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Abstract

Background: Ankle fractures are common fractures in trauma surgery. Several studies have compared gait patterns
between affected patients and control groups. However, no one used the Heidelberg Foot Measurement Method
in combination with statistical parametric mapping of the entire gait cycle in this patient cohort. We sought to
identify possible mobility deficits in the tibio-talar joint and medial arch in patients after ankle fractures as a sign of
stiffness and pain that could result in a pathological gait pattern. We focused on the tibio-talar flexion as it is the
main movement in the tibio-talar joint. Moreover, we examined the healing progress over time.

Methods: Fourteen patients with isolated ankle fractures were included prospectively. A gait analysis using the
Heidelberg Foot Measurement Method was performed 9 and 26 weeks after surgery to analyse the tibio-talar dorsal
flexion, the foot tibia dorsal flexion, the subtalar inversion and the medial arch as well as the cadence, the walking
speed and the ground reaction force. The American Orthopedic Foot & Ankle Society ankle hindfoot score was
used to obtain clinical data. Results were compared to those from 20 healthy participants. Furthermore, correlations
between the American Orthopedic Foot & Ankle Society hindfoot score and the results of the gait analysis were
evaluated.

Results: Statistical parametric mapping showed significant differences for the Foot Tibia Dorsal Flexion for patients
after 9 weeks (53–75%: p = 0.001) and patients after 26 weeks (58–70%: p = 0.011) compared to healthy participants,
respectively. Furthermore, significant differences regarding the tibio-talar dorsal flexion for patients 9 weeks after
surgery (15–40%: p < 0.001; 56,5–70%: p = 0.007; 82–88%: p = 0.033; 97–98,5%: p = 0.048) as well as patients after 26
weeks (62,5–65%: p = 0.049) compared to healthy participants, respectively. There were no significant differences
looking at the medial arch and the subtalar inversion. Moreover, significant differences regarding the ground
reaction force were found for patients after 9 weeks (0–17%: p < 0.001; 21–37%: p < 0.001; 41–54%: p < 0.001; 60–
64%: p = 0.013) as well as patients after 26 weeks (0–1,5%: p = 0.046; 5–15%: p < 0.001; 27–33%: p = 0.001; 45–49%:
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p = 0.005; 57–59%: p = 0.049) compared to healthy participants, respectively. In total, the range of motion in the
tibio-talar joint and the medial arch was reduced in affected patients compared to healthy participants. Patients
showed significant increase of the range of motion between 9 and 26 weeks.

Conclusions: This study shows, that patients affected by ankle fractures show limited mobility in the tibio-talar joint
and the medial arch when compared to healthy participants. Even though the limitation of motion remains at least
over a period of 26 weeks, a significant increase can be recognized over time. Furthermore, if we look at the
absolute values, the patients’ values tend to get closer to those of the control group.

Trial registration: This study is registered at the German Clinical Trials Register (DRKS00023379).

Keywords: American orthopedic foot and ankle society hindfoot score, Foot kinematics, Gait analysis, Heidelberg
foot measurement method; ankle fractures, Operative treatment

Background
Fractures of the ankle joint are some of the most com-
mon fractures in orthopedic trauma surgery [1–3]. They
account for 9% of all fractures and have an incidence of
1:1000 with a steady increase [4–7]. According to Kan-
nus et al., this increase is so rapid that there could be
three times more low-trauma ankle fractures in elderly
people in Finland in the year 2030 than in 2000 [8]. Af-
fected patients often suffer from swelling, stiffness, pain
and reduced mobility after surgery [9]. An anatomically
correct reduction after operative treatment is considered
to be essential in preventing long-term consequences
such as chronic instability, cartilage damage and early
osteoarthritis [10, 11]. Even small joint gaps, axis devia-
tions or instabilities may lead to considerable dysfunc-
tion and pain, thereby increasing the risk of post-
traumatic arthrosis [12]. As a consequence, a patho-
logical gait pattern can develop [13–15]. For the evalu-
ation of the outcome after surgery in regards to function
and pain, different scores such as the American Ortho-
pedic Foot and Ankle Society ankle hindfoot Score
(AOFAS) and the Olerud–Molander Ankle Score
(OMAS) [16–19] can be used. Although these scores
might give a good assessment of the function and
patient-reported outcome, they are still quite subjective
[17]. As shown in other studies, plain radiographs or
computed tomography (CT) are the main instruments to
evaluate the consolidation progress of fractures, but they
are not able to evaluate the biomechanics and the func-
tion of the ankle joint [20–22].
For this purpose, a three-dimensional gait analysis can

be used to collect objective information about the gait
pattern. Furthermore, it can provide a more reliable pre-
dictor of patient-reported functional outcome [7].
By using a detailed, multi-segmented foot model like

the Heidelberg Foot Measurement Method (HFMM) or
the Oxford Foot Model, kinematic measurements are
standardized and more reliable with low inter-rater and
stride-to-stride variations, providing reproducible and
objectifiable information about gait changes [23, 24].

According to Simon et al. [23] the HFMM can be used
to examine both pathological and normal feet. Further-
more, this method accurately reflects the anatomical
situation of the ankle joint [23]. Additionally, by using
projection angles, rotational angles can be defined inde-
pendently of any rigid segments, so that the motion in
the ankle joint can be observed independently of the
forefoot [23]. Several studies to date have analyzed gait
patterns of patients with surgically treated ankle frac-
tures without using detailed, multi-segmented foot
models such as the HFMM, which is more accurate
based on the projection angles. These studies reported
differences in gait pattern and function between affected
patients with deteriorated ankle kinematics and healthy
participants [1, 17, 25–27]. Some of these studies
showed a limitation of dorsiflexion as well as plantarflex-
ion between the tibia and the hindfoot in patients with
fractured ankles compared to healthy participants [1, 7,
25]. Moreover, Losch et al. [25] and van Hoeve et al. [7]
showed a significant slower walking speed in affected pa-
tients, while Wang et al. [1] only found a reduced, but
not significantly lower walking speed. We wanted to in-
vestigate the results of these studies with the HFMM
and, if possible, substantiate them. Furthermore, as far
as the authors know, there is neither a study on ground
reaction force nor a study using statistical parametric
mapping (SPM) in patients with ankle fractures.
The aim of the present study was to test our hypoth-

esis that movement in the tibio-talar joint, the subtalar
inversion and the medial arch is reduced in affected pa-
tients compared to healthy participants. In order to have
a better understanding of the impact on gait pattern
after ankle fractures and more accurate analysis, we
wanted to investigate the abovementioned parameters in
more detail using SPM. Additionally, we wanted to de-
termine whether the walking speed, the cadence and the
total ground reaction force, a parameter for the plantar-
flexion moment, are reduced like suggested. Further-
more, we wanted to investigate the healing progress over
time by looking at the changes of the range of motion,
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speed and ground reaction force as well as using the
AOFAS to measure patient-reported outcomes over
time.

