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Abstract

Background Postural control is a fundamental skill that emerges from the interaction between the central

and Study Aim  nervous system and sensorimotor structures. It enables the maintenance of body balance and plays a
critical role in both athletic performance and injury risk, particularly in sports such as soccer, where
unilateral loading patterns are common. Despite the application of various assessment approaches,
including static and non-task-specific methods, their effectiveness in reflecting postural control
under dynamic and limb-specific conditions remains a matter of practical interest. In this context,
the present study aimed to examine the relationship between foot arch profiles and single-leg
dynamic postural control in soccer players.

Material and Atotal of 48 male university-level soccer players participated in the study. Participants were classified

Methods into three groups (high, normal, and low arch profiles) based on plantar pressure measurements.
Single-leg dynamic postural control was assessed using a balance platform. Directional postural
sway and the percentage of time spent within the target zone were analyzed using one-way ANOVA
with post hoc comparisons.

Results The findings revealed that foot arch structure significantly influences postural control. Athletes
with normal arch profiles demonstrated superior balance performance, maintaining their position
within the target zone for longer durations (90.75 * 2.30%) compared with the high arch (71.69 =
3.95%) and low arch groups (77.31 £ 2.87%) (p < 0.0001). In contrast, the high arch group exhibited a
more rigid and asymmetrical control strategy, with reduced right-directed sway (42.00 = 2.42%) and
increased left-directed sway (58.00 * 2.42%). The low arch group showed increased anterior sway
(57.88 £ 2.00%) compared with the normal (49.06 * 0.85%) and high arch groups (47.63 £ 1.59%) (p <
0.0001). These differences were associated with large effect sizes (n? = 0.81-0.90), indicating strong
group effects.

Conclusions Foot arch morphology plays a significant role in the organization of postural control strategies. A
normal arch structure appears to provide advantages in terms of mechanical stability and sensory
feedback. High and low arch profiles lead to distinct balance strategies. The use of a dynamic single-
leg assessment provides a more task-specific perspective on postural control in soccer players.
These findings suggest that evaluating foot arch structure and implementing individualized training
programs may contribute to performance optimization and injury risk reduction in athletes.
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Introduction differences in balance performance under dynamic
conditions.

Postural control represents a complex functional
ability that underpins coordinated movement and
stability during physical activity. In sports contexts
such as soccer, maintaining balance during dynamic
and unilateral actions is essential for effective
performance and safe movement execution.
The mechanisms of postural control involve the
integration of sensory input and biomechanical
factors, where structural characteristics of the
foot may influence stability and movement
patterns. Variations in foot arch profiles can
alter load distribution, proprioceptive feedback,
and movement control, thereby contributing to

Postural control is defined as the ability to
maintain the body’s center of mass within the limits
of the base of support. This process is regulated
through the continuous interaction between the
central nervous system and peripheral sensorimotor
structures [1, 2, 3]. In athletes, postural control is
not merely a mechanism for maintaining balance.
It is also considered a fundamental component for
sustaining athletic performance and reducing injury
risk [3, 4, 5]. This function becomes particularly
critical in sports such as soccer, where unilateral
loading patterns and limb-specific tasks are highly
prevalent [6]. In such contexts, postural control

: ' . strategies may vary depending on task demands and
© Zeynep Inci Karadenizli, Ismail llbak, Cihad Onur Kurhan, 2026 limb—speciﬁc characteristics [4]
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Postural control is achieved through different
motor strategies depending on task requirements
[5, 6, 7]. Among these, the ankle, hip, and stepping
strategies are the most commonly described.
The ankle strategy plays a dominant role in
controlling small-amplitude postural oscillations.
The effectiveness of this strategy is closely related
to the morphological characteristics of the foot—
ankle complex and the quality of somatosensory
input derived from the plantar surface [8, 9,
10]. Accordingly, the mechanical and sensory
interactions between the plantar surface and the
ground can be considered key determinants in the
organization of postural control.

