
1 
 

Increased Spatiotemporal Variability after Stroke is not Just the 

Outcome of Walking Velocity 

Yogev Koren1,2, Oren Barzel3,4,5,6, Lior Shmuelof2,7, Shirley Handelzalts1,2 

 

1Department of Physical Therapy, Faculty of Health Sciences, Ben-Gurion University of the Negev, 
Beer-Sheva, Israel. 
2The Translational Neurorehabilitation Laboratory, Adi-Negev Nahalat Eran Rehabilitation Center, 
Ofakim, Israel. 
3Sheba Medical Center, Ramat Gan, Israel 
4Adi-Negev Rehabilitation Center, Nahalat Eran, Israel 
5Sackler Faculty of Medicine, Tel Aviv University, Tel Aviv, Israel 
6Ono Academic College, Kiryat Ono, Israel 
7Department of Cognitive and Brain Sciences, Ben-Gurion University of the Negev, Beer Sheva, Israel 

 

Funding Statement: The study was supported by BGU Marcus Research Support; 

the Ministry of Science & Technology, Israel (SH); and the Helmsley Charitable Trust 

through the Agricultural, Biological and Cognitive Robotics Initiative, as well as the 

Marcus Endowment Fund, both at Ben-Gurion University of the Negev (YK). 

Declaration of conflicting interests: The authors declare no conflict of interest. 

Key words: Walking, coordination, LEMOCOT, motor control 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 7, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.02.03.23285403doi: medRxiv preprint 

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.02.03.23285403
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


2 
 

Abstract 

Background: Increased spatiotemporal gait variability is considered a clinical 

biomarker of ageing and pathology, and a predictor of future falls. Nevertheless, it is 

unclear whether the increased spatiotemporal variability observed in persons with 

stroke (PwS) is directly related to the pathology or simply reflects their choice of 

walking velocity. Research question: Does increased spatiotemporal gait variability 

directly relate to motor coordination deficits after stroke? Methods: Forty PwS and 

20 healthy adults participated in this cross-sectional study. Participants performed 

the lower-extremity motor coordination test (LEMOCOT) on an electronic mat 

equipped with force sensors. Then, participants walked for 120 s over a 

computerized treadmill at their comfortable walking velocity. For the LEMOCOT we 

used the traditional score of in-target touch count and computed the absolute and 

variable error around the targets. For gait variability, we extracted the standard 

deviation of step time, step length, step velocity, and step width. Using a data-based 

approach, we generated a model of the relationship between velocity and variability 

and tested the correlations of the velocity-controlled values with the outcome 

measures from the LEMOCOT. Results: PwS demonstrated increased variability in 

step time, step length, and step velocity, as well as decreased variability in step 

width, in comparison to healthy adults, even after controlling for walking velocity. 

After controlling for walking velocity, we observed that for PwS the LEMOCOT score 

correlated with the variance in step time, and the variable error in the LEMOCOT 

correlated with the variance in step length, in step width, and in step velocity. No 

significant correlation with any of the velocity-controlled step parameters was found 

for the absolute error in the LEMOCOT. Significance: Decreased performance in 

the LEMOCOT was associated with increased spatiotemporal variability in PwS, 

regardless of their walking velocity. Our results demonstrate the connection between 

lower-extremity coordination impairments and deficits in gait function.  
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1. Introduction  

Falls are a common complication after a stroke, with significant physical and 

psychosocial consequences that contribute to decreased independence and poor 

quality of life  [1,2]. In community-dwelling persons with stroke (PwS), walking is the 

most frequently mentioned activity at the time of a fall  [2]. Identifying PwS at risk for 

falls is of significant clinical importance given the effort directed toward balance and 

gait training, as well as preventing falls, throughout the rehabilitation process. 

