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Background. An inability to negotiate stairs is a marker of disability and functional decline and can be a critical factor
in loss of independence in older people. There is limited research on the underlying factors that impair performance in this
important activity of daily living. We examined which physical and psychological factors are associated with stair
climbing and stair descending performance in older people.

Methods. Six hundred sixty-four community-dwelling people aged 75–98 years (mean age ¼ 80.1 years, standard
deviation (SD) ¼ 4.4 years) underwent stair negotiation tests as well as tests of lower limb strength, vision, peripheral
sensation, reaction time, and balance and completed questionnaires measuring psychological and health status.

Results. Many physiological and psychological factors were significantly associated with stair negotiation speed.
Multiple regression analyses revealed that knee extension and knee flexor strength, lower limb proprioception, edge
contrast sensitivity, reaction time involving a foot-press response, leaning balance, fear of falling, and the Short-Form
12 Health Status Questionnaire (SF-12) pain and vitality scores were significant and independent predictors of stair
ascent and descent performance. The combined set of variables explained 47% of the variance in stair ascent
performance and 50% of the variance in stair descent performance. Measures of strength, balance, vision, fear, and
vitality also significantly discriminated between persons who did and did not require the use of the handrail when
performing the tests.

Discussion. In community-dwelling older people, impaired stair negotiation is associated not only with reduced
strength but also with impaired sensation, strength, and balance; reduced vitality; presence of pain; and increased fear of
falling.

STAIR negotiation (ascent and descent) is an important
activity of daily living (ADL). An inability to undertake

this task is an indicator of disability (1) that can have
extensive implications for the health, well-being, and
independence of older people. Many falls in public places
occur on steps, and 80% of these occur during stair descent
(2), making this a particularly important functional task for
community-dwelling older people.

There is strong evidence that the ability to negotiate stairs
is dependent on adequate lower limb strength (3,4) and
power (5). Stair descent also requires the correct visual
processing of the stairs, as well as adequate motor planning
and kinesthetic feedback for safe and coordinated movement
(6). Furthermore, as previous research has found associa-
tions between psychological variables (vitality, anxiety, and
fear of falling) and functional tasks and ADLs in older
people (7,8), it is possible that these psychological factors
may also influence stair negotiation.

As previous studies have examined possible determi-
nants of stair negotiation ability in isolation, it has not been
possible to establish their relative importance in influencing
this important functional task. In this study, we investigated
the contributions of a broad range of physical and psy-
chological factors to performance (speed and handrail use)

in a stair climbing and descending task in a sample of older,
community-dwelling people.

METHODS

Participants
Six hundred sixty-four community-dwelling participants

(233 men, 431 women) aged 75–98 years (mean 80.1 years,
standard deviation (SD) ¼ 4.4) took part in the study.
Potential participants were randomly drawn from a health
insurance company membership database, and were ex-
cluded from the study if they had minimal English language
skills, were blind, had Parkinson’s disease, or had a Short
Portable Mental Status Questionnaire (SPMSQ) score , 7
(9). To maximize participation rates of older people with
mobility limitations, transportation was provided for
participants who could not make their own way to the falls
assessment clinic. Of the 2468 persons initially contacted,
700 (28%) agreed to participate; of these, 664 (233 men,
431 women) aged 75–98 years (mean ¼ 80.1 years, SD ¼
4.4) met the inclusion criteria and completed the stair
negotiation tests. The prevalence of medical conditions,
medication use, physical activity and mobility limitations
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are shown in Table 1. The Human Studies Ethics Committee
at the University of New South Wales gave approval for this
study, and written informed consent was obtained from all
individuals prior to their participation.

