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Prosthesis preferences for those with upper
limb loss: Discrete choice study of
PULLTY® for use in regulatory decisions

Leslie Wilson1, Dan Dohan2, Matthew Garibaldi3, David Szeto1, Molly Timmerman4

and Johnny Matheny1

Abstract

Introduction: The patient’s voice in shared decision-making has progressed from physician’s office to regulatory decision-
making for medical devices with FDA’s Patient Preference Initiative. A discrete-choice preference measure for upper limb
prosthetic devices was developed to investigate patient’s risk/benefit preference choices for regulatory decision making.

Methods: Rapid ethnographic procedures were used to design a discrete-choice measure describing risk and benefits of
osseointegration with myoelectric control and test in a pilot preference study in adults with upper limb loss. Primary
outcome is utility of each choice based conjoint (CBC) attribute using mixed-effects regression. Utilities with and without
video, and between genders were compared.

Results: Strongest negative preference was for avoiding infection risk (B = �1.77, p < 0.001) and chance of daily pain
(B = �1.22, p, 0.001). Strongest positive preference was for attaining complete independence when cooking dinner (B =
1.62, p < 0.001) and smooth grip patterns at all levels (B = 1.62, B = 1.28, B = 1.26, p < 0.001). Trade-offs showed a 1%
increase in risk of serious/treatable infection resulted in a 1.77 decrease in relative preference. There were gender
differences, and where video was used, preferences were stronger.

Conclusions: Strongest preferences were for attributes of functionality and independence versus connectedness and
sensation but showed willingness to make risk-benefit trade-offs. Findings provide valuable information for regulatory
benefit-risk decisions for prosthetic device innovations.

Trial Registration: This study is not a clinical trial reporting results of a health care intervention so is not registered.
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Prosthesis, discrete choice, decision making, conjoint analysis, osseointegration, federal drug administration, validity,
patient choice, regulatory, devices, myoelectric control
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Introduction

Patient preference information is a key factor in this era of
patient-centered health care and shared decision-making.
Including patients in health care decisions can increase their
adherence to treatments and increase patient-physician
communication, improving outcomes, and aiding their
treatment decisions.1–12

The inclusion of the patient’s voice in shared health care
decision-making has progressed from the physician’s office
to regulatory decision-making for medical devices. The
Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has made consid-
eration of patient preference a priority through their Patient
Preference Initiative (PPI) whose goal is to develop and
refine patient preference methods for use in weighing risks
and benefits for regulatory decision making.12,13 FDA’s
Center for Devices and Radiological Health (CDRH) is
pursuing a quantitative approach which permits decision
makers to evaluate information about how patients trade-off
the risks and benefits when making decisions about
adopting a new treatment.14,15 Patient preference is part of
the field of behavioral economics which models rational
behavior around health decisions to ask if expected benefits
of an intervention outweigh the perceived risks. A better
understanding of patient preferences could inform regula-
tory decisions but the FDA has little experience around.16

Incorporating patient preference of risk and benefit trade-
offs into regulatory decisions.17 New prosthetic devices
which we study here, are on the CDRH list of preference
sensitive conditions needing preference studies to act as
examples for use in regulatory approvals.18–21 Techno-
logical advances in prosthesis design for upper limb loss
include a wide range of approaches from surgical to virtual
reality prosthetic training programs, to achieve multi-
functional, durable, easy to use, and intuitive motor-con-
trolled prostheses with touch sensation and propriocep-
tion.22 These advances, include moving from body-powered
prostheses to myoelectric prostheses that can translate
electromyographic (EMG) signals from muscles to a pre-
programmed function (either sequential one-dimensional
functions or a more complex pattern recognition pro-
grammed actions). These EMG signals can be non-invasive
surface electrodes, which often suffer from patient factors
that reduce communication between the patient and the
prosthetic, and also surgically implanted electrodes which
can improve the signal and thus prosthetic function. Recent
developments include attaching electrode devices directly
to nerves that can detect and generate both sensory and
motor feedback. Other sensory implants under development
range from those placed on peripheral nerves to those that
directly stimulate the somatosensory cortex. Different
electrode types and implantation techniques as well as
haptic communication methods of communication are also
being investigated. Osseointegration implants into bone

address many of the complications of socket-based pros-
theses, while providing some proprioceptive advantages.
All of these developments, have the goal of restoring normal
arm/hand function, but they also all have risks, require
training, lack durability, and can be slow, visible, and
unpredictable.22

Our objective is to conduct a preference study from the
regulatory device perspective to provide patient preference
evidence for use in regulatory approval across a broad range
of prosthetic devices in development.

One early FDA promoted proof-of-concept preference
study was used by CDRH as critical evidence for approval
of Enteromedic’s Maestro system for obesity despite not
meeting main outcomes.17,22–26 This and other FDA proof-
of-concept studies provide examples for how patient
preference can frame benefits and risks for device decisions
for highly preference-sensitive prosthetic devices which are
being developed at a rapid rate.

Projections suggest that more than 2.2 million people are
living with limb loss in the U.S.27 National Health Interview
Survey estimates 50,000 new hand/arm amputations every
year due to congenital, tumor, disease, and trauma.28,29 The
rapid innovation in new prosthetic devices is astonishing in
their ability to better mimic a human arm, wrist and hand
and their motions. However,30 44–73% of those with upper
limb loss do not use their prosthesis, making their adoption
highly preference-sensitive, and ideal for including the
patient voice.27,28,31,32

We studied two integrated innovations: 1) Osseointe-
gration which is the direct connection of a load- carrying rod
implanted into the bone of a residual limb affording an easy,
rapid snap on connection for a prosthesis resulting in in-
creased intentional movement, and 2) myoelectric control,
which uses electric signals (surface or implanted) to move
the prosthesis. These device innovations can significantly
improve a person’s ability to function in the world but also
have significant risks of serious infection or other failures. It
is imperative that we understand what those with upper limb
loss want, and how they weigh their risks and benefits, if and
when adopting a device.We present the discrete choice ULL
patient preference measurement tool (PULLTY) and the
results of its use in a pilot study designed to investigate the
risks and benefits of prosthetic choices that can be used by
the FDA for regulatory decisions.

This study is the first to create a choice based conjoint
discrete choice measurement tool and to demonstrate patient
preferences for risk and benefit tradeoffs in upper limb
prosthetic devices, providing crucial preference information
regarding acceptance of osseointegration and myoelectric
controlled prosthetic devices. Other studies have examined
preferences using other methods than discrete choice, often
using a survey approach,33–36 focus group interviews,37 or
literature searches.34,38 For example,39 Kelley et al., (2019)
conducted an environmental scan using key informant
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interviews showing preference for greater device control
versus invasiveness of implants, and Engdahl, et al., (2017)
conducted an online survey asking how likely those with
ULL would be to try noninvasive and invasive interfaces for
prosthesis control.34,38 Additionally, Rekant et al., (2022)
compared priorities of different stakeholder perspectives
through a survey approach, showing subjects generally
prioritized ADL performance improvements and safety for
future device design.35 Another study used semi-structured
focus groups or interviews to learn about ideal prosthesis
qualities, finding most interest in improving dexterity and
durability of prosthetic options in their willingness to
consider invasive prosthetic interfaces.37 One study used a
best worst scaling prioritization survey of 47 stakeholders,
finding reliability of the device most important and out-
dating of device least important.40 Finally, in a large study in
Veterans with a diagnosis of major upper limb amputation
who were surveyed by telephone indicated that about 41%
of amputees would consider surgery to restore a sense of
touch, while 49% indicated they would consider surgery to
gain more movement control.41

