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Abstract

Background: Osteoarthritis of the first metatarsophalangeal joint (1st MTPJ OA) is a common and disabling condition
commonly managed with footwear and orthotic interventions. The objective of this study was to identify factors
associated with a successful treatment response in people with 1st MTPJ OA provided with prefabricated orthoses or
rocker-sole footwear as part of a randomised clinical trial.

Methods: People with 1st MTPJ OA (n = 88) who participated in a randomised trial were allocated to receive
prefabricated foot orthoses (n = 47) or rocker-sole footwear (n =41) and completed a baseline questionnaire including
information on demographics, anthropometrics, general health, pain characteristics (including the Foot Health Status
Questionnaire [FHSQ] and Foot Function Index [FFI]) and perceptions of the interventions, and a clinical assessment of
foot posture, range of motion, radiographic severity and in-shoe plantar pressures. Adherence was documented using
diaries. At 12 weeks, participants documented their perception of improvement on a 15-point scale. Those reporting at
least moderate improvement on this scale were classified as ‘responders’.

Results: There were 29 responders (62%) in the orthoses group and 16 responders (39%) in the rocker-sole group.
In the orthoses group, responders had greater baseline pain severity while walking, a higher FFI difficulty score, and
wore their orthoses more frequently. In the rocker-sole group, responders had a higher FFI stiffness score and
greater radiographic severity. However, the accuracy of these variables in identifying responders in each group was
modest (62 and 53%, respectively).

Conclusion: The response to prefabricated orthoses or rocker-sole footwear in people with 1st MTPJ OA is related to
measures of increased pain and disease severity. However, the overall classification accuracy associated with these
factors is not sufficient for identifying individuals who are most likely to benefit from these interventions.
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Background

Osteoarthritis (OA) of the first metatarsophalangeal joint
(Ist MTPJ) is the most common presentation of foot
OA, affecting 7.8% of people aged over 50 years [1]. The
condition is characterised by symptoms of joint pain and
stiffness, formation of a dorsal exostosis, and progressive
reduction in range of motion of the 1st MTP] [2]. People
affected by 1st MTP] OA report associated locomotor
disability [1] and decreased health-related quality of life
[3]. Commonly recommended treatments for 1st MTP]
OA include physical therapies, anti-inflammatory medi-
cations, intra-articular injections, foot orthoses, footwear
modifications and surgery [4]. However, few of these
treatments have been rigorously evaluated [5].

In a recent trial, we found that prefabricated foot orth-
oses and rocker-sole footwear were similarly effective at
reducing pain associated with 1st MTP] OA [6]. How-
ever, the footwear group exhibited lower adherence, re-
ported less global improvement in symptoms, and were
more likely to experience adverse events compared to
the orthoses group. Furthermore, although biomechan-
ical analyses indicated that both interventions reduced
peak pressure under the 1st MTPJ, they appeared to
achieve this through different mechanisms, with the
orthoses increasing pressure under the midfoot and
lesser toes and the rocker-sole footwear decreasing pres-
sure under the 2nd to 5th MTPJs [7].

The findings of our trial suggest that although both
treatments appear to be effective, their acceptability and
underlying mechanisms of action may differ. As such,
there may be some value in identifying the characteris-
tics of those who are most likely to respond favourably
to each treatment, as this could potentially aid in the
clinical decision making process. Previous studies of
non-surgical treatments for musculoskeletal disorders
(such as knee and hip OA and patellofemoral pain) have
shown that a wide range of factors may influence clinical
outcomes, including age, sex, body mass index, pain se-
verity and duration, structural foot characteristics and
range of motion [8—10]. However, no such studies have
been undertaken for foot disorders in general, or 1st
MTPJ OA specifically.

Therefore, the aim of this study was to identify factors
associated with a successful treatment response in
people with 1st MTP] OA who were provided with pre-
fabricated orthoses or rocker-sole footwear in the trial.
We considered demographics, anthropometrics, general
health, pain characteristics, perceptions of the interven-
tions, structural foot characteristics, radiographic sever-
ity and in-shoe plantar pressures as possible predictors.

Methods
The data presented in this paper are taken from a larger
randomised trial (Australian New Zealand Clinical Trials
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Registry ID: ACTRN12613001245785). The La Trobe
University Human Ethics Committee provided ethical
approval (number 13-003) and all participants provided
written informed consent prior to enrolment. The full
trial protocol, including detailed inclusion and exclu-
sion criteria, has been published previously [11]. Key
components of the methods are reproduced in the fol-
lowing section.

