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Abstract 17 

Introduction: Despite the growing concern regarding a potential increase in the number of older 18 
adults with frailty owing to an aging global population, the characteristics of bimanual coordination 19 
in such older adults remain unclear. This study aimed to compare bimanual coordinated movements 20 
among community-dwelling older adults with frailty, pre-frailty, and robust health and identify the 21 
specific characteristics of these movements in older adults with frailty. Methods: Participants were 22 
divided into frail, pre-frail, and robust groups on the basis of Kihon Checklist scores; they performed 23 
in-phase (tapping the thumb and index finger together as fast as possible) and anti-phase (alternating 24 
the movement between the left and right fingers) bimanual coordination tasks, and the task 25 
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parameters were then compared among the groups. Results: The total travel distance during the anti-26 
phase task in the frail group was significantly shorter than that in the robust group. However, all three 27 
groups showed lower finger dexterity during the anti-phase task than the in-phase task and in the left 28 
hand than in the right hand. Conclusions: Older adults with frailty show less movement in bimanual 29 
coordination tasks than robust older adults, suggesting that bimanual coordination tasks may be 30 
useful tools for assessing frailty. 31 

1 Introduction 32 

The percentage of older adults in the population is increasing annually worldwide. According to the 33 
World Health Organization, between 2020 and 2050, the population of individuals aged ≥60 years is 34 
estimated to double to 2.1 billion, and the population of those aged ≥80 years is projected to triple to 35 
426 million (1). The rapid aging of the global population has driven interest in improving the 36 
understanding of healthy aging and identifying assessment methods for it (2,3). Healthy aging is a 37 
complex multidimensional concept that encompasses biological, functional, lifestyle, and 38 
psychosocial factors (3). Additionally, achievement of healthy aging requires early interventions to 39 
prevent significant declines in physical and cognitive functions (4). The amount of older adults with 40 
frailty is also expected to increase as the older adult population grows. Frailty is characterized by a 41 
heightened risk of comorbidities and mortality (5). However, physical function in individuals with 42 
frailty has been reported to improve with appropriate interventions (6). Furthermore, prevention of 43 
frailty has been identified as a key future project in public health (7) and holds significant social 44 
importance. Therefore, establishing a method for assessing frailty is crucial for maintaining the health 45 
of older adults. 46 

In daily life, hands are the most frequently used body part (8), and healthy older adults have been 47 
found to engage in activities involving both hands more frequently than those involving only one 48 
hand (9). Upper limb function in humans has been shown to change with age. Ingram et al. compared 49 
upper limb muscle strength, positional and superficial sensations, one-handed dexterity, bimanual 50 
coordination, muscle power stability, and functional performance in healthy participants aged 20–95 51 
years (10). Their results showed that the participants’ performance on all the parameters decreased 52 
with age, and the decline in bimanual coordination was particularly significant. Additionally, studies 53 
have reported that bimanual movements exhibit decreased accuracy, increased variability, and 54 
prolonged motor execution times with age (11). These results indicate that bimanual coordinated 55 
movements play an important role in the daily lives of older adults, and that the coordination 56 
underlying these movements declines with age. 57 

Although older adults with frailty have been reported to exhibit lower dexterity in one-handed 58 
movements than healthy older adults (12,13), the characteristics of bimanual coordinated movements 59 
in older adults with frailty have not been clarified. Frailty in older adults has also been reported to 60 
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result in less independence in activities of daily living than healthy older adults (14), a higher risk of 61 
falling (15), and sarcopenia (16). In contrast, higher finger dexterity has been reported to be 62 
associated with better predictive postural control ability in stepping movements (17), and improved 63 
upper limb function has been reported to enhance gait ability and overall quality of life (18). 64 
Furthermore, sensory stimulation from the fingertips resulting from light contact has been shown to 65 
reduce ankle joint and body sway in the standing posture of older adults (19), suggesting that upper 66 
limb function, including finger function, can compensate for the decline in gait ability and standing 67 
balance. Therefore, if the characteristics of bimanual coordinated movements in frail older adults are 68 
clarified, they can be used as an early intervention tool to detect frailty. Thus, this study aimed to 69 
compare the bimanual coordinated movements of community-dwelling older adults with frailty, pre-70 
frailty, and robust health and determine the characteristics of bimanual coordinated movements in 71 
older adults with frailty. We hypothesized that older adults with frailty would exhibit lower bimanual 72 
coordination than robust older adults. 73 