Device innovation

We developed the two new preference instruments
PULLTY-T and PULLTY-V to measure risks and benefits of
two innovations which have not yet received transhumoral
device approval but are expected to require class III level
decisions: osseointegration and myoelectric control. Os-
seointegration is a new technology which surgically im-
plants a titanium post into the bone and is anchored by
growth of bone and tissue around it. The prosthesis snaps
onto this osseointegration device, eliminating the heavy
shoulder harness and socket and problems with fit and skin
abrasion. Osseointegration also allows a better range of
motion and feeling of device integration not currently ob-
tainable by current socket technology.42,43 However, it also
can require up to two surgical procedures and an uncertain
and continual risk of infection and possible bone loss.44–47

This device represents a big risk, big reward decision for the
FDA, patients, and providers and it will be useful to know if
and which patients are willing to take that risk.15

Prostheses with myoelectric control have either surface
electrodes or implanted electrodes (some still in research
phase) which detect minute muscle electromyographic
(EMG) signals to control prosthetic limb movements. They
offer more natural and accurate motions than without
myoelectric control, but also add weight, may require
surgical implantation of sensors, and require training for
successful use.48 We chose to assess these two innovations
together as well as both invasive and noninvasive myo-
electric control, so we best reflected the risks and benefits of
across all these choice options in our survey. Current
technology advances a combined approach where the

myoelectric controls are an integral part of the osseointe-
gration device.47

Methods

Study design

This is a descriptive study of patient preference for use in
regulatory approval of new prosthetic devices. The study
included tool development using discrete choice, choice
based conjoint (CBC) for two prosthetic device innovations
and its testing and analysis; including comparisons of the
value of presentation approaches, with video versus with-
out, for use in regulatory decision making.

Sample

Adult consenting individuals with above wrist limb loss,
including bilateral, were included. Eligible candidates were
identified by physicians, prosthetists, or patient support
group leaders at major clinical sites in the San Francisco
Bay Area. Individuals nationally were also engaged at our
2018 Annual Amputee Coalition (AC) meeting recruitment
booth where they completed the survey in-person. Adver-
tisements were also posted on the AC website and on
targeted social-media website, Reddit. Those interested
contacted us, completed the consent form, training, and the
computerized survey with a member of the research team
either on the telephone, or a secure video chatting platform
with shared screens.

Measure design and data collection

Sawtooth Software was used to select our CBC experi-
mental-design algorithm based on a random, full profile,
balanced overlap design to maximize the information that
can be obtained for each response and using their web-based
administration method.32,49,50 The survey consisted of 18
pairs of prosthesis choices displaying different levels of the
same attributes per choice and asked to choose their pre-
ferred option each time. A payment of $25 was provided
after survey completion.

Two forms of the CBC PULLTY measure were devel-
oped: one using text only (PULLTY-T), and the other using
video (PULLTY-V) to demonstrate characteristics of se-
lected attributes describing prosthetic motion, but otherwise
identical (Figure 1, Figure1 Supplement). Demographic
information and details of cause and time with limb loss
were collected, as well as quality of life information, in-
cluding the standardized Disabilities of the Arm, Shoulder
and Hand (DASH) outcome survey of satisfaction and
current adjustment to their prosthesis.51–54
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Statistical methods

The primary outcome is the utility value of each attribute
level. Mixed effects logistic regression was used for anal-
ysis, with individual’s hypothetical prosthesis choice (of
each pair) the dependent variable and attribute levels the
independent variables. Preference scores (beta coefficients)
are the part-worth utility of each attribute level and relative
importance of that risk or benefit to the individual. For
continuous variables, the stated preference reflected a 1%
increase or decrease in preference for the given attribute,
representing how variations in the levels of an attribute
affect patient outlook. Mixed effects regressions were also
run to determine any potential differences in preference
amongst men and women as well as between the tool with

video compared to the tool without video. The study was
exempted by the UCSF Institutional Review Board (IRB)
and followed all IRB guidelines.

Results

Instrument development

Measure development involved a selection and description
of the attributes important to both the function of the device
innovations, and also to the patient using rapid ethnographic
methods.55 A rapid ethnographic approach allows inte-
gration of factors into higher and higher conceptual level
constructs.55 First selection of attributes was from a broad
review of the relevant literature, and ten one-on-one

Figure 1. PULLTY-V Example of Discrete Choice Measure with Video pictures.
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interviews with clinicians, key CDRH engineers, product
developers, prosthetists and persons with limb loss. They
evaluated more than 100 initial attributes, eliminating the
least important attributes and combining others into higher
constructs; also simplifying the attribute descriptions. This
process resulted in 14 attributes which were then reviewed
by the same group again to remove or combine some at-
tributes, resulting in nine attributes each with 3–4 levels. We
were particularly interested in finding a single complex
functional attribute that represented a real-life manifestation
of the usefulness of the prosthetic motion; and one that
couldn’t be completed independently without the prosthe-
sis. Single functions, often used in prosthesis testing can
often also be accomplished without a prosthesis. Cooking
dinner independently seemed to both be a universal task,
and one that afforded enough complexity to represent the
everyday usefulness of a prosthesis and its motions. Our
initial concern that cooking dinner might be gender specific,
were not shared by the several males that we asked, who
indicated strong relevance to them. Repeated interviews
then focused on understanding the attributes which are first
seen in the measurement tool and also the longer descrip-
tions underpinning these attributes that are read by the
respondents as preparation to take the survey. Finally, in an
effort to best represent the concepts of prosthetic motion
(grip, strength, and smoothness) and independence in
cooking dinner, we constructed and repeated pilot testing in
the 3 subjects with upper limb loss and one prosthetist, by
having them complete a version of our survey which
conveyed the two movement-related attributes (grip
strength and smoothness, and independence in cooking
dinner) with a short video showing each attribute level, in
addition to the wording describing the motion. These
subjects gave informal verbal feedback on the clarity of the
video compared to the word-based approach alone.

Although video may provide a clearer measure of the
concepts of motion and independent functioning, other
aspects of a video may affect responses (more prominence
in noticing that attribute, cosmesis factors, and choice of
function shown) in unpredictable ways.56 Therefore, sub-
jects took both measures in the same order (PULLTY-Vand
PULLTY-T) (Figure 1, Figure 1 Supplement).

Instrument description

The final measures had nine attributes with 3–4 levels each
(Table 1). Attributes of risk included: 1) Chance of daily
pain/discomfort 2) a chance of serious but treatable in-
fection, defined as having a serious infection near the
prosthesis which can be treated with three days in the
hospital and two weeks of taking an infused drug, 3)
Complete device failure, which resulted in not being able to
use a prosthesis for five years, daily chance of pain or
discomfort due to prosthesis use, and 4) number of surgeries

or procedures needed (which differed in complexity and
time between surgeries/procedures). Attributes of benefit
included: 1) independence when cooking dinner, regarded
as a crucial element for prosthetic users, 2) ease of pros-
thesis use with categorical levels (e.g. if it is heavy or not, or
if it causes skin problems), 3) feeling of connectedness of
prosthesis to your body, which can affect how motion may
feel and preference of use, 4) number and strength of grip
patterns and 5) ability to feel tactile sensations, which relates
to what types of objects/surfaces can provide sensation to
the user. The levels for each of the attributes allowed for a
wide range of possibilities to allow for broad but con-
ceivable outcomes (Table 1, Figures 1).

