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Abstract: To improve exoskeleton designs, it is crucial to understand the effects of the placement of
such added mass on a broad spectrum of users. Most prior studies on the effects of added mass on gait
have analyzed young adults using discrete point analysis. This study quantifies the changes in gait
characteristics of young and middle-aged adults in response to added mass across the whole gait cycle
using statistical parametric mapping. Fourteen middle-aged and fourteen younger adults walked
during 60 s treadmill trials under nine different loading conditions. The conditions represented
full-factorial combinations of low (+3.6 Ib), medium (+5.4 Ib), and high (+10.8 Ib) mass amounts at the
thighs and pelvis. Joint kinematics, kinetics and muscle activations were evaluated. The young and
middle-aged adults had different responses to added mass. Under pelvis loading, middle-aged adults
did not adopt the same kinematic responses as younger adults. With thigh loading, middle-aged
adults generally increased knee joint muscle activity around heel strike, which could have a negative
impact on joint loading. Overall, as age may impact the user’s response to an exoskeleton, designers
should aim to include sensors to directly monitor user response and adaptive control approaches that
account for these differences.

Keywords: added mass; walking; middle-aged; exoskeletons; statistical parametric mapping; biomechanics;
kinematics; kinetics; EMG; muscle activity

1. Introduction

In general, lower limb exoskeletons with sensor-guided (user-volitional) control strate-
gies are commonly designed to provide assistance at either the hip or the ankle joints [1].
Different exoskeleton control strategies exist, with the most common strategies employing
either motion or torque-based control [2,3]. Torque-based control is the most common
method for providing partial assistance to a user to improve performance during move-
ment [3] and could be applied to compensate for changes in gait due to aging [4]. In
comparison to ankle exoskeletons, hip exoskeletons add only a minimal amount of inertia
to the lower extremities and are therefore thought to minimally impact the resultant lower
body dynamics during walking [1]. It has been previously noted in the literature that users
who may benefit from using an exoskeleton to improve mobility might not choose to wear
an exoskeleton due to disadvantages of the design, including the effort required for the
donning and doffing of an exoskeleton [4]. More user-friendly exoskeletons that improve
accessibility are a suggested focus for future exoskeleton designers [4]. One step towards
designing such a user-friendly exoskeleton is fully quantifying the effects of placing added
mass in the form of an exoskeleton on a broad spectrum of users, and especially in middle-
aged or older adults who are likely to benefit from exoskeleton use. A one-size-fits-all
approach to the design of exoskeletons will impede access to safe and effective technology
for a large part of the population. In a study about the perception of exoskeleton technology,
all the older adults surveyed were not aware of exoskeletons as a technology, and they did
not perceive the need for an exoskeleton [5]. It has also been shown that older adults are
less likely to adopt the use of technology [6]. Older and middle-aged adults may benefit
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from assistance provided by an exoskeleton, and as gait changes have been observed as
people age [4], it is important to consider the gait patterns and performance of middle-aged
and older adults when designing exoskeletons.

In particular, gait-related data on middle-aged adults is lacking [7]. Characterizing
the effects of added mass on the gait of middle-aged adults is important, as changes
in gait performance, such as slower speed, shorter step length, narrower stride width
and variability in step length have been correlated with an increased risk of falling and
injury [8]. Quantifying the changes in gait performance of middle-aged adults in response
to added mass could help exoskeleton designers account for these changes and design
safer and more efficient exoskeletons for this population. Despite the recent advances in
exoskeleton technology, there is still a gap in knowledge about how humans might benefit
from the use of an exoskeleton [9]. To accurately quantify and improve the performance
of an exoskeleton, we must first be able to quantify human performance [9]. This is
especially true in the case of “assist as needed” control algorithms [10,11]. In the case of
exoskeletons that employ “assist as needed” control strategies, it is expected that the user
can walk unhindered when the assistance is not active. However, the additional mass
will affect the gait of the user [12-15]. To improve the performance of such exoskeletons,
it is important to quantify the effects of added mass across the whole gait cycle. All
exoskeletons that have a “zero-impedance” or “patient-in-charge” setting will also benefit
from better characterization of the user’s starting point [10,16]. Specifically, SPM can be
used to quantify the gait changes across the whole gait cycle. The regions of no change
can also help inform exoskeleton designers about the regions in the gait cycle where active
control is not required. Previous studies have noted the importance of quantifying the
human response to mechanical assistance, as this could in part reduce metabolic cost and
make the exoskeleton design more efficient [9,17-19].

Prior studies have also focused mainly on a cohort of healthy younger adults to
characterize the effects of added mass on gait [14,20,21]. To our knowledge, there is no
study that quantifies the effects of added mass on middle-aged adults. Nevertheless,
aging is related to changes in the musculoskeletal system as well as changes in the central
and peripheral nervous systems [7]. These changes in musculoskeletal capabilities and
proprioceptive feedback could affect an older individual’s ability to tolerate and adapt
to the added mass indicative of an exoskeleton. This study will focus on the gait-related
adaptive behaviors of middle-aged adults when mass is added around the waist and the
thigh. As such, this study’s design will help bolster the basic science behind the design
of hip exoskeletons and provide insight into how middle-aged adults respond to walking
with added mass.

Most prior studies have used discrete point analysis, often focusing on the gait peaks
or gait events to identify the effects of added mass on walking [12,13,20]. This introduces a
selection bias, and it does not allow for a fully representative analysis of the effects of added
mass across the whole gait cycle. Statistical parametric mapping (SPM) is a technique
that has previously been used to analyze biomechanical metrics across the whole gait
cycle [22,23]. A prior study on the effects of added mass on gait kinetics and kinematics has
indicated that mass of up to 16 kg is well tolerated on the pelvis and thigh [12]. However,
this conclusion is based on the analysis of gait at discrete points of reference. Further
investigation is required to quantify the effects of added mass on gait characteristics across
the whole gait cycle.

The purpose of this study is to characterize the effects of pelvis- and thigh-added
mass on gait parameters across the whole gait cycle. This study aims to provide insights
into different potential exoskeleton mass distribution patterns, and the responses of both
young and middle-aged adults to these mass distribution patterns. We hypothesize that
loading at the pelvis and thigh will have different characteristic impacts on gait parameters,
with pelvis loading having a greater impact on stance and thigh loading having a greater
impact on swing. Based on prior literature, we also expected the young and middle-aged
adults to have different responses to the added mass during walking [7]. Therefore, we
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examined gait parameter differences between young and middle-aged adults in response
to generalized added mass. For this, we grouped all added mass conditions, which reflects
the reality that exoskeletons have a variety of possible configurations. The results of this
study will provide information on how young and middle-aged adults respond to the
added mass of wearing an exoskeleton and how sensor-guided exoskeleton control can be
designed to provide gait assistance to exoskeleton users.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants

The study recruited 32 participants without any lower limb injuries, and data from
4 participants were removed due to technical difficulties. Therefore, 14 healthy young
participants (6 females, aged 22 £ 4 years, 71.0 £ 10.5 kg body mass, 1.72 £ 0.07 m height
and 23.98 + 3.52 kg/m? BMI) and 14 healthy middle-aged participants (7 females, aged
48 + 9 years, 76.5 & 13.0 kg body mass, 1.72 + 0.08 m height and 26.12 + 4.16 kg/m? BMI)
were included in the analysis. The research protocol was approved by the University of Day-
ton’s Institutional Review Board, and all participants provided written informed consent.

2.2. Data Collection and Processing

The participants were provided the same style of running shoes. The main body seg-
ments considered for this study were the foot, shank, thigh, and pelvis segments. Standard
lower extremity bony landmarks (full list in Figure 1) were palpated and marked with
passive retroreflective markers for the collection of motion capture data [24]. Additional
markers were applied only for tracking purposes, such that a minimum of at least 4 markers
would be used to track each considered body segment. A consistent approach was followed
for placing the markers on all subjects, and markers were placed such that they did not
interfere with the added masses or the added mass wraps. A total of 33 markers were used,
and the full marker set is shown and described in Figure 1. A static trial was recorded prior
to each loading condition in which the participant stood with feet flat on the ground, pelvis
level and knees straight. Surface electromyography (EMG) sensors were placed on medial
gastrocnemius, soleus, tibialis anterior, vastus lateralis, vastus medialis, biceps femoris and
semitendinosus muscles on the right leg, following SENIAM recommendations [25].

