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Abstract: 1 

Shoulder pain and pathology are extremely common for individuals with spinal cord injuries (SCI) who 2 

use manual wheelchairs (MWC). Although risky humeral kinematics have been measured during 3 

wheelchair-based activities performed in the lab, little is known about arm kinematics in the free-living 4 

environment. The purpose of this study was to measure the humeral elevation workspace throughout a 5 

typical day for individuals with SCI who use a MWC and matched able-bodied controls. Thirty-four 6 

individuals with SCI who use a MWC (42.7±12.7 years of age, 28 males/6 females, C6-L1) and 34 age-7 

and sex-matched controls were enrolled. Participants wore three inertial measurement units (IMU) on 8 

their upper arms and torso for one to two days. Humeral elevation angles were estimated and the 9 

percentage of time individuals spent in five elevation bins (0-30°, 30-60°, 60-90°, 90-120°, and 120-180°) 10 

were calculated. For both arms, the SCI cohort spent a significantly lower percentage of the day in 0-30° 11 

of humeral elevation (Dominant: SCI= 15.7±12.6%, Control= 32.1±15.6%, p<0.0001; Non-Dominant: 12 

SCI= 21.9±17.8%, Control= 34.3±15.5%, p=0.001) and a significantly higher percentage of time in 13 

elevations associated with tendon compression (30-60° of humeral elevation, Dominant: SCI= 14 

62.8±14.4%, Control= 49.9.1±13.0%, p<0.0001; Non-Dominant: SCI= 58.8±14.9%, Control= 15 

48.3±13.6%, p=0.003) than controls. The increased percentage of time individuals with SCI spent in 16 

elevations associated with tendon compression may contribute to increased shoulder pathology. 17 

Characterizing the humeral elevation workspace utilized throughout a typical day may help in 18 

understanding the increased prevalence of shoulder pain and pathology in individuals with SCI who use 19 

MWCs.    20 
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Introduction 21 

 Shoulder pain is the most common site of musculoskeletal pain in adults with spinal cord injuries 22 

(SCI) who use manual wheelchairs (MWC) and its existence can significantly limit a person’s functional 23 

abilities (1). Shoulder pain is reported in 37-70% of individuals with SCI who use a MWC (2-7). This 24 

differs vastly from the 2.9% of the general able-bodied population who experience shoulder pain (8).  25 

Although shoulder pain can develop any time after SCI, it is most commonly developed within the first 26 

five years (9) and often lasts longer than one year (3). Of the MWC users who experience pain, up to 93% 27 

have pathological signs on MRI (10), most commonly in the supraspinatus tendon (11).  28 

In general, non-traumatic supraspinatus tendon tears in the shoulder have been thought to be 29 

caused by a combination of intrinsic and extrinsic factors (12). However, these effects can be exacerbated 30 

by overuse (13). One extrinsic factor is the narrowing of the subacromial space which causes compression 31 

of the supraspinatus tendons under the coracoacomial arch, and is hypothesized to lead to increased 32 

tendon pathology and pain (14, 15). Individualized musculoskeletal models utilizing MRI have estimated 33 

the risk of supraspinatus tendon compression through various humeral planes and elevations (16). The 34 

magnitude of glenohumeral elevation was the greatest kinematic predictor of tendon compression risk, 35 

followed by the specific plane of elevation. Results showed the supraspinatus tendon had the greatest risk 36 

of compression at humerothoracic elevations angles between 30-60° (15). Biplane fluoroscopic imaging 37 

of the shoulder joint during dynamic motion has shown similar results and demonstrated that at higher 38 

humeral elevations, as the humeral head rotates posteriorly, the supraspinatus tendon may no longer be 39 

under the coracoacromial arch, therefore, not at risk of compression (17). Understanding where tendon 40 

compression risk occurs can provide insights when interpreting the humeral elevation workspace of 41 

activities of daily living.  42 

MWC propulsion, transfers, and other wheelchair-based activities of daily living have been 43 

investigated in laboratory environments to characterize the upper extremity kinematics that pose a risk for 44 
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shoulder tendon compression (18-20). Although in-laboratory data provide accurate quantifications of 45 

how MWC users utilize their arms to complete specific activities, it is unable to quantify the exposure to 46 

potentially risky postures in daily-living. To understand the daily exposure to risky shoulder motion, 47 

inertial measurement units (IMUs) can be used to measure the angular velocity and acceleration of body 48 

segments throughout an entire day in environments of daily living. IMU-based methods for quantifying 49 

shoulder movement show good agreement with position-based motion capture  and have been used to 50 

quantify shoulder elevation angles; however a limited number of studies have applied these methods to 51 

free-living full-day collections  (21-26). To the best of our knowledge no study has utilized these methods 52 

to understand the humeral elevation workspace of MWC users throughout an entire day. 53 

The purpose of this study was to use IMUs to measure the humeral elevation workspace 54 

throughout a typical day for individuals with SCI who use a MWC and compare it to matched able-bodied 55 

controls. Comparison to controls allows for understanding of how humeral elevation exposure during 56 

daily life differs when the option to use the lower extremities for weight bearing and mobility is removed. 57 

