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19Abstract 

20Objectives

21Coordination deficits in bilateral upper limbs make daily activities more difficult for stroke 

22survivors. Previous studies showed worse kinematics during unilateral tasks compared to 

23healthy individuals, but this was unclear for bimanual tasks. We aim to assess the potential of 

24the towel folding task from the Wolf Motor Function Assessment as a measure of bimanual 

25control by examining kinematic differences between stroke survivors and healthy individuals 

26and correlating these differences with clinical parameters in the stroke group. 

27Methods 

28This was a cross-sectional design. Seventeen people with stroke and sixteen healthy individuals 

29participated. Vicon motion capture obtained kinematics of bilateral upper limbs during the task, 

30including movement time, initiation delay, velocity, trunk displacement, smoothness, and inter-

31/intra-limb coordination. Statistical analyses compared groups and correlated kinematic 

32variables with clinical parameters. 

33Results 

34Stroke survivors had longer movement times (P < .001, Cohen’s d = 1.396), slower initiation 

35(P < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.797), lower max velocity (P = .026, Cohen’s d = -.815; P < .001, 

36Cohen’s d = -2.156; and P = .005, Cohen’s d = -.736; respectively), greater trunk displacement 

37(P < .001, Cohen’s d = 2.173 and P < .001, Cohen’s d = 1.727, respectively), less smoothness 

38(P = .031, Cohen’s d = 0.883 and P < .001, Cohen’s d = .725, respectively), and altered inter-
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39/intra-limb coordination. Regarding bilateral elbow-elbow coordination, stroke group exhibited 

40decreased in-phase patterns (P < .001, partial η² = .368) and increased anti-phase and non-

41hemiplegic elbow dominancy patterns (P = .001, partial η² = .298 and P = .004, partial η² = .244, 

42respectively). Regarding bilateral shoulder-shoulder coordination, stroke group showed 

43decreased hemiplegic shoulder leading patterns (P = .010, partial η² = .196) and increased anti-

44phase and non-hemiplegic shoulder dominancy patterns (P = .001, partial η² = .315 and P < .001, 

45partial η² = .463, respectively). For hemiplegic shoulder-elbow coordination, stroke group 

46showed decreased anti-phase patterns (P < .001, partial η² = .382) and increased elbow 

47dominancy Patterns (P < .001, partial η² = .324). Fugl-Meyer Assessment scores positively 

48correlated with smoothness and hemiplegic shoulder-elbow coordination (r = -.500, P = .039 

49and r = .600, P = .010, respectively), while Action Research Arm Test scores negatively 

50correlated with movement initiation delay (r = -.600, P = .010). 

51Conclusions 

52This study enhances understanding of the folding towel task and may provide metrics to 

53quantify bilateral coordination task performance in stroke survivors.

54Keywords 

55stroke; interlimb coordination; intralimb coordination; kinematics; upper limbs
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56Introduction

57The deficit in the upper extremities’ motor function is the most common sequelae resulting 

58from stroke, which limits patients' activities of daily living abilities, results in permanent 

59disability, and therefore brings a heavy burden to family and society (1). Recently, the majority 

60of studies focused on the hemiplegic limbs and aimed to promote independence in activities of 

61daily living (ADL) by improving the motor function of the hemiplegic limb (2-4). However, 

62most daily activities deeply rely on the cooperation and coordination of bilateral upper 

63extremities, such as operating the bottle and folding the towel. Some studies used motion 

64capture to demonstrate movement quality in the non-hemiplegic upper limb was impaired, with 

65respect to the healthy control (5), which may be partly explained through the corticospinal 

66motor tract (CST) that remains 10-15% of fibers descend the same side of the cortical area 

67between bi-hemispheres through the corpus callosum (6). In addition, compensatory strategies 

68including the overuse of the trunk and non-hemiplegic upper limb after stroke have developed 

69to assist perform ADL. Most importantly, coordination deficits in bilateral arms, including but 

70not limited to impairments in smoothness and inter-/intra-limb coordination, have been 

71observed in stroke patients, which make them complete everyday programs more difficult (7-

7211). Therefore, it is necessary to explore the changes in upper-limb bimanual coordination 

73patterns after stroke for the advancement of an effective rehabilitation program.  

74Dysfunction in upper-limb bimanual coordination can be assessed using clinical scales like 

75the Wolf Motor Function Test (WMFT). The WMFT includes 17 items that evaluate strength 

76and task performance based on performance time and functional ability (12, 13). Of the WMFT 

77items, folding a towel assesses upper-limb bimanual coordination by having the client grasp, 

78and then fold the towel in half. However, clinical assessments face significant floor and ceiling 

79effects (14) and are not sensitive enough to identify compensatory strategies like trunk 
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80displacement and overuse of the non-hemiplegic limb (7). They also fail to capture motor 

81quality variables, such as smoothness and inter/intra-limb coordination, due to the use of ordinal 

82scales (15).