A two-minute overground walking trial was used to determine a moderate self-
selected walking speed. Walking speed was 1.24 £ 0.16 m/s for the younger group and
1.19 £ 0.13 m/s for the middle-age group. Prior to data collection, participants walked for
3 min on the treadmill to acclimatize. The participants walked at their selected speed on the
instrumented treadmill for 1 min for each of the 9 different loaded conditions. Additional
masses were added bilaterally to the thigh and pelvis in combinations defined in Table 1.
Conditions with added mass placed only on the pelvis or thigh were not considered for
this study, as the mass distribution is generally not isolated on one segment in a hip
exoskeleton [26]. Cylindrically shaped, high-density tungsten bucking bars (1.0” diameter,
3.6” length) were used to add the mass symmetrically to the subjects (Midwest Tungsten
Services, Willowbrook, IL, USA). The added mass was placed in a padded, cylindrical
holder. Coban wraps were used to wrap the added mass around the thigh segment, and
a waist belt was used to place the added mass on the pelvis. The added mass conditions
were randomized for each subject.

The marker trajectories were recorded at 150 Hz with a 10-camera Vicon motion
capture system (Oxford Metrics, Oxford, UK). Ground reaction force data were collected
at 1500 Hz using two force plates in an instrumented split-belt treadmill (Bertec Corp.,
Columbus, OH, USA) and muscle activity data were collected at 1500 Hz, using the Delsys
Trigno wireless EMG system (Delsys Inc., Boston, MA, USA). Any gait cycles without a
clean right foot strike on the right force plate and a clean left foot strike on the left force
plate were not considered for the analysis. To reduce the artifacts in joint moments and
joint reaction forces that might be caused by differences in the frequency content of the
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kinematic and kinetic data, both the marker and force plate data were smoothed using a
lowpass filter with a cutoff frequency of 15 Hz [27-29].

Figure 1. Experimental setup consisting of tungsten mass, mass holders, surface EMG sensors
and retroreflective motion capture markers. Markers were placed symmetrically on the iliac crest,
posterior superior iliac spine, anterior superior iliac spine, femur lateral epicondyle, femur medial
epicondyle, fibula apex of lateral malleolus, tibia apex of medial malleolus, posterior surface of
calcaneus, head of second metatarsal bone, head of first metatarsal bone, head of fifth metatarsal
bone and acromion. A marker was also placed on the 7th cervical vertebrae and the sternum jugular
notch. Additional tracking markers were placed on leg segments, with two on each thigh and one on
each shank.

Table 1. The 9 loaded conditions represented full-factorial combinations of bilateral added mass
at the thighs and the pelvis. The combinations consisted of a low (+3.6 Ib/+1.6 kg), medium
(+7.21b/+3.3 kg) and high (+10.8 Ib/+4.9 kg) mass amounts at each segment.

Condition Thigh Mass Pelvis Mass
1 Low Low
2 Low Medium
3 Low High
4 Medium Low
5 Medium Medium
6 Medium High
7 High Low
8 High Medium
9 High High

2.3. Data Analysis
2.3.1. Joint Kinematics and Kinetics

Visual 3D software (C-motion Inc., Germantown, MD, USA) and MATLAB (The
MathWorks®, Natick, MA, USA) were used for biomechanical modeling and analysis.
Lower body models were generated with segment coordinate systems based on the bony
landmarks represented by the applied motion capture markers [24]. The pelvis segment
was modeled using the Visual 3D composite approach, which is based on the markers at
the posterior superior iliac spine and anterior superior iliac spine bony landmarks [30].

The functional hip joint centers of the models were determined from a range of motion
trial, using principles of the Gillette algorithm [31]. Knee joint centers were defined as the
midpoint between the lateral and medial femoral epicondyle markers. Ankle joint centers
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were defined at the midpoint between the fibula apex of the lateral malleolus and the tibia
apex of the medial malleolus.

In the segment coordinate system, the sagittal axis is defined as X, the frontal axis is
defined as Y, and the transverse axis is defined as Z [30,32]. The transverse axis for the thigh
is the vector from the knee joint center to the hip joint center. The sagittal axis for the thigh
is the vector between the lateral and medial femur epicondyle markers. The transverse axis
for the shank is the vector from the ankle joint center to the knee joint center. The sagittal
axis for the shank is the vector between the fibula apex of the lateral malleolus and the
tibia apex of the medial malleolus. The segment coordinate systems follow the right-hand
rule, such that the transverse axis is positive in the superior direction, the sagittal axis is
positive towards the right side, and the frontal axis is positive in the anterior direction [30].
In quiet stance (static pose), the coordinate system primary axes are generally aligned,
and joint angle changes during walking are calculated using the Cardan sequence order
sagittal-frontal-transverse [32].

The sagittal plane joint angles, joint internal moments and joint reaction forces for
the hip, knee and ankle joints were calculated within Visual 3D (v2021, C-Motion Inc.,
Germantown, MD, USA). For the baseline model mass distribution, the Visual 3D default
percentages of total body mass were used for each segment [33]. For each loading condition,
the appropriate additional mass was added to the baseline segment masses of the Visual
3D model. The joint moments and the joint reaction forces were normalized by the average
mass of the respective subjects, calculated from a baseline static trial with no added mass.
The default settings within Visual 3D were used to calculate the moment of inertia [34] and
the center of mass [35] of all segments. The joint angles, joint moments and joint reaction
forces for each gait cycle were time-normalized to 101 points (for a total of 9828 gait cycles
per metric).

2.3.2. Muscle Activity

The raw EMG data were bandpass filtered between 20 Hz and 500 Hz [36]. The signal
was then full wave rectified, and a linear envelope was generated by low pass filtering
at 12 Hz, using a 4th order Butterworth filter. For each subject, the linear envelopes were
normalized by the average of the peak values from the 60 s trial with the highest amount of
added mass on both segments (+10.8 Ib on the pelvis and +5.4 Ib on each thigh). The EMG
data from each gait cycle was then time-normalized to 101 points.

2.3.3. Statistical Parametric Mapping

Statistical parametric mapping (SPM) was used to compare the gait parameters (joint
angles, joint moments, joint reaction forces and muscle activity) of middle-aged adults to
young adults. All SPM analyses were conducted using the open-source MATLAB software
package from spm1D 0.4 [23]. A 1-way repeated measures ANOVA, as described by Pataky,
was used to evaluate the effects of age (young or middle-aged) on the gait parameters
separately [23]. Two 2-way repeated measures ANOVAs were used to evaluate the effects
of pelvis load (low, medium, or high) and thigh load (low, medium, or high) on the gait
parameters separately for both the younger cohort and the middle-aged cohort [23]. Post
hoc paired t-tests were used to compare pairs of conditions. The significance level for
all statistical tests was set to 0.05. In comparing the means, regions where the calculated
magnitude of the t-statistic was greater than the t critical value were marked as statistically
significant. The t-statistics are qualitatively identical to effect size and can be used as an
indicator of practical significance. The SPM results have only been verified for balanced
datasets. To make the dataset balanced, gait cycles were removed from the analysis, in a
pair-wise manner in the case of crossovers on the force plates, poor marker tracking or bad
EMG signals. An EMG signal was determined as unusable or bad if the data showed a
constant static noise, with a signal peak-to-baseline ratio lower than 2:1.
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3. Results

The results of SPM are often interpreted using the different phases of the gait cycle as
a reference [22,23]. Figure 2 shows a typical gait cycle and the phases that will be referred
to in the study. Figures 3 and 4 represent the SPM results used to evaluate the effects of the
pelvis and thigh mass on the gait of both the middle-aged cohort and the younger cohort.
These summary figures allow for the overall signature of pelvis loading and thigh loading
on gait metrics to be visualized. However, several regions of significant difference identified
by the SPM analysis occur where the metric magnitudes are close to zero. We present here
the full results of the SPM and have not removed any results based on additional thresholds
or other criteria. The results are best interpreted using Figures 5-10, which includes the
profiles of each gait metric at the high mass level compared to the low mass level. The
regions of significant differences from the SPM results are noted in each gait metric profile
plot with background shading (Figures 5-10). In combination with the gait metric profiles
and shaded regions denoting significant differences, the SPM {t} value plots directly below
each gait metric plot (Figures 5-10) can be interpreted as a visual representation of the
effect size. While SPM is designed to identify regions of significant differences, the points
of greatest difference can be identified at the points in the gait cycle, where the SPM {t} plot
reaches a local maximum or minimum.