Participants

To be included in the study, participants had to have
pain rated at least 20 mm on a 100 mm visual analogue
scale (VAS) in the 1st MTPJ on most days for at least
12 weeks, and less than 64° of dorsiflexion range of
motion of the 1st MTP]J [12]. Although radiographs were
obtained to document the presence and severity of
osteoarthritic changes (see ‘Questionnaires and clinical
assessments’ section below), radiographic signs of OA
were not an inclusion criterion. Key exclusion criteria in-
cluded previous surgery on the 1st MTP], significant de-
formity of the 1st MTPJ including hallux valgus [13, 14],
cognitive impairment (a score of <7 on the Short Port-
able Mental Status Questionnaire) [15], and older people
with a history of recurrent falls, due to the short-term
detrimental effects of rocker-sole shoes on balance [16].

Questionnaires and clinical assessments

At baseline, participants completed a comprehensive
questionnaire, clinical assessment and biomechanical as-
sessment, which collected information on the following:

(i) demographics/anthropometrics: age, sex and body
mass index (BMI);

(ii) general health/physical activity: the Short-Form-12
Version 2 questionnaire [17] and the Incidental and
Planned Activity Questionnaire [18];

(iii) pain characteristics: pain duration (months), pain
severity at rest and while walking, stiffness in the
morning and later in the day (each via a 100 mm
visual analog scale), the pain and function subscales
of the the Foot Health Status Questionnaire (FHSQ)
[19], and the pain, difficulty and stiffness subscales of
the the Foot Function Index - Revised (Short Form)
(FFI) [20;

(iv) foot posture and range of motion: the Foot Posture
Index [21] and passive non-weightbearing dorsiflex-
ion range of motion at the 1st MTPJ [22];

(v)radiographic severity of 1st MTP] OA: using a
standardised radiographic atlas [23], participants
were divided into four radiographic severity groups
(none = no radiographic evidence of OA, mild = at
least one score of one for either osteophytes or joint
space narrowing in either the dorso-plantar or lateral
views, moderate = at least one score of two for either
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osteophytes or joint space narrowing in either the
dorso-plantar or lateral views, or severe = at least
one score of three for either osteophytes or joint
space narrowing in either the dorsoplantar or lateral
views) [2];

(vi) biomechanical effects of the interventions: in-shoe
peak plantar pressures (kPa) were assessed with the
in-shoe Pedar system (Novel GmbH, Munich,
Germany) when participants were wearing their
own shoes and the intervention, and the percentage
change in peak pressure beneath the 1st MTP] was
documented;

(vii) credibility and expectancy: the Credibility/Expectancy
Questionnaire (CEQ) [24], which consists consists of
six items: three related to credibility and three related
to expectancy. For each item, participants were asked
to rate the credibility of the treatment and their
expectations on a 9-point Likert scale;

(viii) footwear perceptions: participants allocated to the
rocker-sole footwear group were asked to report
their perceptions of shoe attractiveness (to self and
to others), comfort, ease of donning and doffing, fit
and heaviness, using questions selected from the
Monitor Orthopaedic Shoes questionnaire [25],
scored on a 100 mm visual analog scale. The selected
questions were: (i) Please mark on the following line
how attractive you think the shoes are (with the
anchors “extremely unattractive” and “extremely
attractive”), (ii) Please mark on the following line
how attractive you think other people would think the
shoes are (with the anchors “extremely unattractive”
and “extremely attractive”), (iii) Please mark on the
following line how comfortable you think the shoes
are (with the anchors “extremely uncomfortable” and
“extremely comfortable)”, (iv) Please mark on the
following line how well you think the shoes fit you
(using the anchors “poorest fit possible” and “best fit
possible”), (v) Please indicate how easy it is for you to
don the shoes on and off (using the anchors “most
difficult as possible” and “as easy as imaginable”) and
(vi) Please indicate how heavy the shoes are (using the
anchors “extremely light” and “extremely heavy”);

(ix) adherence: total hours the intervention was worn
over the 12 week follow-up period.

Interventions

The prefabricated foot orthoses group received a pair of
foot orthoses (Vasyli Customs Medium Density, Vasyli
Medical™, Queensland, Australia) that were modified
using a similar approach to that described by Welsh et
al. [26], involving the addition of a cut-out section be-
neath the first metatarsal and trimming the distal edge
to the level of the 2nd to 5th toe sulci (Fig. 1). In partici-
pants with pronated feet (a Foot Posture Index [FPI]
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Fig. 1 Prefabricated foot orthoses used in the trial. Top: plantar surface
of left foot orthosis. Bottom: dorsal surface of right foot orthosis. Figure

from Menz et al. [8]
- J

score of >7 [27]), full length 4-degree medial (varus)
wedges were applied to orthoses until there was a reduc-
tion in the FPI score of at least 2 points [26]. This was
required for 2 participants.