Sample characteristics

Thirty patients were contacted for participation, with 27 of
them responding. Of those, only two did not complete all
portions of the survey. Subjects were not told which
technologies were being studied, so they would primarily
focus on the attributes, instead of a particular technology. Of
the 25 participants completers, the mean age was 47 years,
(range 19–79), while 68% were male. A majority were
married or partnered (64%), and all had obtained a high
school diploma or higher, however most were unemployed
or homemakers (64%). Unilateral limb loss was predomi-
nant (72%) with mean age at time of limb loss at 34 years.
Most limb loss was below the elbow (trans-radial) (72%)
with traumatic accident the primary reason for amputation
(60%). Participants owned six prostheses over their lifetime,
with only 2.48 prostheses being used currently. All patients
had insurance covering their prostheses, and most (56%)
were government plans. Many wore their prosthesis <1 hour
per day (32%), but 16% wore it 4–8 hours/day and most
(40%) wore it for more than 8 hours/day. Because os-
seointegration and myoelectric control procedures can re-
quire a period without use of their prosthesis and also a
renewed period of rehabilitation, we asked how long they
would be willing to forgo use of their prosthesis for “the
perfect” prosthesis and how long they would be willing to
undergo 2 h daily of rehabilitation for “the perfect” pros-
thesis, to mimic the typical utility questions. The majority
(52%) of respondents were willing to go without their
prosthesis for 0–3 months only, but there were also 40%
willing to forgo prosthesis use for more than 12 months.
Rehabilitation time showed a similar split, with 44%willing
to have 2 hours/day for only 0–3 months, but 20%willing to
rehabilitate for more than 12 months. These responses
demonstrate patients are willing to undergo these incon-
veniences required for osseointegration and myoelectric
control adoption. (Tables 2 and 3)

Preference utilities. Relative preferences for the nine attri-
butes of risk and benefit are represented as beta-coefficients
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from a mixed effects regression (Table 4, Figure 2, and
Table1 Supplement, Figure 2 Supplement) using PULLTY-
V (with video) as the standard. Attributes of risk all showed
significance and a negative preference in relation to other
attributes, as expected. Attributes of benefit were mostly of
high preference, however, feelings of connectedness to the
prosthesis as well as feelings of touch and sensation did not
show significance at any level.

Avoiding a serious but treatable infection was the most
important attribute of risk for respondents with a 1.77 de-
crease in preference shown for every 1% increase in in-
fection rate (p < 0.001). Preference for avoiding a chance of
daily pain was next most important, with every 1% increase
in pain resulting in a 1.22 decrease in relative preference

(p < 0.001). The risk of device failure resulting in no
prosthesis for 5 years followed closely behind, with
1.04 decrease in relative preference for every 1% increase in
failure rate (p = 0.03). All levels of required procedures or
surgeries were associated with negative preferences, with
four hospital procedures holding the least preference of all
(β = �1.01, p < 0.001) and two hospital procedures slightly
less important (β = �0.70, p = 0.001).

Patients showed the strongest positive preferences for
levels of ‘independence in cooking dinner’. Complete in-
dependence when cooking dinner showed the most positive
preference (β = 1.62, p < 0.001), similar to avoidance of 1%
serious infection risk; while ‘needing some help while
cooking dinner’ was slightly less favored (β = 1.07, p <

Table 1. Osseointegration and myoelectric control attributes and levels.

Attribute Levels Description

Chance of daily pain/discomfort
is ____.

6 in 10
2 in 10
0 in 10

Each presented option that you might choose may have a different
chance for people to feel pain or discomfort

Independence in cooking dinner
is ____.

Not independent at all
Need some help
Completely independent

Each presented option that you might choose may allow you a
different level of independence in cooking dinner

Ease of prosthetic use is ____. Heavy socket and harness
Easily clips onto screw in bone
No skin problems
No heavy socket and harness

Each presented option that you might choose may have a different
feature that affects how easy it is to use your prosthetic

Chance of serious but treatable
infection is ____.

0 in 100
1 in 100
10 in 100
0 in 100

Each presented option that you might choose may have a different
chance of having a serious infection near your prosthetic. This
infection can be treated with 3 days in the hospital and 2 weeks
taking an infused drug. You will not be able to use your prosthetic
for 1 month. But then the infection will be completely cured and
you can use your prosthetic again.

Prosthetic feels connected to
your body ____.

Does not feel connected
Feels somewhat connected
Feels connected like normal arm

Each presented option that you might choose may have a different
feeling of connectedness to your body. This may affect how your
motion feels and howmuch you prefer to use your prosthetic arm

Able to feel touch sensations
____.

No sensations
Barely feel object
Feel object is rough or smooth

Each presented option that you might choose may have a different
feeling of touch sensation when you bump your prosthetic hand
into an object or run your prosthetic hand across a surface or
object.

A failure results in no prosthetic
for 5 years in ____.

0 in 100
1 in 100
10 in 100
40 in 100

Each presented option that you might choose may have a different
chance of failure. This failure can be due to many things including a
broken bone, loosening of the prosthetic over time, skin dying
around the prosthetic, a deep bone infection, or your inability to
adapt to the prosthetic. If your prosthetic fails you will not be able
to use any other prosthetic for 5 years.

Surgery or procedures needed
____.

None
One clinic procedure
Two hospital procedures
Four hospital procedures

Each presented option that you might choose may require a different
number and complexity of surgeries. If more than one surgery is
required, you may also have to wait for several months between
surgeries.

Grip patterns, strength and
motion

Two grip patterns, little strength
and choppy motion

Four grip patterns, moderate
strength and motion

Eight grip patterns, full strength
and fluid motion

Each presented option that you might choose may allow you to have
a different number of grip patterns with different levels of strength
and motion
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0.001). Specific levels describing the ‘Ease of prosthesis
use’ attribute, were all held with similar preference, with
“easily clips into screw in bone” (β = 0.49, p = 0.03) and
‘having no skin problems’ (β = 0.56, p = 0.01). However,
the ‘ability to avoid having a heavy socket and harness’ was
surprisingly not shown to be significant (p = 0.09). The
attributes describing ‘ability to feel sensations of touch’ and
‘feelings of prosthesis connection to the body’, strong
benefits of osseointegration; were both insignificant. On the
other hand, grip patterns enabled by myoelectric control
were significant for both four-pattern (β = 1.28, p < 0.001)
and eight-pattern grips (β = 1.26, p < 0.001), and notably
more grip patterns were only slightly more preferred than
fewer (Table 4).

