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study with less scientific rigor came to a similar conclusion that selecting or 
assigning a running shoe based on a foot print test (foot type) did not reduce 
the risk of injury (Knapuk, J.J. 2009).  The experiment did not control cross 
training, races undertaken, medical illness, or use of performance enhancing 
drugs.   

Bottom line: 

 Motion control shoes can increase risk of pain and injury in individuals with 
highly pronated foot type, pronated foot type, and neutral foot type.   

 Choosing running shoe type on basis of foot type is overly simplistic and 
potentially harmful 