This study also aimed to understand the effects of years of MWC use, pain, sex, and level of SCI on the 58 

humeral elevation workspace. Due to the increased prevalence of shoulder pain and pathology in MWC 59 

users compared to able-bodied controls (11) and the potential role that humeral elevation has on shoulder 60 

tendon compression (15), we hypothesized that  MWC users would utilize a different humeral elevation 61 

workspace than able-bodied adults.  Specifically, we hypothesized individuals with SCI would spend a 62 

higher percentage of time at elevation angles associated with tendon compression risk. Understanding the 63 

humeral elevation workspace of individuals with SCI may contribute to understanding why increased 64 

levels of shoulder pain and pathology occur for this population.   65 

Methods 66 

Participant Enrollment 67 
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This study was approved by the Mayo Clinic Institutional Review Board. Individuals with an SCI 68 

who used a MWC as their main mode of mobility were recruited through querying medical records and 69 

care providers of local clinics. Sex- and age- (±2.5 years) matched able-bodied controls were recruited 70 

through email distribution lists and classified ads. Participants for both cohorts were considered for 71 

inclusion in the study if they were between 18-70 years of age and had functional range of motion at both 72 

shoulders. Functional range of motion was defined as active humeral thoracic flexion, abduction of at 73 

least 150° and the ability of the participant to touch the opposite shoulder, the back of his/her neck and 74 

his/her low back. Prior to accrual to the study a licensed physical therapist (MVS) performed a screening 75 

physical exam to confirm inclusion and exclusion criteria. Participants with SCI were excluded if they 76 

self-reported previous diagnoses of complete supraspinatus tendon tears bilaterally. Controls were 77 

excluded with a known unilateral or bilateral complete supraspinatus tendon tear(s). Additionally, 78 

participants in both cohorts were excluded if there were conditions/factors which might have hindered 79 

protocol adherence and controls were also excluded if they had any musculoskeletal or neurological 80 

disorder which might have impacted shoulder health or changed the individual’s ability to walk 81 

independently. 82 

Questionnaires and IMU Instrumentation 83 

Upon enrollment, participants attended an in-lab visit. A licensed physical therapist screened 84 

participants for eligibility and informed consent was obtained. Participants self-reported their hand 85 

dominance and were asked if they had pain on either or both shoulders. All participants completed the 86 

Disabilities of the Arm, Shoulder, and Hand (DASH) questionnaire (27) for both right and left arms. The 87 

DASH encompasses 30 questions which ask individuals to rate their difficulty, pain, and satisfaction 88 

when accomplishing specific tasks on a 5 point scale. Scores range from 0-100, with 0 indicating no 89 

difficulty and 100 indicating the most difficulty, pain, and dissatisfaction. The DASH has been shown to 90 

be reliable and to have high validity (28). Additionally, the SCI cohort filled out the Wheelchair User 91 

Shoulder Pain Index (WUSPI) for both the right and left shoulders. To complete the WUSPI, participants 92 
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were asked to rate their shoulder pain when completing 15 tasks on a visual analog scale between “no 93 

pain” and “worst pain ever experienced” (29). Possible scores ranged from 0 (no pain) and 150 (worst 94 

pain ever experienced in all categories). The WUSPI is valid and reliable for this population (30). 95 

Although we acknowledge that the DASH and WUSPI were designed to be filled out once, as part of a 96 

larger study, both surveys were filled out for both arms to evaluate pain and function as it related to each 97 

arm  98 

Participants were given three wireless IMUs (Emerald or Opal, APDM, Inc., Portland, OR). Each 99 

IMU contained a 3-axis accelerometer (±200 g), 3-axis gyroscope (±2000°/s), and 3-axis magnetometer 100 

(±8 Guass). The three IMUs remained synchronized via a proprietary wireless protocol, recorded data at 101 

128 Hz and saved the data to internal storage. In order to maximize the consistency of IMU placement 102 

and functional calibration movements across participants, written handouts, video guides and in-person 103 

instruction were provided. Participants were instructed to wear one IMU on each lateral upper arm and 104 

one on the anterior of the torso; IMUs were secured on the body with elastic and Velcro straps. Each IMU 105 

was labeled with the wear location (left arm, right arm, or torso) and an arrow indicating the proper 106 

mounting orientation. Participants were instructed to wear the sensors during the entire length of two 107 

typical days, excluding bathing and swimming, and take them off before going to bed. Both cohorts were 108 

asked to perform their regular daily routines; participants in the control cohort did not use MWCs. Upon 109 

donning the sensors for a day, participants performed a set of functional calibration postures (Fig 1, 110 

Appendix A). Due to the collection of multiple days of data, participants were responsible for charging 111 

the IMUs overnight using a provided charging station. After the data collection, participants returned the 112 

sensors with a pre-paid mailer or in person to the study staff.  113 
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 114 

Fig 1: Functional calibration used to align IMU’s with the body. Postures included static upright 115 
neutral posture with upper arms resting against the thorax (posture 1), static and dynamic arm t-116 
pose/movement (shoulder abduction = 90º, posture 2), static and dynamic flexion pose/movement 117 
(shoulder flexion = 90°, posture 3), dynamic flexion and extension of the torso (movement 4), and 118 
simulated wheelchair use or walking (movement 5). Postures 2 and 3 were completed for both the right 119 
and left arms separately.  (Note: The individual pictured is a co-author). 120 

Data Processing 121 

Data were downloaded through Motion Studio (APDM, Inc., Portland, OR) and outputs included 122 

estimates of the orientations of each IMU relative to an inertial frame (Fig 2). The orientation estimates 123 

were derived from the combined acceleration and angular velocity data, rather than only the acceleration 124 

data. While researchers have used IMU-measured acceleration only to estimate arm orientation (31, 32), 125 

there are known limitations to this approach (33) , namely, the challenge of separating the measured 126 

acceleration into gravitational and body caused components. Algorithms that use both measured 127 

acceleration and angular velocity to estimate IMU orientation or attitude (orientation relative to gravity)  128 

are well understood and are critical in strapdown inertial navigation (34). These algorithms integrate the 129 
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angular velocity signal to estimate orientation during periods with high dynamics (significant body 130 

acceleration) and use the acceleration signal to update or correct the orientation during periods with low 131 

dynamics (measured acceleration close to the acceleration of gravity). Further, these algorithms take 132 

different forms and have been proven to be highly accurate for estimating attitude (35-38). Additionally, 133 

the orientation estimates were calculated without magnetometer data due to the unknown and likely non-134 

uniform magnetic fields present throughout field data collections. While the orientation algorithm used by 135 