83Kinematic assessments using motion capture systems overcome these disadvantages by 

84providing objective parameters that capture movement quality and monitor compensatory 

85movements without floor or ceiling effects (16). Recent studies have shown that features 

86extracted from motion capture can clearly distinguish between healthy individuals and stroke 

87patients during various functional movements (reaching, drinking water) and correlate with the 

88severity of stroke-specific impairments (17-26). The Second Stroke Recovery and 

89Rehabilitation Roundtable highlighted the benefits of using kinematic variables to assess upper 

90extremity function in stroke patients during functional tasks (27). However, most studies focus 

91on the hemiplegic upper limb, with no research exploring the feasibility of using kinematic data 

92and motion capture to quantify bimanual coordination tasks in people with stroke. A 

93standardized and widely used, folding towel could be valuable for assessing bilateral 

94coordination. A comprehensive assessment of spatiotemporal variables and movement quality 

95is essential for identifying specific issues with bimanual coordination in stroke patients (10, 

9611). This approach allows for targeted, evidence-based plans to improve coordinated 

97performance.

98Based on the above, this study aimed to (1) use kinematic data from optical motion capture 

99to quantify the movement quality of the towel folding, (2) explore the differences in kinematic 

100parameters between stroke patients and healthy individuals during this bimanual task, and (3) 

101determine the relationship between kinematic variables from towel folding and upper limb 

102impairment or activity limitations assessed by clinical scales in people with stroke. This 

103approach aims to provide precise rehabilitation interventions and quantitative assessments of 
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104treatment outcomes.

105Materials and Methods

106Experimental design

107This cross-sectional study enrolled a total of 33 participants, with 17 people with stroke and 16 

108healthy individuals between the ages of 18 and 75 years. Participants were recruited from local 

109self-help organizations for stroke survivors from March 2022 to December 2022. Ethical 

110approval was obtained from the Institute Review Board of the Hong Kong Polytechnic 

111University (HSEARS20220125002). Written informed consent was obtained for all study 

112participants enrolled in the study. The study was conducted in the university motion capture 

113laboratory.

114Inclusion and exclusion criteria

115All participants with stroke met all of the following criteria: (1) between 18 and 75 years of 

116age, (2) diagnosed as first-ever stroke, confirmed by neuroimaging examination, (3) with mild 

117or moderate motor impairment by Upper Limb Fugl Meyer Assessment (31 < UE-FMA < 66) 

118(19), (4) with post-acute stroke (> 3 months after the ictus) (28); (5) able to follow instructions 

119and carry out the experimental procedure with both arms. All healthy controls met all of the 

120following criteria: (1) between 18 and 75 years of age, (2) right-hand dominant, (3) without a 

121history of epilepsy or other psychiatric episodes.

122All participants who met any of the following criteria were excluded: (1) current use of 

123central neural system-affect medications, (2) other diseases substantially affecting the motor 

124function of upper extremities and hands.
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125Experimental setup and procedure

126This study used a Vicon’s motion system with nine infrared cameras operating at 100 Hz to 

127track the 3D movements of 50 reflective markers placed on a participant's trunk and bilateral 

128upper limbs (Fig 1). Visual3D software (C-Motion, Rockville, MD, USA) was utilized to create 

129a scaled human model for each participant. The movement analysis was based on an X-Y-Z 

130coordinate system, where X represented lateral-to-medial direction, Y represented anterior-to-

131posterior direction, and Z represented vertical direction.

132Fig 1. Markers placement

133Participants were seated without back support and performed a towel-folding task 

134following specific steps:

1351. First, they placed both arms on the table with hands flat, shoulders neutral, and elbows 

136bent (Fig 2a). Next, they reached to grasp the towel's corners and folded it front to back (Fig 

1372b). Then, one hand (hemiplegic for participants with stroke, non-dominant for healthy 

138individuals) grasped the towel's corners while the other returned to the initial position (Fig 2c). 

139Following this, the towel was folded from side to side using the hemiplegic hand (Fig 2s). 

140Finally, the hemiplegic hand returned to the initial position (Fig 2e).

1412. A total of 5 trials was recorded, with 20 seconds between each trial, ensuring a self-

142paced and standardized procedure for data collection.

143Fig 2. Steps of folding the towel

144Outcome measures

145The Upper Extremity Fugl-Meyer Assessment (UE-FMA) and the Action Research Arm Test 

146(ARAT) were used for standardized assessments in people with stroke. 
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147The UE-FMA is a validated measure of movement impairment in stroke individuals (29, 

14830). The scale consists of 33 items to assess movements, reflexes, and coordination of the 

149shoulder, elbow, forearm, wrist, and hand. The UE-FMA ranges from 0-66 points, with a 

150maximum score of 66 points indicating the least motor deficit, with a score >31 indicating 

151moderate or mild upper limb impairment (19).

152The ARAT is a validated measure of upper limb functional limitations and activity levels 

153in stroke individuals (31, 32). The scale comprises 19 items where 0 indicates no movement 

154and 3 indicates normal movement. Items are categorized into 4 subscales (grasp, grip, pinch, 

155and gross movement) to assess upper extremity performance of coordination, dexterity, and 

156functioning. The ARAT total score ranges from 0 to 57, with a higher score indicating better 

157performance (33).

158Data reduction and analysis

159Reflective markers were labeled, and missing data were gap-filled using Nexus software 

160(version 2.5). Visual 3D software (C-Motion, Rockville, MD, USA) was used to perform 

161biomechanical modeling. Joint angles and joint velocity were extracted for further analysis. 

162VectorCodeR package was used to calculate the coupling angle (CA) in the sagittal plane. 

163Definitions of different kinematics variables were represented in detail in Table 1. 