Patients and methods
Ethics
This prospective monocentric controlled study was ap-
proved by the local ethics committee (S-402/2009), reg-
istered at the German Clinical Trials Register
(DRKS00023379) and conducted in accordance with the
declaration of Helsinki in its current form. All individ-
uals agreed with the study protocol and gave their writ-
ten informed consent.

Patients
The study was performed over a 3-year period (from 09/
2009 to 09/2011) at our Centre for Orthopedics, Trauma
Surgery and Spinal Cord Injury. A total of 18 patients
with appropriate matching criteria were recruited
prospectively.
Only patients over the age of 18 with an any type of

an isolated unilateral ankle fracture and scheduled op-
erative treatment, a healthy contralateral leg without any
known illnesses and uninhibited ability to walk were
included.
Exclusion criteria were injuries, previous surgeries or

pathological alterations of the lower extremities, not in-
cluding the ankle fracture itself and consequences
thereof (e.g. surgery, postoperative infections or deficits).
Patients with neurological diseases, deficits and condi-
tions that impair gait and sense of balance were also
excluded.
The fractures were diagnosed by an anteroposterior

and lateral radiograph. Each patient was operated by an
experienced, board-certified trauma surgeon within 8
days after injury. Fixation was performed with plate and
screw osteosyntheses according to AO-principles [28].
The ankle was then immobilized in a cast for 6 weeks.

During this time, partial weight-bearing with 20 kg was
allowed, supported by physiotherapy and manual lymph-
atic drainage. Thereafter, weight-bearing was increased
to full weight-bearing over a period of 3 weeks.
Study patients passed a follow-up of 26 weeks which

included clinical and radiological examinations.
The participants of the control group, which had no

abnormalities in the lower limbs or feet, were chosen in
order for the age to be similar between groups. Both feet
of the control group (n = 40) were used to compare the
outcomes between these two groups.

Study protocol
Instrumented 3D gait analysis including the HFMM was
performed after full weight-bearing had been achieved at
9 and 26 weeks postoperatively [29]. A total of 17 (5 on

the knee, 12 on the foot) retro-reflective markers are
placed on defined bony landmarks of both lower limbs
in this model according to Simon et al. [23] (Fig. 1,
Table 1). Additional markers were placed on the pelvis
according to standard procedures for instrumented 3D
gait analysis [30] in order to evaluate the joint kinemat-
ics of hip, knee and ankle, respectively. The combination
of the two marker-sets allows the identification of poten-
tial compensations mechanisms after an operated ankle
fracture. Data collection of marker coordinates was per-
formed at 120 Hz with a 12 camera VICON motion cap-
ture system (Oxford Metrics Inc., Oxford, UK) using the
standard Y-X-Z cardan sequence (sagittal, frontal and
transverse respectively). Further, ground reaction forces
were detected by means of KISTLER force plates (KIS-
TLER Instrumente AG, Winterthur, Switzerland) nor-
malized to the gait cycle (101 data points) and the body
weight (kg) of the individual patient/ healthy subject.
Using the reflective markers on the foot, the following

angles and movements were determined: tibio-talar-
flexion, medial arch inclination, medial and lateral arch
angle, subtalar inversion, forefoot/ankle supination, fore-
foot/midfoot supination, forefoot/hindfoot abduction,
forefoot/ankle abduction, inter metatarsal I-V angle,
hallux adduction and hallux flexion (for more detailed
information see Table 2). Missing values were supple-
mented with pre-set filling options in Nexus 2.12 (Vicon,
Oxford Metrics Inc., Oxford, UK). The VCM (Vicon
Clinical Manager; Oxford Metrics Inc., Oxford, UK)
spline low-pass filter was used for kinematic data,
whereas the Butterworth filter was used for kinetic data.
Before all patients were asked to walk a 7-m path bare-
foot with a self-selected walking speed, a static measure-
ment in a standing posture was performed as reference.
The starting point was determined and adjusted in case
the patient did not hit the force plates embedded in the
floor correctly. Experienced physiotherapists and bio-
medical engineers performed all assessments according
to standardized protocols with quality control.
Data from ten strides per patient were collected, aver-

aged and evaluated on the basis of the HFMM. Further,
time distance parameters such as speed and cadence
were determined.
Furthermore, the “American Orthopedic Foot and

Ankle Score (AOFAS)”, a viable indicator for clinical
changes in foot and ankle studies including questions re-
garding pain, function and alignment [31, 32], was col-
lected at these intervals.

Statistical analysis
We wanted to examine the exact changes in the range of
motion of tibio-talar dorsal flexion, foot tibia dorsal
flexion, subtalar inversion and medial arch between 9
weeks and 26 weeks after surgery as well as the
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differences compared to healthy participants. In
addition, we wanted to investigate the same changes and
differences in cadence, walking speed and total ground
reaction force (GRF).
Statistical calculations were performed using Stata

statistical software (version 16.1, StataCorp, Texas,
United States). Joint angles were calculated with Matlab
R2018b (v9.5.0.944444) and MoMo (MotionModeller) as
described by Simon et al. [23]. Means and standard devi-
ations were calculated. One dimensional statistical para-
metric mapping (SPM) was performed with ANOVA-1D
using Matlab R2018b (v9.5.0.944444) to compare the

biomechanical outcomes throughout the whole gait
cycle.
Owing to the small sample size in each group, we as-

sumed that data might not to be normally distributed,
which is why we applied the Wilcoxon signed rank test
to compare both groups. A Fisher’s exact test was used
to compare categorical variables between groups. The
patient’s characteristics and categorial variables were an-
alyzed using descriptive statistics and the two-sample t-
test. To compare patients after 9 and 26 weeks we used
a paired t-test. The repeated measures correlation re-
ported from Bakdash et al. [33] was performed to

Fig. 1 Marker placement. Abbreviations mentioned in Table 3 [23]

Table 1 Description of the marker placement of the Heidelberg Foot Measurement Method [23]

Marker labelling Description

LEP and MEP Lateral and medial of the knee at the estimated knee flexion axis

TTU most prominent part of tibial tuberosity

SH1 and SH2 2 points on the medial surface of the tibia avoiding contact to foot extensor muscles and dividing the tibia into
approximately three equal parts

