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Effect of ankle eversion on transtibial amputees’ gait on lateral slope
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Table 1. General characteristics of subjects

Experimental ., group

group
Age (yrs) 37.00 £1.73 24.40 +1.03
Height (cm) 175.50+6.14 174.76 + 3.52
Weight (kg) 77.2345.22 66.8 +3.73
Stump length(cm) 14.50+4.95 -
Usage (yrs) 9.00+5.66 -
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Fig. 1 Artificial feet for tranfemoral amputees
(@)Kingsley ES Dynamic foot (b)Ottobock 1D35 Dynamic foot
(c)Freedom Senator (d)Endolite Elite foot (¢) KOREC foot
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Fig. 2 Schematic diagram of motion analysis system and subjects
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Fig. 3 Custom-made slop(up, 5, 10, 15 degrees) and 19 reflective
markers were used in motion analysis (down)
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Table. 2 Ratio of AM in sound leg to amputated leg with respect to slop

inclination
0 deg 5 deg 10 deg 15 deg
control 14.00 10.41 7.73 10.11
dynamic 1.46 2.46 2.56 3.85
freedom 1.30 271 3.92 5.63
Es dynamic 2.15 2.65 6.54 -156.50
Elite 1.33 1.93 2.45 3.38
korec | 1.36 1.62 2.81 2.82
korec 1l 141 2.36 3.07 4.41
average 1.50 2.29 3.56 -22.73*
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