164Peak velocities were determined based on the whole process of the task as follows: 

Peak velocity = max ( (𝑥𝑖)2 + (𝑦𝑖)2 + (𝑧𝑖)2 ) (1)

165where 𝑥𝑖, 𝑦𝑖, and 𝑧𝑖 are the coordinates of a marker, and i is the index of a frame.
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166The total displacement of the trunk was defined as the sum of absolute displacements 

167in all frames as follows:
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168 Table 1. Definitions of kinematics variables used in the study.

Parameter units Description

Joint angles deg

Using Visual 3D finish calculating targeted and interested joint angles, including shoulder 

flexion and extension, elbow flexion and extension, wrist flexion and extension, and trunk 

flexion, extension, and lateral flexion.

Spatiotemporal 

variables

Movement time s

Movement time referred to the entire process of folding the towel, including phase I: the time 

of folding the towel from anterior to posterior using bilateral upper limbs and releasing the 

non-hemiplegic hand (i.e., replacing the non-hemiplegic hand with the dominant hand for 

healthy individuals); phase II: the time of folding the towel from the same side to the opposite 

side using the non-hemiplegic hand (i.e., replacing the non-hemiplegic hand with dominant 

hand for healthy individuals) and returning the initial position. Repeating five times.

Total time = 
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Movement 

initiation delay
s

Referred to the difference in time between the initiation of the movement by the non-

hemiplegic (or dominant) upper limb and that of the hemiplegic (or non-dominant) upper limb. 

The initiation was defined as the start of phase I when the subjects moved faster than 5cm/s 

(34).

Peak velocity m/s
Peak velocity was closely related to the angular velocity of each segment. A peak velocity of 

the shoulder, elbow, and hand joint was obtained during a maximum angular velocity (35).

Trunk 

displacement
m

The displacement of the trunk contained the max displacement and the total displacement. Of 

those, the former was defined as the maximum displacement during folding the towel. The 

latter was defined to be the sum of absolute displacements in all frames (36).

Smoothness
deg/s

3

Using jerk square mean value (JSM) described the upper limb joint movement smoothness 

index during the folding towel (25).Movement quality-

related variables Inter-limb 

Coordination
deg

Vector coding was also known as an angle-angle coordination diagram (37), including angle 

changes of bilateral elbow flexion extension and angle changes of bilateral shoulder flexion 
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extension.

Intra-limb 

Coordination
deg

Vector coding was also known as an angle-angle coordination diagram. Angle changes of 

shoulder flexion extension and elbow flexion extension of the hemiplegic upper limb.
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Total displacement = ∑𝑛
𝑖=1 (𝑥𝑖+1−𝑥𝑖)2 + (𝑦𝑖+1−𝑦𝑖)

2 (2)

170Maximum displacement of the trunk was defined as the maximum absolute 

171displacement in all frames as follows:

Maximum displacement = (𝑥𝑚𝑎𝑥−𝑥𝑖)2 + (𝑦𝑚𝑎𝑥−𝑦𝑖)2 (3)

172where 𝑥𝑖 and 𝑦𝑖 were the coordinates of a marker, and i was the index of a static frame.

173Smoothness was quantified using the jerk square mean value (JSM) (25). JSM served as 

174the average of the square of the joint angle third derivative value, according to the jerk third 

175derivative of the position data as follows. Each subject’s JSM values were calculated for the 

176shoulder, elbow, and wrist joints. Movement smoothness seemed to decrease when JSM 

177increased:

JSM=
1
𝑛∑𝑛

𝑖=1 𝑓𝑖2 (4)

𝑓𝑖=degree/𝑠3 (5)

178𝑓𝑖 represented the jerk value of joint angles that were calculated by the third derivative of 

179the joint angles. n served as the number of data points.

180Coordination between and within limbs was quantified using the vector coding 

181techniques described by Needham et al. (37, 38). Vector coding measured the continuous 

182interaction between two adjacent segments by analyzing the vector orientation between 

183consecutive data points on the angle-angle diagram. This vector orientation, known as the 

184coupling angle (CA), ranges from 0-360°. This study focused on bilateral elbow flexion-

185extension, bilateral shoulder flexion-extension, and hemiplegic shoulder and elbow flexion-
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186extension couplings. Each coordination included four patterns (39).

187For each instant (i) during folding the towel cycle, the coupling angles (γi) were obtained 

188based on the consecutive proximal segment angles (shoulder) or hemiplegic side angle (non-

189dominant for healthy individuals) (θP(i), θP(i+1)) and consecutive distal segment angles (elbow) 

190or non-hemiplegic side (dominant for healthy individuals) (θD(i), θD(i+1)) as follows:

γ𝑖 = 𝐴𝑟𝑐𝑡𝑎𝑛(θ𝐷(𝑖 + 1)− θ𝐷(𝑖)
θ𝑃(𝑖 + 1)−θ𝑃(𝑖) ).

180
p   θP(i+1) - θP(i) > 0 (6)

γ𝑖 = 𝐴𝑟𝑐𝑡𝑎𝑛(θ𝐷(𝑖 + 1)− θ𝐷(𝑖)
θ𝑃(𝑖 + 1)−θ𝑃(𝑖) ).