LML and MML Lateral and medial malleolus, placed such that the line through the markers determines the largest distance

MCL and LCL Medial and lateral point on the calcaneus defined by the heel alignment device as described in the text

CCL Placed dorsal on the calcaneus at the landmark at the insertion of the Achilles tendon

NAV Placed on the navicular such that in the frontal view the marker axis is seen at 45° to the floor. In the case that the
foot extensor tendon interferes, this marker has to be placed more medially

PMT1 Joint gap between first cuneiform and MT I placed such that in the frontal view the marker axis is seen at 45° to the floor

DMT1 Head of MT I at 45° angle between marker axis and floor

HLX Midpoint of the distal phalanx of hallux

DMT2 Head of MT II DMT5 Head of MT V at 45° angle between marker axis and floor

PMT5 Tuberositas ossis MT V
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identify associations between AOFAS and gait analysis
parameters. Regarding the correlation analysis a Bonfer-
roni correction was performed to adjust for multiple
testing. In all statistical tests, an effect with a p-value
below 0.05 was considered statistically significant.

Post-hoc power analysis
A post-hoc power analysis for differences between the
control and intervention group at 9 weeks was per-
formed. We reached a power of 99.9% for tibio-talar
dorsal flexion, the foot tibia dorsal flexion, the subtalar
inversion and the medial arch respectively.

Results
Patient characteristics
We enrolled a total of 18 patients at the Heidelberg Uni-
versity Hospital Centre for Orthopedics, Trauma Surgery
and Spinal Cord Injury over a period of 3 years. Four

study patients had to be excluded as they were lost to
follow-up. Of the 14 remaining patients, 8 patients had
an isolated Weber B fracture, 5 patients had a bimalleo-
lar fracture and 1 patient had a trimalleolar fracture
(Fig. 2). Every single patient showed signs of complete
consolidation on X-rays 26 weeks after surgery. For stat-
istical comparison, 20 healthy participants were included
into the control group (n = 40 ft). There were no signifi-
cant differences between the demographic data of both
groups as they were matched (Table 3).

Kinematics
Mobility of the Tibio-Talar ankle joint
Figure 3 shows the movement in the different joint for
the whole gait cycle as well as the results of SPM. Table 4
presents the values of the range of motion (ROM) in all
three joints from the patients with ankle fractures and
from the control group.

Table 2 Angles of the Heidelberg Foot Measurement Method [23]

Angle Description

Tibio-talar
flexion

Flexion between tibia and talus (represented by the calcaneal and navicular motion) as rotation around the malleolar line,
approximately sagittal plane

Medial arch
angle

Absolute angle in 3D between line from medial calcaneus marker to navicular and MT I, approximately sagittal plane

Subtalar
inversion

Rotation of calcaneus around subtalar axis, approximately frontal plane

Fig. 2 Study flow
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Tibio-Talar dorsal flexion (dorsal extension/ plantar flexion)
The tibio-talar dorsal flexion describes the exact range
of motion in the tibio-talar joint.
Statistical parametric mapping showed significant dif-

ferences between the healthy participants and the pa-
tients after 9 weeks over approximately 15–40% (p <
0.001), 56–70% (p = 0.007), 82–88% (p = 0.033) and 97–
98% (p = 0.048). The critical threshold here (red dashed
line) was 9. Furthermore, significant differences between
the healthy participants and the patients after 26 weeks
over approximately 62–65% (p = 0.049) could be found.
The critical threshold (red dashed line) was 9. Between
the patients after 9 and after 26 weeks there was no sig-
nificant difference with a critical threshold of 3.
In comparison to the control group a significant lower

ROM 9weeks (15.9° (IQR: 11.3–18.4) vs 24.8° (IQR: 19.6–
29), p < 0.001) and 26 weeks (18.3° (IQR: 16.9–19.8) vs
24.8° (IQR: 19.6–29), p < 0.001) after surgery, could be

Table 3 Demographic data of the control group in comparison
to the intervention group

CG IG (9 weeks) p-value

n 20 14

age, in years 47.2 ± 10.4 50.9 ± 16.2 0.23

height, in cm 174.0 ± 9.1 171.0 ± 7.6 0.27

weight, in kg 73.0 ± 14.0 78.5 ± 13.6 0.26

gender 0.27

male 9 3

female 11 11

abbreviations: CG = control group; IG = intervention group; SD = standard
deviation; p ≤ 0.05 considered as statistically significant, values are presented
as mean ± SD as appropriate

Fig. 3 Foot kinematics and statistical parametric mapping. A foot kinematics of the tibio-talar dorsal flexion, foot tibial dorsal flexion,medial arch and
subtalar inversion over the whole gait cycle shown for the intervention group after 9 weeks (red solid line) and 26weeks (blue dashed line) as well as
for the control group (grey bar); thin dotted color-coded lines are the 95% quantiles; B every column represents the comparison of two clinical groups
(first column: control group versus intervention group after 9 weeks; second column: control group versus intervention group after 26 weeks; third
column: intervention group after 9 weeks versus intervention group after 26weeks). Every line represents one angle with the different comparisons
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observed. Additionally, there was no significant increase of
the ROM between 9 and 26 weeks after surgery (15.9°
(IQR: 11.3–18.4) vs 18.3° (IQR: 16.9–19.8), p = 0.081).

Foot tibia dorsal flexion (dorsal extension/ plantar flexion)
The foot tibia dorsal flexion describes the entire range of
motion of the foot in relation to the tibia around the axis
build by the malleoli.
Statistical parametric mapping showed significant dif-

ferences between the healthy participants and the pa-
tients after 9 weeks over approximately 53–75%(p =
0.001). The critical threshold here (red dashed line) was
9. Furthermore, significant differences between the
healthy participants and the patients after 26 weeks over
approximately 58–70% (p = 0.011) could be found. The
critical threshold (red dashed line) was 9. Between the
patients after 9 and after 26 weeks there was no signifi-
cant difference with a critical threshold of 3.
Compared to the control group significant differences

9 weeks (21.3° (IQR: 17–23) vs 36° (IQR: 30.2–38.8), p <
0.001) and 26 weeks (26.8° (IQR: 24.4–31) vs 36° (IQR:
30.2–38.8), p < 0.001) after surgery could be detected
with lower values in patients with fractures. There was
also a significant difference between the mean ROM
after 9 and after 26 weeks (21.3° (IQR: 17–23) vs 26.8°
(IQR: 24.4–31), p = 0.004).