The rocker-sole footwear group were provided with
a pair of MBT shoes (Masai Barefoot Technology,
Switzerland) (Fig. 2) [28]. Four participants received
the Mahuta model and 42 received the Matwa model,
as the Mahuta was discontinued shortly after study
commencement. However, both models had the same
sole curvature and only differed in relation to the
aesthetics of the upper.

Definition of responders and non-responders

At the 12 week follow-up, participants documented their
perception of overall improvement on a 15-point scale
using the descriptors “a very great deal better” (score = 7),
“a great deal better” (score = 6), “a good deal better” (score
=5), “moderately better” (score =4), “somewhat better”
(score = 3), “a little better” (score =2), “about the same,
hardly any better at all” (score = 1), “no change” (score =

Fig. 2 MBT Matwa footwear used in the trial. Figure from Menz et al. [8]
J

.
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0), “about the same, hardly any worse at all” (score = -1),
“a little worse (score =-2), “somewhat worse” (score =
-3), “moderately worse” (score = —4), “a good deal worse”
(score = -5), “a great deal worse” (score = —6) and “a very
great deal worse” (score =-7) [29]. Those reporting a
score of 4 or above (i.e. at least “moderately better”) were
defined as responders, while those reporting a score of less
than four were defined as non-responders.

Statistical analysis

Statistical analysis was undertaken using SPSS version
22.0 (IBM Corp, NY, USA). The most symptomatic foot
was selected as the index foot for all analyses, or in the
case of equivalent symptoms in both feet, the right foot
was selected. All data were explored for normality using
the skewness statistic (-1 to 1). Comparisons between
responders and non-responders within each intervention
group were compared using chi-square tests (for categor-
ical data), independent samples t-tests (for normally dis-
tributed continuous data) or Mann-Whitney U tests (for
skewed continuous data). Variables found to be signifi-
cantly different between responders and non-responders
(at p <0.05) were then entered into a discriminant func-
tion analyses using the ‘enter’ method. The relative
importance of each variable in discriminating between re-
sponders and non-responders was determined using stan-
dardised canonical discriminant function coefficients.
After deriving each discriminant function, cross-validation
was carried out using the jack-knife procedure, and the
accuracy of the model in identifying responders in each
group was expressed as a percentage [30].

Results

Participants

A total of 102 participants were randomised into the main
study [6]. Complete baseline and 12 week follow-up data
for this analysis were available from 88 participants (47 in
the orthoses group and 41 in the rocker-sole footwear
group). Of these, 29 (62%) were classified as responders in
the orthoses group and 16 (39%) were classified as re-
sponders in the rocker-sole footwear group.

Differences between responders and non-responders in
the orthoses group

In the orthoses group, there were no differences between
responders and non-responders in relation to demo-
graphics/anthropometrics, general health, foot posture
and range of motion, radiographic severity, the biomech-
anical effects of the interventions or treatment credibility
and expectancy. However, responders exhibited greater
baseline pain severity while walking, a higher FFI diffi-
culty score, and wore their orthoses more frequently
than non-responders (see Table 1).
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Differences between responders and non-responders in
the rocker-sole footwear group

In the rocker-sole footwear group, there were no differ-
ences between responders and non-responders in rela-
tion to demographics/anthropometrics, general health,
foot posture and range of motion, the biomechanical
effects of the interventions, credibility and expectancy,
adherence or footwear perceptions. However, responders
had a higher FFI stiffness score and greater radiographic
severity than non-responders (see Table 2).

Discriminant function analysis

Results of the discriminant function analysis are shown
in Table 3. In the orthoses group, the discriminant func-
tion model was significant (p =0.012), and the combin-
ation of three predictor variables identified responders
with 73% accuracy (62% following validation). In the
footwear group, the discriminant function model did not
reach statistical significance (p = 0.175), and the combin-
ation of two predictor variables identified responders
with 63% accuracy (53% following validation).

Discussion

The objective of this study was to identify factors associ-
ated with a successful treatment response in people with
first metatarsophalangeal joint osteoarthritis (1st MTPJ
OA) who were provided with prefabricated orthoses or
rocker-sole footwear as part of a recently completed
randomised clinical trial [6]. To do this, we administered
a comprehensive baseline questionnaire and clinical
assessment (including measures of demographics, an-
thropometrics, general health, pain characteristics, per-
ceptions of the interventions, foot posture, range of
motion, radiographic severity and in-shoe plantar pres-
sures) and compared these characteristics between those
who did and did not respond to each of the interven-
tions at 12 weeks of follow up. We found that several
measures of pain and disease severity differed between
responders and non-responders. However, the ability of
these measures to accurately discriminate between the
groups was only modest.