180
p +180  θP(i+1) - θP(i) < 0 (7)

191The following conditions were applied as follows:

γi = 90 θP(i+1) - θP(i) = 0 & θD(i+1) - θD(i) > 0 (8)

γi = - 90 θP(i+1) - θP(i) = 0 & θD(i+1) - θD(i) < 0 (8)

γi = - 180 θP(i+1) - θP(i) < 0 & θD(i+1) - θD(i) = 0 (8)

γi = Undefined θP(i+1) - θP(i) = 0 & θD(i+1) - θD(i) = 0 (8)

192The coupling angle (γi) was corrected to present a value between 0 and 360 as follows (37, 

19340).

γi =  {γi + 360 γi < 0
γi              γi ≥ 0 (9)

194For ease of analysis and visualization, the similarity among three coordination patterns 

195(bilateral elbow-elbow, bilateral shoulder-shoulder, and hemiplegic shoulder-elbow) between 

196stroke and healthy individuals was calculated using the unit vector scalar product (DOT). DOT 
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197was maximum when the angles between two vectors were 0° (Fig 3). DOT was zero when the 

198angle between two vectors was 90° as follows:

UVi =
Xi

∑N
i=1 xi

2 (10)

DOT =
UVi_stroke ∗ UVi_healthy

||UVi_stroke|| ||UVi_healthy||
(11)

199Xi is the ith percentage of N basic vectors.

200Fig 3. DOT between individuals with stroke and health.

201Statistical analysis 

202R software v.4.2.2 (R Development Core Team, 2010) served as performing data analysis. The 

203normality of the distribution of all variables was tested using Shapiro-Wilk’s test (41). Two-

204independent sample t-test, Mann–Whitney U test, and chi-squared test to examine the 

205differences in demographic, kinematic variables, and clinical parameters between the two 

206groups. 

207To determine whether the mean differences in inter-/intra-limb coordination (each 

208coordination included four patterns) were significant between the two groups, a multivariate 

209analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed. Multiple comparisons were performed via 

210Bonferroni adjustments at p < 0. 0125. 

211Pearson’s r correlation or Spearman rank order correlation was applied to test the 

212correlation between kinematic variables and clinical parameters, depending on the data 
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213distribution. The statistics level was set at p<0.05. The effect size of the difference between 

214groups was calculated by Cohen’s d and partial eta squared, where 0.2, 0.5, 0.8, and 0.01, 0.06, 

215and 0.14 demonstrated small, medium, and large effect sizes, respectively, and the 

216corresponding values for r were 0.1, 0.3, and 0.5 (42).

217Results

218Participants characteristics

219Seventeen post-acute stroke individuals with mild-moderate motor impairment and sixteen 

220right-handed healthy individuals were enrolled. There were no significant differences in age 

221and gender between the two groups (Table 2). 

222Table 2. Demographic data and clinical assessments between stroke and healthy group

Demographic data
Stroke Group

(n = 17)

Healthy Group

(n = 16)
P value

Age 63.0 (5.3) 62.3 (6.3) 0.892

Sex (M/F) 9/8 9/7 1.000

Hemiplegic side/Handedness 

(R/L)
7/11 R:16; L:0 NA

Post-stroke duration (month) 4.6 (1.9) NA NA

Clinical parameters

UE-FMA 43.0 (19.0) NA NA

ARAT 50.0 (28.0) NA NA

223Mean (SD); SD: standard deviation; M: male; F: female; R: right; L left.

224UE-FMA: Upper Extremity Fugl-Meyer Assessment; ARAT: Action research arm test.

225Median (IQR); IQR: interquartile range
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226Exploring Kinematic Variables and Clinical Parameters

227Time and Velocity

228Compared to the healthy group, the stroke group had significantly longer movement time (mean 

229difference = 27.9 s; P < .001; Cohen’s d = 1.396) and movement initiation delay (mean 

230difference = .3 s; P < .001; Cohen’s d = .797) while folding the towel. In addition, compared 

231with the healthy group, the stroke group had significantly lower peak velocities on non-

232hemiplegic elbow and bilateral shoulder joints (Tables 3 and 4). We found no notable 

233differences in hemiplegic elbow velocity of stroke patients and non-dominant elbow velocity 

234of healthy controls (Table 4).

235Table 3. Kinematic variables between stroke and healthy group

Stroke Group 

(n = 17)

Healthy Group

(n = 16)

Kinematic Variables

Hemiplegic Non-

hemiplegic

Non-dominant 

(Left)

Dominant

(Right)

Time and Peak velocity /units

Movement time /s 45.3 (26.9) 17.4 (5.9)

Movement initiation delay /s 0.3 (0.5) 0.1 (0.1)

Max elbow velocity /ms-1 174.2

(110.8)

128.0

(87.1)

181.8

(40.9)

164.4

(49.6)

Max shoulder velocity/ms-1 127.1

(61.6)

107.2

(63.2)

213.3

(24.8)

137.5

（55.0）

Compensatory Trunk Displacement /units

Total displacement of trunk/m 0.6 (0.2) 0.2 (0.1)

Max displacement of trunk/m 0.1 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1)

Smoothness – JSM value (JSM increased, smoothness decreased) /units

JSM value of elbow /deg*s-3 1131.5

(940.1)

810.5

(2502.9)

1930.6

(913.3)

884.7

(391.8)

JSM value of shoulder /deg*s-3 322.3 237.0 116.5 67.1
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(324.9) (690.8) (93.7) (48.6)