Several indices to assess gait stability have been suggested and used in the literature 

(e.g.,  [3]). One of the most used indices is the variability in spatiotemporal parameters 

(e.g., step/stride time variability and step/stride length variability [3]). Generally, 

increased spatiotemporal variability (STV) is considered an indication of greater 

instability and reduced ability to attenuate small perturbations  [3], or in other words, 

“less” is good and “more” is bad [4]. This perspective is supported by a growing body 

of literature identifying gait variability as a clinical biomarker of ageing  [5,6] and 

pathology  [7,8] as well as a predictor of future falls  [9,10].  

Nevertheless, STV is sensitive to walking velocity in both healthy [11-14] and patient 

populations [15,16]. Given that slow walking is also a biomarker of pathology, it is 

unclear whether the increased gait variability observed in patient populations such as 

PwS [17,18] is directly related to the pathology or simply reflects their choice of walking 

velocity (i.e., indirectly related to the pathology).  

Motor coordination may be defined as the ability to produce organized movement in 

both spatial and temporal domains, in a context-dependent manner  [19,20]. This ability 

is important during walking as the relationship between body segments needs to be 

adaptable to accommodate internal and external demands and to allow accurate foot 

placement and safe mobility  [21,22]. Errors in step execution could disturb walking 

stability, especially when negotiating obstacles or cluttered walking paths.  

Hence, we used the lower extremity motor coordination test (LEMOCOT) [23], a 

performance-based measure to assess lower extremity motor coordination. Previous 

reports have indicated that persons with neurological disorders, such as PwS, often 

demonstrate motor coordination deficits that may limit the performance of daily 

activities  [24,25]. Further, the LEMOCOT has been reported to correlate with 

performance-based measures of walking velocity and capacity  [23,26]. 

In the current study we aimed to test whether STV is directly related to motor 

coordination deficits following stroke and is not a consequence of decreased walking 
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velocity. We used a data-based approach to model the velocity-variability relationship 

and then tested the correlation of these models’ residuals with motor coordination 

deficits as reflected by the LEMOCOT. We included a group of healthy adults for which 

the LEMOCOT score is unlikely to reflect deficits, but instead is more likely to reflect 

ability. In doing so, we hoped to provide further insights regarding the nature of STV. 

We hypothesized that STV would correlate with walking velocity in healthy adults and 

in PwS. Also, we predicted that PwS would demonstrate increased STV regardless of 

walking velocity and that after controlling for walking velocity, the STV parameters and 

the LEMOCOT score would correlate in PwS (i.e., increased gait variability would be 

associated with lower performance on the LEMOCOT) but not in healthy adults.     

  

2. Methods 

Participants 

Forty PwS and 20 healthy adults participated in this exploratory cross-sectional study. 

Participants in the stroke group were recruited during their hospitalization at Adi Negev 

Nahalat-Eran Rehabilitation Center in Israel. Inclusion criteria included first-ever 

unilateral ischemic or hemorrhagic stroke and ability to walk on a treadmill 

independently or under supervision for 2 min. Exclusion criteria included other 

musculoskeletal or neurological injuries, and pain that could interfere with the 

performance of the tasks. Healthy adults were recruited from among the hospital’s 

staff and visitors. All participants signed an informed-consent form. The study was 

approved by the regional ethical review board at Sheba Medical Center, Israel 

(approval number 6218-19-SMC). 

 

Study protocol 

LEMOCOT 

Participants sat on a chair and preformed the test barefoot, as described by Desrosiers 

et al. [23]. Participants were instructed to alternately touch the proximal and distal 

targets with their big toe as fast and as accurately as possible for 20 s. The proximal 

and distal targets were marked on an electronic mat equipped with force sensors 

(Zebris FDM-T Treadmill, Zebris Medical GmbH, Germany) as described previously 

by our group  [27]. PwS performed the test first with their non-paretic leg, followed by 

their paretic leg, and healthy participants performed the test first with their dominant 

leg (i.e., the leg used to kick a ball), followed by their non-dominant leg. During the test 
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a physical therapist counted the number of in-target touches that constitutes the test’s 

score. 

