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Abstract
Adults use vision during stepping and walking to fine-tune foot placement. However, the developmental profile of visually 
guided stepping is unclear. We asked (1) whether children use online vision to fine-tune precise steps and (2) whether preci-
sion stepping develops as part of broader visuomotor development, alongside other fundamental motor skills like reaching. 
With 6-(N = 11), 7-(N = 11), 8-(N = 11)-year-olds and adults (N = 15), we manipulated visual input during steps and reaches. 
Using motion capture, we measured step and reach error, and postural stability. We expected (1) both steps and reaches 
would be visually guided (2) with similar developmental profiles (3) foot placement biases that promote stability, and (4) 
correlations between postural stability and step error. Children used vision to fine-tune both steps and reaches. At all ages, 
foot placement was biased (albeit not in the predicted directions). Contrary to our predictions, step error was not correlated 
with postural stability. By 8 years, children’s step and reach error were adult-like. Despite similar visual control mechanisms, 
stepping and reaching had different developmental profiles: step error reduced with age whilst reach error was lower and 
stable with age. We argue that the development of both visually guided and non-visually guided action is limb-specific.
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Introduction

For safe walking in complex environments, foot placement 
must be guided by visual cues about obstacles, depth, and 
ground texture. However, newborn infants are unable to 
make controlled, precise, visually guided steps. Independ-
ent standing and functional steps are not available for many 
months. However, by toddlerhood, children accumulate vast 
and varied walking experience (Adolph et al. 2012), and by 
4 years, there is some evidence of adult-like visual behaviour 
during walking (Franchak and Adolph 2010). However, little 
research has directly tested how well children use this visual 
information to guide precise stepping. As a starting point, we 
look to the extensive literature on children’s visually guided 
reaching as a model of visually guided action.

The development of precision stepping: insights 
from reaching

For reaching, there is a mid-childhood transition (Bard et al. 
1990; Hay 1979; Hay et al. 1991; Pellizzer and Hauert 1996; 
Van Braeckel et al. 2007). Eight year old’s reaches are less 
accurate and slower than younger or older children’s (Bard 
et al. 1990; Hay et al. 1991; Pellizzer and Hauert 1996). 
Young children process visual and proprioceptive inputs 
relatively separately (Chicoine et al. 1992). In mid child-
hood, children begin integrating these inputs (Hay 1979; Van 
Braeckel et al. 2007). However, cortical regions associated 
with sensorimotor integration mature later than motor and 
sensory systems (Lenroot and Giedd 2006), causing a brief 
increase in reaching error.

Stepping might develop as part of broader sensorimotor 
development and, like reaching, show non-linear develop-
ment. Adults’ steps and reaches have similar kinematic pro-
files and visual control mechanisms. They share a two-phase 
speed profile (Berthier and Keen 2006): first an acceleration 
phase brings the effector to the relevant area, then a decel-
eration phase for visually guided fine-tuning (Jakobson and 
Goodale 1991; Reynolds and Day 2005a; Zhao and Warren 
2015). Adults rapidly update steps and reaches in response to 
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visual change (Pisella et al. 2000; Reynolds and Day 2005b) 
and without vision, both steps and reaches are slower and 
less accurate (Babinsky et al. 2012; Berthier et al. 1996; 
Reynolds and Day 2005a; Smid and Den Otter 2013; West-
wood et al. 2001).

Given the similar visual guidance of adults’ steps and 
reaches, we might also expect similarities in childhood. 
Starting with reaching, newborns make predictive arm 
movements to moving objects (von Hofsten 1980, 1982). 
Nine-month-olds’ reaches are kinematically different when 
vision is occluded (Babinsky et al. 2012). In mid child-
hood, reaching is less accurate without vision (Bard et al. 
1990). For stepping, infant step frequency increases with 
visual stimulation (Pantall et al. 2011) and 3-year-olds rely 
on visual depth cues to control step descent (Cowie et al. 
2010). Like reaching, stepping—for example in the context 
of obstacle crossing—remains immature in mid-childhood 
(Berard and Vallis 2006). But can children use online vision 
to fine-tune precise steps to a target? This visually guided 
precision is crucial for walking in natural environments 
(Chapman and Hollands 2007; Matthis et al. 2018).

The neural control of precise, visually guided action may 
be limb-general. The neural mechanisms of reaching may 
even have evolved from those controlling quadrupedal loco-
motion (Georgopoulos and Grillner 1989). Parietal regions 
control visually guided action in an effector-general man-
ner (Tunik et al. 2007) and control the planning of upper 
(Buneo and Andersen 2006) and lower limb movement 
(Drew et al. 2008; Gwin et al. 2011). Precise stepping also 
engages prefrontal areas (Koenraadt et al. 2014) and is nega-
tively affected by cognitive load (Alexander et al. 2005). 
However, we lack developmental evidence. Again, we look 
to reaching for clues: executive function correlates with 
reaching behaviour in infancy and childhood (Gottwald et al. 
2016; Ruddock et al. 2016; Wilson and Hyde 2013). Given 
these ties between cognition and action and the protracted 
development of frontal regions (Blakemore and Choudhury 
2006; Gogtay et al. 2004), we might predict that visuomo-
tor development is overall long and supported by cognitive 
development.

Stepping and reaching might have different 
developmental profiles

Despite the above-discussed similarities, developmental 
motor assessments commonly treat upper limb tasks, like 
grasping and reaching (fine motor) as qualitatively distinct 
from gross motor skills, like walking and balance (Cools 
et al. 2009). Further, the hands and feet are represented in 
distinct neural areas (Bracci et al. 2010; Dall’Orso et al. 
2018). However, neural body representation tells us little 
about movement control. During adult movement, the neural 
coupling of the arms and legs is task dependent (Dietz 2002, 

2018; Frigon 2017). For skilled, visually guided action, the 
arms are controlled by direct cortical-motoneuronal connec-
tions independently of the legs (Dietz 2003) but this does 
not necessitate asynchronous development of stepping and 
reaching.