APDM is proprietary, sensor fusion methods (e.g. Kalman filters) used to estimate IMU orientation from 136 

raw sensor data are well understood and well documented in the literature (21, 34, 35). Custom MATLAB 137 

(Mathworks, Natick, MA) code was written to calculate orientations of anatomical axes relative to IMU-138 

fixed reference frames using data collecting during each participant’s functional calibration postures and 139 

movements (Fig 1; Appendix A). Orientation of a given body segment (upper arm or thorax) in an inertial 140 

(world) reference frame was then estimated using the orientation of the IMU and the orientation of the 141 

anatomical axes relative to the IMU-fixed reference frame (Appendix B).  Humeral elevation and thorax 142 

deviation angles were defined as the angle between the long axis of the body segment (defined from the 143 

function calibration) and vertical; these angles are only dependent on the estimated direction of gravity 144 

relative to the body segment and, therefore, are drift-free metrics for quantifying body segment motions. 145 

The calculated humeral elevation angles range between 0-180°, with 0° indicating the arm was down and 146 

perfectly aligned with gravity and 180° indicating the arm was raised overhead and aligned with gravity. 147 

These methods have previously been validated in unpublished data where five individuals with SCI 148 

performed 10 reaching tasks. The absolute error and percent of error when compared to the gold standard 149 

(electromagnetic system) were -0.06±1.12° and -1.44±1.28%, respectively, for the range of motion. The 150 

absolute error and percent of error for the maximum elevation achieved during each reach were 151 

2.59±2.47° and 2.04±2.47%, respectively. 152 
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 153 

Fig 2: Data processing workflow. This included data collected, IMU orientation, IMU alignment to arm 154 
through calibration postures, representative data, and humeral elevation bins. The percentage of time 155 
spent in each bin was calculated and used for analysis. (Note: The individual pictured is a co-author).  156 
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It is important to note that humerothoracic elevation angles and elevation planes relative to the 157 

thorax were not calculated as these calculations require accounting for relative drift between the 158 

orientation estimates of arm and torso IMUs. While the attitude estimates are accurate and do not drift, 159 

the yaw or heading estimates do drift, making accurate calculation of humerothoraic angles over long 160 

periods of time difficult (24). This difficulty is best illustrated by the fact that studies that use IMUs to 161 

quantify shoulder motion during long periods in the real world either do not calculate shoulder angles(31, 162 

39-41) or acknowledge the limitations of the methodology (24). Other work (25, 42) claims to accurately 163 

calculate shoulder angle of elevation but not plane of elevation; however, shoulder angle of elevation 164 

cannot be calculated accurately without the plane of elevation (43). Correcting the drift between sensors 165 

about vertical is an active research area and requires a joint specific approach (44, 45). Therefore, in our 166 

analysis, data in which the thorax deviation angle was more than 30° were eliminated in order to allow 167 

humeral elevation angles to be interpreted similarly to humerothoracic elevation angles; 30° was selected 168 

based on a sensitivity analysis performed during a prior study.  169 

The percentage of daily wear time each participant spent in five humeral elevation bins were 170 

calculated (0-30°, 30-60°, 60-90°, 90-120°, and 120-180°). The bin sizes were chosen as a means to 171 

combine three theories: 1) a painful arc of motion occurs between 60-120° of arm abduction (46), 2) 172 

Rapid Upper Limb Assessment (RULA) which bins risky arm postures between 0-20°, 20-45°, 45-90°, 173 

and >90° (47), and 3) the subacromial risk area of 30-60° (15). 174 

Periods of non-wear were determined using methods from Lugade and colleagues (2014) and 175 

were excluded from data analysis. Data were also excluded from analysis if the functional calibration 176 

postures were not completed properly or if at least eight hours of data were not collected after the 177 

elimination of non-wear time. Data were included if one or two complete days were collected; if two days 178 

were included all data were combined before the calculation of the percent of time in humeral elevation 179 

bins.  180 
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Statistical Analysis  181 

Multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) were used to test for the main effects of cohort, 182 

sex, age, pain (measured by the WUSPI and DASH), level of injury, and years of MWC use on both 183 

dominant and non-dominant side humeral elevation bins (α=0.05). To test for level of injury the SCI 184 

cohort was divided into three groups based on their injury level; cervical (C6-C8), high/mid thoracic (T1-185 

T8), and low thoracic/lumbar (T9-L1). Within groups, analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test for 186 

the main effect of humeral elevation bin for both arms. When significant main effects were observed, post 187 

hoc paired t-tests were performed. A Bonferroni correction factor was used to adjust the alpha level from 188 

0.05 to 0.01 due to the calculation of time in five bins.  189 

Results 190 

Thirty-four participants with SCI who used a MWC, and 34 age (±2.5 years) and sex matched, 191 

able-bodied adults were enrolled (Table 1). There were no statistical differences between the cohort’s 192 

self-reported weight, height, and dominant hand.   193 
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Table 1: Participant Demographics 194 

 SCI Control P-value  

Age 42.7 +/- 12.7  

(22.6 - 63.3) 