Measurement of Stair Ascent and
Descent Performance

Participants were scored on the time taken to walk up and
then down eight stairs, as quickly as possible. The stairs
were indoors, had a handrail, were covered with linoleum,
and were well lit. The participants were asked to begin the
test at the bottom of the eight stairs (15 cm high, 27.5 cm
deep), and a stopwatch was used to time performance. They
were instructed to walk as quickly as possible (but not to
run) and to take one step at a time. They were allowed to
use the handrail and a mobility aid if preferred. Timing
commenced for the stair ascent when the participant raised
a foot off the ground to climb the first step and stopped
when both feet were placed on the eighth step (a landing).
After a brief rest, the participant was asked to descend the
stairs. Again, timing was started when the participant raised
a foot off the ground for the first step and stopped when the
last step was completed. Test–retest reliability was de-
termined from a subset of 30 participants, with the use of the
intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC1,3) model. The ICC
value for stair ascent was 0.84 (95% confidence interval
[CI], 0.69–0.92); for stair descent, it was 0.86 (95% CI,
0.74–0.93), indicating excellent reliability (10). A record of

whether participants held the handrail during the stair
negotiation tasks was also made.

Assessments of Sensorimotor Function and Balance
Visual acuity and visual contrast sensitivity were assessed

using a log Minimum Angle Resolvable (logMAR) letter
chart and the Melbourne Edge Test (11), respectively. Depth
perception was evaluated using a Howard–Dohlman depth
perception apparatus (12). Proprioception was measured
using a lower limb matching task. Errors were recorded
using a protractor inscribed on a vertical clear acrylic sheet
(60 cm 3 60 cm 3 1 cm) placed between the legs. Tactile
sensitivity was measured at the lateral malleolus using
a Semmes–Weinstein type aesthesiometer (Balance Systems
Inc., Sydney, Australia). Vibration sense at the tibial
tuberosity of the knee was measured using a vibrator that
produced a 200 Hz vibration under load.

Ankle dorsiflexion, knee extension, and knee flexion
strength were measured in both legs. These muscle groups
were assessed because (i) they have been found to be
important lower limb strength measures in the prediction of
falls in older people and (ii) they can be assessed using
simple rigs with participants seated. The angles of the hip,
knee, and ankle were 908, 1108, and 908, respectively, when
testing ankle dorsiflexion strength, and the angles of the hip
and knee were 908 when testing knee extension and knee
flexion strength. The best of three trials was recorded for
each muscle group, and the average of these scores for both
legs was recorded. These measures were then normalized
for body weight.

Two measures of simple reaction time (SRT) were made.
These measures involved a light as the stimulus and either
a finger press or a foot press as the response. Postural sway
was measured using a sway meter that measured displace-
ments of the body at the level of the waist. Testing was
performed with participants standing with their eyes open,
then closed, on the floor and then on a foam rubber mat
(60 cm 3 70 cm 3 15 cm thick). Leaning balance was mea-
sured using the coordinated stability test (13), which
measures the participant’s ability to adjust body position
in a steady and coordinated manner while near or at the
limits of the base of support.

Psychological Assessment
Items from the Short-Form 12 Health Status Question-

naire (SF-12) were used to provide validated assessments of
pain, depression, anxiety, and vitality (14). Fear of falling
was assessed with a single question using a five-point scale,
with ratings ranging from ‘‘not at all’’ to ‘‘totally.’’

Statistical Analysis
Pearson correlation coefficients were computed to

examine the relationships between stair negotiation times
and the other test variables. Hierarchical multiple re-
gression was used to assess the associations between the
stair negotiation times and the physiological and psycho-
logical variables. Because there is considerable evidence
that knee extension strength is an important determinant of

Table 1. Prevalence of Major Medical Conditions, Medication

Use, Participation in Physical Activity and Mobility, and

ADL Limitations in the Study Population

Condition Number (%)

Medical conditions

Poor vision 166 (25.0)

Stroke 46 (6.9)

Lower limb arthritis 273 (41.1)

Diabetes 46 (6.9)

Incontinence 100 (15.1)

Depression 68 (10.2)

Health rated as fair or poor 57 (8.6)

Medication use

�4 medications 363 (54.7)

Cardiovascular system medications 461 (69.4)

Psychoactive medications 102 (15.4)

Musculoskeletal system medications 154 (23.2)

Physical activity

Planned walks , once per week 294 (44.3)

Physical activity , 1 h/d 193 (29.1)

Limited in climbing stairs 201 (30.3)