Nonetheless, stepping and reaching do emerge at different 
times. Within months, infants can reach from a sitting pos-
ture (Thelen and Spencer 1998). Purposeful stepping, on the 
other hand, comes later. Infants must stand independently, 
before then learning to step in ways which promote stability 
(Moraes, Lewis, and Patla 2004; Roncesvalles et al. 2000) 
and to adjust active steps for careful foot placement. This 
poses a huge demand, given that balance remains immature 
long after walking onset (Brenière and Bril 1998; Godoi and 
Barela 2008; Woollacott and Shumway-Cook 1990). None-
theless, just like stepping, reaching is crucially reliant on 
postural control. An infant must be able to stabilise the head 
and shoulders before they can reach successfully (Thelen 
and Spencer 1998). They must also develop anticipatory 
postural adjustments to support reaching (Witherington et al. 
2002). In older children, postural stability correlates with 
manual dexterity (Flatters et al. 2014). Postural control is 
not a unique requirement of stepping—it underpins action 
more broadly.

In sum, evidence suggests that stepping and reaching 
are more similar than different. Both are visually guided in 
adulthood (Babinsky et al. 2012; Reynolds and Day 2005a), 
with similar kinematic profiles (Berthier and Keen 2006; 
Reynolds and Day 2005a), similar neural control mecha-
nisms (Buneo and Andersen 2006; Drew et al. 2008; Tunik 
et al. 2007) and ties to cognition (Alexander et al. 2005; 
Gottwald et al. 2016) and postural stability (Flatters et al. 
2014; Moraes et al. 2004). Further, both reaching (Bard 
et al. 1990; Hay et al. 1991; Pellizzer and Hauert 1996) and 
stepping (Berard and Vallis 2006) remain immature in mid 
childhood. Together, this evidence indicates that visually 
guided stepping and reaching might have similar develop-
mental profiles.

How might we measure stepping development?

To understand the development of precision stepping, 
we measured three different error types. Absolute error 
indicates the accuracy with which an individual can bring 
their effector to the target. Without vision, absolute error 
is increased for adult steps (Reynolds and Day 2005a). 
Variable error tells us how consistent steps are from one 
attempt to the next. Whilst variability tends to reduce with 
experience, it is an important feature of the learning pro-
cess (Gliga 2018; Lee et al. 2017), allowing exploration of 
possibilities for action. Like absolute error, when vision is 
occluded, variability increases for adult steps (Reynolds 
and Day 2005a). Constant error (directional bias) might 
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be particularly relevant for stepping. Adults preferentially 
step in ways that promote stability, widening or length-
ening the base of support (Moraes et al. 2004). In other 
cases, constant error may represent maladaptive perceptual 
or response biases (Smid and Den Otter 2013). By consid-
ering multiple errors, we can address multiple hypotheses.

To our knowledge, this is the first study to map the 
development of visually guided precision stepping on flat 
ground. With children and adults, we manipulated visual 
input during steps and reaches in two directions. We 
hypothesised first that both steps and reaches would be 
visually guided (H1), with greater absolute and variable 
error with vision occluded (Chicoine et al. 1992; Cowie 
et al. 2010). Second, we hypothesised that stepping devel-
ops as part of broader visuomotor development, sharing a 
developmental profile with reaching (H2) with increased 
absolute and variable error in mid childhood (Bard et al. 
1990; Hay et al. 1991; Pellizzer and Hauert 1996; Van 
Braeckel et al. 2007). Third, we hypothesised that step 
error would be affected by step direction (H3), with greater 
error for side steps, especially without vision (Reynolds 
and Day 2005a). We also expected side steps to be wid-
ened and straight steps lengthened, widening the base of 
support (Moraes et al. 2004). Finally, regarding postural 
stability (H4), we hypothesised that stability would cor-
relate with step error, improve with age, and be poorer 
without vision (Woollacott and Shumway-Cook 1990).

Methods

Participants

All participants gave informed consent and had typical 
cognitive, motor and physical development, normal or 
corrected to normal vision, and right hand and foot domi-
nance. For handedness and footedness participants/parents 
were asked which hand they/their child write(s) with and 
which foot they/their child normally kicks a ball with. We 
verified binocular depth perception in all participants with 
the Frisby stereo test (Frisby 1980).

Six-year-olds (N = 11, 5 female) had a mean age of 
5.9 years (SD 0.2 years), mean leg length of 58.6 cm (SD 
2.9 cm) and mean arm length of 49.6 cm (SD 2.7 cm). 
Seven-year-olds (N = 11, 3 female) had a mean age of 
6.9 years (SD 0.1 years), mean leg length of 61 cm (SD 
4.32 cm) and mean arm length of 52.8 cm (SD 2.4 cm). 
Eight-year-olds (N = 11, 3 female) had a mean age of 
7.9 years (SD 0.4 years), mean leg length of 68.1 cm (SD 
4.2 cm) and mean arm length of 55.6 cm (SD 2.6 cm). 
Adults (N = 15, 10 females) had a mean age of 25.9 years 

(SD 3.4 years) and mean leg length of 88.3  cm (SD 
6.0 cm).

Design and equipment

Children completed the reaching task and the stepping task 
(order counter-balanced). Adults completed the stepping 
task only. The development of visually guided stepping has 
been less extensively researched than the visual control of 
reaching, making an adult comparison group important for 
interpreting children’s step error. Both reaching and step-
ping tasks used a mixed design with two within-subjects 
variables: vision (on/off) and direction (ahead/side) and 
one between-subjects variable: age (6/7/8 years/adult). 
These age groups would allow us to identify an increase 
in error between 6 and 8 years (Bard et al. 1990; Hay et al. 
1991).

We used Vicon motion-capture (240 Hz) with reflec-
tive markers on participants’ bare right foot on the second 
metatarsal head, front ankle, lateral malleolus and heel. 
For reaching, there was a single marker on the right index 
fingernail. To measure postural control, one marker was 
placed on each shoulder. Participants wore PLATO glasses 
throughout, allowing visual occlusion via a button press. 
We chose reach and step distances via piloting in which 
participants made a self-determined comfortable step/
reach. Steps of 45% leg length, and reaches of 30% arm 
length, were consistently deemed comfortable.