Subtalar inversion
The subtalar inversion is a parameter indicating the ro-
tation of calcaneus around subtalar axis.
Statistical parametric mapping showed no significant

differences between the healthy participants and the pa-
tients after 9 weeks as well as the patients after 26 weeks.
The critical thresholds (red dashed line) were 8 after 9
weeks and 8 after 26 weeks. Between the patients after 9
and after 26 weeks there was no significant difference
with a critical threshold of 3.
Between 9 weeks and 26 weeks after surgery a signifi-

cant increase of the mobility (6.7° (IQR: 5.3–7.7) vs 8.9°
(IQR: 7.5–11.1), p = 0.009), indicated by the subtalar in-
version, could be observed. In comparison to the control
group there was a significant difference to the patients

after 9 weeks (6.7° (IQR: 5.3–7.7) vs 11.1° (IQR: 9.4–
13.5), p < 0.001) and after 26 weeks (8.9° (IQR: 7.5–11.1)
vs 11.1° (IQR: 9.4–13.5), p = 0.018).

Medial arch
The medial arch is a parameter indicating the flexibil-
ity of the arch of the foot. Statistical parametric map-
ping showed no significant differences between the
healthy participants and the patients after 9 weeks as
well as the patients after 26 weeks. The critical
thresholds (red dashed line) were 7 after 9 weeks and
7 after 26 weeks. Between the patients after 9 and
after 26 weeks there was no significant difference with
a critical threshold of 3.
Between 9 weeks and 26 weeks after surgery a sig-

nificant improvement of the mobility (12.5° (IQR:
9.85–15.5) vs 16.3° (IQR: 14.6–18.6), p = 0.027), indi-
cated by the medial arch, could be observed. In com-
parison to the control group there was a significant
difference to the patients after 9 weeks (12.5° (IQR:
9.85–15.5) vs 18° (IQR: 16.5–20.1), p < 0.001) and
after 26 weeks (16.3° (IQR: 14.6–18.6) vs 18° (IQR:
16.5–20.1), p = 0.009).

Time-distance parameters
In Table 5 the values for walking speed and cadence of
the ankle fractures patients and the control group are
presented.

Cadence
Cadence is defined as ‘steps per minute made within
the walkway’. Considering median cadence in the con-
trol group, cadence after surgery showed a significant
lower value with p = 0.001 (103 steps per minute
(IQR: 95.5–111) vs 115 steps per minute (IQR: 109–
118)) after 9 weeks but not after 26 weeks (110 steps
per minute (IQR: 108–118) vs 115 steps per minute
(IQR: 109–118), p = 0.26). Additionally, there was a
significant difference in steps per minute between 9
and 26 weeks after surgery (103 steps per minute
(IQR: 95.5–111) vs 110 steps per minute (IQR: 108–
118), p = 0.039).

Table 4 Values of the tibio-talar dorsal flexion, foot tibial dorsal flexion and medial arch. ROM over the whole gait cycle shown for
the intervention group after 9 weeks (IG1) and 26 weeks (IG 2) as well as for the control group (CG); p ≤ 0.05 considered as
statistically significant; values are presented as median (IQR) as appropriate

CG IG 1 IG 2 p-value CG
vs IG1

p-value CG
vs IG2

p-value G1
vs IG2

n 40 14 14

Tibio-Talar Dorsal Flexion, in degree 24.8 (19.6–29) 15.9 (11.439–18.4) 18.3 (16.9–19.8) < 0.001 < 0.001 0.081

Foot Tibia Dorsal Flexion, in degree 36 (30.2–38.8) 21.3 [17–23] 26.8 (24.4–31) < 0.001 < 0.001 0.004

Subtalar Inversion, in degree 11.1
(9.4–13.5)

6.7
(5.3–7.7)

8.9
(7.5–11.1)

< 0.001 0.018 0.009

Medial Arch,in degree 18 (16.5–20.1) 12.5 (9.85–15.5) 16.3 (14.6–18.6) < 0.001 0.009 0.027
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Walking speed
Compared to the control group the self-selected speed
was significantly lower in the operated group after 9
weeks (0.92 m/s (IQR: 0.65–1.08) vs 1.37 m/s (IQR:
1.18–1.49), p < 0.001) and after 26 weeks (1.15 m/s (IQR:
1.05–1.2) vs 1.37 m/s (IQR: 1.18–1.49), p = 0.004). There
was a significant difference in speed between 9 and 26
weeks after surgery (0.92 m/s (IQR: 0.65–1.08) vs 1.15
m/s (IQR: 1.05–1.2), p = 0.002).

Ground reaction force (GRF)
Statistical parametric mapping showed significant differ-
ences between the healthy participants and the patients
after 9 weeks over approximately 0–17% (p < 0.001), 21–
37% (p < 0.001), 41–54% (p < 0.001) and 60–64% (p =
0.013). The critical threshold here (red dashed line) was
11.72. Furthermore, significant differences between the
healthy participants and the patients after 26 weeks over
approximately 0–1,5% (p = 0.046), 5–15% (p < 0.001),
27–33% (p = 0.001), 45–49% (p = 0.005) and 57–59%:
(p = 0.049) could be found. The critical threshold (red
dashed line) was 11.82 (Fig. 4). Between the patients
after 9 and after 26 weeks there was no significant differ-
ence with a critical threshold of 3.75.
There was a significant increase of the GRF between 9

weeks and 26 weeks after surgery (p = 0.008). Compared
to the control group the maximum GRF was signifi-
cantly lower after 9 weeks (p < 0.001) as well as after 26
weeks (p < 0.001) (Table 6).

AOFAS score and correlations
A significant improvement of the AOFAS score between
both groups from follow-up appointments at 9 to 26
weeks could be observed (p = 0.0058). The AOFAS
Score was 68 (IQR 62–85) 9 weeks after surgery and 87
(74–95) 26 weeks after surgery.
For correlation analyses, data for both time points (9

and 26 weeks after surgery) of 13 patients with ankle
fractures were included. One could not be included due
to missing data in the AOFAS score. A significant and
strong correlation was found between the AOFAS Score
and the ROM of foot tibia dorsal flexion (R = 0.7314,
p = 0.021), the subtalar inversion (R = 0.7174, p =
0.0273), the medial arch (R = 0.7413, p = 0.0168), GRF

(R = 0.7025, p = 0.0357), cadence (R = 0.7259, p = 0.0231)
as well as speed (R = 0.8622, p = 0.0007). There was no
significant correlation between the AOFAS Score and
tibio-talar dorsal flexion (R = 0.5719, p = 0.2282) (Fig. 5).