Mobility and ADL limitations

Used a walking aid 109 (16.4)

Wore multifocal spectacles 456 (68.7)

Difficulty with home maintenance 402 (60.5)

Difficulty with housework 217 (32.7)

Difficulty cooking 103 (15.5)

Difficulty shopping 97 (14.6)

Difficulty dressing 15 (2.3)

Note: ADL ¼ Activity of Daily Living.
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stair negotiation, this measure was entered into the models
first. After this, other lower limb muscle group strength
measures, sensorimotor and balance variables, and psy-
chological measures were entered into the models in
successive blocks. Variables that were not identified as
significant and independent predictors of stair negotiation
time after the entry of each block of variables were
eliminated from the model. Tolerance levels were inspected
to avoid the inclusion of misleading or unhelpful variables
due to colinearity among some independent variables. Beta
weights and signs for all variables entered into the re-
gression model were also examined to ensure that they
made meaningful contributions to stair negotiation perfor-
mance. Change in the amount of variance (r2) was assessed
on the entry of each block of variables into the model.
Standardized beta weights indicate the relative importance
of the various measures entered into the model in ex-
plaining variance in stair negotiation times.

Independent samples t tests were used to determine
if there were differences in physiological and psycholog-
ical test performance between participants who used the
handrail during the stair negotiation tasks and participants
who did not. Discriminant function analyses were also
performed to determine the significant and independent
predictors of handrail use versus no handrail use during
the stair negotiation tasks. Log transformations were per-
formed on right-skewed variables, and the data were

analyzed using SPSS for Windows (version 14.0; SPSS,
Inc., Chicago, IL).

RESULTS

Stair Negotiation Times, Age, and Sex
The average stair ascent speed was 1.6 steps/s (SD¼0.62)

and the average stair descent speed was 1.7 steps/s (SD ¼
0.55). Men completed the stair ascent and descent
significantly faster than women did: 4.8 6 2.2 seconds
and 6.0 6 3.4 seconds, respectively, for the ascent (t¼ 6.5,
df ¼ 662; p , .001) and 4.9 6 2.6 seconds and 6.7 6 4.5
seconds, respectively, for the descent (t¼ 7.9, df¼ 662; p ,
.001). The men were also significantly stronger than the
women in the three measures of lower limb strength (p ,
.001), but no significant differences were apparent between
the men and women with respect to age or the occurrence
of previous falls. Stair ascent and descent times were
moderately correlated with age (r¼ 0.34, p , .001 and r¼
0.36, p , .001, respectively).

Sensorimotor, Balance, and Psychological Factors
Associated With Stair Negotiation Performance

Table 2 shows the associations between stair negotiation
speed and the sensorimotor, balance, and psychological

Table 2. Physiological, Psychological, and Health Correlates of Stair Ascent and Descent Speed

Measures Mean (SD) (N ¼ 664) Stair Ascent r (p Value) Stair Descent r (p Value)