Preferences Comparing Video versus No Video

Our standard preference measures was reported with video,
which were provided for only two of the attributes 1) all
levels of the ‘ability to cook dinner independently’, and 2)
for all levels of ‘number and strength of grip patterns ‘. The
preference to avoid infection risk was similar for the
measures with video (β = �1.77, p < 0.001), and without
video (β = �1.73, p < 0.001). and remained the strongest

negative preference. There were important differences in
preferences when the video was used to describe those
attributes, however. Those responding to video, showed a
much stronger preference for ‘complete independence’ (β =
1.62, p < 0.001), and’ some help (β = �-1.07, p < 0.001). in
cooking dinner’, than when responding with no video (β =
1.06, p < 0.001 and β = 0.78, p < 0.001). The preferences
when video was shown for grip pattern number and strength
were also more than double (4 grip:β = 1.28,p < 0.001,
8 grip: β = 1.26, p < 0.001) those when the video for this
attribute were not shown. (4 grip: β = 0.52, p = 0.006, 8 grip:
β = 0.69, p < 0.001). Perhaps as a result, other preferences in
PULLTY-Twere correspondingly lower than were the same
attributes in the PULLTY-V, even though these attributes
had no video on either measure; for example avoidance of
pain, ease of use, and avoidance of procedures. Surprisingly
though, the desire to avoid device failure was 3 times
stronger in the no video measure (β = 3.15, p < 0.001) than
when video was part of the measure β = �1.04, p < 0.03).
Additionally, in the measure without video, the preference

Table 2. Patient demographics.

Characteristic (n = 25) Value

Age, mean (range) 47.0 (19–79)
Male sex, No. (%) 17 (68.0)
Marital status, No. (%)
Divorced 2 (8.0)
Married or partnered 16 (64.0)
Single 6 (24.0)
Widowed 1 (4.0)

Education level, No. (%)
Graduate degree 9 (36.0)
Undergraduate or college degree 6 (24.0)
High school diploma or equivalent 10 (40.0)
Employment status; employed, No. (%) 9 (36.0)
Right arm dominant, No. (%) 21 (84.0)
Bilateral limb loss, No. (%) 7 (28.0)

Location of limb loss, No. (%)*
Above the elbow (transhumeral) 8 (32.0)
At the elbow (elbow disarticulation) 3 (12.0)
Below the elbow (transradial) 18 (72.0)
At the wrist (wrist disarticulation) 3 (12.0)
Age at limb loss, mean (range) 34.1 (0–77)

Reason for limb loss, No (%)*
Congenital anomaly (present at birth) 3 (12.0)
Infection-related 10 (40.0)
Traumatic accident 15 (60.0)
Tumor-related 4 (16.0)

*May exceed total of 25, patients may have more than one limb loss.

Table 3. Prosthetic Characteristics

Characteristic (n = 25) Value

Insurance type, No. (%)
Government 14 (56.0)
Self-insured private 2 (8.0)
Employer-insured 9 (36.0)
Uninsured 0 (0.0)
Insurance covers prosthetic, No. (%)* 21 (91.3)
Prosthetics owned in lifetime, mean (range) 6.08 (0–20)
Prosthetics owned now, mean (range) 2.48 (1–10)

Hours a day of prosthetic use, No. (%)
Less than 1 h per day 8 (32.0)
>1–4 h per day 3 (12.0)
>4–8 h per day 4 (16.0)
>8–12 h per day 3 (12.0)
>12–16 h per day 3 (12.0)
>16–20 h per day 3 (12.0)
>20 h per day 1 (4.0)

Months willing to go without prosthetic for perfect prosthetic, No.
(%)

0–3 months 13 (52.0)
>3–6 months 1 (4.0)
>6–9 months 1 (4.0)
>12 months 10 (40.0)

Months willing to undergo 2 h of rehab for perfect prosthetic, No.
(%)

0–3 months 11 (44.0)
>3–6 months 3 (12.0)
>6–9 months 4 (16.0)
>9–12 months 2 (8.0)
>12 months 5 (20.0)

*Only 23 respondents.
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for feelings of connectedness with the prosthesis were
significant, and one level of ability to feel touch sensation,
was also significant, though neither were significant when
taking the measure with video. (Figure 2, Figures 2 and
3 Supplement, and Table1 Supplement).

Gender differences in preference

There were important variations in preference between men
and women. (Figure 3 and Tables2, 3 Supplement) Infection
risk was consistently the attribute with the strongest neg-
ative preference for both men and women, but males
showed stronger risk aversion to a serious infection
(β = �2.09, p < 0.001), than did women ((β = 1.55, p0.03).
Preference to avoid a ‘daily chance of pain’ was not sig-
nificant for women (β =�0.82, p = 0.16), nor was avoidance
of device failure important to women (β =�0.05, p = 0.95).
Men on the other hand, considered pain avoidance to be the
most important attribute (β =�1.56, p < 0.001), with device

failure following closely behind (β = �1.49, p = 0.02).
Another difference among gender groups was with ‘ease of
prosthesis use’. Women held ‘ease of use’ in high regard as
all three levels were shown to be significant ((β� = 1.11,
p = 0.01), (β = 1.56, p < 0.001), (β = 1.46, p = 0.001)), with
a preference for ‘no skin problems’ having the highest
preference of any attribute for women. Conversely, men
showed no significant preference for ‘ease of use’ with the
prosthesis at any level. Men also showed slightly higher
preference for ‘complete independence in cooking dinner’
(β = 1.89, p < 0.001), and slightly lower for ‘some in-
dependence’ (β = 1.06, p < 0.001), than did women (β =
1.44, p = 0.001), (β = 1.15, p < 0.001).

Discussion

This study is the first to create a choice based conjoint
discrete choice measurement tool and to demonstrate patient
preferences for risk and benefit tradeoffs in upper limb

Table 4. Attributes and relative preferences for upper limb prosthetic devices (with picture/video) n = 25.

Attribute β - coefficient SE 95% CI P-value

Pain �1.22 0.31 �1.83 to �0.60 <0.001
Dinner
Not independent at all Reference — — —

Need some help 1.07 0.19 0.69 to 1.44 <0.001
Completely independent 1.62 0.20 1.23 to 2.01 <0.001

Ease
Heavy socket and harness Reference — — —

Easily clips onto screw in bone 0.49 0.22 0.06 to 0.93 0.03
No skin problems 0.56 0.22 0.12 to 0.99 0.01
No heavy socket and harness 0.37 0.22 �0.06 to 0.80 0.09
Infections �1.77 0.39 �2.53 to �1.01 <0.001

Connected
Does not feel connected Reference — — —

Feels somewhat connected 0.15 0.19 �0.22 to 0.53 0.42
Feels connected like normal arm 0.23 0.19 �0.15 to 0.60 0.23

Touch
No sensations Reference — — —

Barely feel object �0.30 0.19 �0.67 to 0.07 0.12
Feel object is rough or smooth 0.05 0.19 �0.32 to 0.43 0.79
Failure �1.04 0.48 �1.98 to �0.09 0.03

Procedures
None Reference — — —

One clinic procedure �0.23 0.22 �0.66 to 0.19 0.29
Two hospital surgeries �0.70 0.22 �1.13 to �0.27 0.001
Four hospital surgeries �1.01 0.22 �1.45 to �0.58 <0.001

Grip
Two pattern grip Reference — — —

Four pattern grip 1.28 0.19 0.90 to 1.66 <0.001
Eight pattern grip 1.26 0.19 0.88 to 1.64 <0.001
Constant �0.96 0.33 �1.60 to �0.32 0.003

Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; SE, standard error.
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prosthetic devices, providing crucial preference information
regarding acceptance of osseointegration and myoelectric
controlled prosthetic devices. Other studies have examined
preferences using other methods than discrete choice, often

using a survey approach,33–36 focus group interviews,37 or
literature searches.34,38 For example, Kelley et al., (2019)
conducted an environmental scan using key informant in-
terviews showing preference for greater device control

Figure 2. Relative preferences for attributes of risk and benefit in CBC with pictures/videos versus without pictures/videos.