Discussion
Management of ankle fractures and their anatomically
correct reduction after operative treatment is considered
to be essential in preventing long-term consequences
[11] and is often underestimated [34]. Accordingly, an
objective diagnostic tool such as the three-dimensional
gait analysis is rewarding to collect more information
about biomechanics and the function in the ankle joint
[1].
Although some studies already focused on gait pat-

terns after operatively treated ankle fractures, none of
them evaluated the gait cycle using statistical parametric
mapping. Moreover, parameters like walking speed and
ground reaction force are still controversially discussed.
The aim of this study was to objectify possible reduced
mobility of the tibio-talar joint and the medial arch 9
weeks and 26 weeks after surgery using the HFMM for
gait analysis and applying statistical parametric mapping
to evaluate not only the range of motion in general but
also the changes of the angle throughout a gait cycle.
The most important findings of this study were the

differences detected using statistical parametric map-
ping. Significant differences could be found looking at
the tibio-talar dorsal flexion, the foot tibia dorsal flexion
as well as the GRF for patients after 9 and 26 weeks
compared to healthy participants, respectively. In
addition, a significantly smaller range of motion in dorsi-
flexion and plantarflexion in the foot tibia dorsal flexion
as well as in the tibio-talar dorsal flexion after surgery
could be seen. Furthermore, we found a smaller range of
motion of the medial arch as a parameter of the sagittal
plane. Additionally, walking speed significantly differed
between all groups. Moreover, we found a significant im-
provement of the AOFAS from 9 weeks to 26 weeks after
surgery.
Previous studies already showed a restriction of clinical

dorsiflexion and plantarflexion between the tibia and the
hindfoot in the stance and swing phase in affected pa-
tients compared to healthy participants [1, 7, 25]. This is

Table 5 Values of cadence and speed. Values over the whole gait cycle shown for the intervention group after 9 weeks (IG1) and
26 weeks (IG 2) as well as for the control group (CG); p ≤ 0.05 considered as statistically significant; values are presented as median
(IQR) as appropriate

CG IG 1 IG 2 p-value CG vs IG1 p-value CG vs IG2 p-value G1 vs IG2

n 20 14 14

Cadence, in steps per minute 115 (109–118) 103 (95.5–111) 110 (108–118) 0.001 0.26 0.039

Speed, in m/s 1.37 (1.18–1.49) 0.92 (0.65–1.08) 1.15 (1.05–1.2) < 0.001 0.004 0.002
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in line with our results of restricted movement in the
tibio-talar joint. Furthermore, we were able to show that
these results are the same regardless of the foot model
applied. While Wang et al. [1] and van Hoeve et al. [7]
used the Oxford foot model or a modified version of it
with just 3 segments for their examinations we used the
HFMM. When comparing the results, one has to con-
sider that the HFMM takes the independent movements
of the tibio-talar and subtalar joint into account, while

the Oxford foot model imagines these two just as a ball-
and-socket joint. This may lead to a discrepancy regard-
ing the values of the motion in both joints. The marker
placement of the HFMM enables a detailed measure-
ment of the mobility in the tibio-talar joint unaffected of
any movements in adjoining joints, by looking at the
values of tibio-talar dorsal flexion [23].
Furthermore, this study showed a significant slower

walking speed when the patients were asked to walk

Fig. 4 Ground reaction force and statistical parametric mapping. A GRF over the whole gait cycle shown for the intervention group after 9 weeks
(red solid line) and 26 weeks (blue dashed line) as well as for the control group (grey bar); thin dotted color-coded lines are the 95% quantiles; B
every column represents the comparison of two clinical groups (first column: control group versus intervention group after 9 weeks; second
column: control group versus intervention group after 26 weeks; third column: intervention group after 9 weeks versus intervention group
after 26 weeks)

Fig. 5 Repeated Measures Correlations between gait analysis parameters and AOFAS
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with their self-selected speed. This coincides with the re-
sults of Losch et al. [25] and van Hoeve et al. [7], who
also found a significant difference between the walking
speed of the affected and non-affected participants. In
contrast, Wang et al. [1] only found a slightly, but not
significantly lower walking speed. Compared to our re-
sults, the difference can be explained by the different
time points between examinations and the surgery with
9 weeks or 26 weeks compared to 1 year after surgery.
Regarding the walking speed, one should also look at the
study by Fukuchi et al. [35] and Stoquart et al. [36]. Here
a moderate correlation between plantar flexion and gait
speed was shown. Thus, an influence of gait speed on
our sagittal ankle angles would be conceivable. However,
the effects on knee flexion were highest in these studies
[35, 36]. All in all, the influence of gait speed should not
be underestimated.
Additionally, Wang et al. [1] surmised that affected pa-

tients tend to lift the foot rather than pushing it off. Re-
garding the statistical parametric mapping of the GRF we
could prove this hypothesis. The values 9 weeks after sur-
gery are the lowest, perhaps because the patients want to
relieve their injured foot as a compensation mechanism.
On the other hand, the restriction of GRF might result
from some anatomical issues. According to Nagai et al.
[37] and Hayashi et al. [38], immobilization of joints after
injuries can lead to muscle atrophy as well as reduction of
muscle extensibility. Our patients were both immobilized
in a cast for 6 weeks and restricted regarding weight-
bearing. Due to the resulting muscle atrophy of the calf
muscles a reduced mobility in the joints of their foot was
developed. As they are important for the propulsive force
[39], this can lead to a reduced GRF. By full weight-
bearing, the muscles expand again and reassume prior
size. This could be the reason for the higher values for the
GRF at the 26 weeks appointment compared to 9 weeks.
Furthermore, a higher GRF coincides with an increase in
walking speed [40, 41], which also significantly improved
in our patients over time.
Looking at the AOFAS score, we found a significant

improvement between the two time points. So far, no
minimal clinically important difference (MCID) has been
specified for ankle fractures [42]. However, considering
the study of Norman et al. [43] it has been assumed as
half the standard deviation (SD). According to studies of
syndesmosis injuries and ankle fractures, the SD can be

assumed to be 12 points [44, 45]. Due to this, the MCID
for the AOFAS score would be 6 points. Given the in-
crease of 19 points, the change in AOFAS score between
9 and 26 weeks after surgery can be considered clinically
relevant.
There were certain limitations in our study. For in-

stance, owing to the low sample size, a comparison of
the different ankle fractures such as Weber A, B and C
was statistically not possible. Additionally, it was not
feasible to precisely match each patient, leading to a
more inaccurate group matching. Furthermore, marker
placement as well as skin motion can result in systemat-
ically errors especially in the medial arch, as there is the
greatest standard deviation and the lowest test-retest
reliability.

