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Abstract

Gait is an important biomarker of functional conditions and gait charac-
teristics can help us assessing health conditions and managing progres-
sion of diseases. Most of the existing research study the gait in controlled
condition, such as clinical tests. In this paper, we study the gait char-
acteristics in free-living conditions in old adults and compare them with
that in controlled conditions, i.e., Timed Up and Go (TUG) test. 65 sub-
jects (12 patients with mobility impairment and 53 healthy controls) are
recruited from elderly nursing institutions. The video data are collected
from them in TUG test and free-living conditions and the 9 gait charac-
teristics, including gait speed, are extracted from the data. Two-sample
tests and independence test based on copula entropy are conducted on the
extracted data to compare the characteristics in two conditions. Compar-
ison results show that gait characteristics, such as gait speed, pace, speed
variability, etc., in daily life are different from that of in TUG test. In
daily life, people tend to have slow gait speed, smaller pace and speed
variability, more frequent stride, and smaller acceleration range than in
TUG test. We also found that gait speed, pace, and speed variability have
stronger dependence with TUG score in the 3 conditions (TUG, daily life,
and both) and that other 5 characteristics have stronger dependence with
TUG score in both condition than in each condition. The comparison in
this study suggests that TUG and daily life conditions are complementary
with each other, and that TUG test can be considered as intervention on
the movement state of human.

Keywords: Gait; Free-living; Timed Up and Go; Elderly; Copula Entropy;
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1 Introduction

Gait is widely considered as a vital sign of human health conditions. It re-
flects the functional ability of people and may vary due to different populations,
diseases, or contextual interventions. Quantitative measurement of gait can
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help us understanding the symptom of diseases, assessing health conditions and
managing progression of disorders [11 [2].

Gait characteristics are the quantitative measures of gait patterns from dif-
ferent aspects. From basic measurement of body movement, one can define many
characteristics of gait to reflect different aspects of movement and functional-
ity. The most common characteristics is gait speed, which is widely studied as
a biomarker of movement disorders. Additionally, more spatial-temporal char-
acteristics, such as pace, speed variables, stride time/length, can be defined.
Characteristics of gait dynamics is also proposed to measure the dynamical
properties of movement.

Gait are supposed to be different in controlled conditions and free-living
condition [3]. In controlled condition, such as clinical Timed Up and Go (TUG)
test, individuals are asked to perform a designed task at their best possible func-
tional ability and then his/her functional capacity is qualified as test scores. In
free-living condition, individuals are doing daily activity freely and the perfor-
mance is qualified from gait circles to reflect the capability in daily contextual
environment.

There have been many research on gait-based assessments in controlled clin-
ical conditions. Meanwhile, assessment in free-living conditions is much desired
for continuous home-based health monitoring, but the gait in daily life is differ-
ent from and much complex than that in lab because there are many latent con-
founders that can affect gait pattern in these uncontrolled environment. Since
gait are different in these two conditions, gait-based assessment derived from
controlled conditions, such as fall risk assessment [4], cannot be applied directly
to free-living conditions. To develop a gait-based assessment in free-living con-
ditions, one need to study the difference between gait characteristics in two
conditions. The following questions are to be answered: what characteristics
are different? And how different? What factors cause the differences? Which
characteristics and factors can be used in developed the models for gait-based
assessment?

In this work, we will investigate the difference of gait characteristics between
TUG test and free-living condition on old adults for developing free-living fall
risk assessment. Particularly, we will test whether the gait characteristics in
two conditions are different statistically and compare the gait characteristics
of patients and control populations in each condition. We will also measure
the dependence between gait characteristics and TUG score in the 3 conditions
(TUG test, daily living, and both) with Copula Entropy (CE) to see which
characteristics are mostly related with functional ability / fall risk score in
different conditions.

2 Related Work

There are only a few research comparing gait characteristics in clinical and
free-living conditions, or healthy and patients populations, as listed in Table

Gait speed is the most studied characteristics in these works. Toosizadeh
et al [B] studied the difference of gait speed and other movement measures of
Parkinson’ disease and healthy people in home and in clinic and found the ob-
jective measures mostly correlated with disease stage. In a longitudinal study,
Rojer et al [6] investigated the interrelation between in-lab and in-daily gait



speed of elderly people. They found that gait speed is distinct in different con-
ditions and suggested to combine them together in predicting disease conditions.
Corra et al [7] studied how to use gait speed in daily life to discriminate disease
ON and OFF states. They found that gait speed in daily life reflects different
aspects of mobility of PD and can complement that in clinic.