2 Methods 74 

2.1    Participants 75 

This cross-sectional study was conducted with 358 community-dwelling older adults who 76 
participated in physical fitness assessment sessions held in two cities in September 2023. The 77 
exclusion criteria for the participants were: (i) age < 65 years; (ii) Mini-Mental State Examination 78 
(MMSE) scores < 24; (iii) presence of hand dexterity impairments due to musculoskeletal or central 79 
nervous disease; (iv) left-handedness; (v) inability to undergo any measurements; and (vi) maximum 80 
distance amplitude ≥ 30 cm in the bimanual coordination task (20). After applying these exclusion 81 
criteria, the remaining 312 participants were included in the analysis (Supplementary Figure 1). 82 

2.2 Ethics declarations 83 

This study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki and informed consent was 84 
obtained from all participants. This study was approved by the Kyoto Tachibana University Research 85 
Ethics Committee (approval number 24-30). This study was registered in the UMIN Clinical Trials 86 
Registry (UMIN000056340). 87 

2.3 Measures 88 

First, we assessed the frailty of the participants using the Kihon Checklist (KCL). The KCL is a 89 
questionnaire developed in Japan to identify older adults who are at high risk of needing care in the 90 
near future (21,22). In recent years, the KCL has been used as a tool for frailty assessment (23) and 91 
has been recommended as a validated tool in international clinical guidelines for frailty (24,25). The 92 
KCL is a self-administered questionnaire with “yes/no” responses that consists of 25 questions 93 
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covering seven domains: activities of daily living, physical function, nutritional status, oral function, 94 
social withdrawal, cognitive function, and depressive mood. In the KCL, higher scores indicate a 95 
greater risk of needing care in daily life. In this study, participants with scores of 0–3, 4–7, and ≥8 96 
were categorized into robust, pre-frail, and frail groups, respectively (23). 97 

Next, all the participants performed a bimanual coordination task. Participants sat on chairs with 98 
backrests and placed their forearms on a platform. During each task, the forearms were positioned in 99 
neutral rotation with the third, fourth, and fifth fingers slightly flexed, and the participants underwent 100 
measurements with their eyes closed (Supplementary Figure 2). The bimanual coordination task 101 
consisted of two tasks: the in-phase task, wherein tapping movements of the thumb and index finger 102 
were performed simultaneously as quickly as possible with both hands; and the anti-phase task, 103 
wherein tapping movements alternated between the left and right hands (Supplementary Figure 3) 104 
(26,27). The participants performed the 15-s measurement after a 15-s pre-practice in each task. We 105 
instructed the participants to “perform as fast as possible and in the same rhythm.” 106 

Finger movements during bimanual coordination tasks were measured using a magnetic sensor 107 
finger-tapping device (UB-2, Maxell Ltd. Tokyo, Japan) (26). Magnetic sensors were attached to the 108 
participant's thumb and index finger with a rubber band, and the distance was calculated on the basis 109 
of the strength of the magnetic field generated between the two fingers. This device yields highly 110 
reproducible and reliable measurements across periods, devices, and measurement examiners (27). 111 
During the bimanual coordination task, the participants were instructed to open their fingers to a 112 
width of 4 cm to minimize amplitude variations across participants (28,29). The parameters of the 113 
bimanual coordination task (distance, tap interval, and phase difference) were obtained from the 114 
recorded data (Table 1) (27). Four parameters of "Distance" were used to evaluate the distance and 115 
movement amplitude of the thumb and index finger during the task; four parameters of "Tap interval" 116 
were used to evaluate the average speed of movement and variability of tapping; and one parameter 117 
of "Phase difference" was used to evaluate the timing discrepancy of tapping between the hands. 118 