For stepping, we marked start positions by tracing 
around the feet. We made step targets by cutting out a card 
trace of the participant’s right foot. We measured partici-
pant’s leg length from anterior superior iliac spine (pelvis) 
to medial malleolus (inner ankle). Required step length 
was scaled to leg length by sorting leg length into bands 
(band 1 > 30 cm ≤ 49 cm, band 2 ≥ 50 cm ≤ 69 cm, band 3 
≥ 70 ≤ 89, band 4 ≥ 90 cm < 109 cm) and scaling according 
to the average length for that band. We secured targets to 
the floor with Velcro: one target at 45% leg length straight 
ahead of the right foot start position, the second target at 
45° to the right, also at a distance of 45% leg length. For 
example, a leg length of 62 cm falls into band 2, for which 
average leg length is 60 cm required step distance would 
be 18 cm (45% of 60 cm).

For reaching, a start position for the right index fin-
ger was marked by a star sticker on the table top. Star 
targets (diameter = 13 mm) were also placed on the table 
top. We measured participants’ arm length from shoulder 
to the end of the middle finger and scaled required reach 
length by sorting into bands (band 1 > 40 cm ≤ 49 cm, 
band 2 ≥ 50 cm ≤ 59 cm, band 3 ≥ 60 cm ≤ 69 cm, band 
4 ≥ 70 cm < 80 cm) as per leg length. We placed one target 
at 30% arm length, straight ahead of the right finger start 
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position. The second target was placed at 45° to the right, 
also at a distance of 30% arm length.

Procedures

To measure postural stability, participants stood with feet 
shoulder width apart and were instructed to stand as still as 
possible for 30 s, then again with vision occluded. For the 
main task, participants made reaches/steps to targets with 
and without vision. For stepping, participants began stand-
ing on the start positions. For reaching, participants were 
seated with their right index finger on the start position. On 
each trial, the experimenter covered one of the targets (ahead 
or side) using card which was colour-matched to the surface.

For both steps and reaches, we asked participants to 
move in time with an audio track. This was four rhythmic 
tones, followed by the vocal: “drip, drop, splash!” (tones/
words M 655 ms apart). Participants were required to begin 
their step or  reach on “drop”, land it onto the target on 
“splash” and then return to the start position. For stepping, 
we instructed participants to match their own foot exactly 
to the target foot. For reaching, we instructed participants 
to point to the middle of the target. The audio track was 
played on loop with a 7-s delay between trials, during which 
the experimenter set up the next trial by covering one of 
the targets. We instructed participants to look at the visible 
target ready for the next trial. In the vision off condition, we 
occluded vision on the word “drop”, which coincided with 
movement onset until the step/reach was complete. The only 
difference between the visual conditions was the availabil-
ity of vision during the movement. Participants completed 
four blocks of ten trials for both steps and reaches in which 
conditions were randomised, with short breaks as needed.

Analysis

We recorded the locations of the start position and targets 
using motion capture. We filtered motion capture data using 
a 6-Hz low-pass Butterworth filter. A custom-written MAT-
LAB script calculated the centroids of the start position and 
targets. The centroid (or centre of mass) of a shape is the 
mean position of all coordinates in the shape. We calculated 
error using the distance between the target centroid and foot/
finger centroid at the end of the step/reach (Fig. 1). To ana-
lyse postural stability, we calculated the path length of the 
shoulder markers. This was the mean distance moved by 
the shoulder markers. We analysed the dependent variables 
using mixed model ANOVAs and Bonferroni-corrected post 
hoc tests. We calculated Partial correlations between shoul-
der path length and absolute error for both steps and reaches, 
controlling for age. Due to kurtosis in the data, we trans-
formed the stepping, reaching and postural data by taking 
the square root of the values before calculating correlations.

We excluded trials where the participant did not do the 
task as instructed (e.g. used the left foot) or because of 
equipment error (e.g. PLATO glasses batteries were flat). 
For stepping, no adults had trials excluded. Three 6-year-
olds had one trial excluded and one 6-year-old had three 
trials excluded. One 7-year-old had one trial excluded, one 
had two trials excluded and one had seven trials excluded. 
One 7-year-old was excluded from the stepping and reaching 
analysis entirely since they had 11 trials excluded (> 25% 
stepping data). One 8-year-old had one trial excluded. For 
reaching, one 6-year-old had two trials excluded and one had 
three trials excluded. Two 7-year-olds had one trial excluded 
and one 7-year-old had five trials excluded. One 8-year-old 
had one trial excluded.

Results

For stepping, shoulder path length and reaching, we report 
main effects of vision, age and direction on: absolute, vari-
able and constant error. There was only one significant 
interaction between vision and direction for variable step 
error. We also present correlations between step error, reach 
error and shoulder path length. We reiterate our hypotheses: 
H1—steps and reaches will be visually guided, with higher 
absolute and variable error when vision occluded; H2—step-
ping and reaching will share a developmental profile, with a 
mid-childhood peak in absolute and variable error; H3—step 
error will be affected by step direction, with higher error 
for side steps with vision occluded and a bias to widen the 
base of support; H4—step error will correlate with postural 
stability.

In support of H1, absolute step error was significantly 
higher with vision occluded (M 30.1 mm, SE 1.0 mm) than 
with vision available (M 24.7  mm, SE 2.0  mm) F(1, 
43) = 7.125, p = .011, �2

p
 = 0.142 (Fig. 2a). There were sig-

Fig. 1  Target shown in green. Foot centroids shown in black.  For 
step and reach error we calculated three error types—Constant error: 
e.g. signed mean value of distances a, b and c. Absolute error: e.g. 
unsigned mean value of absolute distances |a|, |b| and |c|. Variable 
error: e.g. standard deviation of absolute distances |a|, |b| and |c|
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nificant effects of age on absolute step error F(3, 43) = 8.079, 
p < .001, �2

p
 = 0.36 (Fig. 2a). However, contrary to H2, we 

did not find any increase in error in mid-childhood. Rather, 
children’s absolute step error was higher than adults’ (M 
18.9 mm, SE 2.2 mm) at 6 years (M 33.2 mm, SE 2.5 mm, 
p = .001) and 7 years (M 32.5 mm, SE 2.7 mm, p = .002) 
with no significant difference in absolute step error between 
6 and 7  years (p = 1.00). By 8  years (M 25.2  mm, SE 
2.5 mm), absolute step error was adult-like (p = .413). The 
reduction in absolute step error between 7 and 8 years was 
not significant (p = .326). This effect of age cannot be 
explained by better task learning among older children and 
adults: we found no overall change in error between the first 
and last five trials (p = .141) and no interaction with age 
(p = .364). Contrary to H3, there was no effect of direction 
on absolute step error (p = .793).