To discriminate patients with Parkinson’s disease and healthy people, Del
Lin et al [§] investigated how different conditions and ambulatory bout length
impact gait characteristics. In their study, 14 gait characteristics in 5 domains
are included. Shah et al [9] compared 13 gait characteristics between Parkin-
son’s disease and controls, and multiple sclerosis and Control in lab gait test
and daily life. They found that gait characteristics that best discriminate people
with parkinson’s disease and multiple sclerosis from healthy people are different
between lab and daily life. Particularly, the toe-off angle and gait speed best
discriminate multiple sclerosis and controls in lab and in daily life respectively,
while the lumbbar coronal range of motion and foot-strike angle best discrimi-
nate Parkinson’s disease and controls in lab and in daily life respectively.

There are also work that compare in-lab usual walking/dual-task walking
with daily ambulation in different populations. Shema-Shiratzky et al [10] in-
vestigated the gait change during community ambulation in multiple sclerosis.
They found that during community ambulation, people in multiple sclerosis
took fewer steps and slower sleep, with greater asymmetry, and larger stride
variability than controls did, and that gait speed is significantly lower than in
lab walking and similar to in lab dual-task walking. Hillel et al [T1] did a similar
research on elderly fallers. They concluded that gait measurements during daily
life were worse than that during in lab and that daily life gait of elderly cannot
be estimated from walking in lab.

In summary, one can learn that 1) gait speed is the mostly studied char-
acteristics in the previous research and most works report that gait speed is
slower in daily life than that in lab, and some tried to find the interrelation
between gait speed in these two conditions for monitoring diseases; 2) all the
previous work were based on measurements with wearable sensor; 3) most work
studied walking or dual-task walking task in lab and in daily life, and only one
considered TUG test in their research.

Table 1: Comparison on the related work.

Work ‘ Population ‘ #Char ‘ Conditions ‘ Sensor ‘ Task
] PD/Ctrl 13 home/clinic | wearable TUG/DA
[6] Elderly GS home/lab | wearable UW/DA
[7 PD GS home/lab | wearable UW/DA
8] PD/Ctrl 14 home/clinic | wearable UW/DA
)] PD,MS/Ctrl 13 home/lab | wearable ISAW/DA
[10] MS/Ctrl 5 home/lab | wearable | UW,DTW /DA
[11] Old Faller 5 home/lab | wearable | UW,DTW /DA
Ours Elderly 9 home/lab camera TUG/DA

* Abbreviations. PD: Parkinson’s Disease, MS: Multiple Sclerosis, Ctrl:
Control, GS: Gait Speed, UW: Usual Walk, DTW: Dual-task Walk, ISAW:
Instrumented Stand and Walk, DA: Daily Activity.



3 Methods

3.1 Two-sample tests

Two-sample tests are a group of methods for testing whether the statistical
properties of two independent samples are equal or not. The properties con-
cerned are usually means or variance of two samples, or distributions of two
samples.

The T-test is a statistical method of such test for comparing the means of two
samples. It is a parametric one which assumes normality and heterogeneity of
variance within each sample. The Wilcoxon Rank Sum test, or Mann-Whitney
(M-W) test [12], is a non-parametric method for two-sample test for means. It
is based on rank statistic and therefore without normality assumption.

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test [13] is a non-parametric hypothesis
test for determining whether two samples are come from a same distribution. It
has two versions: the one-sample version compares a sample with a theoretical
distribution and the two-sample version compares the cumulative distributions
of two independence samples.

3.2 Copula Entropy

Copula theory is a probabilistic theory on representation of multivariate de-
pendence [14], [15]. According to Sklar’s theorem [I6], any multivariate density
function can be represented as a product of its marginals and copula density
function which represents dependence structure among random variables. Please
refer to [I7] for notations.

