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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the smoothness of the gait pattern according to shoe, walking speed,
and slope. Eleven male university students used three types(running shoes, mounting climbing boots, elevated forefoot
walking shoes) of shoes at various walking speeds(1.19, 1.25, 1.33, 1.56, 1.78, 1.9, 2.0, 2.11, 2.33m/s) and gradients
(0, 3, 6, 10%) on a treadmill. Three-dimensional motion analysis (Motion Analysis Corp, Santa Rosa, CA, USA) was
conducted with 4 Falcon high speed cameras. The results showed that elevated forefoot walking shoes had the lowest
value of nommalized jerk at the heel, which means that elevated forefoot walking shoes had the smoothest walking
pattern at the heel. In contrast, elevated forefoot walking shoes had greater normalized jerk at the center of mass
(COM) at most walking speeds, which means that the smoothness of gait pattern at the center of mass is the lowest
for the elevated forefoot walking shoes. This movement at the COM might even have a beneficial effect of activating

muscles in the back and abdomen more than other shoes.
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