3.1. Overall Response of Young Adults to Pelvis Mass Increases

The SPM results shown in Figures 3 and 4 represent the changes due to increasing
mass. The significance mapping figure for the young adults (Figure 3) shows that even
for a lower amount of pelvis mass (pelvis: low-medium frame) there are changes in joint
reaction force at every lower limb joint for the majority of stance, and changes in knee and
hip angles are present in early stance and late swing. Further comparison of changes at
higher levels of pelvis mass (medium-high and low-high) shows that these basic changes in
reaction force and knee and hip angles expand across larger sections of the gait cycle. For
joint moment metrics, significant regions of change are more apparent for comparisons of
large mass change (pelvis: low-high frame), which shows increased hip and knee moments
in mid-stance (Figures 3, 7 and 9) and increased ankle moments in mid-stance through
toe-off (Figures 3 and 5). While SPM results show significant changes in joint reaction
force during swing, all magnitudes are near zero. Joint moment changes during swing also
require a more nuanced interpretation (see discussion). Muscle activity changes with pelvis
loading can be summarized as the hamstrings group (biceps femoris and semitendinosus)
increases in early stance (Figure 9), vasti group (vastus lateralis and medialis) increases in
mid-stance through swing (Figure 7) and soleus increases in late stance (Figure 5).

LOADING RESPONSE MID-STANCE TERMINAL STANCE PRESWING INITIAL SWING MID-SWING TERMINAL SWING

—" —— —
ji j\& 4%

& . ‘ | | & |
HEEL| STRIKE FOOll' FLAT MIDS‘TANCE HEéL OFF TOé OFF MIDS‘WING HEEL‘ STRIKE
(Il 1|0 2|0 3|0 4|0 SIO 6[0 7[0 8[0 9[0 1(50
N—— A —
STANCE PHASE SWING PHASE

GAIT CYCLE (%)

Figure 2. Representation of a gait cycle of the foot highlighted in green, along with the classically
considered gait events and phases.
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Younger cohort specific map of significant differences
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Figure 3. Map of all the SPM results for younger adults. Column 1 contains the results from the ¢-test
for a full-factorial comparison of the pelvis masses. Column 2 contains the results from the ¢-test
for a full-factorial comparison of the thigh masses. An increase in the metric (higher weight causes
more ‘+’ve change) is highlighted in red, and a decrease in the metric (higher weight causes more
‘—’ve change) is highlighted in blue. Results from row 3 are also represented in Figures 5, 7 and 9 to
indicate regions of significant differences.
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Middle-aged cohort specific map of significant differences
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Figure 4. Map of all the SPM results for middle-aged adults. Column 1 contains the results from the
t-test for a full-factorial comparison of the pelvis masses. Column 2 contains the results from the f-test
for a full-factorial comparison of the thigh masses. An increase in the metric (higher weight causes
more ‘+'ve change) is highlighted in red, and a decrease in the metric (higher weight causes more
‘—’ve change) is highlighted in blue. Results from row 3 are also represented in Figures 6, 8 and 10 to
indicate regions of significant differences.
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an indicator of practical significance.
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Figure 6. SPM t-test results and profile plots of the metrics, comparing low mass to high mass in the
pelvis and thigh segments for participants in the middle-aged cohort. Joint parameters are primarily
related to the ankle joint. The ¢-statistic is qualitatively identical to the effect size and can be used as
an indicator of practical significance.
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Younger cohort specific profile differences
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Figure 7. SPM t-test results and profile plots of the metrics, comparing low mass to high mass in
the pelvis and thigh segments for participants in the younger cohort. Joint parameters are primarily
related to the knee joint. The t-statistic is qualitatively identical to the effect size and can be used as
an indicator of practical significance.
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Figure 8. SPM t-test results and profile plots of the metrics, comparing low mass to high mass in the
pelvis and thigh segments for participants in the middle-aged cohort. Joint parameters are primarily
related to the knee joint. The t-statistic is qualitatively identical to the effect size and can be used as
an indicator of practical significance.
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Figure 9. SPM t-test results and profile plots of the metrics, comparing low mass to high mass in
the pelvis and thigh segments for participants in the younger cohort. Joint parameters are primarily
related to the hip joint. The ¢-statistic is qualitatively identical to the effect size and can be used as an
indicator of practical significance.



Sensors 2022, 22, 6154 14 of 27

Middle-aged cohort specific profile differences
Hip Angle Hip Reaction Force Hip Moment

Pelvis (High - Low) Pelvis (High — Low) Pelvis (High - Low)

Hip Angle (°)
|

& - —
5 o 8 - &

Hip Reaction Force (N/Kg)
«
Hip Moment (N-m/Kg)
|

SPM {t}
SPM {t}
SPM {t}

Thigh (High - Low) 3 15 Thigh (High - Low) 15 Thigh (High — Low)

40 g 2

> 2 N

PR 8 £os
H 8 <

< c g 0

a s g

2 3 E-05
20 H 2

[ o 1

-40 £ T_1s

SPM{t}
SPM {t}
SPM {t}

0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100
Gait Cycle (%) Gait Cycle (%) Gait Cycle (%)
Biceps Femoris Semitendinosus
> Pelvis (High - Low) N Pelvis (High - Low)
3 &
:
; :
w
g @
o b
1
] ]
3 g
]
£ H
5 z
z
Legend
- - mMetric mean, high mass  Young adults ROS
<
o)
E ; ===Metric mean, low mass SPM t-test results ROS
4
&
@ m—t-statistic, SPM
*ROS - Regions of significant differences,

. Thigh (High - Low) Thigh (High - Low)
2 Zz
H H
g b
£ [
8 w
:
b 3
z £
§
E z
5
z
J[-ommmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm e
2
-~ ~ 1
~ S of
= = _
& &
=2
-3
L _
0 20 40 60 80 100
Gait Cycle (%) Gait Cycle (%)

Figure 10. SPM t-test results and profile plots of the metrics, comparing low mass to high mass in the
pelvis and thigh segments for participants in the middle-aged cohort. Joint parameters are primarily
related to the hip joint. The ¢-statistic is qualitatively identical to the effect size and can be used as an
indicator of practical significance.
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3.2. Overall Response of Middle-Aged Adults to Pelvis Mass Increases

For middle-aged adults, the significance mapping figure (Figure 4) shows that even
for a lower amount of pelvis mass (pelvis: low-medium frame), there are changes in the
joint reaction force at every lower limb joint for the majority of stance, which is consistent
with the younger group. Even for lower pelvis mass, ankle moment was significantly
increased in the region of late stance. Further comparison of changes at higher levels of
pelvis mass (medium-high and low-high frames) shows that these basic changes in reaction
force expand across larger sections of the gait cycle. Only very short regions of change
are significant for ankle angle (late swing) and knee angle (heel strike transition), while
hip angle does increase significantly in mid-stance. For joint moment metrics, significant
regions of change become more apparent with higher levels of pelvis mass. Particularly,
the ankle moment increase was present across a longer mid-stance to toe-off duration
(Figure 6). Regions of increased knee moment were observed in mid-stance and at toe-off
for the middle-aged group (Figure 8). The middle-aged group had short regions of change
in the hip moment during swing (Figure 10). Muscle activity changes with pelvis loading
can be summarized as the vasti group increases in early stance (Figure 8) and some tibialis
anterior increases in early stance and mid-swing (Figure 6).

3.3. Overall Response of Young Adults to Thigh Mass Increases

For young adults, the significance mapping figure (Figure 3) shows that even for a
lower amount of mass (thigh: low-medium frame), there are changes in ankle and knee
reaction forces for the majority of stance, and hip reaction force increases are also present.
While SPM results show significant changes in the joint reaction forces during swing, all
magnitudes are near zero. Joint angle changes were limited but did include decreased
ankle and knee angles in early stance. At higher levels of thigh mass (medium-high and
low-high), changes during toe-off (60-70% of the gait cycle) can be characterized as a more
plantarflexed ankle (toe pointed), a more flexed knee (bent) and a less extended hip (more
under the pelvis, increased hip angle) (Figures 5, 7 and 9). This corresponds with regions
of significantly increased hip and knee moments. Changes during swing (70-90%) can
be characterized as a more dorsiflexed ankle, a more extended knee (straight), and a less
flexed hip (less forward, decreased angle). This corresponds with regions of significantly
decreased hip and knee moments. Muscle activity changes with added thigh mass can be
summarized as hamstrings group (Figure 9), gastrocnemius and soleus increase during
stance, and tibialis anterior increases during mid-swing (Figure 5).