Conclusions
In conclusion, patients affected by ankle fractures
showed limited movement in the tibio-talar joint and
the medial arch compared to healthy controls. Although
this limitation persists both, at 9 and 26 weeks, com-
pared to healthy controls, a significant improvement can
be seen over time. A tendency towards the control group
can be seen in the absolute values.
Our results could be used to develop future random-

ized controlled trials or prospective cohort studies based
on similar conditions.

Abbreviations
AOFAS: American Orthopedic Foot and Ankle Society hindfoot score;
HFMM: Heidelberg Foot Measurement Method; OMAS: Olerud–Molander
Ankle Score

Acknowledgements
We want to thank the whole team of the gait analysis lab for performing the
gait analysis.

Authors’ contributions
Jessica C. Böpple1†, Michael Tanner1†, Sarah Campos1, Christian Fischer1,
Sebastian Müller2, Sebastian I. Wolf1, Julian Doll1*. Study conception and
design: JD, JB, MT, SM, SIW, CF. Acquisition of data: JD, JB, SM, SIW, CF. Data
monitoring and statistical analysis: JD, JB, SC, SIW. Analysis and interpretation
of data: JD, JB, SC, SM, SIW, CF. Drafting of manuscript: JD, JB, SM, SIW, CF.
Critical revision: JD, JB, MT, SC, SM, SIW, CF. All authors read and approved
the final version of this manuscript. The use of professional writers is not
intended.

Funding
This research received no specific grant from any funding agency in the
public, commercial or not-for-profit sectors. Open Access funding enabled
and organized by Projekt DEAL.

Table 6 Values of the GRF” values over the whole gait cycle shown for the intervention group after 9 weeks (IG1) and 26weeks (IG 2) as
well as for the control group (CG); p ≤ 0.05 considered as statistically significant; values are presented as median (IQR) as
appropriate.

CG IG 1 IG 2 p-value CG vs IG1 p-value CG vs IG2 p-value IG1 vs IG2

n 40 14 14

GRF, in N/kg 11.7 (11.3–12.5) 10.2 (10–10.6) 11 (10.7–11.4) < 0.001 < 0.001 0.008

Böpple et al. Journal of Foot and Ankle Research            (2022) 15:2 Page 10 of 12



Availability of data and materials
The datasets used and analyzed during the current study are available from
the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Ethical approval was obtained by the Ethics Committee of the University of
Heidelberg Medical Faculty prior to the beginning of the study
(Ethikkommission I der Medizinischen Fakultät Heidelberg, S-402/2009).
This trial was registered in the German Clinical Trials Register (DRKS) in
Freiburg, a primary registry within the WHO Registry Network, Germany, on
21 January 2021 with the trial registration number DRKS00023379.
The trial was conducted at our Center for Orthopedics and Trauma Surgery
in the context of Good Clinical Practice and in accordance with the
Declaration of Helsinki.
Written informed consent were obtained from each patient. In the event
that a patient’s physical or mental health was jeopardized because of
participation in the present study, the patient was dismissed immediately
and excluded from the study. Before inclusion into the trial, participants
were informed both orally and in writing about all relevant aspects of the
trial (e.g. aims, methods, anticipated benefits, potential risks of the study and
possibly entailed discomfort). Participants must be at least 18 years of age
and provide written informed consent. They have to be able to understand
the character and individual consequences of the clinical trial. The
participants’ free decision to participate was documented by signature on
the informed consent form.
All patient-related information is subject to medical confidentiality and to
medical secrecy, the European General Data Protection Regulation (DSGVO
— Datenschutz-.
Grundverordnung), the Federal Data Protection Act
(Bundesdatenschutzgesetz) and the State Data Protection Act
(Landesdatenschutzgesetz). Third parties will not have any insight into
original data.

Consent for publication
Not applicable. This manuscript does not contain data from any individual
person.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests in this section.

Author details
1Center for Orthopedics, Trauma Surgery and Spinal Cord Injury, Heidelberg
University Hospital, Schlierbacher Landstrasse 200a, 69118 Heidelberg,
Germany. 2ATOS Clinic Heidelberg, Bismarckstr. 9-15, 69115 Heidelberg,
Germany.

Received: 13 September 2021 Accepted: 12 December 2021

References
1. Wang R, Thur CK, Gutierrez-Farewik EM, Wretenberg P, Broström E. One year

follow-up after operative ankle fractures: a prospective gait analysis study
with a multi-segment foot model. Gait Posture. 2010;31(2):234–40. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2009.10.012.

2. Clare MP. A rational approach to ankle fractures. Foot Ankle Clin. 2008;13(4):
593–610. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fcl.2008.09.003.

3. Smeeing DP, Houwert RM, Briet JP, Kelder JC, Segers MJ, Verleisdonk EJ,
et al. Weight-bearing and mobilization in the postoperative care of ankle
fractures: a systematic review and meta-analysis of randomized controlled
trials and cohort studies. PLoS One. 2015;10(2):e0118320. https://doi.org/1
0.1371/journal.pone.0118320.

4. Court-Brown CM, McBirnie J, Wilson G. Adult ankle fractures--an increasing
problem? Acta Orthop Scand. 1998;69(1):43–7. https://doi.org/10.3109/17453
679809002355.

5. Court-Brown CM, Caesar B. Epidemiology of adult fractures: a review. Injury.
2006;37(8):691–7. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.injury.2006.04.130.

6. Jensen SL, Andresen BK, Mencke S, Nielsen PT. Epidemiology of ankle
fractures. A prospective population-based study of 212 cases in Aalborg,

Denmark. Acta Orthop Scand. 1998;69(1):48–50. https://doi.org/10.3109/174
53679809002356.

7. van Hoeve S, Houben M, Verbruggen J, Willems P, Meijer K, Poeze M.
Gait analysis related to functional outcome in patients operated for
ankle fractures. J Orthop Res. 2019;37(7):1658–66. https://doi.org/10.1
002/jor.24071.

8. Kannus P, Palvanen M, Niemi S, Parkkari J, Jrvinen M. Increasing number and
incidence of low-trauma ankle fractures in elderly people: finnish statistics
during 1970–2000 and projections for the future. Bone. 2002;31(3):430–3.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S8756-3282(02)00832-3.