42.6 +/- 12.5 

(24.3 - 61.0) 

0.776 

Sex  28 males/6 

females 

28 males/6 females - 

Self-reported weight (kg) 80.7 +/- 17.2 

(54.0 - 145.1) 

81.6 +/- 17.5  

(56.7 - 149.7) 

0.6822 

Self-reported height (cm) 177.4 +/- 7.6 

(160.0 - 

195.6) 

178.4  +/- 9.5 

(160.0 - 205.7) 

0.417 

Injury Level 

     Cervical (C6-C8) 

     High/mid thoracic (T1-T8) 

     Low thoracic/lumbar (T9-L1) 

 

7 

16 

11 

 

- 

 

- 

 Years of manual wheelchair 

use (years) 

11.5 +/- 10.7  

(0.5 - 36.0) 

- - 

Dominant arm 27 right/7 left 32 right/2 left 0.058 

DASH (dominant arm) 15.2 +/- 17.5  

(0 - 71.7) 

1.3 +/- 2.9  

(0- 15) 

<0.0001 

DASH (non-dominant arm)  13.6 +/- 14.2 

(0 - 51.7) 

1.1 +/- 3.3 

(0 - 15) 

<0.0001 

WUSPI (dominant arm) 12.7 +/- 20.4 

(0 - 71.2) 

- - 

WUSPI (non-dominant arm) 10.8 +/- 16.2 

(0 - 71.6) 

- - 

Presence of pain  26 9 <0.0001 

Number of participants 34 34 - 

 195 

Excluded Data 196 

One control was excluded from the study due to complete supraspinatus tear; however no SCI 197 

participants were excluded due to the previous diagnosis of a complete supraspinatus tear. Seven pairs of 198 

data were excluded from the analysis due to exclusion criteria (Fig 3). Data were collected for an average 199 

(SD) of 11.4(2.1) and 11.9(1.3) hours for the SCI and control cohorts, respectively. Additionally, on 200 

average 18.3(14.0) and 28.0(10.3) percent of the day was excluded because the trunk was at or over 30° 201 

for the SCI and control cohorts, respectively.  202 
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 203 

Fig 3: Data exclusion processes.  204 
Data was excluded if either SCI or control did not collect data, a minimum of 8 hours of data were not 205 
collected, or one sensor malfunctioned. Data was included in analysis if one or two days of data was 206 
collected.  207 

Humeral Elevation Workspace 208 

There was a main effect of cohort across humeral elevation bins on both dominant and non-209 

dominant sides (p<0.0001). Additionally, there was a main effect of humeral elevation bin for both 210 

cohorts and arms (dominant: p<0.0001, non-dominant: p=0.005, Fig 4). Individuals with SCI spent 211 

significantly more time in 30-60° of humeral elevation than all other elevations bins on both their 212 

dominant and non-dominant sides (p<0.001, Table 2). The SCI cohort spent 63% and 59% of their daily 213 

wear time (approximately 7 hours per day) at these elevations on their dominant and non-dominant sides, 214 

respectively. The controls also spent the greatest amount of daily wear time in this elevation bin at 50% 215 

and 48% on their dominant and non-dominant arm respectively, which was significantly lower than the 216 

SCI cohort for both arms (dominant: p<.0001, non-dominant: p=0.003, Table 2).  217 
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 218 

Fig 4: The percentage of time in each humeral elevation.  219 
A) The average percentage of time throughout a typical day individuals in the SCI and control cohorts 220 
spent in 0-30°, 30-60°, 60-90°, 90-120°, and 120-180° of humeral elevation for their dominant and non-221 
dominant sides. B) Percentage of time throughout a typical day individuals in the SCI and control cohorts 222 
spent in 0-30°, 30-60°, 60-90°, 90-120°, and 120-180° of humeral elevation for their dominant arm (top) 223 
and their non-dominant arm (bottom). For each boxplot the central line (red) represents the median, the 224 
edges of the box are the 25

th
 and 75

th
 percentiles, and the error bars extend the most extreme data points 225 

not considered outliers and, the outliers are denoted by red +.  ** indicates p < 0.0001 and * indicates p < 226 
0.005. 227 
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Table 2: The average (SD) percentage of the day individuals with SCI and matched able-bodied 228 
controls spent in five humeral elevation bins throughout one or two days 229 

 230 

For the SCI cohort, the second largest percentage of time was spent in 60-90° of humeral 231 

elevation (approximately 20% of their day for both arms). Controls spent their second largest percentage 232 

of time in 0-30° of elevation for both arms, which was significantly higher than the amount of time the 233 

SCI cohort spent in this elevation bin (p<0.001). Individuals with SCI spent comparable amounts of time 234 

in 0-30° and 60-90° of elevation, while controls spent significantly more time in 0-30° than 60-90° of 235 

humeral elevation on the dominant (p<0.001) and non-dominant (p<0.0001) sides.  236 

On average, participants in both cohorts spent less than 3% of their day (<25 minutes) in 237 

elevations over 90° for both arms. There were no significant differences between cohorts for the 60-90° 238 

90-120°and >120° humeral elevation bins or between dominant and non-dominant arms for each cohort 239 

and each elevation bin.  240 

Pain  241 

Pain, measured by the DASH and WUSPI, did not have a significant effect on the percentage of 242 

time an individual spent in any humeral elevation bins for both dominant and non-dominant arms 243 

(p>0.01).   244 

Bin 

SCI 

Dominant 

Hand 

Percentage 

(%) 

Control 

Dominant 

Hand 

Percentage 

(%) 

P-Value SCI Non-

Dominant 

Arm 

Percentage 

(%) 