Sensorimotor

Visual acuity, high contrast (logMAR) 1.3 (1.2) .18 .000 .18 .000

Visual acuity, low contrast (logMAR) 2.6 (2.0) .22 .000 .22 .000

Edge contrast sensitivity (dB) 18.8 (2.5) �.21 .000 �.24 .000

Depth perception (cm error)* 2.8 (3.7) .16 .000 .17 .000

Proprioception (cm error)* 2.1 (1.4) .11 .003 .13 .001

Tactile sensitivity (log10 mg pressure) 4.4 (0.5) .09 .019 .10 .010

Vibration sense (microns)* 39.5 (26.6) .10 .014 .09 .018

Ankle dorsiflexion strength/weight (Nm/kg) 1.0 (0.5) �.22 .000 �.23 .000

Knee extension strength/weight (Nm/kg) 4.0 (1.6) �.31 .000 �.38 .000

Knee flexion strength/weight (Nm/kg) 2.2 (0.9) �.33 .000 �.35 .000

Simple reaction time, hand (ms)* 274 (49) .28 .000 .32 .000

Simple reaction time, foot (ms)* 351 (62) .32 .000 .34 .000

Balance

Sway eyes open, floor (area)*,y 444 (416) .13 .001 .13 .001

Sway eyes closed, floor (area)*,y 589 (611) .20 .000 .18 .000

Sway eyes open, foam (area)*,y 1375 (1001) .24 .000 .28 .000

Sway eyes closed, foam (area)*,y 3205 (2240) .21 .000 .22 .000

Coordinated stability (errors)* 8.4 (8.4) .44 .000 .46 .000

Psychological measures

Bodily pain 1.59 (0.97) .25 .000 .24 .000

Depression 5.27 (0.98) �.07 .076 �.08 .043

Anxiety 2.30 (1.00) .04 .330 .05 .233

Vitality 3.07 (1.41) .37 .000 .37 .000

Fear of falling 3.98 (1.0) �.33 .000 �.36 .000

Notes: High scores in the tests of visual acuity, depth perception, peripheral sensation, reaction time, balance, and psychological measures and low scores in the

edge contrast sensitivity and strength scores indicate impairments.

*Data presented in raw (untransformed) units. Log10 transformed variables assessed in analyses due to right-skewed distributions.
yProduct of maximal anterior–posterior and lateral sway scores.

SD ¼ standard deviation; logMAR ¼ log Minimal Angle Resolvable in minutes of arc; dB ¼ decibel.
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measures. All of the sensorimotor, balance, and psycho-
logical measures were significantly correlated with stair
negotiation times apart from SF-12 anxiety and depression
scores. Figure 1 illustrates the relationships between knee
extension strength and stair ascent and descent. These
associations could be described well by linear functions.

The hierarchical regression analyses revealed similar
models for explaining the variance in stair ascent and

descent times. In the initial steps, knee extension strength
accounted for 29% of the variance in the stair ascent and
33% of the variance in stair descent times. At step 2, where
other lower limb muscle group strength measures were
entered into the model as possible predictors, knee flexion
strength, but not ankle dorsiflexion strength, explained
significant additional variance in both stair negotiation
measures. The other independent predictors for stair ascent
and descent times, as outlined in Table 3, were lower limb
proprioception, edge contrast sensitivity, foot reaction
time, coordinated stability, fear of falling, pain, and the
SF-12 vitality scale score. These eight-variable models ex-
plained 47% of the variance in stair ascent times (multiple
r ¼ 0.68) and 50% of the variance in stair descent times
(multiple r¼ 0.71).

When the study sample was categorized into two
groups (indicating use or no use of the handrail during
the stair ascent and descent tasks), significant differences
between the groups were found for most of the vision,
strength, balance, and psychological measures, as shown in
Table 4. The following variables (with standardized
discriminant function coefficients) were included in the
discriminant function model for predicting handrail use
during stair ascent: reduced knee flexion strength (�.486),
poor coordinated stability (0.374), low edge contrast
sensitivity (�.242), high fear of falling (.310), and low
SF-12 vitality scores (.265): canonical correlation ¼ 0.41,
Wilks’ k ¼ 0.829, p , .001. The variables included in the
model for predicting stair descent handrail use were knee
extension strength (�.547), coordinated stability (.414),
low contrast visual acuity (.177), fear of falling (.291), and
the SF-12 vitality scores (.201): canonical correlation ¼
0.455, Wilks’ k ¼ 0.793, p , .001). Both models cor-
rectly classified 69% of cases with similar sensitivities and
specificities.

DISCUSSION

The factors that were found to be predictors of both stair
ascent and descent speed were knee extension and flexion
strength, proprioception, edge contrast sensitivity, SRT,
dynamic balance, fear of falling, pain, and vitality. The
two lower limb strength measures explained more than

Figure 1. Association between knee extension strength and stair ascent (A)

(r ¼ 0.49) and stair descent (B) (r ¼ 0.53) speed.