JSM value of wrist /deg*s-3 2.5

(4.2)

1.9

(2.3)

0.3

(0.1)

4.2

(11.0)

Inter-limb and intra-limb coordination patterns /units

In phase 32.9 (8.3) 45.6 (8.8)

Anti-phase 18.2 (8.5) 9.3 (4.0)

Hemiplegic/Non-dominant 

elbow joint leading

31.8 (4.8) 35.7 (10.4)
Elbow-elbow 

coordination 

(frequency)
Non-hemiplegic/Dominant 

elbow joint leading

17.0 (7.5) 9.4 (7.2)

In phase 41.7 (21.7) 51.5 (6.6)

Anti-phase 14.1 (5.7) 7.3 (3.9)

Hemiplegic/Non-dominant 

shoulder joint leading

24.6 (12.7) 34.1 (7.1)

Shoulder-

shoulder 

coordination 

(frequency) Non-hemiplegic/Dominant 

shoulder joint leading

19.7 (8.2) 7.1 (5.0)

In phase 14.2 (5.8) 12.1 (4.1)

Anti-phase 38.7 (9.5) 52.3 (7.9)

shoulder joint leading 26.5 (8.7) 23.1 (6.6)

Hemiplegic/

Non-dominant 

shoulder-elbow 

coordination 

(frequency)
elbow joint leading 20.7 (5.9) 12.4 (6.3)

236Mean (SD); SD: standard deviation; JSM: jerk square mean value.

237Table 4. Difference of kinematic variables between stroke and healthy group during the 

238folding towel task.

Variables
Mean 

difference
P value

Effect size 

(d)

Time and Velocity/units

Movement time / s 27.9 0.000* 1.396

Movement initiation delay / s 0.3 0.000* 0.797
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Max hemiplegic/non-dominant elbow 

velocity /ms-1
-7.6 0.179 -0.148

Max non-hemiplegic/dominant elbow 

velocity /ms-1
-36.4 0.026* -0.815

Max hemiplegic/non-dominant shoulder 

velocity /ms-1
-86.1 0.000* -2.156

Max non-hemiplegic/dominant shoulder 

velocity /ms-1
-30.3 0.005* -0.736

Compensatory trunk displacement/units

Total displacement of the trunk a /m 0.4 0.000* 2.173

Max displacement of the trunk a /m 0.1 0.000* 1.727

Smoothness - JSM value (JSM increased, smoothness decreased) / units

Hemiplegic/non-dominant elbow 

smoothness a /deg*s-3
-799.1 0.014* -0.909

Non-hemiplegic/dominant elbow 

smoothness /deg*s-3
-74.3 0.000* -2.177

Hemiplegic/non-dominant shoulder 

smoothness /deg*s-3
205.7 0.031* 0.883

Non-hemiplegic/dominant shoulder 

smoothness /deg*s-3
169.9 0.958 0.128

Hemiplegic/non-dominant wrist 

smoothness /deg*s-3
2.2 0.000* 0.725

Non-hemiplegic/dominant wrist 

smoothness /deg*s-3
-2.3 0.003* -0.331

Variables Mean difference P value Effect size
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(Partial η²)

Elbow-elbow coordination * / frequency (p < 0.01, η² = 0.428)

In phase -12.7 0.000* 0.368

Anti phase 8.9 0.001* 0.298

Hemiplegic/Non-dominant 

elbow joint leading
-3.9 0.166 0.061

Non-hemiplegic/Dominant 

elbow joint leading
7.6 0.004* 0.244

Shoulder-shoulder coordination* / frequency (p < 0.01, η² = 0.552)

In phase -9.8 0.147 0.067

Anti phase 6.7 0.001* 0.315

Hemiplegic/Non-dominant 

shoulder joint leading
-9.5 0.010* 0.196

Non-hemiplegic/Dominant 

shoulder joint leading
12.5 0.000* 0.463

Hemiplegic/Non-Dominant Shoulder-Elbow Coordination* / Frequency (p < 0.01, η² = 0.516)

In phase 2.0 0.391 0.024

Anti phase -13.6 0.000* 0.382

Shoulder joint leading 3.4 0.169 0.060

Elbow joint leading 8.2 0.000* 0.324

239Mean difference = value of variables in stroke - the value of variables in healthy

240a. indicated the results analyzed by the independent t-test.

241* Difference was significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

242JSM: jerk square mean value.

243Compensatory Trunk Displacement
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244Compared to the healthy group, the stroke group exhibited notably larger total and peak trunk 

245displacements (mean difference = 36.0 mm; P < .001; Cohen’s d = 2.173 and mean difference 

246= 7.7 mm; P = .014; Cohen’s d = -0.909, respectively) (Tables 3 and 4). 

247Smoothness

248We found that compared to the healthy group, the stroke group showed significantly increased 

249JSM values (i.e., decreased smoothness) in the bilateral shoulder (mean difference = 205.7 

250deg*s-3; P = .031; Cohen’s d = .883 and mean difference = 169.9 deg*s-3; P = .958; Cohen’s d 

251= .128, respectively), and hemiplegic wrist joints (mean difference = 2.2 deg*s-3; P < .001; 

252Cohen’s d = .725). However, compared to the healthy group, we found that the stroke group 

253had notably decreased JSM values in bilateral elbow (mean difference = -799.1 deg*s-3; P 

254= .014; Cohen’s d = -.909 and mean difference = -74.3 deg*s-3; P < .001; Cohen’s d = -2.177, 

255respectively) and non-hemiplegic wrist (mean difference = -2.3 deg*s-3; P = .003; Cohen’s d = 

256-.331) (Tables 3 and 4). 

