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Analysis of impact-absorption effect accordlng to test methods
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Table 3 ANOVA of Method2

N M SD F P
. . . A 44 0.488 0.036
Fig 2 Experimental Insole(A:EVA material, 202.678  0.000
B 44 0.318 0.071

B:Reconstruction material)
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Fig 4 Average plantar pressure in each method
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