Our results for variable step error partially support H1. 
Whilst there was no main effect of vision on variable step 
error (p = .099), there was a significant interaction between 
vision and direction F(1, 43) = 8.559, p = .005, �2

p
 = 0.116 

(Fig. 2b). For steps straight ahead, variable error was higher 
with vision occluded (M 30.8 mm, SE 1.8 mm) than with 
vision available (M 23.2 mm, SE 2.2 mm) t(46) = − 3.547, 
p = .001. For side steps, there was no effect of vision 
(p = .099). Therefore, H1 is largely supported, but qualified 
by step direction. There was a significant effect of age on 
variable step error F(3, 43) = 4.813, p = .006, �2

p
 = 0.251 

(Fig. 2b). However, contrary to H2, post hoc tests did not 
reveal any significant differences between any of the child 
age groups for variable error (p’s > .3): 6 years (M 19.4 mm, 
SE 2.6 mm), 7 years (M 20.9 mm, SE 2.7 mm), 8 years (M 
13.8 mm, SE 2.6 mm). However, variable error was gener-
ally higher in children, and significantly higher for 

6-year-olds than adults (p = .029). There was no effect of 
direction on variable step error (p = .593).

There was no effect of vision or age on constant step error 
(p’s > .5). In support of H3, there was a significant effect of 
direction on medial–lateral constant step error F(1, 
43) = 26.447, p < .001, �2

p
 = 0.381 (Fig. 2c) and on ante-

rior–posterior constant step error F(1, 43) = 9.230, p = .004, 
�
2
p
 = 0.177 (Fig. 2d). Participants had a medial bias in the 

ahead condition (M − 8.4 mm, SE 1.7 mm) and a lateral bias 
in the side condition (M 3.9 mm, SE 1.7 mm). Steps were 
biased forwards in the ahead condition (M 2.3 mm, SE 
1.0 mm) and backwards in the side condition (M − 1.9 mm, 
SE 1.8 mm).

As predicted (H4), shoulder path length was significantly 
greater with vision occluded (M 249.2 mm, SE 10.69 mm) 
than with vision available (M 220.4 mm, SE 8.9 mm) F(1, 
43) = 12.160, p = .001, �2

p
 = 0.220 (Fig. 2e). Also confirming 

H4, there was a significant effect of age on shoulder path 
length F(3, 43) = 12.923, p < .001, �2

p
 = 0.474 (Fig. 2e). Chil-

dren of all ages (6  years—M 296.0  mm, SE 18.2  mm, 
p = < .001; 7 years—M 239.2 mm, SE 19,3 mm, p = .007; 
8 years—M 252.0 mm, SE 18.2 mm, p = .001) had greater 
shoulder path length than adults (M 152. 2  mm, SE 
15.6 mm). Contrary to H4, shoulder path length did not cor-
relate with step error in any condition (p’s > .09).

In support of H1, absolute reach error was significantly 
greater with vision occluded (M 20.3 mm, SE 2.4 mm) than 
with vision available (M 9.1  mm, SE 0.9  mm) F(1, 
29) = 34.375, p < .001, �2

p
 = 0.542 (Fig. 3a). Our predictions 

about age were not supported (H2). There was no effect of 
age or direction (p’s > .3) on absolute reach error. In support 
of H1, variable reach error was significantly greater with 
vision occluded (M 10.29 mm, SE 0.65 mm) than with 

Fig. 2  Step error and postural stability. Group means  and standard 
errors for a absolute error; b variable error; c constant medial-lateral 
error; d constant anterior–posterior error; and e shoulder path length. 
Values are shown for both vision conditions (on/off) and both direc-

tions (ahead/side) at all ages. For medial-lateral error (c): negative 
values indicate left bias, positive values indicate right bias. For ante-
rior–posterior error (d): negative values indicate backward bias, posi-
tive values indicate forward bias
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vision available (M 7.6 mm, SE 0.9 mm) F(1, 29) = 9.115, 
p = .005, �2

p
 = 0.239 (Fig. 3b). However, contrary to H2, there 

was no effect of age on variable error (p = .359). There was 
no effect of direction on variable reach error (p = .559).There 
was no effect of vision, age or direction on constant reach 
error (p’s > .06). Shoulder path length did not correlate with 
absolute reach error in any conditions (p’s > .5).

We used a compromise power analysis in G*Power to 
assess the power of our analyses. We calculated implied 
power for detecting a large effect size (F = 0.3), with an 
alpha level 0.05, and beta/alpha ratio = 1. For stepping 
(children and adults), with a correlation among repeated 
measures of r = 0.47 (calculated from our data), our sam-
ple of N = 47 implies a power of 0.80 for between-subjects 
effects, 0.99 for within-subjects effects and 0.97 for interac-
tions. For reaching (children only), with a correlation among 
repeated measures of r = 0.70 (calculated from our data), 
our sample of N = 32 implies a power of 0.72 for between-
subjects effects, 0.995 for within-subjects effects and 0.99 
for interactions.