257Inter-limb and Intra-limb Coordination

258We found significantly different coordination patterns between the two groups (Tables 3 and 4 

259and Fig 4). Regarding the bilateral elbow-elbow coordination pattern frequency (Fig 4a), we 

260observed that compared to the healthy group, the stroke group showed significantly decreased 

261frequency distribution for the in-phase (mean difference = -12.7; P < .001; partial η² = .368) 

262and increased frequency distribution for the anti-phase and the non-hemiplegic elbow 

263dominancy (mean difference = 8.9; P = .001; partial η² = .298 and mean difference = 7.6; P 

264= .004; partial η² = .244, respectively). Regarding the bilateral shoulder-shoulder coordination 

265pattern frequency (Fig 4b), we observed that compared to the healthy group, the stroke group 

266showed significantly decreased frequency distribution for the hemiplegic shoulder leading 
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267(mean difference = -9.5; P = .010; partial η² = .196) and increased frequency distribution for 

268the anti-phase and the non-hemiplegic shoulder dominancy (mean difference = 6.7; P = .001; 

269partial η² = .315 and mean difference = 12.5; P < .001; partial η² = .463, respectively). For the 

270hemiplegic shoulder-elbow coordination pattern frequency (Fig 4c), we observed that compared 

271to the healthy group, the stroke group showed significantly decreased frequency distribution 

272for the anti-phase (mean difference = -13.6; P < .001; partial η² = .382) and increased frequency 

273distribution for the elbow dominancy (mean difference = 8.2; P < .001; partial η² = .324).

274Fig 4. Differences in coordination pattern frequency between stroke and healthy group. 

275(a). Elbow-elbow; (b) Shoulder-shoulder; (c) Hemiplegic shoulder-elbow.

276Correlation coefficient

277In the stroke group, we observed statistically significant positive associations between UE-

278FMA and movement-quality kinematic variables (Table 5). Specifically, the JSM value of the 

279bilateral elbow decreased when UE-FMA score increased (r = -.500; P = .039 and r = -.670; P 

280= .004, respectively). The JSM value of the hemiplegic shoulder and wrist decreased when UE-

281FMA score increased (r = -.540; P = .024 and r = -.520; P = .033, respectively). Additionally, 

282stroke individuals showed greater hemiplegic shoulder-elbow coordination as UE-FMA score 

283increased (r = .600; P = .010). 

284Negative associations of ARAT with both the JSM values of the non-hemiplegic elbow (r = 

285-.650; P = .005) and movement initiation delay (r = -.600; P = .010) were observed.

286No significant relationships of clinical parameters with both trunk displacements and velocity 

287were observed. Additionally, there was no notable association between UE-FMA and interlimb 

288coordination patterns and between ARAT and inter-/intra-limb coordination patterns (Table 5).
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289Table 5. Correlation coefficient between kinematic variables and clinical assessment in 
290stroke group

Kinematic Variables
Clinical 

Assessment

Correlation Coefficient 

[95%CI]

P 

value

Time and Velocity 

UE-FMA -0.320 [-0.694, 0.190] 0.217
Movement time

ARAT -0.350 [-0.711, 0.157] 0.174

UE-FMA -0.340 [-0.705, 0.168] 0.179
Movement initiation delay

ARAT -0.600 [-0.839, -0.168] 0.010*

UE-FMA -0.130 [-0.575, 0.374] 0.607
Max hemiplegic elbow velocity

ARAT 0.210 [-0.301, 0.627] 0.425

UE-FMA -0.038 [-0.509, 0.451] 0.884Max non-hemiplegic elbow 

velocity ARAT 0.230 [-0.282 ,0.640] 0.370

UE-FMA -0.260 [-0.659, 0.252] 0.311
Max hemiplegic shoulder velocity 

ARAT -0.130 [-0.575, 0.374] 0.607

UE-FMA -0.060 [-0.525, 0.433] 0.818Max non-hemiplegic shoulder 

velocity ARAT 0.230 [-0.282, 0.640] 0.384

Compensatory trunk displacement

UE-FMA 0.240 [-0.272, 0.646] 0.355
Max displacement 

ARAT -0.022 [-0.497, 0.464] 0.933

UE-FMA 0.074 [-0.422, 0.536] 0.778
Total displacement 

ARAT 0.079 [-0.417, 0.539] 0.763

Smoothness - JSM value (i.e., JSM increased, smoothness decreased)