9. Thakore RV, Hooe BS, Considine P, Sathiyakumar V, Onuoha G 2nd, Hinson
JK, et al. Ankle fractures and employment: a life-changing event for patients.
Disabil Rehabil. 2015;37(5):417–22. https://doi.org/10.3109/09638288.2014.
923525.

10. Marx C, Schaser KD, Rammelt S. Early corrections after failed ankle fracture
fixation. Z Orthop Unfall. 2021;159(03):323–31. https://doi.org/10.1055/a-1
079-6476.

11. Valderrabano V, Leumann A, Pagenstert G, Frigg A, Ebneter L, Hintermann B.
Chronic ankle instability in sports -- a review for sports physicians.
Sportverletz Sportschaden. 2006;20(4):177–83. https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2
006-927330.

12. Rammelt S, Zwipp H, Grass R. Injuries to the distal tibiofibular syndesmosis:
an evidence-based approach to acute and chronic lesions. Foot Ankle Clin.
2008;13(4):611–33, vii-viii. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fcl.2008.08.001.

13. Deleu P-A, Leemrijse T, Chèze L, Naaim A, Dumas R, Devos Bevernage B,
et al. Post-sprain versus post-fracture post-traumatic ankle osteoarthritis:
impact on foot and ankle kinematics and kinetics. Gait & Posture. 2021;86:
278–86. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2021.03.029.

14. Valderrabano V, Nigg BM, von Tscharner V, Stefanyshyn DJ, Goepfert B,
Hintermann B. Gait analysis in ankle osteoarthritis and total ankle
replacement. Clin Biomech. 2007;22(8):894–904. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
clinbiomech.2007.05.003.

15. Deleu PA, Naaim A, Chèze L, Dumas R, Devos Bevernage B, Goubau L, et al.
The effect of ankle and hindfoot malalignment on foot mechanics in
patients suffering from post-traumatic ankle osteoarthritis. Clin Biomech.
2021;81:105239. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinbiomech.2020.105239.

16. Shazadeh Safavi P, Janney C, Jupiter D, Kunzler D, Bui R, Panchbhavi VK.
A systematic review of the outcome evaluation tools for the foot and
ankle. Foot Ankle Spec. 2019;12(5):461–70. https://doi.org/10.1177/193
8640018803747.

17. Hsu CY, Tsai YS, Yau CS, Shie HH, Wu CM. Differences in gait and trunk
movement between patients after ankle fracture and healthy subjects. Biomed
Eng Online. 2019;18(1):26. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12938-019-0644-3.

18. Kitaoka HB, Alexander IJ, Adelaar RS. J AN, Myerson MS, Sanders M, et al.
clinical rating Systems for the Ankle-Hindfoot, midfoot, hallux, and lesser
toes. Foot Ankle Int. 1997;18(3):187–8. https://doi.org/10.1177/107110079701
800315.

19. Shah NH, Sundaram RO, Velusamy A, Braithwaite IJ. Five-year functional
outcome analysis of ankle fracture fixation. Injury. 2007;38(11):1308–12.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.injury.2007.06.002.

20. Blom RP, Meijer DT, de Muinck Keizer RO, Stufkens SAS, Sierevelt IN,
Schepers T, et al. Posterior malleolar fracture morphology determines
outcome in rotational type ankle fractures. Injury. 2019;50(7):1392–7. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.injury.2019.06.003.

21. Sung KH, Kwon SS, Yun YH, Park MS, Lee KM, Nam M, et al. Short-term
outcomes and influencing factors after ankle fracture surgery. J Foot Ankle
Surg. 2018;57(6):1096–100. https://doi.org/10.1053/j.jfas.2018.03.045.

22. Day GA, Swanson CE, Hulcombe BG. Operative treatment of ankle fractures:
a minimum ten-year follow-up. Foot Ankle Int. 2001;22(2):102–6. https://doi.
org/10.1177/107110070102200204.

23. Simon J, Doederlein L, McIntosh AS, Metaxiotis D, Bock HG, Wolf SI. The
Heidelberg foot measurement method: development, description and
assessment. Gait Posture. 2006;23(4):411–24. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ga
itpost.2005.07.003.

24. Wright CJ, Arnold BL, Coffey TG, Pidcoe PE. Repeatability of the modified
Oxford foot model during gait in healthy adults. Gait Posture. 2011;33(1):
108–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2010.10.084.

25. Losch A, Meybohm P, Schmalz T, Fuchs M, Vamvukakis F, Dresing K, et al.
Functional results of dynamic gait analysis after 1 year of hobby-athletes
with a surgically treated ankle fracture. Sportverletz Sportschaden. 2002;
16(3):101–7. https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2002-34750.

Böpple et al. Journal of Foot and Ankle Research            (2022) 15:2 Page 11 of 12

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2009.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2009.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fcl.2008.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0118320
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0118320
https://doi.org/10.3109/17453679809002355
https://doi.org/10.3109/17453679809002355
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.injury.2006.04.130
https://doi.org/10.3109/17453679809002356
https://doi.org/10.3109/17453679809002356
https://doi.org/10.1002/jor.24071
https://doi.org/10.1002/jor.24071
https://doi.org/10.1016/S8756-3282(02)00832-3
https://doi.org/10.3109/09638288.2014.923525
https://doi.org/10.3109/09638288.2014.923525
https://doi.org/10.1055/a-1079-6476
https://doi.org/10.1055/a-1079-6476
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2006-927330
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2006-927330
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fcl.2008.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2021.03.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinbiomech.2007.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinbiomech.2007.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinbiomech.2020.105239
https://doi.org/10.1177/1938640018803747
https://doi.org/10.1177/1938640018803747
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12938-019-0644-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/107110079701800315
https://doi.org/10.1177/107110079701800315
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.injury.2007.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.injury.2019.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.injury.2019.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.jfas.2018.03.045
https://doi.org/10.1177/107110070102200204
https://doi.org/10.1177/107110070102200204
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2005.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2005.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2010.10.084
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2002-34750


26. Segal G, Elbaz A, Parsi A, Heller Z, Palmanovich E, Nyska M, et al. Clinical
outcomes following ankle fracture: a cross-sectional observational study. J
Foot Ankle Res. 2014;7(1):50. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13047-014-0050-9.

27. Becker HP, Rosenbaum D, Kriese T, Gerngross H, Claes L. Gait asymmetry
following successful surgical treatment of ankle fractures in young adults.
Clin Orthop Relat Res. 1995;311:262–9.