Foot arch structure represents a fundamental
morphological feature that directly influences
plantar contact area and pressure distribution [11,
12]. The height of the medial longitudinal arch
determines the extent of plantar surface contact. It
thereby modulates both mechanical stability and the
intensity of sensory input transmitted to the central
nervous system via plantar mechanoreceptors [10,
11, 12]. Although foot arch structure is generally
considered a static morphological characteristic, it
may indirectly influence the organization of ankle
strategy during single-leg postural tasks. In this
regard, the effects of foot arch profiles on postural
control may become more pronounced in tasks
where the ankle strategy predominates.

Most studies evaluating postural control in soccer
players have relied on static stance assessments
or non-sport-specific balance protocols [13, 14,
15]. However, given the nature of soccer, which
frequently involves single-leg stance and unilateral
loading tasks [14, 16], postural control should be
assessed within a limb-specific and task-relevant
framework. In addition, these approaches often fail
to capture the dynamic and feedback-dependent
nature of postural regulation during sport-specific
activities. The relationship between foot arch
profiles and single-leg postural control in task-
specific and limb-specific contexts requires further
clarification [10, 11, 17].

Furthermore, although foot arch structure is
typically characterized using static measurements,
its functional implications during dynamic single-
leg postural control tasks have not yet been fully
elucidated [12, 18, 19]. In particular, the role of
foot arch profiles in the organization of postural
control strategies during tasks requiring controlled
postural sway remains a subject of ongoing debate.
Moreover, it remains unclear whether different foot
arch profiles lead to distinct directional control
strategies under dynamic conditions. Therefore,
the aim of the present study was to investigate the
relationship between foot arch profiles and single-
leg dynamic postural control in soccer players.
Athletes with normal arch profiles were expected to
demonstrate superior postural control performance.
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High and low arch profiles were expected to be
associated with distinct and less efficient control
strategies.

Materials and Methods

Participants

The study was conducted using a convenience
sampling approach. Male university-level licensed
soccer players were voluntarily recruited from
university teams competing in regional leagues
during the 2025-2026 season.Foot arch profiles were
determined after all measurements. Participants
were subsequently categorized into three groups:
high arch, normal arch, and low arch. To ensure
numerical balance, a random selection procedure
was applied to overrepresented groups. A computer-
based randomization method (random number
generator) was used, resulting in 16 participants
in each group (total N = 48). All participants were
actively training and competing soccer players. They
were identified as right-foot dominant based on self-
report. Dominance was defined as the preferred foot
used for kicking a ball. Inclusion criteria included
the absence of orthopedic or neurological conditions
affecting the lower extremities. Participants also
had no history of injury or medical treatment within
the previous year that could influence performance.
An a priori power analysis (G*Power 3.1) indicated
that a minimum sample size of 42 participants was
required to detect a large effect size (f = 0.50) with
80% power at a = 0.05. Therefore, the sample size
used in this study (N = 48) was considered sufficient.

The anthropometric characteristics of the
participants are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Anthropometric Characteristics of
Participants (Mean * SD)
Variable High Arch Normal Arch Low Arch
(n=16) (n=16) (n=16)
Age 19.51+1.21 18.87+1.13  19.23+1.49
(years)
Height 182.0+6.59 178.11+6.28 175.6 % 6.80
(cm)
Bodymass 4 g5.793 7263+673  75.9+7.57
(kg)
BMI
) 22.67£1.78 22.91+1.66 24.6%1.91
(kg/m?)

The study protocol was approved by the Non-
Interventional Clinical Research Ethics Committee
of Diizce University (Approval No: 206/116; Date:
27 February 2026). All procedures were carried out
in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki.
Written informed consent was obtained from all
participants prior to data collection.