 

Gait 

Participants walked for 120 s over a computerized treadmill system (Zebris FDM-T 

Treadmill, Zebris Medical GmbH, Germany) at their comfortable walking velocity 

(CWV). This velocity was determined based on the average of two trials of the 

overground 10-meter walk test. Force data was acquired at 120-Hz sampling 

frequency using the software provided by the manufacturer (Zebris FDM, version 

1.18.40). A safety harness attached to an overhead support protected participants in 

the event of a loss of balance but did not support any body weight or restrict their 

movements during walking. Participants were instructed to use the handrail support 

as little as possible. A physical therapist stood on the side of the treadmill for 

supervision but did not provide any assistance. Participants wore their own sports 

shoes and PwS could use foot orthosis in case they needed ankle support. 

Data processing 

Dedicated algorithms and MATLAB scripts (MathWorks Inc.) were developed and 

used to analyze force data obtained during the LEMOCOT and the gait assessment 

trials. For the LEMOCOT the script computes 1) the absolute error (AE), and 2) the 

variable error (VE) around each target  [27]. For simplicity, we used the average across 

the two targets.  

For gait assessment, the script identifies the heel strike as the first time point of force 

detection after the swing phase. Step time was determined as the time interval 

between the heel strike of one leg and the heel strike of the opposite leg. Step length 

was calculated as follows: First, we calculated the area under the curve of the velocity-

by-time graph (actual instantaneous velocity of the treadmill). To this value we added 

the difference in the anterior-posterior positions of the two consecutive heel strikes. 

To calculate step width the algorithm computes the distance between the mediolateral 

position of the center of pressure (COP) during one heel strike and the COP position 

of the consecutive heel strike. Step velocity was calculated as 
𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑝 𝑙𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑡ℎ

𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑝 𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒
. The standard 

deviation (SD) of all parameters was used as a measure of gait variability.  
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Statistical analysis 

Between-group comparisons of participants’ characteristics were performed using the 

Mann-Whitney U test. For the LEMOCOT analysis we included only the performance 

of the paretic leg in PwS and left leg in healthy participants. (It should be noted that 

for both groups this leg was tested second). To test whether the LEMOCOT score 

correlates with the 10-m walk test as was indicated in previous reports  [23,26] we used 

the Pearson correlation coefficient and conducted bootstrapping (10,000 samples) to 

determine the 95% CI, thereby overcoming any possible confounding effect of the 

data’s distribution.  

The velocity-variability relation was modeled for each of the step  parameters using 

Linear modeling. For all step parameters, initial models included the terms “Group” 

(PwS and Healthy), “CWV,” and their interaction as predictors. Models also included 

the “CWV2” as an additional term. Non-significant terms were excluded from each 

model in a stepwise manner. Since the interaction term was non-significant in all the 

models, this term was excluded from the final models. For the step time, step length, 

and step width, parameter values were Loge transformed to achieve normal 

distribution. For step velocity, we were unable to achieve normal distribution and 

therefore used a model based on Gamma distribution with a log link function. Finally, 

we tested the correlations of the residuals from the final models with the outcome 

measures of the LEMOCOT. To do so, we used linear modeling with the residuals as 

the predicted term, and “Group,” “LEMOCOT outcome,” and their interaction as 

predictors. In cases of a significant interaction term, we tested the correlation for each 

group independently. For statistical analysis we used the statistical package for social 

sciences (SPSS), version 26. Significance level was set a-priori to α<0.05.  

 

 

 

 

3. Results 

The participants’ characteristics are presented in Table 1. For 3 PwS the LEMOCOT 

score was 0. For these participants we were unable to calculate the absolute and 

variable error. One PwS performed the LEMOCOT with only one touch on the distal 

target, and therefore the variable error value was calculated for this participant based 

on the proximal target only.  
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Table 1. Participants’ characteristics 

 
Controls 

(n=20) 

Stroke 

(n=40) 
Δ p-value 

Sex male/female 7/13 30/10  0.004 

Age years 34 (6) 65 (12) -31 <0.001 

Hight cm 167.8 (2.4) 167.4 (1.6) 0.4 0.9 

Mass kg 66.8 (3.2) 74.6 (2.4) -7.8 0.048 

Time after stroke onset days ----- 56 (6.5) ----- ----- 

Preferred walking speed m/sec 

 