3.4. Overall Response of Middle-Aged Adults to Thigh Mass Increases

The significance mapping figure (Figure 4) shows that even for a lower amount of
mass (thigh: low-medium) in the middle-aged group, there are changes in ankle and knee
reaction forces for the majority of stance, and hip reaction force increases are also present.
Further comparison of changes at higher levels of thigh mass shows consistently increased
joint reaction forces throughout stance for all joints (Figures 6, 8 and 10). In late stance,
there are increases in ankle and knee angle (Figures 6 and 8). During toe-off and swing, the
middle-aged group shows the same characteristics of joint angle changes as described for
the younger group. Ankle moment increases during stance for a small region of the gait
cycle (Figure 6). The hip moment increase shown for the middle-aged group is very short
and occurs only during early stance (Figure 10). Muscle activity changes can be summarized
as decreases in the vasti group during early stance (Figure 8), increases in gastrocnemius
and soleus during mid-stance, and tibialis anterior increases during mid-swing (Figure 6).

3.5. Profile Differences across the Three Considered Joints

Figures 5-10 represent the SPM results used to evaluate the effects specific to pelvis
and thigh mass on the gait of both the younger cohort and middle-aged cohort. Recall
that a full-factorial approach with three levels was used for the mass combinations tested.
These figures focus on the low-high comparisons. For the pelvis, this compares conditions
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1,4 and 7 (pelvis low mass) against conditions 3, 6 and 9 (pelvis high mass) (Table 1). For
the thigh, this compares conditions 1, 2 and 3 (thigh low mass) against conditions 7, 8 and
9 (thigh high mass) (Table 1).

3.6. Age Related Differences in Gait Metrics

Figures 11-13 show the differences in gait kinematics, kinetics and muscle activity
between the two age groups. Data included in these analyses and plots include the
responses to all added mass conditions (Table 1) and represent generalized responses to
the added mass of an exoskeleton. As the mean walking speeds for the groups differed
by only 0.05 m/s (young cohort: 1.24 m/s; middle-aged cohort: 1.19 m/s) differences
between the two groups should represent differences in response rather than walking
speed. All the considered gait metrics were significantly different between the two age
groups under loaded walking. The ankle angle, knee angle and hip angle were significantly
different in 86%, 99% and 88% of the gait cycle, respectively. The ankle reaction forces,
knee reaction forces and hip reaction forces were significantly different in 94%, 92% and
95% of the gait cycle, respectively. The ankle moment, knee moment and hip moment were
significantly different in 89%, 91% and 73% of the gait cycle, respectively. The gastrocnemius
had significant activation differences in 51% of the gait cycle, and all other muscles had
activation differences in at least 90% of the gait cycle.

Age specific profile differences
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Figure 11. SPM ANOVA results and age-specific differences between the younger and middle-aged
cohorts. Joint parameters are primarily related to the ankle joint. The F-statistic is qualitatively
identical to the effect size and can be used as an indicator of practical significance.
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Age specific profile differences
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Figure 12. SPM ANOVA results and age-specific differences between the younger and middle-aged
cohorts. Joint parameters are primarily related to the knee joint. The F-statistic is qualitatively
identical to the effect size and can be used as an indicator of practical significance.
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Figure 13. SPM ANOVA results and age-specific differences between the younger and middle-aged
cohorts. Joint parameters are primarily related to the hip joint. The F-statistic is qualitatively identical
to the effect size and can be used as an indicator of practical significance.

4. Discussion

Responses are discussed specific to the location of the added mass and phase of the
gait cycle in the following way: 4.3 pelvis loading stance impact, 4.4 pelvis loading swing
impact, 4.5 thigh loading stance impact, 4.6 thigh loading toe-off impact, and 4.7 thigh
loading swing impact. Within each section, the discussion will examine the young adult
responses and then the middle-aged adult responses, noting qualitative similarities and
differences. Relevant statistical differences between the age groups’ overall responses
to loading will be discussed. Finally, each paragraph or section will conclude with the
implication of the response on the design of exoskeleton systems or control approaches.

4.1. Characterizing Response Signatures for Added Mass at Pelvis and Thigh

The focus of this study is to understand the impact of exoskeleton weight for exoskele-
tons that cross the hip joint and attach primarily at the pelvis and thigh. Depending on
exoskeleton functionality and design choices, a variety of weight distributions between the
pelvis and thigh might be selected [26]. The fact that the location of an added mass (e.g.,
pelvis vs. thigh) will have a specific impact on gait parameters is well established [12,14].
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Our results further this knowledge with the application of the SPM analysis approach,
which allows the impact of mass on the entire gait cycle to be considered in contrast with
prior work focused on peaks or specific instances in the cycle [12,13,20]. This study sup-
ports the idea that the greatest effects of added mass (SPM {t} values) generally occur at
the local minima or maxima in the metric profile. However, researchers are aware that
differences extend beyond those particular instances. In the case of exoskeletons, control
strategies should seek to smoothly modify applied assistance leading up to and following
those peak instances. Consideration of the SPM {t} value plots may improve the capability
of exoskeleton designers to determine appropriate ranges in the gait cycle to begin and
end applied assistance, such that the desired profile can be achieved. SPM results allow
the signature of the impact to be fully visualized both across the gait cycle and for many
parameters in a single figure. For both young and middle-aged adults, it was observed
that the response to the pelvis loading had different characteristic features compared to
thigh loading. This allows exoskeleton researchers to understand how the magnitude and
allocation of mass in their device are likely to impact the user throughout the complete
gait cycle.

4.2. Comparing to Studies with Other Mass Magnitudes or Increments

A challenge in this area of study is that research groups have used a variety of different
magnitudes of added mass and different increments of added mass [12,13,21,37]. The results
of the SPM mapping suggest that the signatures of the response to added mass will be
relatively similar when comparing responses at a lower magnitude (low-medium) and
a higher magnitude (medium-high) or when comparing different increments of change
in mass (medium-high vs. low-high). While thresholds clearly exist for the lowest mass
that can produce a perceptible change in a metric, within the range of masses used in real
exoskeletons, the human response likely keeps the same characteristics regardless of the
exact mass amount. Specifically, as added mass is increased, SPM shows that regions of
significant changes seen even at low mass levels are generally maintained but increase in
duration over the gait cycle (Figures 3 and 4).

4.3. Response to Pelvis Loading during Stance
4.3.1. Young Group

As expected, increased pelvis loading increases joint reaction forces throughout stance
for both young and middle-aged groups (Figures 3 and 4). The younger group increased
their hip and knee angles from heel strike through mid-stance and increased the moments
of these joints across a similar region of stance. This increased hip flexion in early-to-mid
stance likely represents a strategy for further forward placement of the striking limb to
better absorb and redirect the increased mass/momentum at the pelvis. The maximum hip
moment requirement occurs in early stance, and the young group generated significantly
higher hip moment throughout the majority of this peak (Figure 13). Some observed
increases in early stance hamstring activity (but not vasti activity) may be related to these
hip moment changes (Figures 3 and 9). In knee angle kinematic profiles, the smaller
flexion peak observed during early stance is frequently interpreted as a weight acceptance
response [38]. The increased flexion and concurrent increase in knee moment during early
stance observed in our younger cohort appear to be a reasonable response to added mass.

4.3.2. Middle-Aged Group

The middle-aged group showed a markedly different response, with hip kinematic
changes greatly reduced in duration (early stance only) (Figures 3 and 4). Age group com-
parison for the hip shows that the young group maintains greater hip flexion and extension
peaks when loaded compared to middle-aged responses (Figure 13). The middle-aged
group also did not demonstrate the increased knee flexion shown by the younger group
during weight acceptance (Figures 7 and 8). Age group comparison for the knee angle high-
lights that the middle-aged group maintains a more extended knee angle profile than the
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younger group throughout stance (Figure 12). Prior work describes this weight acceptance
(or energy absorption) knee behavior as being controlled by the eccentric contraction of
knee extensors [38,39]. This is followed by concentric knee extensor contraction, creating
an extension moment to straighten the knee [38]. Increased muscle activation in both vasti
muscles from roughly 5-25% of the gait cycle supports this interpretation that additional
load requires additional knee extensor recruitment during weight acceptance, particularly
with the middle-aged group not allowing increased knee flexion (Figures 4 and 8). Overall,
this suggests that the middle-aged group is more resistant to making kinematic adaptations
than the younger group and makes no kinematic modifications to prepare for heel strike or
accept additional pelvis mass.