Control 

Non-

Dominant 

Arm 

Percentage 

(%) 

P-Value 

0-30° 15.7 (12.6) 32.1 (15.6) <0.0001 21.9 (17.8) 34.3 (15.5) 0.001 

30-60° 62.8 (14.4) 49.9 (13.0) <0.0001 58.8 (14.9) 48.3 (13.6) 0.003 

60-90° 18.4 (11.0) 16.2 (9.6) 0.410 17.7 (14.8) 15.6 (6.2) 0.430 

90-120° 2.8 (5.3) 1.4 (1.0) 0.145 1.4 (1.4) 1.6 (1.2) 0.589 

120° - 180° 0.2 (0.4) 0.4 (0.8) 0.320 0.2 (0.5) 0.3 (0.3) 0.430 
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Sex, Age, Injury level, and Years of MWC Use  245 

There were no main effects of sex (Table 3), age (Table 4), injury level (Table 3), or years of 246 

MWC Use (Table 4) on either arm (p>0.01).  247 

Table 3: The percentage of time individuals spent in humeral elevation bins based on their injury 248 
level and sex 249 

Injury Level 

 Cervical High/mid 

thoracic 

Low thoracic/ 

lumbar 

P-Value 

Dominant Arm 

0-30° 20.3 ± 12.5 15.5 ± 14.0 13.1 ± 11.4 0.521 

30-60° 57.4 ± 11.0 63.0 ±  15.9 66.0 ± 15.1 0.493 

60-90° 18.0 ± 9.7 18.4 ± 12.4 18.8 ± 11.2 0.988 

90-120° 3.7 ± 5.2 3.0 ± 6.9 1.8 ± 2.9 0.769 

120-180° 0.6 ± 0.8 0.1 ± 0.2 0.2 ± 0.2 0.050 

Non-Dominant Arm 

0-30° 24.7 ± 16.9 20.6 ± 21.1 22.1 ± 15.0 0.888 

30-60° 56.9 ± 11.3 59.4 ± 18.6 59.0 ± 12.6 0.937 

60-90° 16.5 ± 9.1 18.9 ± 19. 16.6 ± 11.4 0.910 

90-120° 1.6 ± 1.2 1.0 ± 1.0 1.9 ± 1.9 0.275 

120-180° 0.3 ± 0.4 0.06 ± 0.09 0.4 ± 0.8 0.266 

Sex 

 Male Female P - Value 

Dominant Arm 

0-30° 14.4 ± 12. 21.9 ± 15.3 0.199 

30-60° 62.8 ± 14.4 63.2 ± 17.4 0.950 

60-90° 19.4 ± 11.7 13.8 ± 8.0 0.267 

90-120° 3.2 ± 5.9 1.0 ± 0.8 0.381 

120-180° 0.2 ± 0.5 0.2 ± 0.3 0.814 

Non-Dominant Arm 

0-30° 20.4 ± 18.3 29.0 ± 16.2 0.294 

30-60° 59.1 ± 15.6 57.4 ± 14.2 0.814 

60-90° 18.8 ± 16.1 12.2 ± 7.6 0.337 

90-120° 1.5 ± 1.5 1.2 ± 0.8 0.691 

120-180° 0.2 ± 0.5 0.1 ± 0.1 0.565 

  250 
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Table 4: The linear regression values for the percentage of time individuals spent in humeral 251 
elevation bins based on age and years of MWC use 252 

 Age Years of MWC use 

 R
2 

P-Value R
2
 P-Value 

Dominant Arm 

0-30° 0.104 0.06 0.009 0.60 

30-60° 0.037 0.28 0.000 0.97 

60-90° 0.013 0.41 0.008 0.62 

90-120° 0.000 0.94 0.002 0.82 

120-180° 0.002 0.79 0.047 0.22 

Non-Dominant Arm 

0-30° 0.027 0.35 0.001 0.84 

30-60° 0.002 0.81 0.009 0.58 

60-90° 0.025 0.37 0.007 0.65 

90-120° 0.000 0.88 0.054 0.19 

120-180° 0.049 0.21 0.023 0.39 

 253 

Discussion 254 

This study aimed to understand the humeral elevation workspace utilized throughout a typical day 255 

by individuals with SCI who use a MWC. These results were compared to controls to better understand 256 

factors which may contributed to a higher rate of both pain and tendon pathology associated with years of 257 

MWC use (11). Both individuals with SCI and controls spent the majority of their day (~80%) in 258 

elevation angles between 0 and 60°. However, individuals with SCI spent significantly more time in 259 

humeral elevations associated with supraspinatus tendon compression (30-60°) than controls. There was 260 

no evidence of the effect of injury level, years of MWC use, age, or sex on the humeral elevation 261 

workspace individuals with SCI spend time in.  262 

With the growing capabilities of wearable technology, many SCI-specific algorithms have been 263 

created and validated to accompany and enhance data captured in a lab setting (49). Many of the studies 264 

using wearable technology to understand movement of MWC users have focused specifically on 265 

wheelchair propulsion and use (50, 51), with less focus on understanding humeral elevation angles or 266 

overuse of the arms of MWC users. The data presented in the current study supplements data collected in 267 
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a laboratory setting and other free-living MWC use metrics by providing lengths of exposure to risky 268 

postures in the free living environment.  269 

Recently it has been suggested that compression of the supraspinatus tendon occurs at low 270 

elevation angles. Giphart, van der Meijden (17) suggested that subacromial impingement syndrome 271 

occurs below 70° of humeral elevation and the minimum distance between the footprint of the 272 

supraspinatus tendon and greater tuberosity occurred between 36° and 65° of humeral elevation. 273 