Discussion

Adults rely on vision to guide steps, especially when walk-
ing in complex, natural environments (Matthis et al. 2018; 
Reynolds and Day 2005a; Smid and Den Otter 2013). None-
theless, little research has addressed visually guided stepping 
developmentally. We show that children’s precision step-
ping is visually guided (H1). However, unexpectedly (H2), 

we found the development of stepping was very different to 
reaching. Further, neither stepping nor reaching followed 
the non-linear developmental profile previously reported for 
reaching (Bard et al. 1990; Hay et al. 1991; Pellizzer and 
Hauert 1996; Van Braeckel et al. 2007). We now elaborate 
on these findings as well as on the directional biases in step 
placement (H3) and the relationship between step error and 
postural stability (H4).

Children show adult‑like reliance on vision 
for precision stepping

Children use online vision to control reaching (e.g. Bard 
et al. 1990; Chicoine et al. 1992). We show that children’s 
precision stepping is also visually guided. Most interesting 
of all, we found that children aged 6, 7 and 8 years rely on 
vision for stepping to the same extent as adults. At 6 and 
7 years, children’s stepping error was overall higher than 
that for adults. However, the impact of visual occlusion 
on stepping error was equal at all ages. This suggests that 
children weight reliance on vision in an adult-like way. As 
hypothesised (H1), both steps and reaches were more accu-
rate with vision available. Further, both reaches and steps 
straight ahead were more precise with vision available. 
We show that, like adults (Reynolds and Day 2005a; Smid 
and Den Otter 2013; Westwood et al. 2001), young chil-
dren use online vision to fine-tune arm and leg movements 
and that stepping and reaching share similar visual control 
mechanism, likely controlled by parietal regions (Buneo and 
Andersen 2006; Drew et al. 2008; Gwin et al. 2011).

Fig. 3  Reach error. Group means  and standard errors for a absolute 
error; b variable error; c constant medial-lateral error; and d constant 
anterior–posterior error. Values are shown for both vision conditions 
(on/off) and both directions (ahead/side) at all ages (6/7/8 years). For 

medial-lateral error (c): negative values indicate left bias, positive 
values indicate right bias. For anterior–posterior error (d): negative 
values indicate backward bias, positive values indicate forward bias
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Also, in support of our first hypothesis (H1), steps were 
more variable with vision occluded. Interestingly, this is 
qualified by an interaction with direction, such that it occurs 
only for straight-ahead steps. In fact, we had anticipated 
(H3) that side steps would be more challenging, since they 
deviate from the normal forward movement trajectory of 
walking. However, the higher error for straight steps may 
reflect their narrower, less stable base, which is more easily 
compromised when vision is removed.

Previous work has shown that children use vision dur-
ing step descent (Cowie et al. 2010), when walking in clut-
tered environments (Franchak and Adolph 2010) and when 
approaching obstacles (Berard and Vallis 2006). These 
complex and naturalistic tasks provide rich, ecological data. 
However, they do not show whether children use online 
vision to fine-tune active steps—especially when the landing 
location is very small (a single target). In this study, we have 
shown that children do use online vision to carefully guide 
the foot to a constrained landing location. This behaviour is 
crucial when walking in complex environments, where only 
certain, small footholds afford stable forward progression.

Precision stepping and reaching have different 
developmental profiles

Based on the extensive literature on reaching (Bard et al. 
1990; Hay et  al. 1991; Pellizzer and Hauert 1996; Van 
Braeckel et al. 2007), we anticipated a non-linear develop-
mental profile for stepping (H2). In contrast, stepping error 
decreased gradually and linearly with age. By 8 years, both 
accuracy and variability for stepping were adult like. This 
complements research showing adult-like step accuracy at 
9 years during walking (Corporaal et al. 2018). Importantly, 
stepping error decreased with age both with and without 
vision. This suggests that development might be driven by 
improvements in proprioception, rather than by improve-
ment in visual control.

In contrast, reaching error was stable between 6 and 
8 years both with and without vision. We, therefore, show 
different developmental profiles for reaching and stepping 
and argue that both visually guided and non-visually guided 
actions develop in a limb-specific manner. This supports 
independent assessment of upper (fine) and lower limb 
(gross) movement in developmental motor assessments 
(Cools et al. 2009). We should expect upper and lower limb 
visuomotor control to typically develop at different rates. 
Stepping continues maturing long after reaching—just like 
controlled stepping emerges later than reaching in infancy 
(Berger and Adolph 2007). The neural control of precise 
movement of the arms and legs may be decoupled and 
develop asynchronously (Dietz 2003).

We found no change in reaching error between 6 and 
8 years. This contrasts with other studies. Numerous studies 

show a non-linear developmental trend (Bard et al. 1990; 
Hay 1979; Hay et al. 1991; Pellizzer and Hauert 1996; Van 
Braeckel et al. 2007). However, in previous work, reaches 
were much larger (Bard et al. 1990; Hay 1979; Hay et al. 
1991; Van Braeckel et al. 2007). In our task, children per-
formed small reaches equally proficiently from 6 to 8 years, 
with reach error that was lower than (1) step error and (2) 
reach error in previous studies (Bard et al 1990). We argue 
that for our small reaches, children’s performance was 
mature.

Does postural stability constrain precision stepping 
performance?

We predicted that biases in foot placement would widen 
and lengthen steps to increase stability (H3). However, our 
results only partially supported this. Steps were biased later-
ally (to the right) in the side condition. This bias widens the 
base of support. However, steps were also biased posteriorly 
in the side condition and medially in the ahead condition. 
Both of these biases narrow the base of support, arguably 
reducing stability. It is, therefore, possible that these biases 
are unrelated to stability and may be due to sensory or per-
ceptual error.

Precision stepping requires children to guide the foot to 
a precise landing location, all whilst balancing on one leg. 
Since balance continues developing into adolescence (Godoi 
and Barela 2008), we expected that balance would constrain 
children’s stepping performance (H4). However, controlling 
for age, we found no correlation between postural stability 
and step error. We, therefore, argue that other factors—neu-
ral and cognitive development (Corporaal et al. 2017, 2018; 
Gogtay et al. 2004; Zelazo 1983), motor imagery (Sooley 
et al. 2018), internal models (Contreras-Vidal et al. 2005) 
and proprioception (King et al. 2010)—contribute to stepping 
development. Despite improvements in both postural stability 
and step error between 6 and 8 years, balance does not seem 
to be the most crucial factor in this simple, stepping task.