In the orthoses group, responders had greater baseline
pain severity while walking and a higher FFI difficulty
score, while in the rocker-sole group, responders had a
higher FFI stiffness score and greater radiographic sever-
ity. Taken together, these findings suggest that both
interventions may be more effective in those with more
severe symptoms or more advanced disease. These ob-
servations are consistent with previous studies of OA
affecting the knee or hip. Greater baseline pain severity
has been shown to predict better outcomes of rehabilita-
tion for knee [8] and hip OA [9], while greater radio-
graphic severity is associated with better outcomes
following knee and hip replacement surgery [31-34].
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Table 1 Characteristics of non-responders and responders in the orthoses group (n =47)
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Non-responders (n=18)

Responders (n=29)

Demographics/anthropometrics

Age, years-mean (SD) 59.0(11.3) 57.1 (10.0)
Females-n (%) 8 (44) 18 (62)
Body mass index, kg/mz—mean (SD) 279 (5.1) 296 (4.72)
General health/physical activity
SF 12 physical component score-mean (SD) ° 432 (12.1) 452 (10.2)
SF 12 mental component score-mean (SD) © 57.1 (9.5) 544 (6.5)
Physical activity, total hours per week-mean (SD) 209 (10.5) 17.1.(17.2)
Pain characteristics
Pain duration, months—median (IQR) 33 (101) 30 (59)
Pain severity at rest-mean (SD) P 31 3.0 34 (23)
Pain severity while walking-mean (SD) ® 38(23) 52 1)
Stiffness in the morning—mean (SD) b 24 (24) 3.6 (2.8)
Stiffness later in the day-mean (SD) b 23 (2.7) 39 (2.7)
FHSQ pain-mean (SD) ° 61.5 (23.4) 53.5(17.6)
FHSQ function-mean (SD) ? 77.1 (186) 66.2 (24.8)
FFI pain-mean (SD) * 348 (15.6) 44.8 (17.9)
FFI difficulty-mean (SD) * 269 (20.2) 439 (263)"
FFI stiffness—mean (SD) ® 28.1 (18.7) 36.7 (20.8)
Pain Catastrophising Scale-mean (SD) o 82 (7.8) 100 (89)
Foot posture and range of motion
Foot posture index—mean (SD) 29 (2.7) 29 (24)
st MTPJ range of motion (°)-mean (SD) 412 (12.6) 403 (11.7)
Radiographic severity
None-n (%) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Mild-n (%) 3(17) 12 (41)
Moderate-n (%) 7 (39) 6 (21)
Severe-n (%) 8 (44) 11 (38)
Biomechanical effects of intervention
1st MTPJ peak pressure: own shoes, kPa-median (IQR) 188.8 (100.0) 150.0 (60.0)
st MTPJ peak pressure: intervention, kPa—median (IQR) 161.3 (68.8) 125.0 (70.0)
% reduction in 1st MTPJ peak pressure-median (IQR) 140 (24.7) 136 (16.3)
Credibility and Expectancy Questionnaire
Credibility-mean (SD) 196 (24) 212 3.2)
Expectancy—mean (SD) 173 (34) 16.9 (4.1)
Total hours intervention worn during study—-mean (SD) 332 (202) 518 (245)"
SD standard deviation, /QR interquartile range
lower scores indicate worse health status/greater impairment
fhigher scores indicate worse health status/greater impairment
p <0.05
These findings also add some support to the proposed The only other significant predictor of response we

biomechanical effects of these interventions, as the vari- found was intervention adherence, with responders in
ables found to differ between responders and non- the orthoses group wearing their intervention for a sig-
responders related primarily to functional limitation of nificantly greater number of hours throughout the
the 1st MTPJ (eg: pain while walking rather than at rest, course of the trial than non-responders. No such differ-
and FFI items indicative of difficulty with ambulation). ence was found in the rocker-sole footwear group,
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Table 2 Characteristics of non-responders and responders in the rocker-sole footwear group (n =41)