2.4    Statistical analysis 119 

Participants were divided into frail, pre-frail, and robust groups based on the KCL results. First, a 120 
chi-square test was conducted to compare the male/female ratios among the groups. Participants' age, 121 
height, weight, and MMSE and KCL scores were compared between the groups using one-way 122 
analysis of variance (ANOVA). Next, three-way ANOVA with a mixed design was conducted to 123 
compare the total travel distance, average of local maximum distance, standard deviation (SD) of 124 
local maximum distance, slope of the approximate line of local maximum points, number of taps, 125 
average of tap intervals, frequency of taps, and SD of inter-tap interval during the bimanual 126 
coordination task, considering hand (left, right), task (in-phase task, anti-phase task), and group (frail, 127 
pre-frail, robust) as factors. Additionally, a two-way ANOVA with a mixed design was used to 128 
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compare the SD of the phase difference between left- and right-hand tapping (SD of phase 129 
difference), considering task (in-phase task, anti-phase task) and group (frail, pre-frail, robust) as 130 
factors. Bonferroni post-hoc tests were performed for parameters showing significant interactions or 131 
main effects in all ANOVAs. Statistical analyses were performed using SPSS version 29.0 (IBM, 132 
Armonk, NY, USA), with the significance level set at 5%. 133 

3 Results 134 

3.1 Characteristics of the participants 135 

Based on the KCL's assessment of frailty, we divided the participants into the frail (47 participants; 8 136 
males, 39 females), pre-frail (136 participants; 27 males, 109 females), and robust (129 participants; 137 
33 males, 96 females) groups. The results of the chi-square test showed no significant differences 138 
among male/female ratios in each group (χ2 = 2.10, p = 0.37). One-way ANOVA revealed no 139 
significant intergroup differences in age, height, weight, or MMSE score (p > 0.05), but showed 140 
significant differences in the KCL score (p < 0.05). Post-hoc tests showed that the KCL scores in the 141 
pre-frail and frail groups were significantly higher than that in the robust group, and the score in the 142 
frail group was significantly higher than that in the pre-frail group (p < 0.05; Table 2). 143 

3.2 Results of three-way ANOVA with hand, task, and group as factors 144 

The three-way ANOVA results showed no significant interactions among the three factors (hand × 145 
task × group) for the total travel distance, average of local maximum distance, SD of local maximum 146 
distance, slope of the approximate line of local maximum points, number of taps, average of tap 147 
intervals, frequency of taps, and SD of the inter-tap interval (p > 0.05). Additionally, no significant 148 
hand × group and task × group interactions were observed. Conversely, the slope of the approximate 149 
line of local maximum points and the SD of the inter-tap interval showed significant hand × task 150 
interactions (p < 0.05). Post-hoc test results indicated that in the in-phase task, the slope of the 151 
approximate line of the local maximum points was significantly higher in the right hand than in the 152 
left hand (p < 0.05). Additionally, the slope of the approximate line of the local maximum points in 153 
the right hand was significantly higher in the in-phase task than in the anti-phase task (p < 0.05). The 154 
SD of the inter-tap interval was significantly higher in the left hand than in the right hand in both the 155 
in-phase and anti-phase tasks (p < 0.05). In addition, the SD of the inter-tap interval was significantly 156 
higher in the anti-phase task than in the in-phase task for both the left and right hands (p < 0.05).  157 

The total travel distance showed a significant main effect of the group factor (p < 0.05). Post-hoc test 158 
results indicated that the total travel distance was significantly longer in the robust group than in the 159 
frail group (p < 0.05). The total travel distance and average of the local maximum distance, SD of the 160 
local maximum distance, slope of the approximate line of local maximum points, number of taps, 161 
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average of tap intervals, frequency of taps, and SD of the inter-tap interval had significant main 162 
effects of the task factor (p < 0.05). The post-hoc test results showed that the total travel distance, 163 
number of taps, and frequency of taps showed significant main effects of the task factor (p < 0.05). 164 
The frequency of taps was significantly higher in the in-phase task than in the anti-phase task (p < 165 
0.05). The average of the local maximum distance, SD of the local maximum distance, and average 166 
of the tap intervals were significantly higher in the anti-phase task than in the in-phase task (p < 167 
0.05). The total travel distance, SD of the local maximum distance, number of taps, average tap 168 
interval, frequency of taps, and SD of the inter-tap interval showed significant main effects of the 169 
hand factor (p < 0.05). According to the post-hoc tests, the total travel distance, number of taps, and 170 
frequency of taps were significantly higher for the right hand than for the left hand (p < 0.05). In 171 
contrast, the SD of the local maximum distance and average of tap intervals were significantly higher 172 
for the left hand than for the right hand (p < 0.05; Table 3). 173 