Protracted and limb‑specific development 
for visually guided stepping

Children use online vision to fine-tune precise steps. We, 
therefore, show that precision stepping shares a visual con-
trol mechanism with other motor tasks, like reaching. How-
ever, precision stepping takes longer to mature. We argue 
that the earlier emergence of reaching relative to stepping 
provides earlier, more extensive opportunity for children 
to practice reaching. This leaves stepping (both visually 
guided and non-visually guided) maturing relatively later 
than reaching.



 Experimental Brain Research

1 3

Acknowledgements We thank Dr. R. Reynolds (University of Birming-
ham) for providing code used in the analysis.

Funding This study was funded by an ESRC studentship awarded to 
R Mowbray—ES/J500082/1, and by ESRC Grant ES/P008798/1 (PI 
D Cowie). Data will be made available at https ://doi.org/10.15128 /
r2jh3 43s32 n.

Compliance with ethical standards 

Conflict of interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of 
interest.

Ethical approval All procedures performed in studies involving human 
participants were in accordance with the ethical standards of the Dur-
ham University Ethics Committee and with the 1964 Helsinki declara-
tion and its later amendments.

Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Crea-
tive Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (http://creat iveco 
mmons .org/licen ses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribu-
tion, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate 
credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the 
Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made.

References

Adolph KE, Cole WG, Komati M, Garciaguirre JS, Badaly D, Linge-
man JM, Sotsky RB (2012) How do you learn to walk? thousands 
of steps and dozens of falls per day. Psychol Sci 23(11):1387–
1394. https ://doi.org/10.1177/09567 97612 44634 6

Alexander NB, Ashton-Miller JA, Giordani B, Guire K, Schultz AB 
(2005) Age differences in timed accurate stepping with increas-
ing cognitive and visual demand: a walking trail making test. J 
Gerontol Ser A Biol Sci Med Sci 60(12):1558–1562. https ://doi.
org/10.1093/geron a/60.12.1558

Babinsky E, Braddick O, Atkinson J (2012) Infants and adults reach-
ing in the dark. Exp Brain Res 217(2):237–249. https ://doi.
org/10.1007/s0022 1-011-2984-5

Bard C, Hay L, Fleury M (1990) Timing and accuracy of visually 
directed movements in children: control of direction and ampli-
tude components. J Exp Child Psychol 50(1):102–118. https ://doi.
org/10.1016/0022-0965(90)90034 -6

Berard JR, Vallis LA (2006) Characteristics of single and double 
obstacle avoidance strategies: a comparison between adults and 
children. Exp Brain Res 175(1):21–31. https ://doi.org/10.1007/
s0022 1-006-0529-0

Berger SE, Adolph KE (2007) Learning and development in infant 
locomotion. Prog Brain Res 164:237–255. https ://doi.org/10.1016/
S0079 -6123(07)64013 -8

Berthier NE, Keen R (2006) Development of reaching in infancy. 
Exp Brain Res 169(4):507–518. https ://doi.org/10.1007/s0022 
1-005-0169-9

Berthier NE, Clifton RK, Gullapalli V, McCall DD, Robin DJ (1996) 
Visual information and object size in the control of reaching. 
J Mot Behav 28(3):187–197. https ://doi.org/10.1080/00222 
895.1996.99417 44

Blakemore S, Choudhury S (2006) Development of the adolescent 
brain: implications for executive function and social cognition. 
J Child Psychol Psychiatry 4:296–312. https ://doi.org/10.111
1/j.1469-7610.2006.01611 .x

Bracci S, Ietswaart M, Peelen MV, Cavina-pratesi C (2010) Dissociable 
neural responses to hands and non-hand body parts in human left 
extrastriate visual cortex. J Neurophysiol. https ://doi.org/10.1152/
jn.00215 .2010

Brenière Y, Bril B (1998) Development of postural control of gravity 
forces in children during the first 5 years of walking. Exp Brain 
Res 121(3):255–262. https ://doi.org/10.1007/s0022 10050 458

Buneo CA, Andersen RA (2006) The posterior parietal cortex: senso-
rimotor interface for the planning and online control of visually 
guided movements. Neuropsychologia 44(13):2594–2606. https ://
doi.org/10.1016/J.NEURO PSYCH OLOGI A.2005.10.011

Chapman GJ, Hollands MA (2007) Evidence that older adult fall-
ers prioritise the planning of future stepping actions over the 
accurate execution of ongoing steps during complex locomotor 
tasks. Gait Posture 26(1):59–67. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitp 
ost.2006.07.010

Chicoine A, Lassonde M, Proteau L (1992) Developmental aspects of 
sensorimotor integration. Dev Neuropsychol 8(4):381–394. https 
://doi.org/10.1080/87565 64920 95405 33

Contreras-Vidal JL, Bo J, Boudreau JP, Clark JE (2005) Development 
of visuomotor representations for hand movement in young chil-
dren. Exp Brain Res 162(2):155–164. https ://doi.org/10.1007/
s0022 1-004-2123-7

Cools W, Martelaer K De, Samaey C, Andries C (2009) Movement 
skill assessment of typically developing preschool children : a 
review of seven movement skill assessment tools, (March 2008). 
J Sports Sci Med 8:154–168

Corporaal SHA, Gooijers J, Chalavi S, Cheval B, Swinnen SP, Bois-
gontier MP (2017) Neural predictors of motor control and impact 
of visuo-proprioceptive information in youth. Hum Brain Mapp 
38(11):5628–5647. https ://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.23754 

Corporaal SHA, Bruijn SM, Hoogkamer W, Chalavi S, Boisgontier 
MP, Duysens J, Gooijers J (2018) Different neural substrates for 
precision stepping and fast online step adjustments in youth. Brain 
Struct Funct 223(4):2039–2053. https ://doi.org/10.1007/s0042 
9-017-1586-9

Cowie D, Atkinson J, Braddick O (2010) Development of visual con-
trol in stepping down. Exp Brain Res 202(1):181–188. https ://doi.
org/10.1007/s0022 1-009-2125-6