With copula density function, Ma and Sun [I7] defined a new mathematical
concept, called Copula Entropy (CE), as follows:

Definition 1 (Copula Entropy). Let X be random variables with marginals u
and copula density function ¢ . The CE of x is defined as

H.(x)=— / c(u) log ¢(u)du. (1)

They proved that CE is equivalent to Mutual Information in information
theory [I8]. CE has several ideal properties, such as multivariate, symmetric,
invariant to monotonic transformation, non-positive (0 iff independent), and
equivalent to correlation coefficient in Gaussian cases. It is a perfect measure
for statistical independence.

Ma and Sun [I7] also proposed a non-parametric method for estimating CE,
which composes of two simple steps: 1) estimating empirical copula density
function; and 2) estimation CE from the estimated empirical copula density
function. In the first step, rank statistic is used to derive empirical copula
density function; in the second step, the famous KSG method for estimating
entropy [19] is suggested. The proposed estimation method is rank-based and
essentially to estimate the entropy of rank statistic.

In a word, CE provides a ideal tool for testing statistical independence with
a non-parametric estimation method.



Table 2: Subjects at Tianjin and Chengdu.
PoC | #subjects/patients ‘ #TUG Tests ‘ #Daily Activity

Tianjin | 40/4 137 /
8/3 12 /

Chengdu | 25/8 2276 7 55
Total | 65/12 | 149 | 22
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Figure 1: Histogram of the TUG scores of the two modes (TUG test and daily
living).

4 Data

4.1 Data Collection

The data in this study were collected on 65 subjects (12 patients with mobility
impairment and 53 healthy controls) recruited from elderly nursing institutions
in Tianjin and Chengdu, China, whose age range at 45~84. All the participants
signed informed consent. The subjects at Tianjin and part (8) of subjects at
Chengdu were administrated to perform TUG tests twice a day for several times
in one month and 149 tests were performed totally. For each test, a video about
2~4 minutes was recorded. Additionally, a group (22) of subjects at Chengdu
are requested to record a batch of video of their domestic activities which makes
22 videos totally. All the subjects of daily video were also asked to do a TUG
test to derive a TUG score accordingly. The details of the subjects are listed in
Table 2

The distribution of TUG score of two conditions are shown in Figure [1} It
can be learned from the figure that most of the subjects are healthy people and
that the distribution of the TUG scores of two conditions are similar.

4.2 Data Preprocessing

The video data collected above were first edited to preserve the interested con-
tents: the video of TUG tests and the video of free walking (speed>0) in free-



Table 3: Definitions of the extracted gait characteristics from video data.
Definition

Characteristics

Gait velocity (Speed) Speed of body movement
The standard deviation of the stride speeds with

exclusion of the highest and lowest 10%
The time between one peak and the second-next

Speed variability

Stride time

peak
Stride time variability The standard deviation of stride times

The median of the modal frequency for the ML
Stride frequency and half the modal frequencies for the V and

AP directjons . ] ]
The standard deviation of the acceleration sig-

nals
Summed power up to a threshold frequency di-

vided by total power

Difference between the minimum and maximum
acceleration

Step length (Pace) Length of one step

Movement intensity

Low-frequency percentage

Acceleration range

living scenario. From the edited video data of TUG test and daily activities, 9
gait characteristics (See Table [3|for definitions) were extracted with the method
proposed in Ref [20] originally. Then a sample set were derived from the original
data of gait characteristics, of which each sample composed of 9 characteristics
generated on ambulatory bouts with length set as 15s. The process that gener-
ates these samples are controlled with two parameters: bout length (=15s) and
the step between two neighbour bouts (=3s). The samples such generated can
represent the gait characteristics of the subjects on a proper time scale better
than the original characteristics that generated on a much shorter ambulatory
bout. And then each sample is attached with the TUG score of the subject of
the corresponding video. Finally, we obtained 607 samples totally (472 samples
from the videos of TUG test and 135 samples from that of daily activities).

5 Experiments

In this research, we did 4 group of experiments. To compare gait characteristics
between TUG test and daily life, we first did M-W test on them to test whether
the means of gait characteristics in two conditions are different. Since mean can
only reflect limited information of gait characteristics, we then test whether the
distributions of 9 gait characteristics in these two conditions are different with
the non-parametric K-S test.

We also conducted experiments on studying the interrelation between gait
characteristics in 3 conditions (TUG test, daily life, and both). The relation-
ship is measured with correlation coefficient. For each condition, we studied
the interrelation between gait characteristics in 3 (sub-)populations (patients,
controls and the whole).