Research Design
This study was designed as a cross-sectional
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investigation to examine the relationship between
foot arch profiles and single-leg dynamic postural
control in soccer players. All measurements were
conducted in a single session for each participant
under standardized laboratory conditions. These
conditions included identical flooring, equipment,
and testing instructions. Testing was performed
in a quiet indoor laboratory environment under
consistent lighting conditions. All measurements
were conducted at similar times of day to minimize
circadian effects.

Anthropometric Measurements

Anthropometric assessments were conducted
at the beginning of the measurement session, prior
to any procedures that could induce fatigue. These
assessments were performed in accordance with
the standards of the International Society for the
Advancement of Kinanthropometry (ISAK) (Olds,
2006). Body height was measured without shoes
and in an upright standing position using a portable
stadiometer (SECA 213, SECA GmbH, Germany).
Body mass was recorded with participants wearing
light sports clothing and no shoes, using a calibrated
digital scale (SECA 813, SECA GmbH, Germany).
Body mass index (BMI) was calculated as body mass
divided by the square of height (kg/m?).

Determination of Foot Arch Profiles

Foot arch profiles were determined based on
plantar pressure distribution measurements.
Plantar pressure data were collected using the
Footscan® 7 Platform System (RSscan International,
Olen, Belgium), which records data at a sampling
frequency of 300 Hz. Measurements were conducted
with participants standing barefoot in a relaxed
upright posture. Participants performed three
10-second standing trials. The first two trials were
used for familiarization. The third trial was recorded
for analysis. A 30-second rest interval was provided
between trials. Foot placement was standardized
using visual markers. Participants stood barefoot in
a relaxed upright posture with their feet positioned
naturally at shoulder width. Foot arch profiles were
classified using the Chippaux-Smirak Index (CSI). It
was defined as the ratio of the narrowest width of the
midfoot region to the widest width of the forefoot.
Based on CSI values, participants were categorized
as high arch (< 0.29), normal arch (0.30-0.39), and
low arch (> 0.40). Only dominant foot (right foot)
values were used for analysis.

Single-Leg Dynamic Postural Control Assessment

Single-leg postural control was assessed
using a wireless portable balance system (Sigma
System Cosmo Gamma, Cosmo). Participants
stood barefoot on their dominant foot, while the
non-supporting foot was lifted off the ground.
They were instructed to maintain their center of
mass within a visual target zone for 30 seconds
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using real-time feedback. Prior to data collection,
participants performed two familiarization trials
to ensure adequate understanding of the task and
the visual feedback system. The third trial was
used for analysis. A 60-second rest interval was
provided between trials. The system was calibrated
individually for each participant according to the
manufacturer’s guidelines before testing. The target
zone was defined as a circular area centered on the
participant’s baseline center of pressure position
obtained during calibration. Visual feedback was
provided continuously via a monitor positioned
at eye level approximately 1.5 m in front of the
participant. Directional postural sway (medial,
lateral, anterior, posterior) and the percentage of
time spent within the target zone were recorded.
These variables were used as indicators of dynamic
postural control performance.

Statistical Analysis

Statistical analyses were performed using
GraphPad Prism (version 10.3.1; GraphPad
Software, San Diego, CA, USA). Descriptive statistics
were expressed as mean * standard deviation (X =
SD). The normality of data distribution was assessed
using skewness and kurtosis coefficients (acceptable
range: *2). In addition, normality was visually
examined using Q—Q plots. Differences between foot
arch groups were analyzed using one-way analysis
of variance (ANOVA). The homogeneity of variances
was evaluated using the Brown-Forsythe and
Bartlett tests. The results of these tests confirmed
that the assumption of homogeneity of variances
was satisfied. When significant differences were
found, Holm-Sidak-corrected post hoc tests were
applied. Effect sizes were reported using eta squared
(n?). Statistical significance was set at p < 0.05.

Results

Descriptive  statistics and between-group
comparisons of single-leg dynamic postural control
parameters obtained from the dominant foot,
according to foot arch profiles, are presented in Table
2. The results of pairwise post hoc comparisons are
illustrated in the corresponding figures.