Additionally, using individualized bone models (from MRI) and group averaged kinematics, Lawrence, 274 

Schlangen (15) used musculoskeletal simulation models to suggest the minimum distance between the 275 

coracoacomial arch and humerus occurred at 42° of humerothoracic elevation. Our results show that 276 

individuals with SCI who use a MWC spent significantly more time than controls in a similar range of 277 

humeral elevations (30-60°). This difference could be in part due to differences in the arm elevation 278 

workspace during mobility. During MWC propulsion the humeral elevation required is between 25 and 279 

55° at a self-selected speed (52, 53); however during walking the humeral elevation angles required are 280 

much lower (54). The difference in humeral elevation during mobility likely is not the only contributor to 281 

this increase, as MWC users move about 3 km less than able-bodied individuals and only spend a small 282 

amount of their day actually propelling themselves; estimates range from 16 to 54 minutes per day (50, 283 

55). Another contributing factor to this discrepancy may be wheelchair setup; for example MWC users 284 

may not place their arms in a neutral resting position (0-30°) due to the location of their arm rest. In 285 

addition to the humeral elevation workspace differing during propulsion for MWC users and walking for 286 

able-bodied individuals, the loading of the shoulder is also different during these two tasks and likely 287 

contributes to the increase in pathology in MWC users. Further, additional data collections and analyses 288 

are needed to fully understand the clinical implications of the differences in humeral elevation between 289 

the wheelchair users and able-bodied control group. Future work will determine more details about these 290 

differences such as the activity levels and/or participant activities while in 30-60° of humeral elevation. 291 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted August 11, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.31.20138305doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.31.20138305


19 
 

These future analyses can guide whether a reduction of time spent in these elevation angles should be 292 

considered as a possible intervention to prevent or treat shoulder dysfunction.  293 

Capturing a holistic view of an individual’s exposure to potentially risky humeral elevation is 294 

dependent on many factors including occupation and activities performed throughout a day. A study 295 

looking at 10 able-bodied elderly adults using only accelerometery data found that less than 4% of an 296 

individual’s day was spent in elevations above 90°, with the average elevation angle occurring at 40° 297 

(42). These results are very similar to the data presented in the current study for both cohorts; about 3% of 298 

the day was spent in elevations over 90°. Previous reports have suggested that extended periods of time in 299 

overhead motion may be the cause of increased shoulder pain. Our results paired with the most recent 300 

modeling and imaging data may suggest that injury to the supraspinatus tendon due to tendon 301 

compression of the SCI cohort occurs due to increased time between 30-60° of humeral elevations. 302 

Further, pain in higher elevation angles may be caused by other mechanisms (15). Continuing to map this 303 

workspace for individuals with SCI who use a MWC while they perform specific tasks (i.e., propulsion or 304 

transfers) may help us to further understand daily risk exposures and the contribution of specific tasks. 305 

Although out of the scope of this study, activity detection is an active area of research for our group (55). 306 

Multiple challenges exist when using unsupervised real-world IMU data. First, accounting for and 307 

correcting the drift of IMU-based body segment orientation estimates is a common challenge in 308 

understanding the relative orientation of body segments (i.e. joint angles), especially for extended data 309 

collections (see excellent discussion in (24)). The current algorithms utilized in this study do not take the 310 

plane of motion into account; 30° of humeral elevation in front of the body, to the side, or behind would 311 

all be interpreted as 30° of humeral elevation and are indistinguishable. While we could have used the 312 

orientation estimates to calculate humerothoracic angle of elevation and plane of elevation, we know that 313 

those calculations would contain errors from the heading/yaw drift. Heading drift directly affects the 314 

plane of elevation and accurately calculating the plane of elevation is critical to accurately calculating 315 

humerothoracic angle of elevation. Therefore, the data presented here only used the angle of the humerus 316 
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relative to vertical (humeral elevation angle) and not the trunk (humerothoracic angle). This was 317 

compensated for by eliminating humeral elevation time points where the trunk angle was at or over 30° of 318 

tilt; participants may have been leaning over or lying down. On average about 10% more data was 319 

eliminated from the control data sets than the SCI data sites, indicating the controls had more variability 320 

and movement of their trunk than the SCI cohort. Even with these limitations, the methods used in this 321 

study to estimate sensor orientation and humeral elevation are more accurate than other methods using 322 

only acceleration data, especially during movements with high dynamics (35-38).  323 

There are limitations with the data presented in this study to consider. Previous studies have 324 

found that up to four days of data collection are needed to represent propulsion trends consistent 325 

throughout a MWC user’s daily life (56). Only one or two days of data were collected for participants in 326 

this study due to participant availability and adherence to the protocol. We attempted to compensate for 327 

this by asking participants to wear the sensors on ‘typical days.’ The calibration protocol used in this 328 

study enabled us to determine humeral elevations without an in-lab calibration. As participants performed 329 

the calibration protocol unsupervised, it’s possible that there could be errors induced by incorrect neutral 330 

and 90° calibration postures. The data presented here were binned into 30° ranges below 120° of humeral 331 

elevation; however, creating bins with different boundaries may affect the results. Appendix C shows the 332 

average percent of time in 10° bins. Additionally, there are other factors beyond humeral elevation that 333 

contribute to shoulder injury in the SCI population including increased load on the shoulder due to MWC 334 

propulsion, body transfers, and repetitive motion. Loading of the shoulder although not measured in this 335 

study, has an important role in the increased pathology and pain for MWC users.  336 