Figure 3. Relative preferences for attributes of risk and benefit in mens versus women in choice-based conjoint with pictures/videos.
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versus invasiveness of implants, and Engdahl, et al., (2017)
conducted an online survey asking how likely those with
ULL would be to try noninvasive and invasive interfaces for
prosthesis control.34,38 Additionally, Rekant et al., (2022)
compared priorities of different stakeholder perspectives
through a survey approach, showing subjects generally
prioritized ADL performance improvements and safety for
future device design.35 Another study used semi-structured
focus groups or interviews to learn about ideal prosthesis
qualities, finding most interest in improving dexterity and
durability of prosthetic options in their willingness to
consider invasive prosthetic interfaces.37 One study used a
best worst scaling prioritization survey of 47 stakeholders,
finding reliability of the device most important and out-
dating of device least important.40 Finally, in a large study in
Veterans with a diagnosis of major upper limb amputation
who were surveyed by telephone indicated that about 41%
of amputees would consider surgery to restore a sense of
touch, while 49% indicated they would consider surgery to
gain more movement control.41

Our study is informed by these studies, but unique in
using choice based conjoint analysis to ask those with ULL
to directly weigh the risks and benefits of osseointegration
and myoelectric control choices. We found that patients
preferred complete independence in cooking dinner above
all other positive attributes which likely reflects their desire
for independence in their daily life tasks. Four pattern grips
and above were heavily favored by patients, especially in
those who saw their movement with video; further dem-
onstrating the desire for enhanced motion and independence
that comes along with prosthetic device improvements.
Interestingly, respondents slightly preferred the four grip
patterns to the 8 grip patterns when shown the video of their
motions, which may indicate they may not prefer the most
complex device features. Ease of prosthesis use, determined
as a major advantage of osseointegration, was shown to be
significant but only slightly preferred by patients. Another
advantage for these prosthetic innovations (feelings of
connectedness) also were generally not found to be of
significant importance relative to the other attributes. Easily
being able to clip onto screw in bone and having no skin
problems both had similar levels of preference, but much
lower than any level of independence in cooking dinner.
Infections, thought to be one of the major hurdles for pa-
tient’s considering osseointegration, was shown to be the
most important for respondents to avoid. Next, was
avoidance of the chance of daily pain or discomfort fol-
lowed by chance of device failure resulting in 5 years
without a prosthetic device. Levels of pain or discomfort are
often reduced by osseointegration, however these innova-
tions do carry the risk of potential device failure.

These findings highlight that individuals are willing to
make trade-offs between the benefits of osseointegration/
myoelectrics compared to the potential risks associated with

the innovations. The preference to avoid a 1% risk of in-
fection, is only slightly higher than the preference for in-
dependence in cooking dinner, which shows a willingness
to make this trade-off. Individuals also showed a willing-
ness to trade 1% chance of pain increase, for the benefits of
independence in cooking dinner and for attaining four and
8 new grip patterns. The differences shown between gen-
ders, are also important, as men showed more risk aversion,
but also more benefit seeking than did women.

This study was subject to certain limitations. First,
sample size calculations indicate a preferred sample of
75 given the number of attributes and number of choice
tasks shown. However, since ULL is not common, we were
unable to obtain the desired sample over the allowed study
period. Despite this small sample however, a majority of the
chosen attributes showed significance, indicating post-hoc,
an adequate sample size. Our 25 patient sample is still small
and thus may not represent preferences of all those with
upper limb loss.32 The smaller sample size also did not
allow for many subgroup comparisons which could further
demonstrate respondent heterogeneity as we did across
gender We did not present the video and picture only CBC’s
in a random order, so our results may be affected by this
order of presentation. However, since the seven attributes in
the video version that did not have video, had similar re-
sponses to the picture only version, this effect is likely
small. Most respondents were current prosthetic device
users and therefore may not represent those not choosing to
use a prosthetic device. Many patients who have undergone
osteointegration may have experienced physical issues
limiting their use of a conventional socket prosthesis such as
a short residual limb, recurring skin breakdown, or inability
to tolerate socket materials. Despite the strong significance
across attributes found in this study, a larger study sample is
needed to further the understanding of preferences to these
device innovations. Despite these limitations, this study
provides insightful data on the preferences of upper limb
loss patients in relation to novel prosthetic devices.

There are several unique features of this study that will
progress the use of patient preference in regulatory decision-
making. First, we tested two different discrete choice
measure approaches (with and without video) which pro-
vides evidence for the FDA that the use of video to show
more clearly the function of these devices can increase the
strength of individuals preferences. There are few validity
studies in this field. Some studies show little agreement
across measurement methods, and variation around other
factors such as tool presentation, but also that CBC methods
can match real-world behavior.57,58 More validity evidence
such as for our study, is clearly needed to support the use of
preference measures for healthcare decisions.

Secondly, we made sure that the attributes selected in-
cluded both evidence-based features of the devices that are a
requirement for use by the FDA, but also factors that were
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important to the individuals with limb loss. Additionally,
attributes of cost were not used, despite affecting prosthesis
choice, because these are not allowed in regulatory deci-
sions. During a pre-submission application process for the
PULLTY measures and a preliminary discussion meeting at
the FDA, emphasis was put on including primarily only
proven clinical trial attributes of the devices, with less
acceptance of patient-specific outcomes identified as im-
portant by those with limb loss.59,60 Further collaboration of
discrete choice researchers with FDA decision makers is
needed to validate patient-centered attributes the way that
other quality of life and outcome measures are validated.
Our study project team included members of CDRH, an
individual with upper limb loss, prosthetists and research
experts, who provided the full range of perspectives nec-
essary for providing new information that is valid and useful
for decision making. Our study demonstrates the impor-
tance of including both proven device features and asso-
ciated patient-chosen attributes.

Given the lack of consistent use of newly developing and
expensive prostheses, it is essential to learn about the
viewpoint of affected individuals for weighing the risks and
benefits of these innovations, especially for the FDA who
will be evaluating these innovations for the first time as they
are reviewed for approval and marketing. It is anticipated
that the osseointegration procedure will require either a
Class III premarketing approval (PMA) or go through the
humanitarian device exemption (HDE) process, given its
potential infection risk to weigh against its benefits. The
myoelectric device itself is expected to require a Class II
approval process where patient preference information will
be used more to inform performance standards.61–63

Our overall objective is uniquely to provide an example
for measuring patient preference as a means to enable the
incorporation of patient preference into the benefit-risk
assessments made by FDA. This study builds on this
small but existing evidence base where PPI was used in
regulatory decisions.23 This study provides another example
of patient preference measurement with anticipated use-
fulness to the FDA in assessing the fast-moving prosthetic
device innovations and will further the science and ac-
ceptance of quantitative patient preference measurement
methods by the FDA.