4.3.3. Weight Acceptance Behaviors

The small region of hip angle increase (12-30% of the gait cycle) corresponded with
the maximum hip moment requirement, but unlike the young group, the middle-aged
cohort did not significantly change their hip moment (Figure 10). While knee joint kine-
matics were unchanged, for the middle-aged cohort, the knee joint moment (flexion) was
increased throughout the region of early stance knee moment peak (12-32% of the gait cycle)
(Figure 8). In the age group comparison, for generalized added mass, knee joint angles and
knee moments were significantly lower at this point in the gait cycle for the middle-aged
cohort compared to the younger cohort (Figure 12). Keeping a straighter limb during
weight acceptance appears to allow for less knee moment production, but at the cost of
generating a greater reaction force loading rate at the knee and hip (Figures 12 and 13). The
middle-aged group may be avoiding kinematic adaptations to reduce their knee moment
requirement, but in a way that can cause long-term injury or osteoarthritis. Prior literature
supports the idea that older adults demonstrate reduced hip range of motion and moment
production capabilities [40,41]. These kinds of changes in gait behaviors and strategies with
increasing age highlight how beneficial exoskeleton use could be for supporting decreased
moment generation capacity and encouraging an increased range of motion in older adults.
However, if not implemented with an understanding of the middle-aged differences, the
older adult user may struggle to adopt the desired kinematic changes that could improve
their gait pattern and their ability to mitigate the added load of an exoskeleton. Particularly,
if the exoskeleton sensor packages and control schemes are unable to monitor and address
altered joint reaction forces, it could be a concern for long-term users.

4.3.4. Ankle Joint Responses

Neither group modifies their ankle angle during stance in response to pelvis loading,
but both groups produce increased ankle moment from mid-stance to toe-off (35-65% of
the gait cycle), which is the peak area of the profile (Figures 5 and 6). While adaptations
occur for both groups, the age group comparison highlights that peak ankle moment and
peak plantarflexion are lower for the middle-aged group compared to the younger group
(Figure 11). The late-stance phase represents ankle power generation and is reported
to contribute to roughly half of the positive work in a stride [42-44]. If pelvis loading
increases ankle moment demand, but middle-aged adults have lower production capability,
this should be a consideration in the design of exoskeletons that target the hip and knee.
Exoskeletons with mass at the pelvis are likely to generate similar responses in the ankle
joint. However, hip and knee exoskeletons would likely have no capability to provide
assistive torques at the ankle and decrease the burden on the user to generate increased
ankle moments. While further study is needed, it is likely that with exoskeleton sensors
and a study of control approaches, the behaviors at the hip and knee could be modified to
reduce the impact on the ankle joint.

4.4. Response to Pelvis Loading during Swing

The younger group increased their hip flexion in early swing and late swing and
increased their knee flexion in late swing in response to pelvis loading (Figures 3, 7 and 9).
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These behaviors may represent preparatory adaptations to better position the foot relative
to the pelvis and to better accept the increased pelvis load. Conversely, the middle-aged
group makes no hip angle changes (Figures 4 and 10). They do increase knee flexion briefly
just prior to and after heel strike, but this is only approximately 5% of their total gait cycle
in comparison to the younger group, who maintain this significant increase over closer to
50% of their total gait cycle (Figures 7 and 8).

During mid-swing (at approximately 80% of the gait cycle), both the young group and
the middle-aged group significantly increase their tibialis anterior activation with added
pelvis mass, which would serve to raise the toe and maintain swing leg clearance [45].
While toe-clearance measurements were beyond the scope of this work, this is a reasonable
co-behavior to the increased knee flexion observed during weight acceptance (mid-stance
on the opposite leg). The young group clearly increased knee flexion, which would lower
the pelvis and increase the requirement for toe-raise in the swing leg. While the middle-
aged group did not demonstrate increased knee flexion in their response, it could be an
issue of perception or require further analysis of the responses in a world coordinate frame.
This outcome is also observed for thigh loading and is further discussed there.

4.5. Response to Thigh Loading during Stance
4.5.1. Response at Low Thigh Loads

In contrast to pelvis loading, the observed responses to thigh loading appear as
an exception to the proposed idea that the impact of loading on metrics is relatively
similar despite the net magnitude or increment considered. The responses to loading a
particular location generally have similar characteristics for low-medium, medium-high
and low-high. However, the thigh low-medium responses do entirely lack some regions
of significant differences observed in the other comparisons (medium-high and low-high)
(Figures 3 and 4). This is particularly true for the younger group and the kinematic results
(Figure 3). This suggests that low-magnitude mass on the thigh can be easily managed by
young and middle-aged adults and does not necessitate or favor discernable kinematic
adaptations. Prior work has described the idea that thresholds exist below, in which
added mass does not generate significant changes [12,14]. This may represent a benefit for
exoskeletons that focus on the hip joint but require some attachment at the thigh. A low
thigh mass consistent with an exoskeleton attachment appears to result in a few regions of
significant change. Given this, the rest of the discussion will focus on the response patterns
observed in the thigh: medium-high and low-high comparisons.

4.5.2. Weight Acceptance Behaviors

Both groups showed increased ankle and knee angles prior to heel strike, and these
changes in response to thigh loading were maintained in early stance (Figures 3 and 4). Just
before and after heel strike, the middle-aged group significantly increased muscle activity
in the gastrocnemius, tibialis anterior and vasti groups (Figures 4, 6 and 8). This was not
observed in the younger group (Figures 3, 5 and 7) and appears to represent a general
strategy of stiffening the limb to accommodate the additional thigh mass. As muscle forces
are the main determinant of joint loading [46], the observed stiffening may have a negative
impact on joint loading under added mass or exoskeleton use conditions. Both groups
had significantly increased joint reaction forces from initial loading and throughout stance,
but with hip, joint reaction forces significantly impacted over slightly reduced regions
compared to the other joints (Figures 9 and 10). While loading rates are not presented
explicitly, the joint reaction force profiles (Figures 5-10) capture that increased thigh mass
contributed to steeper profile curves during initial loading for all joint reaction forces. The
age group comparison figures highlight that joint reaction force profiles for the middle-age
group were also initially steeper than for the young group (Figures 11-13). This could be a
concern for all exoskeleton users, but particularly for middle-aged and older users, in light
of a possible stiffening strategy that may also alter joint loading.
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4.5.3. Mid-Stance Kinematics

In mid-stance, we note that the younger group increased their ankle, knee and hip
angles at approximately 40% of the gait cycle, with the knee joint appearing most sensitive
to the added thigh mass (Figures 5, 7 and 9). This point in the gait cycle represents the thigh
being almost directly under the pelvis and the knee angle moving to its most extended
position. The middle-aged group had similar timing and duration for ankle and knee
increases (Figures 6 and 8), but did not alter their hip angles (Figure 10) in response to
the added thigh mass. Overall, this suggests that accepting a slightly less extended leg at
mid-stance is a natural response regardless of age to the increased thigh mass on both the
stance and swing legs. This appears to coincide with increased efforts to clear the swing leg,
which are discussed under pelvis loading and are also addressed under the thigh loading
swing response.

4.5.4. Ankle Joint Responses

For both groups, the ankle joint moment was most sensitive to thigh loading, with
increases across stance for longer durations versus pelvis loading (Figures 5 and 6). Consis-
tent with this was the increased activity in the gastrocnemius and soleus for both groups
(Figures 5 and 6), which would contribute to ankle plantarflexion [47]. It is useful to note
that the regions of increased ankle moment and plantar flexor activity identified by the
SPM analysis did not correspond to the metric peaks and, therefore, might not be observed
in a standard analysis of discrete points in the cycle. As noted in the pelvis loading section,
hip joint exoskeletons with mass concentrated at the pelvis and thigh are likely unable to
support increased ankle moment requirements directly but may be able to influence hip,
knee, or overall gait behaviors to lessen the potential impact on the ankle.