To develop gait-based assessment models, we also investigated the relation-
ship between gait characteristics and TUG score in 3 conditions to see how these
relations change with different conditions. The dependence between character-
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Figure 2: Results of Mann-Whitney test on the 4 gait characteristics.

istics and TUG scores will be measured with CE.

6 Results

The results of two-sample tests are illustrated in Figure [2] and listed in Table
[ The mean and variance of 9 gait characteristics in two conditions are first
calculated and compared, as listed in Table [4] and illustrated in Figure[3] It can
be learned from them that gait speed, pace, and speed variability in daily life
are lower than that of in TUG test. This confirmed the results of the previous
works [9]. Besides, other characteristics share the similar results except stride
frequency which is larger in daily life than in TUG test. This means that the
statistical properties of the 9 gait characteristics changes as movement condition
changes.

The M-W test of the 9 gait characteristics present p-value smaller than 0.05,
which also suggest that the means of 9 gait characteristics in two conditions are
all different statistically. the 8 K-S tests did not present p-value due to ties in



Table 4: Results of two-sample tests on the gait characteristics of two conditions.

Characteristics Mean and Var K-S test M-W test
TUG | Daily Statistic | P-value | Statistic | P-value
Speed 0.68+0.02 | 0.484+0.01 0.559 0 53901 1.37e-14
Pace 0.50£0.01 | 0.3440.00 0.760 0 60192 5.18e-56
Speed var. 0.30£0.01 | 0.1740.00 0.810 0 59419 4.29e-53
Stride time 0.31£2.10 | 0.26%0.00 0.689 0 51583 4.96e-28
Stride time var. 1.204+0.90 | 0.22+0.00 0.947 0 62594 1.37e-65
Acceleration range | 1.68+1.54 | 0.88+0.11 0.437 0 44653 1.08e-12
Movement intensity | 0.44£0.11 | 0.2540.01 0.398 6.77e-15 42811 1.10e-09
Low freq. perc. 0.89£0.01 | 0.47£0.01 0.951 0 61849.5 | 1.54e-62
Stride freq. 0.41£0.08 | 1.104+0.06 0.953 0 2057 8.66e-62
speed
2
stride_freq
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Figure 3: Comparison of the means of 9 gait characteristics of two conditions.
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Figure 4: Joint plots of 9 gait characteristics derived from two conditions (TUG
and daily life).

samples. However, we can still learn from the figure that the distributions of
the 9 gait characteristics in two conditions are different.

The joint plots of the 9 gait characteristics in two conditions are shown in
Figure 4l From it, one can learn that the distribution of gait characteristics in
two conditions are distinct. We can also learn that the interrelations between
gait speed, pace, and speed variability in each condition (TUG and daily life)
are weaker than that in both together as the measure of correlation coefficients
indicate, which means that the interrelation between these 3 characteristics are
becoming stronger if considering both conditions together. We can also learn
from Figure [4] that the other 6 characteristics have 3 interrelated groups by
correlation coefficients: stride time and stride time variability, acceleration range
and movement intensity, and low frequency percentage and stride frequency.

The joint plots of the 9 gait characteristics in TUG test and daily life con-
ditions are shown in Figure [p] and Figure [6] respectively. In each figure, the
distribution of gait characteristics of patients and controls sub-populations are
illustrated separately and the interrelation are measured with correlation coef-
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Figure 5: Joint plot of 9 gait characteristics of two sub-populations (patients
and controls) in TUG test.

ficients. We can learn from Figure [5] and [6] that gait speed, pace, and speed
variability of patients and control sub-populations are different in terms of dis-
tribution and that the interrelation between these 3 characteristics measured
by correlation coefficients become stronger in the whole population than that
in each sub-population.