Table 3. Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Stair Ascent and Stair Descent Speed Showing Standardized Beta

Weights and r2 after the Entry of Each Successive Block of Variables into the Model

Stair Ascent Stair Descent

Predictor Variables Beta Weights p Value r2 Beta Weights p Value r2

Knee extension strength .247 , .001 .318* .247 , .001 .319*

Knee flexion strength .172 , .001 0.342* .144 .002 .339*

Proprioception �.066 .022 .420* �.076 .007 .433*

Edge contrast sensitivity .101 .001 .117 , .001

Reaction time, foot press �.074 .018 �.077 .011

Coordinated stability �.168 , .001 �.177 , .001

Fear of falling �.110 , .001 .468* �.173 , .001 .498y

Pain �.074 .014 �.055 .043

Vitality �.153 , .001 �.159 , .001

Notes: *p , .001.
yp , .01.
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one-third of the variance in the performance of the tasks.
This finding supports previous studies that have examined
the relationship between strength and stair-climbing ability
(3,4) and is in accordance with other studies of predictors
of walking speed (8), chair standing (7), and stepping (15),
which show that lower limb strength is a vital component
of everyday functional activities and that deficits in
strength can lead to immobility and activity restriction.
The associations were described well by linear relation-
ships, indicating that increases in strength were associated
with continued gains in speed of performance and no
evidence of a ceiling effect in this population of older
community-dwelling people.

Good leaning balance, as measured by the coordinated
stability test, was also an important factor in being able to
perform the stair ascent and descent tasks quickly. An
association has been found between impaired balance and
slow walking speed (16,17) and also between impaired
balance and deficits in a range of other functional tasks
(7,18,19). It is apparent that balance deficits also result in
slower, more tentative performance of stair ascent and
descent, which are relatively difficult functional tasks for

older people. Similarly, the independent contribution of
simple foot-press reaction time in the final regression
models may indicate that older people with slow reaction
times are less confident in negotiating stairs, where there
is a risk of tripping. The finding that proprioception
was a predictor of performance in both the stair descent
and ascent tasks supports the findings of Startzell
and colleagues (20), who suggested that proprioception is
important at the start of the stair descent for locating the
position of the first step and that it assists in the midstair
region after the first few stairs have been navigated
successfully and the dimensions of the stairs have been
‘‘learned.’’

Vision is required throughout stair negotiation for judging
step dimensions and detecting hazards (21). This reliance
on vision indicates why this factor was identified as an
independent predictor of stair negotiation speed (22).
Previous studies have also shown that vision is important
for judging distances (23) and maintaining stability during
standing (24,25) and stepping (26).

Vitality and pain were included in both regression
models, suggesting that both independently affect an older

Table 4. Mean (SD) Scores for the Physiological, Psychological, and Health Measures for Participants Categorized in

Relation to Handrail Use in the Stair Ascent and Descent Tests

Stair Ascent Stair Descent

Measures

No Handrail Use

(N ¼ 365) Mean (SD)

Handrail Use

(N ¼ 299)* Mean (SD)

No Handrail Use

(N ¼ 316) Mean (SD)

Handrail Use

(N ¼ 348)* Mean (SD)

Sensorimotor

Visual acuity—high contrast, logMAR 1.2 (0.5)y 1.4 (1.8) 1.2 (0.5)z 1.4 (1.7)

Visual acuity—low contrast, logMAR 2.3 (1.0)y 2.9 (2.7) 2.3 (1.1)y 2.8 (2.5)

Edge contrast sensitivity, dB 19.2 (2.4)y 18.3 (2.4) 19.2 (2.5)y 18.4 (2.4)

Depth perception, cm error§ 2.3 (3.0)z 3.4 (4.3) 2.4 (3.0)k 3.2 (4.1)

Proprioception, cm error§ 2.1 (1.4) NS 2.1 (1.4) 2.0 (1.4) NS 2.1 (1.4)

Tactile sensitivity, log10mg pressure 4.4 (0.5) NS 4.4 (0.5) 4.4 (0.5) NS 4.4 (0.5)

Vibration sense, microns§ 39.2 (26.1) NS 39.9 (27.2) 39.6 (26.6) NS 39.4 (26.6)