4.5.5. Joint Moments and Muscle Activity

For the middle-aged group, hip moment was significantly increased for the majority
of the first 20% of the gait cycle with added thigh mass (Figure 10). For the young group,
hip moment was significantly increased across most of the stance phase (Figure 9). For
both groups, a deviation in the hip moment profile at roughly 10% of the gait cycle is
apparent. Typically, the initial hip extension moment peak is the greatest in magnitude,
and the secondary peak at toe-off of the trailing limb is identifiable at 10% of the gait cycle
but lower in magnitude. In this part of the gait cycle, the hip joint moment is recognized as
a concentric hip extensor contraction, which generates energy, manages loading response
and controls the body’s forward acceleration [38,48]. In the case of thigh loading, when
trailing limb toe-off occurs, the stance leg hip moment is recruited both to stabilize the
added mass in the stance leg and pull the added mass in the swing leg forward. In the
young group, a large profile change in semitendinosus activity during this time and some
biceps femoris increases support this idea (Figure 9). However, in the middle-aged group,
hamstring muscle group response is reduced at this time (Figure 10), which suggests that
they employ a different strategy, possibly due to difficulty in rapidly shifting from vasti
group activation (for stiffening the limb) to hamstring group activation (for hip extensor
moment generation). Hip exoskeletons should be capable of providing an external hip
extension moment during this toe-off transition; however, exoskeletons lacking sensors at
the foot will likely need to employ torque or muscle activity sensors to correctly time this
added support.

4.6. Response to Thigh Loading during Toe-Off
4.6.1. Impact of Temporal Shifts

In contrast to pelvis loading, thigh loading resulted in gait metric modifications that
were specific to the toe-off region of the gait cycle (roughly 60-70% of the gait cycle)
(Figures 3 and 4). For the thigh: low-high comparison, both groups demonstrated a
more plantarflexed ankle (toe pointed, decreased angle) (Figures 5 and 6), a more flexed
knee (bent, increased angle) (Figures 7 and 8), and a less extended hip (more under the
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pelvis, increased angle) (Figures 9 and 10). While the younger group showed some muscle
activation changes during toe-off, the magnitudes of activation for those muscles were very
low, so it is unlikely for them to have much impact (Figures 5 and 9). Inspection of the
profile figures suggests that rather than a change in the gait kinematics, this appears visually
as more of a temporal shift of the toe-off event. Particularly, thigh loading appears to favor
a smaller stance-swing ratio, meaning a longer swing time with a toe-off at a slightly earlier
percent of the gait cycle. The interpretation of temporal stance-swing adaptations is a
challenge for all biomechanics studies that use normalized gait cycle plots. For the SPM
approach, these changes can potentially be misinterpreted, but in combination with the
kinematic profiles, they can accurately identify where the timing of a gait metric is altered.
Further investigation is required to determine if SPM analysis should normalize stance and
swing independently to better characterize gait adaptations.

4.6.2. Joint Moments

For example, SPM reports both increased and decreased hip and knee moments during
and just after the toe-off region (Figures 3 and 4), but inspection of the figures suggests
this is the result of a temporal shift rather than an adoption of higher or lower moment
magnitudes due to loading (Figures 7-10). The pattern of hip and knee moments during toe-
off is relatively complex, and the ability of an exoskeleton to sense the appropriate timing
for effectively applying these moments is critical to success and usability. The age group
comparison shows that the middle-aged group generated significantly more hip flexion
moment (more negative values) during toe-off (Figure 13), which appears to compensate
for the reduced ankle plantarflexion moment just prior to swing and the reduced ankle
joint plantarflexion (Figure 11). This suggests that exoskeletons might compensate for the
lack of ankle actuation with assistive hip moment application.

4.7. Response to Thigh Loading during Swing
Kinematics and Clearance

While SPM analysis reported statistical changes in the joint reaction force during
swing, these likely had minimal impact due to the force magnitudes being close to zero
overall (Figures 5-10). For kinematics, the characteristic swing response to thigh loading
for all groups and comparisons is a more dorsiflexed ankle (increased angle), and a more
extended knee (straight, decreased angle) (Figures 3 and 4). Significant changes in the ankle
angle during toe-off in both groups suggest a slightly earlier toe-off, where for a given point
in time relative to the gait cycle, the toe-off behavior is further advanced when increased
thigh loading is present. The increased ankle angle during swing potentially represents
both a shifting of the kinematic response and some increased demand for toe-clearance due
to a straighter knee joint angle. The middle-aged group particularly appears to: (1) shift
their behavior temporally and (2) achieve reduced peak knee flexion values in response to
thigh loading (Figure 8), compared to the younger group (Figure 12). Consistent with the
increased toe-clearance requirement, both groups increased their tibialis anterior activation
throughout mid-swing (Figures 5 and 6). The potential impact of exoskeletons that add
mass to the pelvis and thigh generates two responses that will impact toe-clearance. First,
pelvis loading may cause increased knee flexion as a weight acceptance response, lowering
the pelvis overall. Second, thigh loading may result in decreased knee flexion in the swing
leg and create a longer effective leg length during swing. Given this, the major ankle angle
adaptations demonstrated by middle-aged adults may be more related to toe-clearance
requirements than age-induced limitations, and thus appear important to consider in future
work. Even pathological middle-aged adults have been shown to be adept at modifying
their gait to maintain toe-clearance, but long-term use of an assistive device should relax
any unneeded toe-clearance behaviors [49].

A potential benefit of increasing the swing percent of the gait cycle is that the thigh
segment can be moved forward (or hip angle increased) at a slower rate. Both groups
appear to adopt a lower rate of change in hip angle during swing (Figures 9 and 10). The



Sensors 2022, 22, 6154

24 of 27

middle-aged group also demonstrates reduced peak hip flexion angles in later swing, which
could be interpreted as either a result or a facilitation of the reduced rate. Finally, just
prior to heel strike, both groups significantly increased their hip extension moments in
response to thigh loading, which appears to be the additional requirement to decelerate the
additional mass on the forward swinging leg [38].

4.8. Limitations

The thigh mass was distributed asymmetrically (Figure 1). More mass was placed
laterally, and this could partly influence some of the thigh mass-related changes that were
noted in the study. More mass was distributed on the lateral side of the thigh to mimic the
build of most exoskeletons [15,26]. This study also does not consider the muscle activity
of any hip flexors. The motion of the three joints considered, in the sagittal plane, could
have been more completely defined with the inclusion of a hip flexor, such as the rectus
femoris. However, this was not conducted in this study, as the placement of the added
mass interfered with the collection of clean EMG signals from the rectus femoris. SPM
has also not been verified for unbalanced three-way repeated measures ANOVA. To make
our dataset balanced, we had to remove some viable data in a pairwise manner. The
removed gait cycles were randomly selected, and even the factor with the least number
of gait cycles had at least 4576 gait cycles of data analyzed. SPM does not consider the
possible differences in the timing of gait events, and this could partly be responsible
for some of the changes reported in this study. Nevertheless, the comparisons between
middle-aged adults and younger adults are still valid, as the differences in mean gait
speed were only approximately 0.05 m/s. We acknowledge the possibility that our study
could be underpowered at certain regions of significance, but we believe our sample size is
sufficient following the benchmarks from Luciano et al. [50]. We also note that our study is
appropriate for comparison to similar biomechanical studies of added mass, with sample
sizes varying from 5 to 12 subjects [12,13,20,21].

5. Conclusions

Lower limb exoskeletons might differ in their anticipated functional use, ranging
from full movement support to negating the impact of heavy loads or providing targeted
assistance. However, almost all functions provide a torque on the limb that is transferred
from a motor to a joint in the body [2,3]. As the motors, power sources and attachments
themselves can be heavy; an overarching design goal is that the exoskeleton be capable
of offsetting the impact of its own added mass to the greatest extent possible [15,26].
Exoskeletons with “assist-as-needed” or “zero impedance” control strategies may benefit
from the SPM analysis approach, which highlights the regions of the gait cycle over which
particular joint assistance is likely to be required. Control strategies, in combination
with sensor feedback, will determine if these applied torques are used to guide/enforce
kinematic patterns, assist or resist joint moments produced by the user, predict and respond
to events, such as heel strikes, and avoid dangerous events, such as falls.

In this study, we sought to characterize the impacts of added mass specific to loading
at the pelvis location and at the thigh location. The same protocol was examined separately
for a young adult and a middle-aged adult cohort. In each cohort, we found characteristic
gait metric changes in response to pelvis-added mass and to thigh-added mass. For
both added mass locations (pelvis and thigh), the regions of significant differences are
generally maintained, but increased in duration with an increase in loading. As lower
limb exoskeletons typically have some mass at both the pelvis and the thigh, the response
of a user to a complete exoskeleton is likely to include characteristics of both locations
in combination.