3.3 Results of two-way ANOVA with task and group as factors 174 

In the two-way ANOVA, the SD of the phase difference showed no significant interaction between 175 
the task and group factors, nor a main effect of the group factors. However, a significant main effect 176 
of the task factor was observed (p < 0.05). The post-hoc test results showed that the SD of the phase 177 
difference was significantly higher for the anti-phase task than for the in-phase task (p < 0.05; Table 178 
4). 179 

4 Discussion 180 

This study compared the characteristics of bimanual coordinated movements in community-dwelling 181 
older adults with frailty, pre-frailty, and robust health. The results showed that the total distance of 182 
the bimanual coordinated movements was shorter in the frail group than in the robust group. 183 
Additionally, regardless of the degree of frailty, finger dexterity during the bimanual coordination 184 
task was lower in the anti-phase task than in the in-phase task and lower in the left hand than in the 185 
right hand. These results suggest that older adults with and without frailty exhibit similar levels of 186 
bimanual coordination. However, the amount of movement in bimanual coordination tasks was lower 187 
in older adults with frailty than in robust older adults. 188 

4.1 Relationship between bimanual coordination and frailty 189 

In this study, older adults were divided into pre-frail, frail, and robust groups and asked to perform a 190 
bimanual coordination task consisting of in-phase and anti-phase tasks. The results showed that the 191 
total travel distance was shorter in the frail group than in the robust group. The total travel distance is 192 
influenced by the velocity and number of movement taps (30), which represents the amount of finger 193 
movement. In a study evaluating the relationship between frailty and finger movement control while 194 
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performing unilateral movements using the dominant hand, agility, smoothness of movement, and 195 
strength were reported to be lower in older adults with frailty than in healthy older adults (13). Frailty 196 
is defined as “a medical syndrome caused by multiple causes and triggers, characterized by a decline 197 
in muscle strength and endurance and a decrease in physiological function, with an increased 198 
vulnerability to requiring care or death” (5). Since a decrease in muscle strength leads to a decline in 199 
movement velocity (31), the frail group in this study may have had slower bimanual coordinated 200 
movements than the robust group, resulting in the shorter total travel distance in the frail group than 201 
in the robust group. Although the difference in the amount of movement between the frail and robust 202 
groups could also be attributed to reduced endurance in the frail group (5,32), the slope of the 203 
approximate line of the local maximum points, which reflects the effect of fatigue based on the 204 
relationship between the maximum distance between two fingers per tap and time, showed no 205 
significant difference between the frail and robust groups in this study. Therefore, we inferred that a 206 
decline in endurance was unlikely to affect the amount of movement in the bimanual coordinated 207 
movement task. Interhemispheric interactions via the corpus callosum have also been reported to play 208 
an important role in bimanual coordinated movements (33). The structural and functional 209 
connectivity of the corpus callosum has been shown to be altered with age, leading to reduced 210 
performance in bimanual coordinated movements (34,35). Furthermore, structural alterations in the 211 
cerebral corpus callosum have been reported to be more pronounced in older adults with frailty than 212 
in healthy older adults (36). Therefore, the frail group may have had reduced finger dexterity due to 213 
altered structural and functional connectivity of the cerebral corpus callosum, which may have 214 
caused the differences in performance of the bimanual coordination task between the robust and frail 215 
groups.  216 

