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Flexion-extension exercise analysis of transfemoral amputee depending on
variation of the surgical method
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Fig. 1(a) Transfemoral amputee model treated by

myoplasty method
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Fig. 1(c) Constraint wrap objccts in femur
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Fig. 2 Transfemoral amputee model treated by
myodesis method
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Fig. 3 Comparison of torque between myoplasty
and myodesis with passive elements
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