Ankle dorsiflexion strength/weight, Nm/kg 1.1 (0.5)y 0.9 (0.4) 1.1 (0.5)y 0.9 (0.4)

Knee extension strength/weight, Nm/kg 4.4 (1.7)y 3.4 (1.3) 4.6 (1.7)y 3.4 (1.3)

Knee flexion strength/weight, Nm/kg 2.5 (0.9)y 1.9 (0.7) 2.5 (0.9)y 2.0 (0.7)

Simple reaction time—hand, ms§ 267.5 (43.1)y 282.2 (54.9) 266.7 (44.0)y 280.8 (52.7)

Simple reaction time—foot, ms§ 341.7 (55.4)y 363.7 (68.1) 341.7 (57.4)y 360.6 (65.4)

Balance

Sway eyes open—floor, area§ 423 (364) NS 471 (470.8) 406 (338.8)k 480 (472.8)

Sway eyes closed—floor, area§ 543 (561)z 646 (664.3) 5340 (566.7)z 634 (646.4)

Sway eyes open—foam, area§ 1267 (964)z 1505 (1031.8) 1245 (973.8)y 1492 (1012.6)

Sway eyes closed—foam, area§ 3008 (2163)k 3445 (2310.4) 2916 (2133.5)z 3466 (2303.6)

Coordinated stability, errors§ 6.3 (7.2)y 10.9 (9.0) 5.7 (6.6)y 10.8 (9.0)

Psychological

Body pain{ 1.8 (1.3) NS 1.9 (1.3) 1.8 (1.3) NS 1.9 (1.3)

Depression{ 5.3 (1.0)k 5.2 (1.0) 5.3 (1.0) NS 5.2 (1.0)

Anxiety{ 2.2 (1.1)k 2.4 (1.0) 2.3 (1.1) NS 2.4 (1.0)

Vitality{ 2.8 (1.3)y 3.4 (1.4) 2.8 (1.3)y 3.3 (1.4)

Fear of falling{ 1.8 (0.9)y 2.2 (1.0) 1.8 (0.9)y 2.2 (1.0)

Notes: *Includes 21 participants who used a mobility aid as well as the handrail.
yp , .001.
zp , .01.
§Data are presented in raw (untransformed) units. Log10-transformed variables are assessed in analyses due to right-skewed distributions.
kp , .05.
{Mann–Whitney U test.

SD ¼ standard deviation; logMAR ¼ log Minimal Angle Resolvable in minutes of arc; NS ¼ no significant difference.
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person’s ability to move quickly to complete an assigned
task. In older people, chronic pain is common, with 18% of
the current study population stating that pain interfered at
least moderately with their activities in the past month.
These findings support previous work that has shown an
association between measures of pain and vitality and
performance in other functional tasks (7,8).

The inclusion of fear of falling as an independent
predictor of stair negotiation is consistent with previous
research showing that fear of falling is associated with
frailty and reduced mobility (27), impaired gait (28,29),
impaired balance (30,31), and restriction of activity (32) in
older people. Decreased confidence in stair negotiation also
leads to slower speed and an increased reliance on handrail
support, particularly during stair descent (33).

Our study also found that participants who used the
handrail during the stair negotiation tasks were also more
likely to perform poorly in the vision, strength, and balance
tests, as well as have a higher fear of falling and reduced
vitality. It is interesting that the discriminant function
analyses found the strongest strength predictor of handrail
use for stair ascent was knee flexor strength whereas the
strongest strength predictor for stair descent was knee
extensor strength. We postulate that this is due to the role of
the knee flexors (hamstrings) in extending the hip during
stair ascent and due to the importance of the braking or
eccentric activity of the quadriceps muscle during stair
descent. Those individuals unable to produce sufficient
force for these aspects of unaided stair climbing are more
likely to use the handrail to compensate for this muscle
weakness (34).

It is acknowledged that, despite the range of factors
available as possible predictors, approximately half of the
variance in stair negotiation speed was left unaccounted for.
Other factors that may have added additional information
about performance in the tasks include strength of other
lower limb muscle groups, ankle and knee joint range of
motion (35), lower limb power (5), cardiovascular fitness
(36), and foot abnormalities (37).