 

1.31 (0.24) 0.72 (0.35) 0.59 <0.001 

Step time SD msec 12 (4.5) 65.1 (85.5) -53.1 <0.001 

Step length SD mm 28.5 (45.3) 47 (31.2) -18.5 <0.001 

Step width SD mm 23.2 (4.6) 19.2 (10.6) 4 0.003 

Step velocity SD mm/sec  60 (95) 

(0.095 

67 (46) -7 0.005 

LEMOCOT score (n) 38 (10) 14 (9) 24 <0.001 

LEMOCOT absolute error mm 11.2 (2.4) 19.3 (13.1) -8.1 0.002 

LEMOCOT variable error mm 9.3 (1.7) 13.5 (8) -4.2 0.088 

 

Values indicate mean (SD). Abbreviations: LEMOCOT, lower extremity motor coordination test.  

 
 

LEMOCOT and gait velocity 

The correlations between the LEMOCOT outcome measures (i.e., score, absolute 

error, and variable error) and the CWV are presented in Table 2. Our results, 

consistent with previous reports [23,26], indicate that CWV and performance in the 

LEMOCOT correlate, but differences were observed between PwS and healthy adults. 

 

 

 

 

Table 2. Correlations between preferred walking velocity and the LEMOCOT 

outcome measures 

 Healthy Stroke 

 coefficient 95% CI coefficient 95% CI 

Score -0.19 -0.75-0.37 0.53 0.23-0.73 

Absolute error -0.44 -0.71-(-0.12) -0.29 -0.55-0.12 

Variable error -0.49 -0.74-(-0.16) -0.18 -0.46-0.17 
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Table 3. Terms and coefficients of the STV by velocity models   

 Constant 

(95%CI) 

Group (95%CI) Velocity (95%CI) Velocity2 

(95%CI) 

p-value 

Step time 5.2 (5.6-5.8) 0.41 (0.08-0.75) -3.6 [-4.8-(-2.5)] 1.1 (0.5-1.8) <0.001 

Step length 3.9 (3.3-4.4) 3.5 (0.01-0.69) -0.8 [-1.2-(-0.4)]  <0.001 

Step width 4 (3.5-4.5) -0.41 [-0.68-(-0.14)] -1.8 [-2.8-(-0.9)] 0.86 (0.3-1.4) <0.001 

Step velocity -3.2 [-3.5-(-3)] 0.55 (0.28-0.83)   <0.001 

 

 

Gait velocity and spatiotemporal variability 

The final velocity-variability models are presented in Table 3 and in Figure 1. Briefly, 

excluding step velocity SD, all parameters correlated with CWV. Specifically, for step 

time and step width a quadratic velocity-variability relation was observed while for step 

length a linear relation was observed (after the exclusion of a single highly influential 

datapoint from a healthy participant, i.e., Cook’s distance>1). After removal of a highly 

influential datapoint (from the same participant as above), the model for step velocity 

revealed no velocity-variability dependency. In all models, the ‘Group’ term was found 

significant after controlling for walking velocity, indicating that PwS exhibited greater 

variability in the step time, step length, and step velocity than did the healthy adults. 

For step width the opposite was observed (PwS exhibited less variability than healthy 

adults).   
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Figure 1. The fitted models—red and blue lines for persons with stroke (PwS) and 

healthy adults, respectively—of the gait velocity-variability relation for each step 

parameter: step-time variability (left upper), step-length variability (right upper), step-

width variability (lower left), and step-velocity variability (lower right). The Y-axis values 

are the loge transformation of the actual values in all panels except for step velocity 

for which Y-axis values are presented in mm/sec. X-axis values in all panels are 

presented in m/sec. Red circles and blue triangles represent data of PwS and healthy 

adults, respectively. The dashed-line circle in the right panels highlights the extreme 

data point that was excluded from the models. 