Dall’Orso S, Steinweg J, Allievi AG, Edwards AD, Burdet E, Arichi T 
(2018) Somatotopic mapping of the developing sensorimotor cor-
tex in the preterm human brain. Cereb Cortex 28(7):2507–2515. 
https ://doi.org/10.1093/cerco r/bhy05 0

Dietz V (2002) Do human bipeds use quadrupedal coordination? 
Trends Neurosci 25(9):462–467. https ://doi.org/10.1016/S0166 
-2236(02)02229 -4

Dietz V (2003) Spinal cord pattern generators for locomotion. Clin 
Neurophysiol 114(8):1379–1389. https ://doi.org/10.1016/S1388 
-2457(03)00120 -2

Dietz V (2018) Performance of functional arm and leg movements 
depends on neural coupling. Springer, Cham, pp 271–272. https 
://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-01845 -0_54

Drew T, Andujar JE, Lajoie K, Yakovenko S (2008) Cortical mecha-
nisms involved in visuomotor coordination during precision walk-
ing. Brain Res Rev 57(1):199–211. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.brain 
resre v.2007.07.017

Flatters I, Mushtaq F, Hill LJB, Holt RJ, Wilkie RM, Mon Williams M 
(2014) The relationship between a child’s postural stability and 
manual dexterity. Exp Brain Res 232:2907–2917

Franchak JM, Adolph KE (2010) Visually guided navigation: head-
mounted eye-tracking of natural locomotion in children and 
adults. Vis Res 50(24):2766–2774. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.visre 
s.2010.09.024

Frigon A (2017) The neural control of interlimb coordination during 
mammalian locomotion. J Neurophysiol 117(6):2224–2241. https 
://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00978 .2016

https://doi.org/10.15128/r2jh343s32n
https://doi.org/10.15128/r2jh343s32n
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612446346
https://doi.org/10.1093/gerona/60.12.1558
https://doi.org/10.1093/gerona/60.12.1558
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-011-2984-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-011-2984-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(90)90034-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(90)90034-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-006-0529-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-006-0529-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0079-6123(07)64013-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0079-6123(07)64013-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-005-0169-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-005-0169-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222895.1996.9941744
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222895.1996.9941744
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2006.01611.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2006.01611.x
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00215.2010
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00215.2010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002210050458
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.NEUROPSYCHOLOGIA.2005.10.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.NEUROPSYCHOLOGIA.2005.10.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2006.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2006.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1080/87565649209540533
https://doi.org/10.1080/87565649209540533
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-004-2123-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-004-2123-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.23754
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00429-017-1586-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00429-017-1586-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-009-2125-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-009-2125-6
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhy050
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-2236(02)02229-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-2236(02)02229-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1388-2457(03)00120-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1388-2457(03)00120-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-01845-0_54
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-01845-0_54
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainresrev.2007.07.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainresrev.2007.07.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2010.09.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2010.09.024
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00978.2016
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00978.2016


Experimental Brain Research 

1 3

Frisby J (1980) The frisby stereotest. Clement Clarke International, 
Harlow, Essex

Georgopoulos AP, Grillner S (1989) Visuomotor coordination in reach-
ing and locomotion. Science 245(4923):1209–1210. https ://doi.
org/10.1126/scien ce.26753 07

Gliga T (2018) Telling apart motor noise and exploratory behav-
ior, in Early Development. Front Psychol 9:1939. https ://doi.
org/10.3389/fpsyg .2018.01939 

Godoi D, Barela J (2008) Body sway and sensory motor coupling adap-
tation in children: effects of distance manipulation. Dev Psycho-
biol 50(1):77–87. https ://doi.org/10.1002/dev

Gogtay N, Giedd J, Lusk L, Hayashi K, Greenstein D, Vaituzis C, 
Thompson P (2004) Dynamic mapping of human cortical develop-
ment during childhood through early adulthood. Proc Natl Acad 
Sci 101(21):8174–8179. https ://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.20124 3998

Gottwald JM, Achermann S, Marciszko C, Lindskog M, Grede-
bäck G (2016) An embodied account of early executive-func-
tion development. Psychol Sci 27(12):1600–1610. https ://doi.
org/10.1177/09567 97616 66744 7

Gwin JT, Gramann K, Makeig S, Ferris DP (2011) Electrocortical 
activity is coupled to gait cycle phase during treadmill walking. 
NeuroImage 54:1289–1296. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuro image 
.2010.08.066

Hay L (1979) Spatial-temporal analysis of movements in children: 
motor programs versus feedback in the development of reach-
ing. J Mot Behav 11(3):189–200. https ://doi.org/10.1080/00222 
895.1979.10735 187

Hay Laurette, Bard C, Fleury M, Teasdale N (1991) Kinematics of 
aiming in direction and amplitude: a developmental study. Acta 
Physiol (Oxf) 77(3):203–215. https ://doi.org/10.1016/0001-
6918(91)90035 -X

Jakobson LS, Goodale MA (1991) Factors affecting higher-order move-
ment planning: a kinematic analysis of human prehension. Exp 
Brain Res 86(1):199–208. https ://doi.org/10.1007/BF002 31054 

King BR, Pangelinan MM, Kagerer FA, Clark JE (2010) Improvements 
in proprioceptive functioning influence multisensory-motor inte-
gration in 7- to 13-year-old children. Neurosci Lett 483(1):36–40. 
https ://doi.org/10.1016/J.NEULE T.2010.07.056

Koenraadt KLM, Roelofsen EGJ, Duysens J, Keijsers NLW (2014) 
Cortical control of normal gait and precision stepping: an fNIRS 
study. NeuroImage 85:415–422. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuro 
image .2013.04.070

Lee MH, Farshchiansadegh A, Ranganathan R (2017) Children show 
limited movement repertoire when learning a novel motor skill. 
Dev Sci 21(4):1–9. https ://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12614 

Lenroot RK, Giedd JN (2006) Brain development in children and ado-
lescents: insights from anatomical magnetic resonance imaging. 
Neurosci Biobehav Rev 30:718–729. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.
neubi orev.2006.06.001