Hip exoskeleton designers should consider modifying the control approaches at the
hip and knee joints to reduce the effects on ankle moments, as increased ankle moments are
observed as a general response to added mass. We also observed that, under pelvis loading,
middle-aged adults had a preferred adaptive strategy to avoid increased hip flexion at
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heel strike and increased knee flexion during weight acceptance. Under thigh loading, a
general strategy of limb stiffening was observed in the case of middle-aged adults. Without
exoskeleton modification, these responses could cause increased joint reaction forces and
loading rates. A low magnitude of mass on the thigh seems to be well tolerated by healthy
adults. However, it is also important to consider the toe-clearance requirements, and the
steeper loading rates that have been shown to be associated with thigh loading, in this
study. In the case of thigh loading, ideally the hip exoskeleton should also be capable of
providing an additional external hip extension moment during contralateral toe-off, to meet
the demands of propelling the added mass forward. Overall, as the age of the user may
impact their response to an exoskeleton, designers should aim to include sensors to directly
monitor user response and adaptive control approaches that account for these differences.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, T.R., M.E.R. and A.L.K; methodology, M.E.R., S.F. and
V.V, software, S.F. and V.V,; validation, S.F,, V.V,, A LK. and M.E.R; formal analysis, S.F. and V.V,;
investigation, S.F.,, V.V. and M.E.R,; resources, T.R., M.E.R. and A.L.K; data curation, S.F. and V.V,
writing—original draft preparation, M.E.R., V.V. and A L.K,; writing—review and editing, TR., M.E.R.
and A.LK,; visualization, V.V,, M.E.R. and A.L.K,; supervision, A.LK., M.E.R. and T.R.; project
administration, A.L.K., M.E.R. and T.R.; All authors have read and agreed to the published version of
the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was approved by the Institutional Review Board
of University of Dayton (approved on 17 February 2021). The IRB is governed by the Department of
Health and Human Services (DHHS), federal guidelines for protection of human subjects in research
found in 45 CFR 46.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.
Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.
Acknowledgments: We acknowledge the efforts of Tara Leipold in the collection of motion capture data.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1.  Zhang, T.; Tran, M.; Huang, H. Design and experimental verification of hip exoskeleton with balance capacities for walking
assistance. IEEE/ASME Trans. Mechatron. 2018, 23, 274-285. [CrossRef]

2. Yan, T.; Cempini, M.; Oddo, C.M.; Vitiello, N. Review of assistive strategies in powered lower-limb orthoses and exoskeletons.
Robot. Auton. Syst. 2015, 64, 120-136. [CrossRef]

3. Baud, R.; Manzoori, A.R; Ijspeert, A.; Bouri, M. Review of control strategies for lower-limb exoskeletons to assist gait. J. NeuroEng.
Rehabil. 2021, 18, 119. [CrossRef]

4. Grimmer, M; Riener, R.; Walsh, C.J.; Seyfarth, A. Mobility related physical and functional losses due to aging and disease—A
motivation for lower limb exoskeletons. . NeuroEng. Rehabil. 2019, 16, 2. [CrossRef]

5. Jung, M.M.; Ludden, G.D.S. What Do Older Adults and Clinicians Think About Traditional Mobility Aids and Exoskeleton
Technology? ACM Trans. Hum.-Robot. Interact. 2019, 8, 1-17. [CrossRef]

6. Czaja, S.J.; Charness, N.; Fisk, A.D.; Hertzog, C.; Nair, S.N.; Rogers, W.A.; Sharit, J. Factors Predicting the Use of Technology:
Findings from the Center for Research and Education on Aging and Technology Enhancement (CREATE). Psychol. Aging 2006,
21, 333. [CrossRef]

7. Herssens, N.; Verbecque, E.; Hallemans, A.; Vereeck, L.; van Rompaey, V.; Saeys, W. Do spatiotemporal parameters and gait
variability differ across the lifespan of healthy adults? A systematic review. Gait Posture 2018, 64, 181-190. [CrossRef]

8.  Guimaraes, R.M.; Isaacs, B. Characteristics of the gait in old people who fall. Int. Rehabil. Med. 1980, 2, 177-180. [CrossRef]

9. Poggensee, K.L.; Collins, S.H. How adaptation, training, and customization contribute to benefits from exoskeleton assistance.
Sci. Robot. 2021, 6, eabf1078. [CrossRef]

10. Van Asseldonk, E.H.F,; Ekkelenkamp, R.; Veneman, J.E.; van der Helm, EC.T.; van der Kooij, H. Selective control of a subtask
of walking in a robotic gait trainer (LOPES). In Proceedings of the 2007 IEEE 10th International Conference on Rehabilitation
Robotics, Noordwijk, The Netherlands, 13-15 June 2007; IEEE: New York, NY, USA, 2007; pp. 841-848. [CrossRef]

11. Naghavi, N.; Akbarzadeh, A.; Tahamipour-Z, S.M.; Kardan, I. Assist-As-Needed control of a hip exoskeleton based on a novel
strength index. Robot. Auton. Syst. 2020, 134, 103667. [CrossRef]

12.  Browning, R.C.; Modica, J.R.; Kram, R.; Goswami, A. The effects of adding mass to the legs on the energetics and biomechanics of

walking. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2007, 39, 515-525. [CrossRef] [PubMed]


http://doi.org/10.1109/TMECH.2018.2790358
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.robot.2014.09.032
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12984-021-00906-3
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12984-018-0458-8
http://doi.org/10.1145/3311789
http://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.21.2.333
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2018.06.012
http://doi.org/10.3109/09638288009163984
http://doi.org/10.1126/scirobotics.abf1078
http://doi.org/10.1109/ICORR.2007.4428522
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.robot.2020.103667
http://doi.org/10.1249/mss.0b013e31802b3562
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17473778

Sensors 2022, 22, 6154 26 of 27

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.
26.

27.
28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

McGowan, C.P,; Neptune, R.R.; Kram, R. Independent effects of weight and mass on plantar flexor activity during walking:
Implications for their contributions to body support and forward propulsion. J. Appl. Physiol. 2008, 105, 486—494. [CrossRef]
Vijayan, V.; Fang, S.; Reissman, T.; Kinney, A.L.; Reissman, M.E. Spatiotemporal and muscle activation adaptations during
overground walking in response to lower body added mass. Gait Posture 2022, 92, 116-122. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Chen, B.; Ma, H.; Qin, L.Y,; Gao, F,; Chan, KM.; Law, S.W,; Qin, L.; Liao, W.H. Recent developments and challenges of lower
extremity exoskeletons. J. Orthop. Transl. 2016, 5, 26-37. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Riener, R.; Liinenburger, L.; Jezernik, S.; Anderschitz, M.; Colombo, G.; Dietz, V. Patient-cooperative strategies for robot-aided
treadmill training: First experimental results. IEEE Trans. Neural Syst. Rehabil. Eng. 2005, 13, 380-394. [CrossRef]

Young, A.].; Gannon, H.; Ferris, D.P. A Biomechanical Comparison of Proportional Electromyography Control to Biological
Torque Control Using a Powered Hip Exoskeleton. Front. Bioeng. Biotechnol. 2017, 5, 37. [CrossRef]

Mooney, L.M.; Herr, H.M. Biomechanical walking mechanisms underlying the metabolic reduction caused by an autonomous
exoskeleton. . NeuroEng. Rehabil. 2016, 13, 4. [CrossRef]

Fang, S.; Kinney, A.L.; Reissman, M.E.; Reissman, T. Simulation on the Effect of Gait Variability, Delays, and Inertia with Respect to
Wearer Energy Savings with Exoskeleton Assistance. In Proceedings of the IEEE 16th International Conference on Rehabilitation
Robotics (ICORR), Toronto, ON, Canada, 24-28 June 2019.

Dames, K.D.; Smith, ].D. Effects of load carriage and footwear on lower extremity kinetics and kinematics during overground
walking. Gait Posture 2016, 50, 207-211. [CrossRef]

Jin, X,; Cai, Y.; Prado, A.; Agrawal, S.K. Effects of exoskeleton weight and inertia on human walking. In Proceedings of the IEEE
International Conference on Robotics and Automation, Singapore, 29 May-3 June 2017; pp. 1772-1777. [CrossRef]

Niiesch, C.; Roos, E.; Egloff, C.; Pagenstert, G.; Miindermann, A. The effect of different running shoes on treadmill running
mechanics and muscle activity assessed using statistical parametric mapping (SPM). Gait Posture 2019, 69, 1-7. [CrossRef]
Pataky, T.C. One-dimensional statistical parametric mapping in Python. Comput. Methods Biomech. Biomed. Eng. 2012, 15, 295-301.
[CrossRef]

Van Sint Jan, S. Color Atlas of Skeletal Landmark Definitions: Guidelines for Reproducible Manual and Virtual Palpations, 1st ed.; Churchill
Livingstone: London, UK, 2007.