Declaration of conflicting interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with re-
spect to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial support
for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article: This
work was supported by The Defense Advanced Research Projects
Agency (DARPA) under the auspices of Dr. Doug Weber,

Biological Technologies Officer (BTO) with the FDA/University
of California San Francisco (UCSF)/Stanford Center of Excellence
in Regulatory Science and Innovation (CERSI) sponsored the
development of our working drafts of two types of discrete choice
patient preference methods and initial assessment testing of the
attributes. Burroughs Wellcome Fund study #1017607 also sup-
ported this study.

Ethical approval

This study was reviewed by the UCSF Committee on Human
Subjects (CHR) and was granted a waiver certificate #17–22205.
Our study is surveying human subjects but is not a clinical trial so
is not registered as such.

Informed consent

The subjects sign a UCSF CHR approved consent form prior to
taking the surveys.

Guarantor

Guarantor and Corresponding Author is Leslie Wilson, PhD.

Contributorship

LWand DS conceived of the idea, researched literature, developed
the preference tools, were involved in the protocol development,
gained ethics approval and wrote the manuscript. DD and MG
assisted in tool development and involved in protocol develop-
ment. JM was involved in tool development, and MTwas involved
in protocol development, tool development and recruitment. All
authors reviewed and edited the manuscript and approved the final
version of the manuscript.

ORCID iD

Leslie Wilson  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3305-8730

Supplemental Material

Supplemental material for this article is available online.

References

1. Beach MC, Duggan PS and Moore RD. Is patients’ preferred
Einvolvement in health decisions related to outcomes for
patients with HIV? J Gen Intern Med 2007; 22: 1119.

2. Beach MC, Keruly J and Moore RD. Is the quality of the
patient-provider relationship associated with better adherence
and health outcomes for patients with HIV? J Gen Intern Med
2006; 21: 661–665.

3. Bultman DC and Svarstad BL. Effects of physician com-
munication style on client medication beliefs and adherence
with antidepressant treatment. Patient Educ Couns 2000; 40:
173–185.

Wilson et al. 11

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3305-8730
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3305-8730


4. Fuertes JN, Mislowack A, Bennett J, et al. The physician-
patient working alliance. Patient Educ Couns 2007; 66:
29–36.

5. Heisler M, Bouknight RR, Hayward RA, et al. The relative
importance of physician communication, participatory deci-
sion making, and patient understanding in diabetes self-
management. J Gen Intern Med 2002; 17: 243–252.

6. Hibbard JH, Mahoney ER, Stock R, et al. Do increases in
patient activation result in improved self-management be-
haviors? Health Serv Res 2007; 42: 1443–1463.

7. Kaplan SH, Greenfield S andWare JE Jr. Assessing the effects
of physician-patient interactions on the outcomes of chronic
disease. Med Care 1989; 27(3 Suppl): S110–S127.

8. Kjellgren KI, Svensson S, Ahlner J, et al. Antihypertensive
medication in clinical encounters. Int J Cardiol 1998; 64:
161–169.

9. Piette JD, Schillinger D, Potter MB, et al. Dimensions of
patient-provider communication and diabetes self-care in an
ethnically diverse population. J Gen Intern Med 2003; 18:
624–633.

10. Schneider J, Kaplan SH, Greenfield S, et al. Better physician-
patient relationships are associated with higher reported
adherence to antiretroviral therapy in patients with HIV in-
fection. J Gen Intern Med 2004; 19: 1096–1103.

11. Stewart M, Brown JB, Donner A, et al. The impact of patient-
centered care on outcomes. J Fam Pract 2000; 49: 796–804.

12. Stewart MA. Effective physician-patient communication and
health outcomes: a review. CMAJ 1995; 152: 1423–1433.

13. Hunter Nina L. Califf Robert M: FDA’s Patient Preference
initiative; The Need for evolving tools and policies US De-
partment of HHS. FDA Voice 2015, https://blogs.fda.gov/
fdavoice/index.php/2015/09/fdas-patient-preference-
initiative-the-need-for-evolving-tools-and-policies/. accessed
August, 2017.

14. US FDA. US DHHS: Patient –Focused drug development:
disease area meetings planned for fiscal years, https://
wwwfdagov/ForIndustry/UserFees/PrescriptionDrugUserFee/
ucm347317htm. 2017. accessed 13 July, 2017.

15. Consortium MDI. Medical device innovation consortium
patient centered benefit-risk project report: a framework for
incorporating information on patient preferences regarding
benefit and risk into regulatory assessments of new medical
technology, http://mdicorg/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/
MDIC_PCBR_Framework_Web1pdf. 2018

16. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services FDA. Center for
Devices and Radiological Health, Center for Biologics Evaluation
and Research,: Patient preference information – Voluntary sub-
mission, review in premarket approval applications, Humani-
tarian Device Exemption applications, and deNova requests, and
inclusion in decision summaries and device labeling: Guidance
for industry, food and drug administration staff, and other
stakeholders, https://wwwfdagov/downloads/medicaldevices/
deviceregulat ionandguidance/guidancedocuments/
ucm446680pdfhttp://www.fda.gov/BiologicsBloodVaccines/

GuidanceComplianceRegulatoryInformation/Guidances/default.
htm (Accessed August, 2017).

17. Shuren J, Saha A and Ho M. How patient preferences con-
tribute to regulatory decisions for medical devices. US De-
partment of Health and Human Services US Food and Drug
Administration FDA Voice 2017, https://blogs.fda.gov/
fdavoice/index.php/tag/patient-preference-initiative/.ac-
cessed September 25, 2018.

18. Wilson L, Kwok T, Ma Y, et al. Preferences for risks and
benefits of islet cell transplantation for persons with
type1 diabetes with history of episodes of severe hypogly-
cemia: A discrete-choice Experiment to inform regulatory
decisions. Transplantation 2022; 106(8): e368–e379.

19. Wilson LS, Loucks A, Gipson G, et al. Patient preferences for
attributes of multiple sclerosis disease-modifying therapies.
International Journal of MS Care 2015; 17(2): 74–82.

20. Johnson FR, Di Santostefano RL, Yang J, et al. Something is
better than nothing: the value of active intervention in stated
preferences for treatments to delay onset of alzheimer’s
disease symptoms. Something Is Better Than Nothing: The
Value of Active Intervention in Stated Preferences for
Treatments to Delay Onset of Alzheimer’s Disease Symptoms
2019; 22(9): 1063–1069.

21. Martin Ho, Saha A,McCleary KK, et al. *on behalf of the medical
device innovation consortium’s patient centered benefit-risk
steering committee: a framework for incorporating patient pref-
erences regarding benefits and risks into regulatory assessment of
medical technologies. Value in Health 2016; 19: 746–775.

22. Walker RC, Morton RL, Tong A, et al. H: Patient and
caregiver preferences for home dialysis – the home first study:
a protocol for qualitative interviews and discrete choice ex-
periments. BMJ Open 2015; 5: e007405.

23. Martin Ho, Gonzalez JM, Lerner HP, et al. Irony T: Incor-
porating patient- preference evidence into regulatory decision
making. Surg EndoscOct:29(10) 2015: 2984–2993.

24. Kathryn OC. Shuren Jeffrey: Listening to patients’ views on
new treatments for obesity. FDAVoice 2015, https://blogs.fda.
gov/fdavoice/index.php/2015/2001/listening-to-patients-
view-on-new-treatments-for-obesity/

25. Rivara MB andMehrotra R. The changing landscape of home
dialysis in the United Sates. Curr Opin Nephrol Hypertens
2014; 23(6): 586–591.