Conclusions   337 

This study aimed to understand the humeral elevation workspace throughout a typical day of 338 

individuals with SCI who use a MWC and compare it to the workspace of age- and sex-matched controls. 339 

Our data suggest that individuals with SCI who use a MWC may spend more time in a potentially risky 340 
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humeral elevation range (30-60°) than the controls. The findings from this study do not support an effect 341 

of age, sex, pain, injury level, or years since injury on the humeral elevation workspace for adults with 342 

SCI who use a MWC. Future work should expand the understanding of loading of the upper extremity 343 

during daily life and characterize more in-depth information about shoulder workspace and activities of 344 

daily living across injury levels and groups with and without pain and pathology. 345 
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 352 

Appendix 353 

Appendix A: Defining sensor-to-segment alignment matrices 354 

When using inertial sensors to quantify the movement of body segments, determining the sensor-to-355 

segment alignment is critical to enable accurate quantification of the orientation of the body segment 356 

rather than the orientation of the sensor. In other words, the orientation of a body segment’s anatomical 357 

reference frame with respect to the sensor reference frame must be determined so that estimates of the 358 

sensor orientation can be used to understand body segment orientation. In our study, we utilize functional 359 

alignment movements, in which participants complete some known movements or poses for which at 360 

least one anatomical axis can be estimated in an inertial measurement unit’s (IMU’s) body-fixed frame of 361 

reference. 362 

Our functional alignment poses and movements are as follows: 363 

FA1. Sitting/standing upright with arms at sides 364 

FA2. Right arm t-pose (Figure 1 Posture 2) 365 

FA3. Dynamic ab/adduction of the right shoulder, keeping right arm movement in frontal plane 366 

FA4. Right arm flexion pose (Figure 1 Posture 3) 367 

FA5. Dynamic flexion/extension of the right shoulder, keeping right arm movement in sagittal plane 368 

FA6. Left arm t-pose (similar to Figure 1 Posture 2) 369 

FA7. Dynamic ab/adduction of the left shoulder, keeping left arm movement in frontal plane 370 

FA8. Left arm flexion pose (similar Figure 1 Posture 3) 371 

FA9. Dynamic flexion/extension of the left shoulder, keeping left arm movement in sagittal plane 372 

FA10. Dynamic trunk flexion/extension, keeping movement of thorax in sagittal plane 373 

FA11. Sitting/standing upright with arms at sides 374 

FA12. Simulated wheelchair propulsion or arm swing 375 

Using data (IMU measured accelerations and angular velocities) from the above poses and movements, 376 

we construct sensor-to-segment alignment matrices for the thorax, right arm, and left arm as described 377 

below. 378 

For the thorax, we first use the average acceleration due to gravity measured by the torso-mounted IMU 379 

during FA1 and FA11 to define a body segment fixed z- axis (superior-inferior axis,�̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥) for the 380 

thorax: 381 

 �̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥 =
�⃑�𝐹𝐴1 & 𝐹𝐴11

√�⃑�𝐹𝐴1 & 𝐹𝐴11 ∙ �⃑�𝐹𝐴1 & 𝐹𝐴11

 (1) 

This establishes the thorax posture for which the thorax deviation angle is equal to zero. The average axis 382 

of rotation for the thorax (torso-mounted IMU) measured during FA10 is used to define the thorax x-axis 383 

(medial-lateral axis) for the thorax. To determine the average axis of rotation of the thorax segment 384 

(�̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥), a principal components analysis is performed on the measured segment angular velocity 385 

measured during FA10. The first principal component is the unit vector defining the average axis of 386 

rotation. 387 
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We define an anterior-posterior axis (�̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥) for the thorax as the unit vector orthogonal to the superior-388 

inferior axis and medial-lateral axis: 389 

 �̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥 =
�̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥 × �̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥

norm(�̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥 × �̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥)
 (2) 

Finally, we ensure that the medial-lateral axis is orthogonal to the anterior-posterior and superior-inferior 390 

axes: 391 

 �̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥 = �̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥 × �̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥 (3) 

The resulting unit vectors (�̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥, �̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥, �̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥) define a body-segment fixed frame aligned with 392 

estimated anatomical axes. The direction cosine matrix that defines the transformation of measurements 393 

made in the sensor-fixed frame to those in a thorax-fixed frame is defined by Equation (4), where each 394 

row of the matrix contains the components of the segment-fixed axes. 395 

 R𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥|𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑜𝑟 = [

�̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥

�̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥

�̂�𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑥

] (4) 

 396 

For the left and right arm, we aim to establish an axis that represents the long-axis of the humerus 397 

(defined here as the z-axis). Starting with the right arm, we first get one estimate of the z-axis of the upper 398 

arm by using acceleration measured during FA2 and angular velocity measured during FA3. 399 

 �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚1 =
�⃑�𝐹𝐴2

√�⃑�𝐹𝐴2 ∙ �⃑�𝐹𝐴2

 (5) 

A principal components analysis is performed on the measured segment angular velocity measured during 400 

FA3; the first principal component is the unit vector defining the average axis of rotation during FA3 401 

(�̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚1). The first estimate of the z-axis of the upper arm is calculated: 402 

 �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚1 = �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚1 × �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚1 (6) 

We choose �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚1 =  �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚1 or �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚1 = −�̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚1  such that �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚1 points superiorly (determined by 403 

examining �⃑�𝐹𝐴1 for the right arm). We get a second estimate of the z-axis of the upper arm by using 404 

acceleration measured during FA4 and angular velocity measured during FA5. 405 

 �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚2 =
�⃑�𝐹𝐴4

√�⃑�𝐹𝐴4 ∙ �⃑�𝐹𝐴4

 (7) 

A principal components analysis is performed on the measured segment angular velocity measured during 406 