 

 

 

Spatiotemporal variability and LEMOCOT 

The results of the significant models are depicted in Figure 2. The analysis revealed 

that after controlling for walking velocity, the LEMOCOT outcome measures correlated 

with the step parameters, but only in PwS. Specifically, the LEMOCOT score 

correlated with step time variability in PwS (β=-0.022, 95%CI [-0.04-(-0.003)], p=0.02) 
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but not in healthy adults (p=0.72), indicating that in PwS poor performance on the 

LEMOCOT was associated with increased step-time variability. None of the other STV 

parameters correlated with the number of touches.  

For the absolute error in the LEMOCOT we found no significant correlation with any 

of the velocity-controlled step parameters. For the variable error in the LEMOCOT we 

found a significant correlation with the velocity-controlled step-width variability 

(β=0.02, 95%CI [0.002-0.036], p=0.03) and step-length variability (β=0.023, 95%CI 

[0.001-0.045], p=0.04) in PwS but not in healthy adults. A significant correlation 

between the variable error in the LEMOCOT and step velocity variability was found in 

PwS (β=0.026, 95%CI [0.003-0.049], p=0.03), but not in healthy adults (after removing 

two highly influential data-points). 

 

 

 

Figure 2. The correlation between the LEMOCOT outcome measures and step-

variability parameters after controlling for gait velocity in healthy adults (blue circles) 

and persons with stroke (PwS) (red triangles). Red and blue lines for PwS and healthy 

adults respectively, represent the fitted models for (a) step-time variability by 

LEMOCOT score, (b) step-length variability by LEMOCOT variable error, (c) step-
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velocity variability by LEMOCOT variable error, and (d) step-width variability by 

LEMOCOT variable error. The values in panel c are presented as loge transformations, 

as the Gamma regression uses a loge link function. The dashed-line circle in panel c 

highlights the extreme data points that were excluded from the models. 

 

 

4. Discussion 

In this study, we explored whether greater STV during walking is directly related to 

deficits in motor coordination of the paretic lower limb in PwS. The main findings from 

this investigation were that STV differed between PwS and healthy adults regardless 

of their walking velocity and that the STV is directly related to the ability of PwS to 

coordinate the movements of their affected lower extremity.  

Previous reports have indicated that PwS walk at a slower velocity and with greater 

STV than do healthy individuals [17,18]. Decreased walking velocity and increased 

STV are, independently, considered indicative of poor motor control and instability, 

and serve as a biomarker for pathology and as a predictor for future falls. 

Nevertheless, it is well documented that STV is sensitive to walking velocity  [11-14], 

making it unclear whether the increased STV observed in PwS simply reflects their 

slow walking velocity. Also, it is unclear whether increased STV is a general biomarker 

for pathology or a quantitative measure of motor control deficits. 

A recent report  [28] attempted to separate the effect of stroke on STV from that of 

walking velocity, and the results agreed with ours in part. Specifically, these authors 

found that only step-time variability differed between PwS and healthy controls, after 

adjusting for walking velocity. We believe that the difference between our results and 

theirs is due to methodological differences. Mainly, these authors tested overground 

walking and used the coefficient of variation as their variability measure. Further, they 

controlled for velocity by using both participant matching and by adding velocity as a 

covariate in their model, but as a linear term. Our data clearly indicate that the velocity-

variability relation of all gait parameters is exponential, suggesting that estimates 

produced using their methods are likely inaccurate. For future investigation, we 

provide here the full models used to estimate STV from velocity including the CI of the 

coefficients.   

Regarding our main objective, we found that the performance in the LEMOCOT 

correlated with all STV parameters after controlling for velocity, but only in PwS. The 
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direction of this correlation consistently related better performance in the LEMOCOT 

with reduced gait STV. This indicates that STV is not merely a general biomarker of 

pathology but is instead sensitive to the level of coordination deficit. Interestingly, we 

found that the LEMOCOT score correlated with temporal variability (step time) but not 

with spatial variability (step length and step width). This was an unexpected finding as 

the task requires both temporal and spatial accuracy. In contrast, the variable error in 

the LEMOCOT that quantifies spatial accuracy was correlated with the spatial 

parameters of gait variability (step-length variability and step-width variability) but not 

with temporal variability. Further, variability in step velocity, which captures both 

temporal and spatial domains, was correlated only with accuracy. Handelzalts et al.  