As shown in Table 2, significant differences were
observed between foot arch profile groups across all
postural control variables, with large effect sizes (n?
= 0.81-0.90). The most pronounced difference was
found in time spent in the target zone. The normal
arch group demonstrated substantially higher values
compared with both the high and low arch groups
(F(2,45) = 158.50, p < 0.0001, n? = 0.88). Regarding
directional postural sway, distinct patterns emerged
across groups. The high arch group exhibited
reduced right-directed sway but increased left and
posterior sway. The low arch group demonstrated
markedly higher anterior sway values (F(2,45) =
204.50,p < 0.0001,12=0.90). In contrast, the normal
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Table 2. Single-leg dynamic postural control parameters of the dominant foot according to foot arch profiles

High arch

Normal arch

Low arch

2
Parameter (= 16) (= 16) (= 16) F(2,45) p n
Right-directed postural sway (%) 42.00 = 2.42 48.63+1.09 49.44 +1.09 96.89 <0.0001 0.81
Left-directed postural sway (%)  58.00 * 2.42 51.38+1.09 50.56 = 1.09 96.89 <0.0001 0.81
Anterior postural sway (%) 47.63 £1.59 49.06 £0.85 57.88 £2.00 204.50  <0.0001 0.90
Posterior postural sway (%) 52.38 #1.59 50.94 £0.85 42.13+2.00 204.50  <0.0001 0.90
Time spent in target zone (%) 71.69 +3.95 90.75 £ 2.30 77.31+2.87 158.50  <0.0001 0.88
<0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001
= 0.1725 < 0.1725 <0.0001
3 - < -
2 60 <0.0001 & %7 <0.0001 £ #°7 o.0120
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Figure 1. Post hoc comparisons of single-leg dynamic postural control parameters across foot arch profiles

arch group showed a more balanced distribution
of sway across directions. This was accompanied
by superior performance in maintaining position
within the target zone.

The results of post hoc comparisons are
presented in Figure 1.

As shown in Figure 1, post hoc analyses revealed
that participants with a high arch profile exhibited
significantly lower right-directed postural sway
compared with both the normal arch (p < 0.0001)
and low arch groups (p < 0.0001). No significant
difference was observed between the normal and
low arch groups (p = 0.1725). For left-directed
postural sway, the high arch group demonstrated
significantly greater sway than both the normal
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arch (p < 0.0001) and low arch groups (p < 0.0001).
No significant difference was observed between the
normal and low arch groups (p = 0.1725). In terms
of anterior postural sway, values were significantly
higher in the low arch group compared with both
the normal arch (p < 0.0001) and high arch groups
(p < 0.0001). In addition, the normal arch group
exhibited significantly greater anterior sway
than the high arch group (p = 0.0120). Regarding
posterior postural sway, the high arch group showed
significantly greater sway than both the normal
arch (p = 0.0120) and low arch groups (p < 0.0001).
Furthermore, posterior sway was significantly
higher in the normal arch group compared with the
low arch group (p < 0.0001). For time spent in the
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target zone, the normal arch group demonstrated
significantly higher values than both the low arch
(p < 0.0001) and high arch groups (p < 0.0001). In
addition, the low arch group showed significantly
greater time in the target zone compared with the
high arch group (p < 0.0001).

Discussion

The aim of the present study was to investigate
the relationship between foot arch profiles and
single-leg dynamic postural control in soccer
players. The findings demonstrated that foot arch
structure significantly influences single-leg postural
control performance. Large effect sizes were
observed across all directional sway parameters and
time spent in the target zone. These results support
the notion that foot morphology plays a critical role
in the organization of postural control mechanisms.
They are generally consistent with previous research
emphasizing the role of plantar sensory input and
foot structure in balance regulation [9, 10].