Sensor Locations, (n.d.). Available online: http://seniam.org/sensor_location.htm (accessed on 26 September 2021).

Chen, B.; Zi, B.; Qin, L.; Pan, Q. State-of-the-art research in robotic hip exoskeletons: A general review. J. Orthop. Transl. 2020, 20,
4-13. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Bisseling, R.W.; Hof, A.L. Handling of impact forces in inverse dynamics. J. Biomech. 2006, 39, 2438-2444. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Kristianslund, E.; Krosshaug, T.; van den Bogert, A.J. Effect of low pass filtering on joint moments from inverse dynamics:
Implications for injury prevention. J. Biomech. 2012, 45, 666—671. [CrossRef]

Edwards, W.B.; Troy, K.L.; Derrick, T.R. On the filtering of intersegmental loads during running. Gait Posture 2011, 34, 435-438.
[CrossRef]

C-Motion, Segments, WIKI Documentation. 2018. Available online: https://www.c-motion.com/v3dwiki/index.php?title=
Segments (accessed on 28 July 2022).

Schwartz, M.H.; Rozumalski, A. A new method for estimating joint parameters from motion data. J. Biomech. 2005, 38, 107-116.
[CrossRef]

Kadaba, M.P.; Ramakrishnan, H.K.; Wootten, M.E. Measurement of lower extremity kinematics during level walking. J. Orthop.
Res. 1990, 8, 383-392. [CrossRef]

Dempster, W.T. Space Requirements of the Seated Operator, Geometrical, Kinematic, and Mechanical Aspects of the Body with Special
Reference to the Limbs; Michigan State University: East Lansing, MI, USA, 1955.

Yeadon, M.R. The simulation of aerial movement—II. A mathematical inertia model of the human body. J. Biomech. 1990, 23,
67-74. [CrossRef]

Hanavan, E.P. A Mathematical Model of the Human Body; Air Force Aerospace Medical Research Lab, Wright-Patterson AFB: Dayton,
OH, USA, 1964.

Stegeman, D.; Hermens, H. Standards for Surface Electromyography: The European Project Surface EMG for Non-Invasive
Assessment of Muscles (SENIAM), Linea). Available online: http://www.seniam.org/%5Cnhttp://www.med.uni-jena.de/
motorik/pdf/stegeman.pdf (accessed on 28 January 2022).

Meuleman, ].H.; van Asseldonk, E.H.E,; van der Kooij, H. The effect of directional inertias added to pelvis and ankle on gait.
J. NeuroEng. Rehabil. 2013, 10, 1-12. [CrossRef]

Sloot, L.H.; van der Krogt, M.M. Interpreting Joint Moments and Powers in Gait. In Handbook of Human Motion; Springer
International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2018; pp. 625-643. [CrossRef]

Shamael, K.; Dollar, A.M. On the Mechanics of the Knee during the Stance Phase of the Gait. In Proceedings of the 2011 IEEE
International Conference on Rehabilitation Robotics, Zurich, Switzerland, 29 June-1 July 2011; IEEE: New York, NY, USA, 2011.
Bell, R.D.; Hoshizaki, T.B. Relationships of age and sex with range of motion of seventeen joint actions in humans. J. Can. Des Sci.
Appl. Sport 1981, 6, 202-206.

Hortobagyi, T.; Mizelle, C.; Beam, S.; Devita, P. Old Adults Perform Activities of Daily Living Near Their Maximal Capa-
bilities. 2003. Available online: https://academic.oup.com/biomedgerontology/article/58/5/M453/536222 (accessed on
28 January 2022).


http://doi.org/10.1152/japplphysiol.90448.2008
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2021.11.026
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34839206
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jot.2015.09.007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30035072
http://doi.org/10.1109/TNSRE.2005.848628
http://doi.org/10.3389/fbioe.2017.00037
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12984-016-0111-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2016.09.012
http://doi.org/10.1109/ICRA.2017.7989210
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2019.01.013
http://doi.org/10.1080/10255842.2010.527837
http://seniam.org/sensor_location.htm
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jot.2019.09.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31908928
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2005.07.021
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16209869
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2011.12.011
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2011.06.006
https://www.c-motion.com/v3dwiki/index.php?title=Segments
https://www.c-motion.com/v3dwiki/index.php?title=Segments
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2004.03.009
http://doi.org/10.1002/jor.1100080310
http://doi.org/10.1016/0021-9290(90)90370-I
http://www.seniam.org/%5Cnhttp://www.med.uni-jena.de/motorik/pdf/stegeman.pdf
http://www.seniam.org/%5Cnhttp://www.med.uni-jena.de/motorik/pdf/stegeman.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1186/1743-0003-10-40
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-14418-4_32
https://academic.oup.com/biomedgerontology/article/58/5/M453/536222

Sensors 2022, 22, 6154 27 of 27

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

Umberger, B.R.; Martin, P.E. Mechanical power and efficiency of level walking with different stride rates. J. Exp. Biol. 2007, 210,
3255-3265. [CrossRef]

Schwartz, M.H.; Rozumalski, A.; Trost, J.P. The effect of walking speed on the gait of typically developing children. J. Biomech.
2008, 41, 1639-1650. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Bovi, G.; Rabulffetti, M.; Mazzoleni, P.; Ferrarin, M. A multiple-task gait analysis approach: Kinematic, kinetic and EMG reference
data for healthy young and adult subjects. Gait Posture 2011, 33, 6-13. [CrossRef]

Mabharaj, ].N.; Cresswell, A.G.; Lichtwark, G.A. Tibialis anterior tendinous tissue plays a key role in energy absorption during
human walking. J. Exp. Biol. 2019, 222, jeb191247. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Herzog, W.; Longino, D.; Clark, A. The role of muscles in joint adaptation and degeneration. Langenbeck’s Arch. Surg. 2003, 388,
305-315. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Francis, C.A.; Lenz, A.L.; Lenhart, R.L.; Thelen, D.G. The modulation of forward propulsion, vertical support, and center of
pressure by the plantarflexors during human walking. Gait Posture 2013, 38, 993-997. [CrossRef]

Kharb, A.; Saini, V,; Jain, YK.; Dhiman, S. A Review of Gait Cycle and Its Parameters. 2011. Available online: https://www.ijcem.
org/papers72011/72011_14.pdf (accessed on 28 January 2022).

Cruz, T.H.; Dhaher, Y.Y. Impact of ankle-foot-orthosis on frontal plane behaviors post-stroke. Gait Posture 2009, 30, 312-316.
[CrossRef]

Luciano, F; Ruggiero, L.; Pavei, G. Sample size estimation in locomotion kinematics and electromyography for statistical
parametric mapping. J. Biomech. 2021, 122, 110481. [CrossRef]


http://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.000950
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2008.03.015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18466909
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2010.08.009
http://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.191247
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31064856
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00423-003-0402-6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14504930
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2013.05.009
https://www.ijcem.org/papers72011/72011_14.pdf
https://www.ijcem.org/papers72011/72011_14.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2009.05.018
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2021.110481

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Participants 
	Data Collection and Processing 
	Data Analysis 
	Joint Kinematics and Kinetics 
	Muscle Activity 
	Statistical Parametric Mapping 


	Results 
	Overall Response of Young Adults to Pelvis Mass Increases 
	Overall Response of Middle-Aged Adults to Pelvis Mass Increases 
	Overall Response of Young Adults to Thigh Mass Increases 
	Overall Response of Middle-Aged Adults to Thigh Mass Increases 
	Profile Differences across the Three Considered Joints 
	Age Related Differences in Gait Metrics 

	Discussion 
	Characterizing Response Signatures for Added Mass at Pelvis and Thigh 
	Comparing to Studies with Other Mass Magnitudes or Increments 
	Response to Pelvis Loading during Stance 
	Young Group 
	Middle-Aged Group 
	Weight Acceptance Behaviors 
	Ankle Joint Responses 

	Response to Pelvis Loading during Swing 
	Response to Thigh Loading during Stance 
	Response at Low Thigh Loads 
	Weight Acceptance Behaviors 
	Mid-Stance Kinematics 
	Ankle Joint Responses 
	Joint Moments and Muscle Activity 

	Response to Thigh Loading during Toe-Off 
	Impact of Temporal Shifts 
	Joint Moments 

	Response to Thigh Loading during Swing 
	Limitations 

	Conclusions 
	References

