were 23 – 83 N stronger than those reported in a similar 

population,[19] but regardless of the strength differences the patterns reported for each movement 

direction were similar.  

 

To determine the clinical significance of the obtained differences absolute reliability scores 

(SEM) were calculated for each direction (Ext: 9.28 N, Flex: 6.53 N, RSF: 5.23 N and LSF: 5.62 N), 

indicating the standard deviation expected in peak force values when repeatedly testing an 

individual,[35]. Previous work examining SEM values for cervical musculature in a simulated contact 

position,[19] reported values of below 19 N indicated small variation in these values. This study 

reported values considerably below these values. The reporting of the MDC has particular 

importance when assessing changes in interventions or for day to day clinical decisions. In this study 

for the control group a change greater than 5.73 N for Ext, 18.10 N for Flex, 15.58 N for LSF and 

14.50 N for RSF classed as a MDC.    

 

 Rugby players were assigned to a forwards and back unit based on playing position. The 

results of this study indicate that the isometric neck strength profile of the rugby players significantly 

(p < 0.001) exceeds that of the general population (Table 3) in line with previous research,[12]. 

Considering the physical nature of the sport this is not surprising but reflects the importance for 

rugby players to possess strength in this region of the body. A significant difference (p < 0.001) was 

observed in the absolute isometric neck strength values across all measured planes of motion of the 

forwards and backs (Table 3). The forwards are expected to have significantly greater extension 

strength due to the positional demands of scrummaging, rucking and mauling and the angle of force 
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application in the vertical plane requiring stability achieved through strong neck extension,[34]. 

There is also large transverse and horizontal force in the binding between the front row and second 

row players,[34].  

 

The values for neck extension in this study for forwards and backs (443.45 ±76.85 N vs 

335.20 ± 66.08 N), are lower than previous values reported (637.10 ± 75.15 N vs 537.87 ± 82.25 N) 

on rugby players,[12]. The same profile of results was similar for the other movement directions. 

These results may be lower due to the differences in testing set-up: in the previous study 

participants were seated and required to resist a force applied by the tester whereas this study 

measured the athlete’s capacity to generate force which would provide a more suitable clinical 

assessment and safer test for the neck, allowing for earlier testing in the recovery process post injury 

than the aforementioned test,[12].   

 

The ratio values of the forwards and backs for F:E (0.77± 0.15 vs 0.87 ± 0.17) were also 

higher than the previous values reported on rugby players,[12] perhaps due to the increased 

importance placed on neck strength and its relationship with concussion, which is the most 

frequently occurring injury in the professional game,[36].  Further research is required to 

understand the importance of the ratio of F:E and LSF:RSF rather than simply neck strength. A 

previous study,[4] highlighted that an average of 456.8 contact situations occur per game with the 

tackle being the most common (2212 events per game) followed by rucks (142 events per game). 

The tackle is the most injurious event that takes place in rugby accounting for between 40 – 60 % of 

all match injuries,[36, 37] with head injuries occurring most frequently during front on and high 

tackles. Increases in neck strength are related to reductions in head accelerations during the tackle 

situation in rugby union players,[38] who concluded that increasing neck strength may reduce 

concussion risk in contact sports. The ratio values for LSF:RSF (1.02 ± 0.14 vs 1.01 ± 0.12) are in line 

with those previous published,[12]. Greater neck strength and anticipatory muscle activation are 

associated with an attenuated response to impulsive force(s) acting on the athletes head,[9, 39]. 

Associated head impacts in rugby occur in all directions and there is evidence to suggest that coronal 

plane lateral flexion may be more injurious than head motion primarily involving sagittal plane 

flexion and extension,[40]. The neck musculature plays a protective role in controlling the dynamic 

head response to trauma during contact situations and co-contraction should increase the necks 

ability to generate stiffness and therefore to resist head motion due to external forces,[9].  
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Low neck strength is a potentially a modifiable risk factor that may contribute to the 

elevated risk of concussion,[9]. Stronger muscles are not only capable of generating greater absolute 

force values, but have a greater cross-sectional area, greater tensile stiffness at a given activation 

level and generate torque more rapidly than weaker muscles,[41]. Having lower levels of strength 

may be a disadvantage regarding controlling the head’s response during an impact because of lower 

tensile stiffness to resist cervical muscle stretch,[9]. When the cervical spine strength scores are 

considered as relative values of body mass (kg) (Table 3) then the results show that there is no 

significant difference between the forwards and the backs (p > 0.05). Indicating the importance of 

implementing a monitoring programme for all players and therefore determining positional specific 

values.   

A limitation of the current study is that data was collected during the first quarter of the 

season. Ideally the players would be measured pre-season and then at intervals during the season. 

Future research should consider investigating the differences in each playing position rather than 

considering forwards and backs as independent groups.   

 

 CONCLUSION: 

This new protocol and strength testing rig (ForceFrame™) can be used to identify individuals 

that may be at greater risk of injury due to neck strength limitations and can be used to inform gym 

programmes. This new protocol allows a player centred approach to the assessment and 

management of the neck throughout a season. Incorporating this measurement protocol in a club 

setting would allow for the assessment of the association between neck strength and concussion. 
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Figure 1. Simulated test position adopted for the assessment of neck strength in the ForceFrame™ 

testing rig.  
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Figure 2. a; The number of respondents from across rugby, b; When premiership rugby clubs 

measure neck strength, c; The equipment premiership rugby clubs use to measure neck strength and 

d; The modes of exercise used by premiership rugby clubs.  

 

Abbreviations; HDD = Handheld Dynamometer; DG = Chatillion DG series SS-DG-0210; RTP = Return to Play, 

Prog = programme 
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