One of the findings was that participants with a
normal arch profile exhibited superior performance
in terms of time spent within the target zone. This
suggests that an optimal medial longitudinal arch
height may provide advantages in both mechanical
stability and plantar somatosensory feedback.
Previous studies have highlighted the importance
of plantar contact area and mechanoreceptor
activation in the fine regulation of postural control
[9, 10]. A normal arch structure may facilitate an
optimal balance between rigidity and flexibility. This
may enhance sensorimotor integration. However,
these mechanisms were not directly measured in the
present study. They are therefore interpreted based
on existing theoretical frameworks. In contrast,
the postural sway distribution observed in the high
arch group indicated a more asymmetrical control
strategy. The combination of reduced right-directed
sway and increased left and posterior sway suggests
that individuals with a high arch may rely on a
more rigid foot structure. This may result in load
transfer through a relatively limited contact area. It
may lead to a more heterogeneous plantar pressure
distribution and reduced quality of somatosensory
input [11]. From the perspective of ankle strategy
effectiveness, a high arch structure may therefore
impose constraints on fine postural adjustments.
These findings may reflect a shift in directional
control strategy rather than a uniform reduction in
stability.

The low arch group, on the other hand, exhibited
increased anterior postural sway, indicating a
different control pattern. Although a lower medial
longitudinal arch increases plantar contact area,
this broader contact does not necessarily translate
into improved stability. Instead, it may reduce
the precision of postural control. The increased
sway in the anterior-posterior plane may reflect
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greater reliance on compensatory muscular and
passive structures around the ankle joint. This may
result in a more reactive control strategy. Previous
studies have reported that alterations in plantar
contact characteristics and pressure distribution
may influence postural control [12, 17]. This may
be related to the patterns observed in the present
study. When directional postural sway parameters
are considered collectively, the findings suggest
that foot arch profiles influence not only the level
of postural stability but also the organization
of postural control strategies. A more rigid and
constrained strategy appears to characterize the
high arch group. The low arch group demonstrates
a wider but less controlled sway pattern. In contrast,
the normal arch group exhibits a more balanced and
optimized control strategy. These findings support
the notion that the effectiveness of the ankle
strategy is sensitive to foot morphology, particularly
in single-leg tasks where ankle-based control
predominates [7, 8]. Importantly, this suggests
that foot morphology may influence how postural
adjustments are distributed across movement
directions. It does not only affect overall stability
magnitude.

The present study contributes to the literature
by moving beyond traditional static balance
assessments and employing a dynamic task
involving visual feedback. This approach more
closely reflects the functional demands of soccer,
where unilateral loading conditions are frequently
encountered. Accordingly, the findings provide a
more ecologically valid perspective on the role of
foot arch morphology in sport-specific postural
control. Previous studies in soccer players have
predominantly relied on static or non-specific
balance assessments [13, 14]. These approaches may
not fully capture task-dependent postural strategies.
However, it remains unclear whether the observed
differences represent fundamentally distinct
control mechanisms or task-specific adaptations.
This warrants further investigation. From an applied
perspective, these results highlight the importance
of including foot arch assessment in athlete
screening protocols. Furthermore, for athletes with
high or low arch profiles, targeted interventions
such as proprioceptive training, balance exercises,
and individualized conditioning programs may be
beneficial for performance optimization and injury
risk reduction. More specifically, interventions may
be tailored according to direction-specific deficits,
such as anterior—posterior control in low arch
profiles and symmetry and load distribution in high
arch profiles.

Limitations of the Study and Future Research
Directions

Several limitations of this study should be
acknowledged. Due to the cross-sectional design,
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causal relationships between foot arch profiles and
postural control cannot be established. The sample
consisted exclusively of male university-level
soccer players. This may limit the generalizability of
the findings to other populations, including female
athletes, different age groups, and other sports
disciplines. Foot arch profiles were determined using
static plantar pressure measurements. Potential
changes in arch behavior under dynamic loading
conditions were not assessed. This limitation may
have restricted the ability to fully capture functional
foot behavior during dynamic tasks. Postural control
was evaluated using a single task and only on the
dominant limb. This may limit the generalizability
of the findings across different task conditions and
bilateral performance. No direct biomechanical
or neuromuscular measurements were included.
Therefore, mechanistic interpretations should be
considered with caution.