The overall finding of this study is that people who
perform stair negotiation tasks slowly or require handrail
support may not only be lacking adequate lower limb
strength, but may also have other physiological impair-
ments, reduced vitality, pain, and an increased fear of
falling. These results imply that exercise training, which
improves lower limb strength and balance, in addition to
visual interventions for older people, may also result in an
increased ability to negotiate stairs in a safe and efficient
manner.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported by The National Health and Medical Research
Council (Population Health Capacity Building Grant in Injury Prevention,
Trauma and Rehabilitation and Health Research Partnership Grant:
Prevention of Older People’s Injuries [POPI]), MBF Australia, and the
Vincent Fairfax Family Foundation.

We thank Dr. Susan Ogle, Head of the Aged Care and Rehabilitation
Department, for the use of the testing facilities at the Royal North
Shore Hospital and Karl Schurr, Senior Physiotherapist Bankstown-
Lidcombe Hospital, for advice on the muscle forces involved in stair
negotiation.

CORRESPONDENCE

Address correspondence to Stephen Lord, PhD, DSc, Prince of Wales
Medical Research Institute, Barker Street, Randwick, NSW, 2031,
Australia. E-mail: s.lord@unsw.edu.au

REFERENCES

1. Guralnik J, Simonsick E, Ferrucci L, et al. A short physical
performance battery assessing lower extremity function: association
with self-reported disability and prediction of mortality and nursing
home admission. J Gerontol. 1994;49:M85–M94.

2. Council NS. Accidents Facts. Chicago, IL: National Safety Council;
1985.

3. Ploutz-Snyder LL, Manini T, Ploutz-Snyder RJ, Wolf DA. Functionally
relevant thresholds of quadriceps femoris strength. J Gerontol Biol Sci.
2002;57A:B144–B152.

4. Salem G, Wang M, Young J, Marion M, Greendale G. Knee strength
and lower- and higher-intensity functional performance in older adults.
Med Sci Sports Exerc. 2000;32:1679–1684.

5. Bean JF, Kiely DK, Herman S, et al. The relationship between leg
power and physical performance in mobility-limited older people. J Am
Geriatr Soc. 2002;50:461–467.

6. Archea JC. Environmental factors associated with stair accidents by the
elderly. Clin Geriatr Med. 1985;1:555–569.

7. Lord S, Murray S, Chapman K, Munro B, Tiedemann A. Sit-to-stand
performance depends on sensation, speed, balance, and psychological
status in addition to strength in older people. J Gerontol Med Sci.
2002;57A:M539–M543.

8. Tiedemann A, Sherrington C, Lord S. Physiological and psychological
predictors of walking speed in older community dwelling people.
Gerontology. 2005;51:390–395.

9. Pfeiffer E. A short portable mental status questionnaire for the
assessment of organic brain deficit in elderly patients. J Am Geriatr
Soc. 1975;23:433–441.

10. Fleiss J. The Design and Analysis of Clinical Experiments. New York:
John Wiley and Sons; 1986.

11. Verbaken J, Johnston A. Population norms for edge contrast sensitivity.
Am J Optom Physiol Opt. 1986;63:724–732.

12. Lord SR, Menz HB, Tiedemann A. A physiological profile ap-
proach to falls risk assessment and prevention. Phys Ther. 2003;83:
237–252.

13. Lord S, Tiedemann A, Chapman K, Munro B, Murray S, Sherrington
C. The effect of an individualized fall prevention program on fall risk
and falls in older people: a randomized, controlled trial. J Am Geriatr
Soc. 2005;53:1296–1304.

14. Gandek B, Ware J, Aaronson N, Apolone G. Cross-validation of item
selection and scoring for the SF-12 Health Survey in nine countries:
results from the IQOLA Project. International Quality of Life
Assessment. J Clin Epidemiol. 1998;51:1171–1178.

15. Skelton D, Grieg J, Young A. Strength, power and related functional
ability of healthy people aged 65–89 years. Age Ageing. 1994;23:
371–377.