UE-FMA -0.500 [-0.791, -0.025] 0.039*
 Hemiplegic elbow smoothness

ARAT -0.190 [-0.615, 0.320] 0.456

UE-FMA -0.670 [-0.870, -0.280] 0.004* Non-hemiplegic elbow 

smoothness ARAT -0.650 [-0.861, -0.246] 0.005*

UE-FMA -0.540 [-0.810, -0.080] 0.024*
 Hemiplegic shoulder smoothness

ARAT -0.240 [-0.646, 0.272] 0.357

UE-FMA -0.240 [-0.646, 0.272] 0.345 Non-hemiplegic shoulder 

smoothness ARAT -0.026 [-0.500, 0.460] 0.921

UE-FMA -0.520 [-0.800, -0.052] 0.033*
 Hemiplegic wrist smoothness

ARAT  -0.360 [-0.717, 0.146] 0.152
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UE-FMA -0.370 [-0.722, 0.135] 0.147 Non-hemiplegic wrist 

smoothness ARAT -0.290 [-0.676, 0.222] 0.261

Inter-limb and intra-limb coordination

UE-FMA 0.380 [-0.123, 0.728] 0.137
DOT: elbow-elbow

ARAT 0.430 [-0.064, 0.755] 0.085

UE-FMA -0.025 [-0.500, 0.461] 0.925
DOT: shoulder-shoulder a

ARAT 0.038 [-0.451, 0.509] 0.884

UE-FMA 0.600 [0.168, 0.840] 0.010*DOT: hemiplegic/left shoulder-

elbow a ARAT 0.390 [-0.112, 0.733] 0.126

291UE-FMA: The Upper Extremity scores of the Fugl-Meyer Assessment; ARAT: the Action 

292Research Arm Test. DOT: the unit vector scalar product.

293Hand velocity undergoing folding the towel

294In both healthy individuals using their non-dominant hand and stroke survivors using their 

295hemiplegic hand, a similar pattern of variation in hand speed was observed while folding a 

296towel (Fig 5). The hand speed changed throughout the task, increasing and then decreasing at 

297each phase. The highest hand speed for both healthy individuals and stroke survivors was during 

298Phase e of the task. Furthermore, the hemiplegic hand had a more frequent and limited range of 

299speed changes during task completion compared to the non-dominant hand where the maximum 

300speed change was 31.6% of that of healthy individuals (Figs 5a and 5b).

301Fig 5. Curves of hand velocity variation throughout the total movement time in one stroke 

302and healthy individual. Phase a: Reaching the towel with bilateral hands; Phase b: The first 

303fold, folding the towel with bilateral hands from the anterior to posterior; Phase c: The unilateral 

304hand grasping the same side corner of the towel (i.e., the hemiplegic hand for stroke patients; 

305the non-dominant hand for healthy controls); Phase d: The second fold, folding the towel to the 

306opposite side with the selected unilateral hand; Phase e: Returning the hand to the initial 

307position. (a) Curves of non-dominant hand velocity variation throughout the total movement 
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308time in one representative healthy individual; (b) Curves of hemiplegic hand velocity variation 

309throughout the total movement time in one representative stroke individual.

310Discussion

311Our results showed that stroke individuals had longer time, slower initiation, lower max 

312velocity, greater trunk displacement, fewer smoothness movements in the bilateral shoulder and 

313hemiplegic wrist, and different coordination patterns compared to healthy controls. 

314Additionally, we found that the UE-FMA was positively correlated with smoothness and intra-

315limb coordination, while the ARAT was negatively correlated with initiation delay in people 

316with stroke.

317Difference in time and peak velocity between the two groups

318Previous evidence has shown that movements in stroke individuals were slower compared to 

319healthy individuals when performing unilateral tasks (17, 43). Our study extends these findings 

320to bilateral tasks in stroke individuals, suggesting that movement time is effective for 

321distinguishing between post-acute stroke and healthy individuals.

322We found that stroke individuals exhibited similar elbow velocity on the hemiplegic side during 

323bilateral tasks compared to healthy individuals. This finding was partly in line with previous 

324evidence. Specifically, Hussain et al. (2018) documented that compared to control, stroke 

325individuals with moderate impairment, not mild, displayed a significantly decreased peak 

326velocity (43). It implies that the measure's sensitivity varies with the severity of impairment.

327Compensatory trunk displacement 

328One notable distinction in movement patterns between the two groups was that stroke survivors 
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329tended to bend their trunks to fold a towel that was well within their arm's reach (44). This 

330compensatory strategy has been reported in earlier studies in unilateral reaching tasks (17, 19, 

33122). One possible explanation for this strategy is that the trunk may be controlled by the bilateral 

332CST and therefore less impaired than the arm, which is predominantly controlled by the 

333unilateral CST (45, 46). Another possible explanation is that the subject may fix the shoulder 

334girdle to the trunk in an attempt to stabilize the unstable upper limb, reducing the number of 

335degrees of freedom related to the upper limb. This could be supported by other findings of 

336reduced variability in elbow and shoulder movements in stroke individuals with severe 

337impairment (19). The additional trunk recruitment may supplant the reduced shoulder and 

338elbow movement and provide the system additional stability. Another possibility was that the 

339trunk muscles were recruited first to contribute to the task because of a lower threshold (47).

340Difference in smoothness between the two groups

341Our findings suggest that differences in movement smoothness between stroke and healthy 

342individuals vary by joints. Previous studies have shown worse smoothness in the hemiplegic 

343upper limb during drinking tasks in stroke individuals compared to healthy individuals (17, 43, 

34448). Consistent with these findings, we observed decreased movement smoothness in the 

345hemiplegic wrist and bilateral shoulders compared to healthy controls (49, 50), likely due to 

346impaired motor control from muscle weakness and spasticity (51). 