Future research should consider incorporating
multiple task conditions, bilateral assessments,
and longitudinal or experimental designs to
further elucidate the relationship between foot
arch structure and postural control. Expanding
the sample to include different populations may
also provide deeper insight into the underlying
mechanisms. Integrating biomechanical and
neuromuscular analyses may further enhance this
understanding. In particular, combining plantar
pressure, kinematic, and electromyographic

analyses may allow for a more direct examination of
the mechanisms underlying arch-related differences
in postural control.

Conclusions

This study demonstrated that foot arch profiles
have a significant impact on single-leg dynamic
postural control in soccer players. Athletes with
a normal arch profile exhibited superior postural
control performance. High and low arch profiles
were associated with distinct postural control
strategies. These findings indicate that foot arch
morphology is an important factor influencing the
organization of postural control, particularly in
tasks where the ankle strategy predominates. The
findings suggest that foot arch structure influences
not only the magnitude of postural stability but also
the directional characteristics of postural control.
Accordingly, the assessment of foot arch structure
and the implementation of individualized training
programs based on morphological characteristics
may play a key role in optimizing performance and
reducing injury risk in athletes. Integrating arch-
specific assessments into performance evaluation
may further enhance individualized training
approaches.

Conflict of Interest
The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Alpini DC, Cesarani A, De Bellis M, Kohen-Raz R, Riva
D. Visual Feedback Postural Control Re-education.
In: Alpini DC, Brugnoni G, Cesarani A (eds) Whiplash
Injuries, Milano: Springer Milan; 2014. P. 333-341.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-88-470-5486-8 33

2. Lee DW. A review on the mechanism of human

postural control. Korean | Appl Biomech.
2005;15(1):45-61.
3. Souayah N, [ed.]. Peripheral Neuropathy - A

New Insight into the Mechanism, Evaluation and
Management of a Complex Disorder. InTech; 2013.
https://doi.org/10.5772/56421

4. Olli K, Mari L, Pekka K, Kathrin S, Tommi V, Tanja K,
et al.Postural Control as a Risk Factor for Noncontact
Anterior Cruciate Ligament Injury in Youth Female
Basketball and Floorball Athletes. Scandinavian
Journal of Medicine & Science in Sports, 2025;35(6):
€70081. https://doi.org/10.1111/sms.70081

5.Zhang D, Wu F. Postural balance on
basketball injuries.  Revista  Brasileira  de
Medicina do Esporte, 2023;29: 2022 0749.

https://doi.org/10.1590/1517-8692202329012022_0749
6. Sintonen K, Nicholls A. Developing a football training
product [Internet]. Kajaani: Kajaani University of
Applied Sciences; 2018 [updated 2026 Jan; cited
2026 Jan 03]. Available from: http://www.theseus.fi/

88

handle/10024/150594

7. Heil ], Biisch D. Dynamic postural control and
physical stress: an approach to determining injury
risk in real sporting conditions. German Journal of
Exercise and Sport Research, 2023;53(2): 196-205.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12662-022-00833-y

8. Fukuoka Y, Nagata T, Ishida A, Minamitani H.
Characteristicsofsomatosensoryfeedbackinpostural
control during standing. IEEE Transactions on Neural
Systems and Rehabilitation Engineering, 2001;9(2):
145-153. https://doi.org/10.1109/7333.928574

9. Jauregui-Renaud K. Postural Balance and Peripheral
Neuropathy. In: Souayah N (ed.) Peripheral
Neuropathy - A New Insight into the Mechanism,
Evaluation and Management of a Complex Disorder,
InTech; 2013. https://doi.org/10.5772/55344