4.2 Comparison of in-phase and anti-phase tasks 217 

Our findings also showed that the total travel distance, number of taps, and frequency of taps were 218 
higher in the in-phase task than in the anti-phase task. The average of the local maximum distance, 219 
SD of the local maximum distance, average of the tap intervals, and SD of the phase difference were 220 
higher in the anti-phase task than in the in-phase task. The slope of the approximate line of the local 221 
maximum points is suspected to be influenced by fatigue because the distance between the two 222 
fingers becomes narrower over time if the slope has a negative value. In the present study, the slope 223 
of the approximate line of the local maximum points was negative for the anti-phase task and positive 224 
for the in-phase task for the right hand. Therefore, the anti-phase task may have been affected by 225 
fatigue. In addition, the SD of the inter-tap interval showed that the rhythm of movement was more 226 
variable in the anti-phase task. The number of taps, average tap interval, and frequency of taps 227 
indicated that the anti-phase task involved fewer taps, a lower frequency, and longer periods than the 228 
in-phase task. The total travel distance and the average and SD of the local maximum distance 229 
revealed that the amount of movement was smaller in the anti-phase task than in the in-phase task 230 
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and that the distance between two fingers per tap and its variation were larger in the anti-phase task 231 
than in the in-phase task. The SD of the phase difference showed that the anti-phase task had more 232 
timing deviations than the in-phase task for both tasks. Thus, in this study, the anti-phase task was 233 
inferior to the in-phase task for all parameters of finger dexterity. The anti-phase task requires 234 
specific muscle activity with continuous timing to maintain alternating bimanual movements, and 235 
this timing is asymmetric between the left and right hands (37). In addition, maintaining attention is 236 
necessary to preserve the phase relationship between hands. For anti-phase tasks and cognitive 237 
function, research involving community-dwelling older adults with declining cognitive function has 238 
shown a correlation between tapping velocity in the anti-phase task and decline in working memory 239 
and attention (29). Therefore, the anti-phase task, which requires independent alternating movements 240 
of both hands, is suggested to be more challenging than the in-phase task or unilateral motor tasks 241 
and is prone to differences in finger function (28). Thus, similar to robust older adults, older adults 242 
with frailty in this study may have experienced higher difficulty in the anti-phase task than in the in-243 
phase task and showed characteristics of reduced finger dexterity for each parameter.  244 

4.3 Comparison of left and right hand in bimanual coordinated movement 245 

Since the participants performed the same finger-tapping task with their left and right hands, we 246 
expected no significant differences between the parameters for each hand. However, the total travel 247 
distance was significantly longer with the right hand than with the left. In addition, the SD of the 248 
local maximum distance was lower for the right hand than for the left hand. The right hand showed a 249 
higher number, and frequency, of taps as well as longer intervals than the left hand. Furthermore, the 250 
SD of the inter-tap interval was smaller for the right hand than for the left hand. If the thumb is 251 
repeatedly moved in a specific direction, the trained movement increases cortical excitability (38). 252 
Thus, repetitive movements induces plastic reorganization in the primary motor cortex, and this 253 
phenomenon is called use-dependent plasticity (39,40). This use-dependent plasticity has been found 254 
to inhibit motor errors and reduce motor planning time, even in complex daily activities (41). The 255 
dominant hand is used more frequently than the non-dominant hand in daily life, and older adults are 256 
trained to use the dominant hand in their daily activities themselves (34). These findings suggest that 257 
the primary motor cortex innervating the dominant hand enables spatially and temporally efficient 258 
movements through use-dependent plasticity (42). In the present study, the right hand may have had 259 
higher finger dexterity than the left hand for all parameters, regardless of other factors. Therefore, 260 
older adults with frailty, like robust older adults, have higher finger dexterity during bimanual 261 
coordination tasks with their right hand than with their left hand. 262 

4.4 Limitations 263 

The limitations of this study include the fact that it examined the characteristics of bimanual 264 
coordination only at the behavioral level and did not examine the neural mechanisms underlying 265 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted December 3, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.02.24318299doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.02.24318299
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 8 

bimanual coordination. Previous studies comparing unilateral movements in participants of a wide 266 
range of ages, from children to healthy older adults, have shown that immature or degenerated motor 267 
systems may maintain or improve performance by bilateral mobilization of brain regions in 268 
comparison with normal motor systems (35,43). Since structural changes in the corpus callosum have 269 
been shown to occur in older adults with frailty (28), older adults with and without frailty may have 270 
shown differences in the neural mechanisms in the brain during the bimanual coordination task in 271 
this study. Future studies should examine interhemispheric inhibition and facilitation functions 272 
during bimanual coordination tasks using techniques such as transcranial magnetic stimulation to 273 
elucidate the neural mechanisms underlying bimanual coordination in older adults with frailty. 274 

5 Conclusions 275 

This study characterized bimanual coordinated movements in older adults with frailty, pre-frailty, 276 
and robust health. Based on the bimanual coordination task, the total traveling distance was shorter in 277 
the frail group than in the robust group. Regardless of the severity of frailty, participants showed 278 
lower bimanual coordination in the anti-phase task than in the in-phase task, and finger dexterity 279 
during the bimanual coordination tasks was lower in the left hand than in the right hand. Thus, while 280 
older adults with frailty exhibit bimanual coordination similar to that of robust older adults, the 281 
amount of movement in the bimanual coordination task by those with frailty is lower than that by 282 
robust older adults. The results of this study suggest that bimanual coordination tasks may be 283 
applicable as an assessment tool for frailty. 284 
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12 Tables 427 

Table 1. Characteristics of the bimanual coordinated task 428 
 

Parameter Description Assessment 

Distance Total travel 
distance (mm) 

The sum of the distances moved by the thumb and 
index finger. The overall amount of movement. 