26. Walker RC, Morton RL, Palmer SC, et al. A discrete choice
study of patient preferences for dialysis modalities. Clinical
J Am Soc Nephrol 2018; 13(1): 100–108.

27. Ziegler-Graham K, Mackenzie EJ, Ephraim PL, et al. Esti-
mating the prevalence of limb loss in the U.S. Arch Phys Med
& Rehab. 2008; 89(3): 422–429.

28. Raichle KA, Hanley MA, Molton I, et al. Prosthesis use in
persons with lower- and upper-limb amputation. J Rehabil
Res Dev 2008; 45(7): 961–972.

29. Adams Patricia F. Current Estimates from the National Health
Interview Survey. Vital and Health Statistics 1996; 1999:
10.(200).

12 Journal of Rehabilitation and Assistive Technologies Engineering

https://blogs.fda.gov/fdavoice/index.php/2015/09/fdas-patient-preference-initiative-the-need-for-evolving-tools-and-policies/
https://blogs.fda.gov/fdavoice/index.php/2015/09/fdas-patient-preference-initiative-the-need-for-evolving-tools-and-policies/
https://blogs.fda.gov/fdavoice/index.php/2015/09/fdas-patient-preference-initiative-the-need-for-evolving-tools-and-policies/
https://wwwfdagov/ForIndustry/UserFees/PrescriptionDrugUserFee/ucm347317htm
https://wwwfdagov/ForIndustry/UserFees/PrescriptionDrugUserFee/ucm347317htm
https://wwwfdagov/ForIndustry/UserFees/PrescriptionDrugUserFee/ucm347317htm
http://mdicorg/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/MDIC_PCBR_Framework_Web1pdf
http://mdicorg/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/MDIC_PCBR_Framework_Web1pdf
https://wwwfdagov/downloads/medicaldevices/deviceregulationandguidance/guidancedocuments/ucm446680pdfhttp://www.fda.gov/BiologicsBloodVaccines/GuidanceComplianceRegulatoryInformation/Guidances/default.htm
https://wwwfdagov/downloads/medicaldevices/deviceregulationandguidance/guidancedocuments/ucm446680pdfhttp://www.fda.gov/BiologicsBloodVaccines/GuidanceComplianceRegulatoryInformation/Guidances/default.htm
https://wwwfdagov/downloads/medicaldevices/deviceregulationandguidance/guidancedocuments/ucm446680pdfhttp://www.fda.gov/BiologicsBloodVaccines/GuidanceComplianceRegulatoryInformation/Guidances/default.htm
https://wwwfdagov/downloads/medicaldevices/deviceregulationandguidance/guidancedocuments/ucm446680pdfhttp://www.fda.gov/BiologicsBloodVaccines/GuidanceComplianceRegulatoryInformation/Guidances/default.htm
https://wwwfdagov/downloads/medicaldevices/deviceregulationandguidance/guidancedocuments/ucm446680pdfhttp://www.fda.gov/BiologicsBloodVaccines/GuidanceComplianceRegulatoryInformation/Guidances/default.htm
https://blogs.fda.gov/fdavoice/index.php/tag/patient-preference-initiative/
https://blogs.fda.gov/fdavoice/index.php/tag/patient-preference-initiative/
https://blogs.fda.gov/fdavoice/index.php/2015/2001/listening-to-patients-view-on-new-treatments-for-obesity/
https://blogs.fda.gov/fdavoice/index.php/2015/2001/listening-to-patients-view-on-new-treatments-for-obesity/
https://blogs.fda.gov/fdavoice/index.php/2015/2001/listening-to-patients-view-on-new-treatments-for-obesity/


30. Industrial Safety and Hygiene News. Statistics on hand and
arm loss, https://wwwishncom/articles/97844-statistics-on-
hand-and-arm-losshttp://biomedbrownedu/Courses/BI108/
BI108_2003_Groups/Hand_Prosthetics/statshtmlhttp://
wwwamputee-coali t ionorg/nl l ic_faqhtml#2https: / /
wwwamputee-coalitionorg/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/lsp_
Roadmap-for-Limb-Loss-Prevention-and-Amputee-Care-
Improvement_241014-092312pdf

31. Dillingham Timothy R, Amputation L and Deficiency L.
Epidemiology and Recent Trends in the United States.
Southern Medical Journal 2002; 95: 875–883.

32. de Bekker-Grob Esther W, Donkers B, Jonker MF, et al. A:
Sample size requirement for discrete-choice experiments in
healthcare: A practical guide. Patient Educ Couns 2015; 8:
373–384.

33. Engdahl SM, Christie BP, Kelly B, et al. Surveying the in-
terest of individuals with upper limb loss in novel prosthetic
control techniques. J NeuroEnginer and Rehab 2016; 12(53):
1–11.

34. Kelley MA, Benz H, Engdahl S, et al. Identifying the
benefits and risks of emerging integration methods for upper
limb prosthetic devices in the United States: an environ-
mental scan. Exp. Rev of Med Devices 2019; 16(7):
631–641.

35. Rekant J, Fisher LE, Boninger ML, et al. Amputee, clinician,
and regulator perspectives on current and prospective upper
extremity prosthetic technologies. Assistive Technology 2022:
1–13. DOI: 10.1080/10400435.2021.2020935.

36. Salminger S, STino H, Pichler LH, et al. Current rates of
prosthetic usage in upper-limb amputees – have innovations
had an impact on device acceptance? Disability and Reha-
bilitation 2022; 44(14): 3708–3713.

37. Zheng JY, Kalpakjian C, Larraga-Martinez M, et al. Priorities
for the design and control of upper limb prostheses: A focus
group study. Disability and Health Journal 2019; 12:
706–711.

38. Smail LC, Neal C, Wilkins C, et al. Comfort and function
remain key factors in upper limb prosthetic abandonment:
findings of a scoping review.Disab and Rehab: Assistive Tech
2020; 16(8): 821–830.

39. Engdahl SM, Chestek CA, Kelly B, et al. Factors associated
with interest in novel interfaces for upper limb prosthesis
control. PLOS One 2017; 12(8): d0182482.

40. Janssen EM, Benz HL, Tsai JH, et al. Identifying and pri-
oritizing concerns associated with prosthetic devices for use
in a benefit-risk assessment: a mixed -methods approach.
Expert Review of Med Devices 2018; 15(5): 385–398.

41. Resnik L, Benz H, Borgia M, et al. Patient perspectives on
osseointegration: A national survey of Veterans with upper
limb amputation. PM and R 2019; 11: 1261–1271.

42. Hoyt BW, Walsh SA and Forsberg JA. Osseointegrated
prostheses for the rehabilitation of amputees (OPRA): results
and clinical perspective. Expert Rev of Med Devices 2020;
17(1): 17–25.

43. Joensson S, Caine-Winterberger K and Braenemark R. Os-
seointegration amputation prostheses on the upper limbs:
methods, prosthetics and rehabilitation. Prosthetics and Or-
thotics International 2011; 35(2): 190–200.