Non-responders (n = 25) Responders (n=16)
Demographics/anthropometrics
Age, years—-mean (SD) 56.9 (8.4) 559 (124)
Females—n (%) 14 (56) 11 (69)
Body mass index, kg/m?*~mean (SD) 284 (4.1) 283 (4.9)
General health/physical activity
SF 12 physical component score-mean (SD) * 458 (10.2) 454 (9.8)
SF 12 mental component score-mean (SD) ¢ 52.2 (8.1) 51.7 (10.8)
Physical activity, total hours per week-mean (SD) 145 (11.0) 16.8 (10.1)
Pain characteristics
Pain duration, months—-median (IQR) 36 (108) 24 (75)
Pain severity at rest-mean (SD) ° 34 (2.7) 35(23)
Pain severity while walking—mean (SD) o 47 (2.2) 5.1 2.1)
Stiffness in the morning—-mean (SD) o 3929 4.1 (1.6)
Stiffness later in the day-mean (SD) o 3.7 (2.8) 37 (2.2)
FHSQ pain-mean (SD) ° 526 (19.7) 459 (17.9)
FHSQ function-mean (SD) * 70.8 (234) 62.5 (28.0)
FFI pain-mean (SD) ® 41.1 (16.6) 47.1 (183)
FFI difficulty-mean (SD) ® 37.2 (25.3) 459 (23.3)
FFI stiffness—mean (SD) * 31.8 (229) 444 (167)"
Pain Catastrophising Scale—mean (SD) P 9.2 (6.9) 106 (7.9)
Foot posture and range of motion
Foot posture index-mean (SD) 3.5 (2.0) 36 (2.2)
1st MTPJ range of motion (°)-mean (SD) 414 (134) 385 (13.8)
Radiographic severity
None-n (%) 1(4) 3 (20)
Mild-n (%) 3(13) 2 (13)
Moderate-n (%) 16 (70) 2(13)
Severe-n (%) 3(13) 8 (53"
Biomechanical effects of intervention
1st MTPJ peak pressure: own shoes, kPa—-mean (SD) 167.5 (62.5) 158.3 (40.6)
1st MTPJ peak pressure: intervention, kPa—mean (SD) 133.2 (49.1) 137.3 (36.8)
% reduction in 1st MTPJ peak pressure 19.5 (18.0) 11.2 (19.8)
Credibility and Expectancy Questionnaire
Credibility-mean (SD) 210 (3.6) 213 (3.3)
Expectancy-mean (SD) 17.1 (53) 19.1 (44)
Footwear perceptions (100 mm visual analog scales)
Shoe attractiveness (to self)-mean (SD) 40.1 (204) 50.7 (26.3)
Shoe attractiveness (to others)-mean (SD) 384 (20.7) 48.7 (21.8)
Shoe comfort—-mean (SD) 61.6 (26.6) 64.3 (18.5)
Ease of donning and doffing shoes-mean (SD) 76,6 (21.1) 79.6 (16.5)
Perception of shoe fit-median (IQR) 82.0 (21.0) 77.5 (16.0)
Perception of shoe heaviness—-mean (SD) 46.1 (25.2) 447 (18.7)
Total hours intervention worn during study—mean (SD) 278 (200) 320 (179)

SD standard deviation, IQR interquartile range

lower scores indicate worse health status/greater impairment
Phigher scores indicate worse health status/greater impairment
p <0.05
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Table 3 Discriminant function analysis
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Orthoses group (n=47)

Rocker-sole footwear group (n=41)

Wilk's lambda, chi-square, p

Predictor variable (discriminant function coefficient)

Pain severity while walking (0.468)

A=0.77, ¥’ =109, p=0012

Total hours intervention worn during study (0.681)

A=091, ¥ =35p=0175
Foot Function Index stiffness (1.00)

Radiographic severity (0.287)

Foot Function Index difficulty (0.361)

% of cases correctly classified 733

% of cases correctly classified following validation 622

63.2
526

although the overall adherence in this group was sub-
stantially lower, possibly due to aesthetic concerns about
the footwear and workplace attire constraints. Although
no studies have explored the role of adherence in pre-
dicting outcomes of footwear-related interventions in
foot OA, it has previously been shown that greater ad-
herence with prescribed footwear is associated with a
lower rate of foot ulcer recurrence in people with dia-
betic peripheral neuropathy [35, 36]. However, given that
adherence was documented throughout the trial, it is
also possible that adherence increased as a consequence
of reduction in pain in some individuals, rather than be-
ing a cause of pain reduction.

The current biomechanical theory underpinning the
use of mechanical interventions for 1st MTP] OA
would suggest that those with greater range of motion
may be more likely to benefit from orthoses, as the re-
moval of material beneath the 1st MTPJ would facilitate
first ray plantarflexion during propulsion, thereby
allowing the proximal phalanx to rotate on the first
metatarsal head to achieve sufficient 1st MTP] dorsi-
flexion [37]. In contrast, those with less range of mo-
tion may be more likely to benefit from the rocker-sole
footwear, as the curved sole reduces the need for 1st
MTPJ dorsiflexion during propulsion [38]. However,
neither the range of motion of the 1st MTPJ, nor the
changes in 1st MTPJ plantar pressure associated with
the interventions differed between responders and non-
responders in either group. This may be because the
available 1st MTPJ range of motion measured when
non-weightbearing is only moderately associated with
the range used during gait [39], and that vertical pres-
sures may not provide a valid indicator of compressive
forces within the 1st MTPJ.