Higher values indicate 
higher finger dexterity. 

 
Ave of local 
max distance 
(mm) 

Average amplitude of the distance waveform. Values closer to 40 mm 
indicate higher finger 
dexterity. 

 
SD of local 
max distance 
(mm) 

Variation in the amplitude of the distance 
waveform. 

Lower values indicate 
higher finger dexterity. 

 
Slope of 
approximate 
line of local 
max points 
(mm/s) 

The slope is a linear regression of the relationship 
between the maximum point of each tap and time. 
As the tap amplitude decreases due to fatigue, the 
slope increases in the negative direction. When 
there is no effect of fatigue, the slope is 0. 

Lower values indicate 
higher finger dexterity. 

Tap interval Number of taps Number of taps during the measurement time. Lower values indicate 
higher finger dexterity. 

 
Ave of tap 
intervals (s) 

Average in time difference between two 
consecutive taps. 

Lower values indicate 
higher finger dexterity. 

 
Frequency of 
taps (Hz) 

Inverse to the mean of the tap interval. Higher values indicate 
higher finger dexterity. 

 
SD of inter-tap 
interval (s) 

Variations in time difference between two 
consecutive taps. 

Lower values indicate 
higher finger dexterity. 

Phase 
difference 

SD of phase 
difference 
(degree) 

Assuming the interval between one tap is 360°, the 
time lag between the left and right hands is 
expressed as an angle. This parameter is the 
variation of its value. 

Lower values indicate 
higher finger dexterity. 

Ave, average; Max, maximum; SD, standard deviation. 429 

 430 
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Table 2. Characteristics of the participants 431 

 Frail 
(n = 47) 

Pre-frail 
(n = 136) 

Robust 
(n = 129) F Post-hoc test 

Age  
(years) 

78.38 77.94 76.85 
1.57 

 

(5.73) (6.25) (6.04)  

Height  
(cm) 

152.09 152.92 154.07 
1.26 

 

(8.77) (7.60) (8.32)  

Body weight  
(kg) 

50.41 52.48 53.70 
2.13 

 

(8.27) (9.87) (9.46)  

MMSE  
(score) 

27.74 28.35 28.46 
2.68 

 

(1.99) (1.76) (1.85)  

KCL  
(score) 

9.47 5.10 1.91 
772.14** Robust < Pre-frail < Frail 

(1.70) (1.07) (0.99) 

MMSE, mini-mental state examination; KCL: kihon checklist; ** p < 0.01. 432 
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Table 3. Results of three-way ANOVA with hand, task, and group as factors 434 

  Task Side Frail 
(n = 47) 

Pre-frail 
(n = 136) 

Robust 
(n = 129) 

IE IE IE IE Main 
effect 

Main 
effect 

Main 
effect 

Post-hoc test Side 
× 

Group 

Task 
× 

Group 

Side 
× 

Task 

Side 
× 

Group 
× 

Task 

Side Task Group 

F F F F F F F Side Task Group 
Total 
traveling  
distance 
(mm) 

IP L 3857.11 4125.05 4599.64 

2.48 0.46 0.71 1.02 6.99** 105.45** 3.78* L < Rb AP < IPb Frail < 
Robustb 

(1491.55) (1550.39) (1658.75) 
R 4145.72 4339.03 4565.60 

(1301.58) (1506.82) (1555.99) 
AP L 3342.03 3475.23 3820.00 

(1221.67) (1099.30) (1269.37) 
R 3478.85 3637.13 3842.62 

(1345.38) (1218.38) (1259.59) 
Ave of 
local max 
distance 
(mm) 