347Interestingly, we found increased smoothness in the non-hemiplegic wrist and bilateral elbows 

348compared to healthy controls. This might be because the longer movement time in stroke 

349participants resulted in smaller JSM values for non-hemiplegic joints. Additionally, the 

350simplicity of elbow movements in the task may have contributed to relatively intact smoothness 

351in the hemiplegic elbow. However, the variability in task performance among participants 

352means these findings should be interpreted cautiously.
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353Differences in the frequency distribution in inter-limb and intra-

354limb coordination between the two groups

355Previous studies used vector coding techniques to explore coordination patterns of bilateral 

356lower limbs during walking in healthy individuals (37, 38). Our study is the first to apply this 

357technique to bilateral upper limbs in stroke individuals. Our findings revealed that stroke 

358individuals exhibited notable increases in anti-phase and non-hemiplegic dominancy in bilateral 

359coordination patterns compared to healthy individuals. Previous studies and our study have 

360observed movement initiation delay between the hemiplegic and non-hemiplegic side of stroke 

361individuals during functional tasks (52, 53). Additionally, stroke individuals often compensate 

362for their hemiplegic upper limb by using their non-hemiplegic limb (7). It implies that increased 

363frequency for anti-phase and non-hemiplegic leading may aid in performing bilateral 

364occupational activities in people with stroke. 

365Additionally, our results suggest that individuals with stroke tended to exhibit increases in 

366hemiplegic elbow leading and decreases in anti-phase in intra-limb coordination patterns 

367compared to healthy individuals. This aligns well with the previous study that found 

368significantly decreased anti-phase in stroke individuals than healthy individuals (17). It is 

369plausible that damage in CST made the ability to voluntarily move one segment independently 

370of other segments dramatically decrease in stroke individuals (54-56). For instance, stroke 

371individuals used the abnormal synergistic shoulder and elbow coupling to compensate for 

372insufficient isolated shoulder flexion for adaptively completing reaching tasks, compared with 

373healthy individuals (22). Further, Cirstea and Levin (2000) found that the elbow movement was 

374initiated first during activities compared to the hemiplegic upper limb. This implies that 

375enhancement in elbow leading and limitation in the anti-phase pattern in intra-limb coordination 

376pattern was an integral part of the bilateral functional activities to promote the activities for 
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377stroke individuals (19). Furthermore, they partly explained the difference in intralimb 

378coordination between stroke and healthy individuals through limited active ranges of motion 

379and changes in motor thresholds for a group of muscles (19).

380Correlations between kinematic variables and clinical parameters 

381in stroke group

382Our findings revealed that UE-FMA was positively associated with smoothness and ARAT was 

383negatively associated with delayed initiation. These findings were consistent with previous 

384studies (57, 58). For instance, a study reported that the UE-FMA score increased when the 

385smoothness of the hemiplegic hand increased during unilateral tasks (57). Further, Alt Murphy 

386et al. (58) found that ARAT was notably correlated with movement time in stroke individuals 

387during drinking tasks. Our results confirmed and extended these findings to bilateral functional 

388tasks. These findings further support the notion that temporal kinematic variables were 

389associated with clinical parameters involving the time component for task completion and 

390movement quality-related kinematic variables were linked to clinical parameters involving the 

391ability to perform joint movement (59).

392Of note, our results suggest that UE-FMA was strongly related to intra-limb coordination 

393patterns rather than bilateral coordination patterns in stroke individuals, likely due to UE-FMA 

394mainly assesses hemiplegic upper limb motor function involving both multiple joints synergic 

395and isolated movements (29). It implies that intra-limb may be a valuable tool for evaluating 

396stroke movement quality.

397No notable relationship between ARAT and inter/intra-limb coordination was observed, 

398possibly because ARAT mainly focuses on task completion within a limited time and 

399performance quality (33, 58). These findings suggest that inter/intra-limb coordination was 

 . CC-BY 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 September 4, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.03.24313027doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.03.24313027
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


400indicative of changes in movement patterns and movement quality (i.e., impairment) rather than 

401time and performance quality (i.e., activity).

402Limitations

403There are several limitations to consider. Firstly, the small sample size of stroke and healthy 

404individuals limits the generalizability of the results. Future studies should include a larger 

405number of participants to enhance the applicability of the findings to the broader stroke 

406population. Secondly, the accuracy of shoulder movement analysis is a concern. The shoulder 

407is a complex joint, and there is debate over the best methods to calculate the centers of the 

408glenohumeral, acromioclavicular, and sternoclavicular joints, as well as the definition of the 0-

409degree position and the computation of the range of motion (60). Thirdly, the study did not 

410extract kinematic variables related to shoulder abduction-adduction during the towel-folding 

411task. People with stroke often compensate with shoulder abduction in upper limb tasks, which 

412limits the accuracy of the coordination pattern analysis between bilateral upper limbs and within 

413the hemiplegic upper extremity.

414Conclusions

415This study deepens the understanding of the folding towel task, a component of the Wolf Motor 

416Function assessment, by identifying kinematic features linked to motor impairments in people 

417with stroke. Kinematic assessments of interlimb and intralimb coordination prove sensitive in 

418detecting differences in coordination patterns between people with stroke and healthy 

419individuals during bilateral functional tasks. These metrics offer a precise quantification of the 

420quality of bilateral coordination performance in people with stroke.
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