This study has a number of limitations. Firstly, we
were unable to use the OMERACT-OARSI criteria [40]
to define responders, as these criteria are based on
Western Ontario McMaster Universities Osteoarthritis
(WOMAC) index scores in people with hip or knee
OA. In the absence of any established criteria to define
responders in foot OA, we consider our cut-off score
(at least “moderately better” on a 15-point scale) to be
justifiable, but acknowledge that this is essentially arbi-
trary. Secondly, although we included a broad array of

potential predictor variables, we acknowledge that
other measures may have provided additional insights.
For example, direct measurement of 1st MTP]J kinemat-
ics and kinetics using a marker-based optoelectronic
gait analysis system may have provided greater insight
into changes in joint function, however this was not
possible in our trial as it would have required perman-
ent modification of the participants’ footwear to accom-
modate the markers. A more objective measure of
adherence (such as using a wearable sensor [41]) would
also have been useful. Thirdly, we were unable to in-
clude a non-treatment control arm in this trial, so we
cannot exclude the contribution of contextual effects to
the apparent improvements in both treatment groups.
Finally, although we identified several factors which dif-
fered between responders and non-responders, the
discriminant function analysis indicated that the classi-
fication accuracy was modest and unlikely to be suffi-
cient for identifying patients who are most likely to
respond in a clinical setting.

Conclusion

People with 1st MTP] OA who responded favourably to
prefabricated orthoses had more baseline pain and diffi-
culty walking, and wore their orthoses more frequently
during the trial, while those who responded favourably
to rocker-sole footwear had greater baseline joint stiff-
ness and radiographic OA severity. However, the overall
classification accuracy associated with these factors was
modest and is unlikely to be sufficient for identifying re-
sponders in a clinical setting. Further study is therefore
required to identify factors that predict a positive treat-
ment response to treatments for 1st MTP] OA.

Abbreviations

1st MTPJ: First metatarsophalangeal joint; BMI: Body mass index;

CEQ: Credibility/Expectancy Questionnaire; FFI: Foot Function Index;
FHSQ: Foot Health Status Questionnaire; FPI: Foot Posture Index;

OA: Osteoarthritis; VAS: Visual analogue scale; WOMAC: Western Ontario
McMaster Universities Osteoarthritis index

Acknowledgements

HBM is currently a National Health and Medical Research Council Senior
Research Fellow (ID: 1020925). We would like to thank Gary Yodgee (Yodgee
Footwear) for providing the footwear used in the study at reduced cost,
Matt Barkley and Craig Truscott (Vasyli Medical) for providing the prefabricated
foot orthoses used in the study at reduced cost, and Southern Cross Medical
Imaging for conducting the x-rays at reduced cost.



Menz et al. BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders (2017) 18:185

Funding
This study was funded by a project grant from the National Health and
Medical Research Council of Australia (ID: 1049085).

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

Authors’ contributions

All authors were involved in drafting the article or revising it critically for
important intellectual content, and all authors approved the final version to
be submitted for publication. Study conception and design: HBM, PL, SEM,

ER. Acquisition of data: HBM, MA, JT, SEM. Analysis and interpretation of data:

HBM, MA, JT, PL, ER, SEM.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Ethics approval and consent to participate

Ethical approval was granted from the La Trobe University Human Ethics
Committee (Reference 13-003), and written informed consent was obtained
from all participants prior to the study.

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

Author details

"La Trobe Sport and Exercise Medicine Research Centre, School of Allied
Health, La Trobe University, Melbourne 3086, VIC, Australia. “Discipline of
Podiatry, School of Allied Health, La Trobe University, Melbourne 3086, VIC,
Australia. *Arthritis Research UK Primary Care Centre, Research Institute for

Primary Care and Health Sciences, Keele University, Staffordshire ST5 5BG, UK.

“Institute of Sport, Exercise and Active Living, Victoria University, Melbourne
8001, VIC, Australia.

Received: 29 January 2017 Accepted: 6 May 2017
Published online: 12 May 2017

References

1. Roddy E, Thomas MJ, Marshall M, Rathod T, Myers H, Menz HB, Thomas E,
Peat G. The population prevalence of symptomatic radiographic foot
osteoarthritis in community-dwelling older adults: the Clinical Assessment
Study of the Foot. Ann Rheum Dis. 2015;74:156-63.

2. Menz HB, Roddy E, Marshall M, Thomas MJ, Rathod T, Myers H, Thomas E,
Peat GM. Demographic and clinical factors associated with radiographic
severity of first metatarsophalangeal joint osteoarthritis: cross-sectional
findings from the Clinical Assessment Study of the Foot. Osteoarthr Cartil.
2015;23(1):77-82.

3. Bergin SM, Munteanu SE, Zammit GV, Nikolopoulos N, Menz HB. Impact of
first metatarsophalangeal joint osteoarthritis on health-related quality of life.
Arthritis Care Res. 2012,64(11):1691-8.