10. Viseux F, Lemaire A, Barbier F, Charpentier P,
Leteneur S, Villeneuve P. How can the stimulation
of plantar cutaneous receptors improve postural
control? Review and clinical commentary.
Neurophysiologie Clinique, 2019;49(3): 263-268.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neucli.2018.12.006

11. Chang HW, Chieh HF, Lin CJ, Su FC, Tsai
MJ. The Relationships between Foot Arch
Volumes and Dynamic Plantar Pressure during
Midstance of Walking in Preschool Children.
Milanese S (ed.) PLoS ONE, 2014;9(4): e94535.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0094535



® 2026
~ 02

12. Periyasamy R, Anand S. The effect of foot archon  16. Sarto F, Cona G, Chiossi F, Paoli A, Bisiacchi P,
plantar pressuredistribution during standing. Journal Patron E, et al. Dual-tasking effects on static and
ofMedical Engineering & Technology,2013;37(5):342— dynamicposturalbalance performance:acomparison
347. https://doi.org/10.3109/03091902.2013.810788 between endurance and team sport athletes. Peer/,

13. Butler RJ, Southers C, Gorman PP, Kiesel 2020;8: €9765. https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.9765
KB, Plisky PJ. Differences in Soccer Players’ 17. Tas S, Cetin A. An investigation of the

Dynamic Balance Across Levels of Competition. relationship between plantar pressure
Journal of Athletic Training, 2012;47(6): 616-620. distribution and the morphologic and mechanic
https://doi.org/10.4085/1062-6050-47.5.14 properties of the intrinsic foot muscles and
14. Mahmoudi F,Rahnama N, Daneshjoo A, Behm DG. plantar fascia. Gait & Posture, 2019;72: 217-221.

Comparison of dynamic and static balance among https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2019.06.021
professional male soccer players by position. Journal ~ 18. Chen HY, Peng HT, Chang CK, Wang FT, Yen CH,

of Bodywork and Movement Therapies, 2023;36: 307— Wang TY, et al. Immediate Effect of Customized
312. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbmt.2023.03.001 Foot Orthosis on Plantar Pressure and Contact
15. Pahnabi G, Akbari M, Ansari NN, Mardani M, Area in Patients with Symptomatic Hallux

Ahmadi M, Rostami M. Comparison of the postural Valgus. Applied Sciences, 2022;12(15): 7593.
control between football players following ACL https://doi.org/10.3390/app12157593
reconstruction and healthy subjects. Med J Islam 19. CosteaM,MihaiA.Comparative AnalysisofDynamic
Repub Iran. 2014;28:101. Plantar Pressure Distribution on Different Areas of
the Foot. Leather and Footwear Journal, 2016;16(2):
105-112. https://doi.org/10.24264/1fj.16.2.2

Information about the authors:

Zeynep Inci Karadenizli; https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9159-999X; incikaradenizli@duzce.edu.tr; Faculty of
Sport Sciences, Dilizce University; Diizce, Turkey.

Ismail ilbak; (Corresponding Author); https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3364-0990; isma_ilbak@hotmail.com;
Institute of Health Sciences, Inonii University; Malatya, Turkey.

Cihad Onur Kurhan; https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1892-6245; cihadonurkurhan@gmail.com; Institute of
Health Sciences, Inonii University; Malatya, Turkey.

Cite this article as:

Karadenizli Z, flbak I, Kurhan CO. Assessment of the association between foot arch profiles and single-leg
dynamic postural control in male soccer players. Physical Education of Students, 2026;30(2):83—-89.
https://doi.org/10.15561/20755279.2026.0204

This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which
permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/deed.en

Received: 2026-02-03
Accepted: 2026-04-06
Published: 2026-04-08

89



	Assessment of the association between foot arch profiles and single-leg dynamic postural control in male soccer players. Zeynep İnci Karadenizli, İsmail İlbak, Cihad Onur Kurhan
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Materials and Methods
	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Conflict of Interest
	References
	Information about the authors
	https://doi.org/10.15561/20755279.2026.0204