FA5; the first principal component is the unit vector defining the average axis of rotation during FA5 407 

(�̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚2). The second estimate of the z-axis of the upper arm is calculated: 408 

 �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚2 = �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚2 × �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚2 (8) 
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We choose �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚2 =  �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚2 or �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚2 = −�̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚2  such that �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚2 points superiorly (determined by 409 

examining �⃑�𝐹𝐴1 for the right arm). 410 

We define the right arm z-axis using the two estimates: 411 

 �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚 =
𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛([�̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚1; �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚2])

𝑛𝑜𝑟𝑚(𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛([�̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚1; �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚2]))
 (9) 

We construct a right arm x-axis: 412 

 �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚 =
�̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚1 × �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚

norm(�̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚1 × �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚)
 (10) 

We choose �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚 =  �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚 or �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚 = −�̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚  such that �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚 points up during FA2 (determined by 413 

examining �⃑�𝐹𝐴2 for the right arm). 414 

Finally, we construct a right arm y-axis: 415 

 �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚 = �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚 × �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚 (11) 

The resulting unit vectors (�̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚, �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚, �̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚) define a body-segment fixed frame aligned with 416 

estimated anatomical axes for the right arm. The direction cosine matrix that defines the transformation of 417 

measurements made in the sensor-fixed frame to those in a right arm-fixed frame is defined by Equation 418 

(12), where each row of the matrix contains the components of the segment-fixed axes. 419 

 R𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚|𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑜𝑟 = [

�̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚

�̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚

�̂�𝑅𝐴𝑟𝑚

] (12) 

 420 

For the left arm we first get one estimate of the z-axis of the upper arm by using acceleration measured 421 

during FA6 and angular velocity measured during FA7. 422 

 �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚1 =
�⃑�𝐹𝐴6

√�⃑�𝐹𝐴6 ∙ �⃑�𝐹𝐴6

 (13) 

A principal components analysis is performed on the measured segment angular velocity measured during 423 

FA7; the first principal component is the unit vector defining the average axis of rotation during FA7 424 

(�̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚1). The first estimate of the z-axis of the upper arm is calculated: 425 

 �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚1 = �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚1 × �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚1 (14) 

We choose �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚1 =  �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚1 or �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚1 = −�̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚1  such that �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚1 points superiorly (determined by 426 

examining �⃑�𝐹𝐴1 for the left arm). We get a second estimate of the z-axis of the upper arm by using 427 

acceleration measured during FA8 and angular velocity measured during FA9. 428 
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 �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚2 =
�⃑�𝐹𝐴8

√�⃑�𝐹𝐴8 ∙ �⃑�𝐹𝐴8

 (15) 

A principal components analysis is performed on the measured segment angular velocity measured during 429 

FA9; the first principal component is the unit vector defining the average axis of rotation during FA9 430 

(�̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚2). The second estimate of the z-axis of the upper arm is calculated: 431 

 �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚2 = �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚2 × �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚2 (16) 

We choose �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚2 =  �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚2 or �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚2 = −�̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚2  such that �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚2 points superiorly (determined by 432 

examining �⃑�𝐹𝐴1 for the left arm). 433 

We define the left arm z-axis using the two estimates: 434 

 �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚 =
𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛([�̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚1; �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚2])

𝑛𝑜𝑟𝑚(𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛([�̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚1; �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚2]))
 (17) 

We construct a left arm x-axis: 435 

 �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚 =
�̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚1 × �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚

norm(�̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚1 × �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚)
 (18) 

We choose �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚 =  �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚 or �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚 = −�̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚  such that �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚 points down during FA6 (determined 436 

by examining �⃑�𝐹𝐴6 for the left arm). 437 

Finally, we construct a left arm y-axis: 438 

 �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚 = �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚 × �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚 (19) 

The resulting unit vectors (�̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚, �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚, �̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚) define a body-segment fixed frame aligned with 439 

estimated anatomical axes for the left arm. The direction cosine matrix that defines the transformation of 440 

measurements made in the sensor-fixed frame to those in a left arm-fixed frame is defined by Equation 441 

(19), where each row of the matrix contains the components of the segment-fixed axes. 442 

 R𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚|𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑜𝑟 = [

�̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚

�̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚

�̂�𝐿𝐴𝑟𝑚

] (20) 

  443 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted August 11, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.31.20138305doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.31.20138305


26 
 

Appendix B:  Calculating humeral elevation thorax deviation angles 444 

The humeral elevation angle and thorax deviation angle are defined as the angle between the segment z-445 

axis and vertical and are calculated by first calculating the direction cosine matrix describing the 446 

orientation of the body segment in the inertial/world reference frame: 447 

 R𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑙𝑑|𝑠𝑒𝑔𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = R𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑙𝑑|𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑜𝑟(R𝑠𝑒𝑔𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡|𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑜𝑟)
𝑇

 (21) 

Where R𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑙𝑑|𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑜𝑟 is the direction cosine matrix describing the rotation from the sensor reference frame 448 

to the inertial/world reference frame and R𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑜𝑟|𝑠𝑒𝑔𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 is the sensor-to-segment alignment from 449 

Equation (4), (12), or (20). Humeral elevation angles and thorax deviation angles are then calculated from 450 

Equation (22). 451 

 𝜃 = acos(R𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑙𝑑|𝑠𝑒𝑔𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡(3, : ) ∙ [0 0 1]) (22) 

Where R𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑙𝑑|𝑠𝑒𝑔𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡(3, : ) refers to the last row of R𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑙𝑑|𝑠𝑒𝑔𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡.  452 
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Appendix C: The distribution of the percentage of time the SCI and control cohort spent in 10° bins for 453 

both the dominant and non-dominant arms.  454 

455 
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