28. Mak KH, Chan KM, Leung PC. Ankle fracture treated with the AO principle--
an experience with 116 cases. Injury. 1985;16(4):265–72. https://doi.org/10.1
016/S0020-1383(85)80017-6.

29. Roos EM, Roos HP, Lohmander LS, Ekdahl C, Beynnon BD. Knee injury and
osteoarthritis outcome score (KOOS)--development of a self-administered
outcome measure. J Orthop Sports Phys Ther. 1998;28(2):88–96. https://doi.
org/10.2519/jospt.1998.28.2.88.

30. Davis RB, Õunpuu S, Tyburski D, Gage JR. A gait analysis data collection and
reduction technique. Hum Mov Sci. 1991;10(5):575–87. https://doi.org/10.101
6/0167-9457(91)90046-Z.

31. SooHoo NF, Vyas R, Samimi D. Responsiveness of the foot function index,
AOFAS clinical rating systems, and SF-36 after foot and ankle surgery. Foot
Ankle Int. 2006;27(11):930–4. https://doi.org/10.1177/107110070602701111.

32. Pena F, Agel J, Coetzee JC. Comparison of the MFA to the AOFAS outcome
tool in a population undergoing Total ankle replacement. Foot & Ankle
International. 2007;28(7):788–93. https://doi.org/10.3113/FAI.2006.0788.

33. Bakdash JZ, Marusich LR. Repeated Measures Correlation. Front Psychol.
2017;8:456.

34. Rammelt S, Heim D, Hofbauer LC, Grass R, Zwipp H. Probleme und
Kontroversen in der Behandlung von Sprunggelenkfrakturen. Unfallchirurg.
2011;114(10):847–60. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00113-011-1978-x.

35. Fukuchi CA, Fukuchi RK, Duarte M. Effects of walking speed on gait
biomechanics in healthy participants: a systematic review and meta-analysis.
Systematic Reviews. 2019;8(1):153.

36. Stoquart G, Detrembleur C, Lejeune T. Effect of speed on kinematic, kinetic,
electromyographic and energetic reference values during treadmill walking.
Neurophysiologie Clinique Clin Neurophysiol. 2008;38(2):105–16. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.neucli.2008.02.002.

37. Nagai M, Aoyama T, Ito A, Iijima H, Yamaguchi S, Tajino J, et al.
Contributions of biarticular myogenic components to the limitation of the
range of motion after immobilization of rat knee joint. BMC Musculoskelet
Disord. 2014;15(1):224. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2474-15-224.

38. Hayashi K, Fukuyasu-Matsuo S, Inoue T, Fujiwara M, Asai Y, Iwata M, et al.
Effects of cyclic stretching exercise on long-lasting hyperalgesia, joint
contracture, and muscle injury following cast immobilization in rats. Physiol
Res. 2020;69(5):861–70. https://doi.org/10.33549/physiolres.934437.

39. Perry J. Ganganalyse : Norm und Pathologie des Gehens. 1. Aufl. ed.
München ; Jena: Urban & Fischer; 2003.

40. Kirby KA. Longitudinal arch load-sharing system of the foot. Revista
Española de Podología. 2017;28(1):e18–26. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.repod.2
017.03.003.

41. Keller TS, Weisberger AM, Ray JL, Hasan SS, Shiavi RG, Spengler DM. Relationship
between vertical ground reaction force and speed during walking, slow jogging,
and running. Clin Biomech (Bristol, Avon). 1996;11(5):253–9.

42. Ræder BW, Stake IK, Madsen JE, Frihagen F, Jacobsen SB, Andersen MR, et al.
Randomized trial comparing suture button with single 3.5 mm syndesmotic
screw for ankle syndesmosis injury: similar results at 2 years. Acta Orthop. 2020;
91(6):770–5. https://doi.org/10.1080/17453674.2020.1818175.

43. Norman GR, Sloan JA, Wyrwich KW. Interpretation of changes in health-
related quality of life: the remarkable universality of half a standard
deviation. Med Care. 2003;41(5):582–92. https://doi.org/10.1097/01.MLR.
0000062554.74615.4C.

44. Wikerøy AK, Høiness PR, Andreassen GS, Hellund JC, Madsen JE. No
difference in functional and radiographic results 8.4 years after
quadricortical compared with tricortical syndesmosis fixation in ankle
fractures. J Orthop Trauma. 2010;24(1):17–23. https://doi.org/10.1097/BOT.
0b013e3181bedca1.

45. Andersen MR, Frihagen F, Hellund JC, Madsen JE, Figved W. Randomized
trial comparing suture button with single syndesmotic screw for
syndesmosis injury. J Bone Joint Surg Am. 2018;100(1):2–12. https://doi.
org/10.2106/JBJS.16.01011.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Böpple et al. Journal of Foot and Ankle Research            (2022) 15:2 Page 12 of 12

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13047-014-0050-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0020-1383(85)80017-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0020-1383(85)80017-6
https://doi.org/10.2519/jospt.1998.28.2.88
https://doi.org/10.2519/jospt.1998.28.2.88
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-9457(91)90046-Z
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-9457(91)90046-Z
https://doi.org/10.1177/107110070602701111
https://doi.org/10.3113/FAI.2006.0788
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00113-011-1978-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neucli.2008.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neucli.2008.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2474-15-224
https://doi.org/10.33549/physiolres.934437
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.repod.2017.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.repod.2017.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/17453674.2020.1818175
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.MLR.0000062554.74615.4C
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.MLR.0000062554.74615.4C
https://doi.org/10.1097/BOT.0b013e3181bedca1
https://doi.org/10.1097/BOT.0b013e3181bedca1
https://doi.org/10.2106/JBJS.16.01011
https://doi.org/10.2106/JBJS.16.01011

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions
	Trial registration

	Background
	Patients and methods
	Ethics
	Patients
	Study protocol
	Statistical analysis
	Post-hoc power analysis

	Results
	Patient characteristics
	Kinematics
	Mobility of the Tibio-Talar ankle joint
	Tibio-Talar dorsal flexion (dorsal extension/ plantar flexion)
	Foot tibia dorsal flexion (dorsal extension/ plantar flexion)
	Subtalar inversion
	Medial arch

	Time-distance parameters
	Cadence
	Walking speed

	Ground reaction force (GRF)
	AOFAS score and correlations

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	Authors’ contributions
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Declarations
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Author details
	References
	Publisher’s Note