44. Hagberg K and Branemaark R. One hundred patients treated
with osseointegrated transfemoral amputation prostheses
–Rehabilitation perspective. JRRD 2009; 46(3): 331–344.

45. Hebert Jacqueline S, Rehani M and Stiegelmar R. Osseoin-
tegration for lower-limb Amputation: A Systematic Review of
Clinical Outcomes. JBJS Reviews 2017; 5(10): e10.

46. MuderisM, TetsWK, Bosley B, et al. study S-sorarollatOGoAAP-
O-fapc: Single-stage osseointegrated reconstruction and rehabili-
tation of lower limb amputees: the Osseointegration Group of
Australia Accelerated Protocol-2 (OGAAP-2) for a prospective
cohort study. BMJ Open 2017: 7.e013508.

47. Ortiz-Catalan MO, Hakansson B and Branemark R. An os-
seointegrated human-machine gateway for long-term sensor
feedback and motor control of artificial limbs. Science
Translational Medicine 2014; 6(257): re256.

48. Uellendahl J. Myoelectric versus body-powered upper-limb
prostheses: A clinical perspective. J Prosthet Orthot 2017; 29:
P25–P29.

49. Johnson R and Orme B. Getting the most from CBC. In
Sawtooth Software Research Paper Series, Sequim: Sawtooth
Software 2003.

50. Orme B. Sample size issues for conjoint analysis studies.
Sequim: Sawtooth Software Technical Paper Sequim: Saw-
tooth Software; 1998.

51. Katz Nathaniel P and Paillard Florence C. Ekman E: De-
termining the clinical importance of treatment benefits for
interventions for painful orthopedic conditions. J Orthop Surg
Res 2015; 10: 24.

52. Beaton DE, Davis AM, Hudak P, et al. The DASH (disabilties of
the arm, shoulder and responsiveness of the disabilities of the
arm, shoulder, and hand outcome measure in different regions of
the upper extremity. J Hand Ther 2001; 14: 128–146.

53. BeatonDE,Katz JN, Fossel AH, et al.Measuring thewhole or the
parts? Validity, reliability, and responsiveness of the disabilities of
the arm, shoulder, and hand outcomemeasure in different regions
of the upper extremity. J Hand Ther 2001; 14: 128–146.

54. Franco F, Vercelli S, Giordano A, et al. Minimal clinically
important difference of the disabilities of the arm, shoulder
and hand outcome measure (DASH) and its shortened version
(QuickDASH). JOSPT 2013; 44(1): 30–39.

55. Morgan-Trimmer S and Wood F. Ethnographic methods for
process evaluations of complex health behavior interventions.
BMC Trials 2016; 17: 232.

56. Bowling A. Mode of questionnaire administration can have
serious effects on data quality. J Pub Health 2005; 27(3): 281.

57. Jing Z, Reed JF, Mohamed AF, et al. Too many attributes: A
test of the validity of combining discrete-choice and best-worst
scaling data. Journal of Choice Modelling 2015; 15: 1–13.

58. Bridges JFP, Hauber AB, Marshall D, et al. Conjoint Analysis
Applications in Health—a Checklist: A Report of the ISPOR

Wilson et al. 13

https://wwwishncom/articles/97844-statistics-on-hand-and-arm-losshttp://biomedbrownedu/Courses/BI108/BI108_2003_Groups/Hand_Prosthetics/statshtmlhttp://wwwamputee-coalitionorg/nllic_faqhtml#2https://wwwamputee-coalitionorg/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/lsp_Roa
https://wwwishncom/articles/97844-statistics-on-hand-and-arm-losshttp://biomedbrownedu/Courses/BI108/BI108_2003_Groups/Hand_Prosthetics/statshtmlhttp://wwwamputee-coalitionorg/nllic_faqhtml#2https://wwwamputee-coalitionorg/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/lsp_Roa
https://wwwishncom/articles/97844-statistics-on-hand-and-arm-losshttp://biomedbrownedu/Courses/BI108/BI108_2003_Groups/Hand_Prosthetics/statshtmlhttp://wwwamputee-coalitionorg/nllic_faqhtml#2https://wwwamputee-coalitionorg/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/lsp_Roa
https://wwwishncom/articles/97844-statistics-on-hand-and-arm-losshttp://biomedbrownedu/Courses/BI108/BI108_2003_Groups/Hand_Prosthetics/statshtmlhttp://wwwamputee-coalitionorg/nllic_faqhtml#2https://wwwamputee-coalitionorg/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/lsp_Roa
https://wwwishncom/articles/97844-statistics-on-hand-and-arm-losshttp://biomedbrownedu/Courses/BI108/BI108_2003_Groups/Hand_Prosthetics/statshtmlhttp://wwwamputee-coalitionorg/nllic_faqhtml#2https://wwwamputee-coalitionorg/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/lsp_Roa
https://wwwishncom/articles/97844-statistics-on-hand-and-arm-losshttp://biomedbrownedu/Courses/BI108/BI108_2003_Groups/Hand_Prosthetics/statshtmlhttp://wwwamputee-coalitionorg/nllic_faqhtml#2https://wwwamputee-coalitionorg/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/lsp_Roa
https://wwwishncom/articles/97844-statistics-on-hand-and-arm-losshttp://biomedbrownedu/Courses/BI108/BI108_2003_Groups/Hand_Prosthetics/statshtmlhttp://wwwamputee-coalitionorg/nllic_faqhtml#2https://wwwamputee-coalitionorg/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/lsp_Roa
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400435.2021.2020935


good research practices for conjoint analysis task force. Value
Health 2011; 14: 401–441.

59. Jaccard J, Brinberg D and Ackerman LJ. Assessing attribute
importance: A comparison of six methods. Journal of Con-
sumer Research 1968; 12: 463–468.

60. Hainmueller J, Hangartner D and Yamamoto T. Validating
vignette and conjoint survey experiments against real-world
behavior. Proceedings Nat Academy of Sciences112(8 2015;
112: 2395–2400.

61. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. U.S. food
and drug administration: medical devices, PMA approvals. U
FDA Medical Devices 2018, https://www.fda.gov/
Medica lDevices /ProductsandMedica lProcedures /
DeviceApprovalsandClearances/PMAApprovals/default.
htm. Accessed March 26, 2018.

62. Bates TJ, Fergason JR and Pierrie SN. Technological advances in
prosthesis design and rehabilitation following upper extremity
limb loss. Current Rev. In Musculosk. Med 2020; 13: 495.

63. Geethanjali P. Myoelectric control of prosthetic hands: state-
of-the-art reviewThe authors declare that there is no conflict
of interest.Medical Devices: Evidence and Research 2016; 9:
247–255. DOI: 10.2147/mder.s91102.

Appendix

List of abbreviations

FDA Federal drug administration
CBC Choice based conjoint
PPI Patient preference initiative

CDRH FDA’s center for devices and radiological
health

EMG Electromyography
DARPA Defense advanced research projects agency
UCSF University of california san francisco
CERSI Center of excellence in regulatory science

and innovation
AAOP American academy of orthotists and

prosthetists
ULL Upper limb loss

DASH Disabilities of the arm, shoulder, and hand
CHR Committee on human subjects
BTO Biological technologies officer

PULLTY Preferences upper limb loss tool
PULLTY -T Preferences upper limb loss tool- no video
PULLTY-V Preferences upper limb loss tool - video
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