4. Vanore JV, Christensen JC, Kravitz SR, Schuberth JM, Thomas JL, Weil LS,
Zlotoff HJ, Couture SD. Diagnosis and treatment of first
metatarsophalangeal joint disorders. Section 2: Hallux Rigidus. J Foot Ankle
Surg. 2003;42:124-36.

5. Zammit GV, Menz HB, Munteanu SE, Landorf KB, Gilheany MF. Interventions
for treating osteoarthritis of the big toe joint. Cochrane Database Syst Rev.
2010;9:CD007809.

6. Menz HB, Auhl M, Tan JM, Levinger P, Roddy E, Munteanu SE. Effectiveness
of Foot Orthoses Versus Rocker-Sole Footwear for First Metatarsophalangeal
Joint Osteoarthritis: Randomized Trial. Arthritis Care Res. 2016,68:581-9.

7. Menz HB AM, Tan JM, Levinger P, Roddy E, Munteanu SE. Biomechanical
Effects of Prefabricated Foot Orthoses and Rocker-Sole Footwear in
Individuals With First Metatarsophalangeal Joint Osteoarthritis. Arthritis Care
Res. 2016;68(15):603-11.

8. Kobsar D, Osis ST, Hettinga BA, Ferber R. Gait Biomechanics and Patient-
Reported Function as Predictors of Response to a Hip Strengthening

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

32.

33.

Page 8 of 9

Exercise Intervention in Patients with Knee Osteoarthritis. PLoS One. 2015;
10(10):20139923.

Wright AA, Cook CE, Flynn TW, Baxter GD, Abbott JH. Predictors of response
to physical therapy intervention in patients with primary hip osteoarthritis.
Phys Ther. 2011;91(4):510-24.

Matthews M, Rathleff MS, Claus A, McPoil T, Nee R, Crossley K, Vicenzino B.
Can we predict the outcome for people with patellofemoral pain? A
systematic review on prognostic factors and treatment effect modifiers. Br J
Sports Med. 2016. [Epub ahead of print]. doi: 10.1136/bjsports-2016-096545.
Menz HB, Levinger P, Tan JM, Auhl M, Roddy E, Munteanu SE. Rocker-sole
footwear versus prefabricated foot orthoses for the treatment of pain
associated with first metatarsophalangeal joint osteoarthritis: study protocol
for a randomised trial. BMC Musculoskelet Disord. 2014;15:86.

Zammit GV, Munteanu SE, Menz HB. Development of a diagnostic rule for
identifying radiographic osteoarthritis in people with first
metatarsophalangeal joint pain. Osteoarthr Cartil. 2011;19(8):939-45.

Garrow AP, Papageorgiou A, Silman AJ, Thomas E, Jayson MI, Macfarlane GJ.
The grading of hallux valgus. The Manchester Scale. J Am Podiatr Med
Assoc. 2001,91:74-8.

Menz HB, Munteanu SE. Radiographic validation of the Manchester scale for
the classification of hallux valgus deformity. Rheumatology. 2005;44:1061-6.
Pfeiffer E. A short portable mental status questionnaire for the assessment
of organic brain deficit in elderly patients. J Am Geriatr Soc. 1975;23:433-41.
Albright BC, Woodhull-Smith WM. Rocker bottom soles alter the postural
response to backward translation during stance. Gait Posture. 2009;30(1):45-9.
Ware Jr J, Kosinski M, Keller SD. A 12-Item Short-Form Health Survey:
construction of scales and preliminary tests of reliability and validity. Med
Care. 1996;34:220-33.

Delbaere K, Hauer K, Lord SR. Evaluation of the incidental and planned
activity questionnaire for older people. Br J Sports Med. 2010;44:1029-34.
Bennett P, Patterson C, Wearing S, Baglioni T. Development and validation
of a questionnaire designed to measure foot-health status. J Am Podiatr
Med Assoc. 1998;88:419-28.

Budiman-Mak E, Conrad KJ, Mazza J, Stuck RM. A review of the foot function
index and the foot function index-revised. J Foot Ankle Res. 2013;6:5.
Redmond AC, Crosbie J, Ouvrier RA. Development and validation of a novel
rating system for scoring standing foot posture: The Foot Posture Index.
Clin Biomech. 2006;21:89-98.

Buell T, Green DR, Risser J. Measurement of the first metatarsophalangeal
joint range of motion. J Am Podiatr Med Assoc. 1988;78:439-48.

Menz HB, Munteanu SE, Landorf KB, Zammit GV, Cicuttini FM. Radiographic
classification of osteoarthritis in commonly affected joints of the foot.
Osteoarthr Cartil. 2007;15:1333-8.