16. Imms FJ, Edholm OG. Studies of gait and mobility in the elderly.
Age Ageing. 1981;10:147–156.

17. Mathias S, Nayak USL, Isaacs B. Balance in elderly patients: the
‘‘Get-up and Go’’ test. Arch Phys Med Rehabil. 1986;67:387–389.

18. Duncan PW, Weiner DK, Chandler J, Studenski S. Functional
reach: a new clinical measure of balance. J Gerontol. 1990;45:
M192–M197.

19. Whitney SL, Poole JL, Cass SP. A review of balance instruments for
older adults. Am J Occup Ther. 1998;52:666–671.

20. Startzell JK, Owens DA, Mulfinger LM, Cavanagh PR. Stair
negotiation in older people: a review. J Am Geriatr Soc. 2000;48:
567–580.

21. Templer J. The Staircase. Studies of Hazards, Falls and Safer Design.
Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press; 1992.

22. Simoneau GG, Cavanagh PR, Ulbrecht JS, Leibowitz HW, Tyrrell
RA. The influence of visual factors on fall-related kinematic vari-
ables during stair descent by older women. J Gerontol. 1991;46:
M188–M195.

23. Lord SR, Dayhew J. Visual risk factors for falls in older people.
J Am Geriatr Soc. 2001;49:508–515.

1264 TIEDEMANN ET AL.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/biom

edgerontology/article/62/11/1259/673051 by guest on 16 August 2022



24. Lord SR, Menz HB. Visual contributions to postural stability in older
adults. Gerontology. 2000;46:306–310.

25. Fitzpatrick RC, Taylor JL, McClosky DI. Ankle stiffness of standing
humans in response to imperceptible perturbation: reflex and task-
dependent components. J Physiol. 1992;454:533–547.

26. Lord SR, Fitzpatrick RC. Choice stepping reaction time: a composite
measure of falls risk in older people. J Gerontol Med Sci. 2001;56:
M627–M632.

27. Arfken CL, Lach HW, Birge SJ, Miller JP. The prevalence and
correlates of fear of falling in elderly persons living in the community.
Am J Public Health. 1994;84:565–570.

28. Brouwer B, Musselman K, Culham E. Physical function and health
status among seniors with and without a fear of falling. Gerontology.
2004;50:135–141.

29. Maki BE. Gait changes in older adults: predictors of falls or indicators
of fear? J Am Geriatr Soc. 1997;45:313–320.

30. Binda S, Culham E, Brouwer B. Balance, muscle strength, and fear of
falling in older adults. Exp Aging Res. 2003;29:205.

31. Maki BE, Holliday PJ, Topper AK. Fear of falling and postural
performance in the elderly. J Gerontol. 1991;46:M123–M131.

32. Howland J, Peterson EW, Levin WC, Fried L, Pordon D, Bak S. Fear
of falling among the community-dwelling elderly. J Aging Health.
1993;5:229–243.

33. Hamel K, Cavanagh PR. Stair performance in people aged 75 years and
older. J Am Geriatr Soc. 2004;52:563–567.

34. Andriacchi TP, Andersson GB, Fermier RW, Stern D, Galante JO. A
study of lower-limb mechanics during stair-climbing. J Bone Joint Surg
Am. 1980;62:749–757.

35. McFadyen BJ, Winter DA. An integrated biomechanical analysis of
normal stair ascent and descent. J Biomech. 1988;21:733–744.

36. Bassett D, Vachon J, Kirkland A, et al. Energy cost of stairclimbing and
descending on the college alumnus questionnaire. Med Sci Sports
Exerc. 1997;29:1250–1254.

37. Menz H, Lord S. Foot problems, functional impairment, and falls in
older people. J Am Podiatr Med Assoc. 1999;89:458–467.

Received September 10, 2006
Accepted February 22, 2007
Decision Editor: Luigi Ferrucci, MD, PhD

1265PREDICTORS OF STAIR NEGOTIATION PERFORMANCE

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/biom

edgerontology/article/62/11/1259/673051 by guest on 16 August 2022