[27] suggested that in the LEMOCOT examiners count leg movements and not “in-

target touches.” If true, then such measure emphasizes the performance in the 

temporal domain neglecting its spatial domain. The authors suggested additional 

outcome measures that emphasize the accuracy in the spatial domain [27]. The results 

of the current report do suggest that this addition is important (at least in terms of 

precision, as reflected by the VE), as these measures quantify all movements 

preformed (in- and out-of-target touches) as opposed to a binary classifying of the 

traditional score.  

Recently, Patel et al.  [29] reported that both temporal and spatial gait variability 

correlated with inter-limb coordination of walking in PwS, signifying that not only intra-

limb coordination is required for safe and stable walking. The observed relations in 

both reports should be further examined to test whether these relations are causal, 

because if this is the case, rehabilitation programs for PwS would benefit from adding 

intra- and inter-limb coordination training.  

Finally, although this is not the main objective of the current investigation, a significant 

velocity-variability correlation was found for all step parameters, except for step 

velocity. The reason for this relation remains an open question in research. One may 

speculate that both walking velocity and gait STV capture independent aspects of 

motor control. In other words, this correlation is not causal but merely relational. This 

possibility is unlikely since the within-subject effect of walking velocity has been shown 

to have a great impact on STV in both healthy and pathological populations  [11-16] 

indicating that this relation is, at least in part, causal. Another possibility is that STV 

exclusively represents executional errors. If so, the control system might allow some 

degree of error that is proportional to the magnitude of the desired outcome. In fact, 
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according to Weber’s law, the ability to sense change in a signal is proportional to its 

magnitude, meaning that the control system does not “allow” errors, but is simply 

unable to perceive and subsequently correct them. This explanation, however, has 

several problems. First, the true nature of STV seems to be much more complicated 

than simply errors in execution [30]. That is, variability is likely to represent both errors 

and flexibility, meaning that some level of variability is actually desirable  [8,30]. 

Second, while steps shorten temporally as velocity increases, they become spatially 

longer, but both temporal and spatial variability decreased as walking velocity 

increased (see Figure 1 a,b). Another possible explanation for this relation is that the 

control system does not try to actively control these variables, but rather their 

fluctuations are dictated by the forces acting on the system. In that case, as gait 

velocity increases, so does the system’s momentum, making it more stable (i.e., more 

energy is required to change its state). This possibility has some support from the 

uncontrolled manifold theory  [31,32]. According to this theory, state variables can 

fluctuate, and will not be actively controlled as long as these fluctuations do not affect 

the desired value of the state variable of interest. While what this/these state-variable/s 

might be in walking is largely unknow, in the special case of treadmill walking it might 

be the step velocity  [33,34]. This may explain why variability in step velocity was 

unrelated to the CWV in the current investigation. While there might be other 

explanations as well as combinations of the above explanations, overall, the true 

nature of this variability-velocity relation is not well understood. 

 

 

5. Limitations 

This investigation has several limitations. One important limitation is the fact that all 

PwS walked while holding the handrails while none of the healthy adults did. Holding 

the handrails provides greater support and stability that might have affected the 

magnitude of the STV observed, especially for step width. While current literature does 

support our finding of reduced variability in step width [8], it is possible that this 

observation reflects the greater support provided by the handrails. Another limitation 

is that our control group was not age matched to the PwS group. Due to this age 

difference, we cannot conclude with certainty that the difference between groups was 

derived exclusively from deficits caused by brain damage. 
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6. Conclusions 

We found that decreased performance in the LEMOCOT was associated with 

increased STV in PwS, even after controlling for walking velocity. Our results 

demonstrate the connection between lower-extremity intra-limb coordination 

impairments and deficits in gait function.    
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