IP L 44.59 48.02 48.49 

1.24 1.20 0.52 0.55 0.61 296.09** 0.37  IP < APb  

(14.92) (17.47) (16.69) 
R 46.64 49.35 47.59 

(10.78) (16.78) (15.84) 
AP L 61.17 60.83 63.15 

(18.47) (16.07) (17.13) 
R 61.34 62.08 62.54 

(16.40) (16.84) (16.27) 
SD of 
local max 
distance 
(mm) 

IP L 6.07 6.83 6.72 

0.23 0.84 0.39 1.49 33.41** 50.52** 2.14 R < Lb IP < APb  

(1.71 (2.40) (2.22) 
R 5.64 5.66 5.64 

(1.62) (2.06) (2.09) 
AP L 7.16 7.97 7.78 

(3.48) (3.46) (2.96) 
R 6.27 7.35 7.03 

(3.11) (3.34) (2.80) 
Slope of 
approxim
ate line 
of local 
max 
points 

IP L -0.09 -0.08 -0.16 

0.69 0.21 7.49** 0.78 3.25 4.33* 0.06  IP: L < Ra R: AP < IPa  
(0.48) (0.71) (0.68) 

R 0.03 0.06 0.05 
(0.61) (0.67) (0.58) 

AP L -0.05 -0.18 -0.13 
(0.77) (0.75) (0.81) 
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1 

(mm/s) R -0.18 -0.11 -0.13 
(0.55) (0.75) (0.72) 

Number 
of taps 

IP L 43.32 43.79 46.94 

0.53 0.46 0.32 0.13 20.05** 590.79** 2.74 L < Rb AP < IPb  

(12.57) (14.58) (13.32) 
R 43.72 44.77 47.81 

(12.67) (15.54) (14.11) 
AP L 26.64 27.69 29.60 

(8.37) (7.77) (9.36) 
R 27.13 28.40 30.13 

(9.10) (8.15) (9.79) 
Ave of 
intervals 
(s) 

IP L 0.37 0.39 0.35 

0.12 1.88 0.52 0.05 4.52* 339.70** 1.50 R < Lb IP < APb  

(0.12) (0.17) (0.13) 
R 0.37 0.38 0.34 

(0.12) (0.17) (0.13) 
AP L 0.61 0.57 0.56 

(0.24) (0.17) (0.23) 
R 0.60 0.56 0.55 

(0.21) (0.17) (0.24) 
Frequenc
y of taps  
(Hz) 

IP L 2.93 2.96 3.17 

0.76 0.52 0.80 0.06 17.43** 583.26** 2.73 L < Rb AP < IPb  

(0.84) (0.97) (0.89) 
R 2.95 3.03 3.23 

(0.84) (1.04) (0.95) 
AP L 1.83 1.90 2.02 

(0.56) (0.52) (0.62) 
R 1.84 1.94 2.05 

(0.61) (0.54) (0.66) 
SD of 
inter-
tapping  
interval 
(s) 

IP L 0.04 0.04 0.04 

0.02 0.27 5.48* 0.53 36.49** 129.20** 0.03 IP: R < La 
AP: R < La 

L: IP < APa 
R: IP < APa 

 

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
R 0.03 0.04 0.04 

(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) 
AP L 0.09 0.09 0.10 

(0.07) (0.07) (0.08) 
R 0.08 0.07 0.08 

(0.08) (0.05) (0.08) 

Ave, average; Max: maximum; SD, standard deviation; IP, in-phase task; AP, anti-phase task; L, left; R, right, IE, interaction effect; a, post-435 
hoc test of interaction effect; b, post-hoc test of main effect; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.  436 
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 438 

Table 4. Results of two-way ANOVA with task and group as factors 439 

  Task Frail 
(n = 47) 

Pre-frail 
(n = 136) 

Robust 
(n = 129) 

IE Main 
effect 

Main 
effect 

Post-hoc test 

Task 
× 

Group 
Task Group 

F F F Task Group 

SD of phase 
difference 
(degree) 

IP 
26.46 27.99 29.68 

0.12 36.99** 0.41 IP < APb   
(18.70) (17.26) (25.57) 

AP 
37.87 37.59 38.93 

(24.32) (21.15) (18.86) 

SD, standard deviation; IP, in-phase task; AP, anti-phase task; L, left; R, right; IE, interaction effect; 440 
b, post-hoc test of main effect; ** p < 0.01. 441 
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