The dependence between gait characteristics and TUG score in 3 conditions
(TUG test, daily life, and both) are illustrated in Figure[7] It can be learned
from it that gait speed, pace, and speed variability are the 3 characteristics
that have strong dependence with TUG score in TUG and the both conditions
while gait speed and speed variability also have strong dependence with TUG
score in daily life condition. There are 5 gait characteristics, including speed
variability, stride time, stride time variability, low frequency percentage, and
stride frequency, that has much stronger dependence with TUG score in both
conditions than that in each condition alone.
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7 Discussion

In this research, bout length and interval between bouts are two hyper-parameters
in the process of generating gait characteristics. The interval between bouts con-
trols the sample size and bout length controls the quality of gait characteristics.
Bout length was set as 15s in this work after hyper-parameter tuning process.
With this value of bout length, we can generate gait characteristics that can
reflect the characteristics of movement and functionality of different popula-
tions in different conditions at optimal level while has a large enough sample
for analysis. This value is also a good choice according to the previous research
[8], in which bout length is suggested to be larger than 10s or longer for better
between group difference of gait characteristics. Another research by Corra et
al [7] also generates gait speed per bout on a interval longer than 15s so as to
guarantee the accuracy of further analysis.

Gait characteristics in this research are derived from video data collected
with 3D camera as biosensor. In this process, video data are first fed into pose
estimation algorithm to generate the pose series and then the generated pose
series are used to derive gait characteristics. This process is reliable since the
accuracy of pose estimation algorithm have been evaluated in previous research
[21, 22]. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work that compared the
difference of gait characteristics between in-lab and in daily life conditions with
3D vision sensor. As contrast, the related work based on wearable sensors may
have several disadvantages, such as complex algorithms, measurement error,
susceptible to noise [23], and hence less reliable compared with ours.

Experimental results showed that the 9 gait characteristics in TUG test and
daily life are different in terms of mean and distribution as a whole as tested
with K-S test and M-W test. We can learn that gait speed, pace and speed
variability are larger in TUG test than in daily life. Previously, Toosizadeh et
al [B] investigated the difference of 13 gait characteristics, including gait speed,
stride length, and speed variability, between PD and healthy control group in
iTUG and daily life conditions. But they did not compare gait speed, pace,
and speed variability between TUG test and daily life conditions. Additionally,
several new gait characteristics in our study were not considered in previous
research, including stride time, stride time variability, acceleration range, move-
ment intensity, low frequency percentage, and stride frequency. We found that
stride frequency is larger in daily life than in TUG test condition and that ac-
celeration range is lower in daily life than in TUG test condition, which means
people tend to walk with more frequent but small step in daily life than in
TUG test condition while with larger acceleration. These comparison helps us
understanding the difference of gait between two conditions more than before.

With these comparisons, we can learn more on how people perform in differ-
ent conditions. In this sense, TUG test can be considered as a intervention that
change the movement state of both patients and healthy people. In TUG test,
people intend to perform at best possible capacity of his/her body functionality
while in daily life, they return to ‘normal’ state. This means that the under-
lying relationship between gait characteristics and functional outcomes can be
modeled as function with intervention as a parameter. From Figure [7] we can
learn that the dependence between several gait characteristics and TUG score
become stronger in the both condition than in each condition. It implies these
characteristics are potential predictors of the outcome of functional ability, i.e.,
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TUG score.

8 Conclusions

Gait is an important biomarker of functional conditions and gait characteristics
that measure different aspects of gait can help us assessing health conditions and
managing progression of diseases. In this paper, we study the gait characteristics
in free-living conditions in old adults and compare them with that in TUG test.
A group of old adults (12 patients with mobility impairment and 53 healthy
controls) are recruited to collect video data from TUG test and their daily life
with 3D camera. The 9 gait characteristics, including gait speed, are extracted
from the data. Two types of two-sample tests (K-S test and M-W test) are
conducted to test the difference of gait characteristics between in TUG test and
in daily life conditions. And independence test based on CE are conducted to
compare the dependence between gait characteristics and TUG score in these
two conditions. Comparison results show that gait characteristics, such as gait
speed, pace, speed variability, etc., in daily life are different from that of in TUG
test. In daily life, people tend to have slow gait speed, smaller pace and speed
variability, more frequent stride, and smaller acceleration range than in TUG
test. We also found that gait speed, pace, and speed variability have stronger
dependence with TUG score in the 3 conditions (TUG, daily life, and both) and
that other 5 characteristics have stronger dependence with TUG score in both
conditions than in each condition.

The comparison in this study suggests that TUG and daily life conditions
provide complementary information with each other and that TUG test can be
considered as intervention on the movement state of human which change the
body for 'normal’ state to a ’test’ state. This insight will help us to develop
gait-based assessment in daily life condition.
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