Devilly GJ, Borkovec TD. Psychometric properties of the credibility/
expectancy questionnaire. J Behav Ther Exp Psychiatry. 2000;31:73-86.

van Netten JJ, Hijmans JM, Jannink MJ, Geertzen JH, Postema K. Development
and reproducibility of a short questionnaire to measure use and usability of
custom-made orthopaedic shoes. J Rehabil Med. 2009;41(11):913-8.

Welsh BJ, Redmond AC, Chockalingam N, Keenan AM. A case-series study to
explore the efficacy of foot orthoses in treating first metatarsophalangeal
joint pain. J Foot Ankle Res. 2010;3:17.

Redmond AC, Crane YZ, Menz HB. Normative values for the Foot Posture
Index. J Foot Ankle Res. 2008;1:6.

Forghany S, Nester CJ, Richards B. The effect of rollover footwear on the
rollover function of walking. J Foot Ankle Res. 2013;6:24.

Guyatt GH, Norman GR, Juniper EF, Griffith LE. A critical look at transition
ratings. J Clin Epidemiol. 2002;55:900-8.

George D, Mallery P. Discriminant Analysis. In: IBM SPSS Statistics 23 Step by Step:
A Simple Guide and Reference. 14th ed. New York: Routledge; 2016. p. 281-9.
Judge A, Javaid MK, Arden NK, Cushnaghan J, Reading |, Croft P, Dieppe PA,
Cooper C. Clinical tool to identify patients who are most likely to achieve
long-term improvement in physical function after total hip arthroplasty.
Arthritis Care Res. 2012;64(6):881-9.

Valdes AM, Doherty SA, Zhang W, Muir KR, Maciewicz RA, Doherty M.
Inverse relationship between preoperative radiographic severity and
postoperative pain in patients with osteoarthritis who have undergone total
joint arthroplasty. Semin Arthritis Rheum. 2012;41(4):568-75.

Keurentjes JC, Fiocco M, So-Osman C, Onstenk R, Koopman-Van Gemert
AW, Poll RG, Kroon HM, Vliet Vlieland TP, Nelissen RG. Patients with severe
radiographic osteoarthritis have a better prognosis in physical functioning
after hip and knee replacement: a cohort-study. PLoS One. 2013;8(4):59500.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bjsports-2016-096545

Menz et al. BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders (2017) 18:185

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

Dowsey MM, Nikpour M, Dieppe P, Choong PF. Associations between pre-
operative radiographic osteoarthritis severity and pain and function after
total hip replacement : Radiographic OA severity predicts function after
THR. Clin Rheumatol. 2016;35(1):183-9.

Chantelau E, Haage P. An Audit of Cushioned Diabetic Footwear: Relation
to Patient Compliance. Diabet Med. 1994;11:114-6.

Bus SA, Waaijman R, Arts M, de Haart M, Busch-Westbroek T, van Baal J,
Nollet F. Effect of custom-made footwear on foot ulcer recurrence in
diabetes: a multicenter randomized controlled trial. Diabetes Care. 2013;
36(12):4109-16.

Rosenbloom KB. Pathology-designed custom molded foot orthoses. Clin
Podiatr Med Surg. 2011;28:171-87.

Hutchins S, Bowker P, Geary N, Richards J. The biomechanics and clinical
efficacy of footwear adapted with rocker profiles - evidence in the literature.
Foot. 2009;19:165-70.

Nawoczenski D, Baumhauer J, Umberger B. Relationship between clinical
measurements and motion of the first metatarsophalangeal joint during
gait. J Bone Joint Surg Am. 1999,81A:370-6.

Pham T, van der Heijde D, Altman RD, Anderson JJ, Bellamy N, Hochberg M,
Simon L, Strand V, Woodworth T, Dougados M. OMERACT-OARSI initiative:
Osteoarthritis Research Society International set of responder criteria for
osteoarthritis clinical trials revisited. Osteoarthr Cartil. 2004;12(5):389-99.
Bus SA, Waaijman R, Nollet F. New monitoring technology to objectively
assess adherence to prescribed footwear and assistive devices during
ambulatory activity. Arch Phys Med Rehabil. 2012;93(11):2075-9.

Page 9 of 9

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and we will help you at every step:

* We accept pre-submission inquiries

* Our selector tool helps you to find the most relevant journal

* We provide round the clock customer support

e Convenient online submission

* Thorough peer review

e Inclusion in PubMed and all major indexing services

e Maximum visibility for your research

Submit your manuscript at

www.biomedcentral.com/submit () BiolMed Central




	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusion
	Trial registration

	Background
	Methods
	Participants
	Questionnaires and clinical assessments
	Interventions
	Definition of responders and non-responders
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Participants
	Differences between responders and non-responders in the orthoses group
	Differences between responders and non-responders in the rocker-sole footwear group
	Discriminant function analysis

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