Matthis JS, Yates JL, Hayhoe MM (2018) Gaze and the control of foot 
placement when walking in natural terrain. Curr Biol 28(8):1224–
1233.e5. https ://doi.org/10.1016/J.CUB.2018.03.008

Moraes R, Lewis MA, Patla AE (2004) Strategies and determinants 
for selection of alternate foot placement during human locomo-
tion: influence of spatial and temporal constraints. Exp Brain Res 
159(1):1–13. https ://doi.org/10.1007/s0022 1-004-1888-z

Pantall A, Teulier C, Smith B, Moerchen V, Ulrich B (2011) Impact of 
enhanced sensory onput on treadmill step frequency: infants born 
with myelomeningocele. Pediatr Phys Ther 23(1):42–52. https ://
doi.org/10.1097/PEP.0b013 e3182 06eef a.Impac t

Pellizzer G, Hauert CA (1996) Visuo-manual aiming movements in 
6- to 10-year-old children: evidence for an asymmetric and asyn-
chronous development of information processes. Brain Cogn 
30(2):175–193. https ://doi.org/10.1006/brcg.1996.0011

Pisella L, Gréa H, Tilikete C, Vighetto A, Desmurget M, Rode G, 
Rossetti Y (2000) An “automatic pilot” for the hand in human 
posterior parietal cortex: toward reinterpreting optic ataxia. Nat 
Neurosci 3(7):729–736. https ://doi.org/10.1038/76694 

Reynolds RF, Day BL (2005a) Rapid visuo-motor processes drive the 
leg regardless of balance constraints [1]. Curr Biol 15(2):R48–
R49. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2004.12.051

Reynolds RF, Day BL (2005b) Visual guidance of the human foot 
during a step. J Physiol 569(2):677–684. https ://doi.org/10.1113/
jphys iol.2005.09586 9

Roncesvalles MNC, Woollacott MH, Jensen JL (2000) The develop-
ment of compensatory stepping skills in children. J Mot Behav 
32(1):100–111

Ruddock S, Caeyenberghs K, Piek J, Sugden D, Hyde C, Morris S, 
Wilson P (2016) Coupling of online control and inhibitory sys-
tems in children with atypical motor development: a growth curve 
modelling study. Brain Cogn 109:84–95. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.
bandc .2016.08.001

Smid KA, Den Otter AR (2013) Why you need to look where you step 
for precise foot placement: the effects of gaze eccentricity on step-
ping errors. Gait Posture 38(2):242–246. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.
gaitp ost.2012.11.019

Sooley M, Cressman EK, Martini R (2018) Movement imagery as a 
predictor of online control in typically developing children. Dev 
Neuropsychol 43(6):508–523. https ://doi.org/10.1080/87565 
641.2018.14797 54

Thelen E, Spencer JP (1998) Postural control during reaching in young 
infants: a dynamic systems approach. Neurosci Biobehav Rev 
22(4):507–514. https ://doi.org/10.1016/S0149 -7634(97)00037 -7

Tunik E, Rice NJ, Hamilton A, Grafton ST (2007) Beyond grasping: 
representation of action in human anterior intraparietal sulcus. 
NeuroImage 36(SUPPL. 2):T77–T86. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.
neuro image .2007.03.026

Van Braeckel K, Butcher PR, Geuze RH, Stremmelaar EF, Bouma A 
(2007) Movement adaptations in 7- to 10-year-old typically devel-
oping children: evidence for a transition in feedback-based motor 
control. Hum Mov Sci 26(6):927–942. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.
humov .2007.07.010

von Hofsten C (1980) Predictive reaching for moving objects by 
human infants. J Exp Child Psychol. https ://doi.org/10.1016/0022-
0965(80)90043 -0

von Hofsten C (1982) Eye-hand coordination in the newborn. Dev Psy-
chol 18(3):450–461. https ://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.18.3.450

Westwood D, Heath M, Roy E (2001) The accuracy of reaching move-
ments in brief delay conditions. Can J Exp Psychol 55(4):304–310

Wilson PH, Hyde C (2013) The development of rapid online control in 
children aged 6–12 years: reaching performance. Hum Mov Sci 
32(5):1138–1150. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.humov .2013.02.008

Witherington DC, Hofsten C, Rosander K, Robinette A, Woollacott 
MH, Bertenthal BI (2002) The development of anticipatory pos-
tural adjustments in infancy. Infancy 3(4):495–517. https ://doi.
org/10.1207/S1532 7078I N0304 _05

Woollacott MH, Shumway-Cook A (1990) Changes in posture control 
across the life span—a systems approach. Phys Ther 70(12):799–
807. https ://doi.org/10.1093/ptj/70.12.799

Zelazo PR (1983) The development of walking: new findings and old 
assumptions. J Mot Behav 15(2):99–137

Zhao H, Warren WH (2015) On-line and model-based approaches to 
the visual control of action. Vis Res 110:190–202. https ://doi.
org/10.1016/J.VISRE S.2014.10.008

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.2675307
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.2675307
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01939
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01939
https://doi.org/10.1002/dev
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.201243998
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616667447
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616667447
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2010.08.066
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2010.08.066
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222895.1979.10735187
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222895.1979.10735187
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-6918(91)90035-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-6918(91)90035-X
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00231054
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.NEULET.2010.07.056
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.04.070
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.04.070
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12614
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2006.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2006.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.CUB.2018.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-004-1888-z
https://doi.org/10.1097/PEP.0b013e318206eefa.Impact
https://doi.org/10.1097/PEP.0b013e318206eefa.Impact
https://doi.org/10.1006/brcg.1996.0011
https://doi.org/10.1038/76694
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2004.12.051
https://doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.2005.095869
https://doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.2005.095869
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2016.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2016.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2012.11.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2012.11.019
https://doi.org/10.1080/87565641.2018.1479754
https://doi.org/10.1080/87565641.2018.1479754
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-7634(97)00037-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2007.03.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2007.03.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.humov.2007.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.humov.2007.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(80)90043-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(80)90043-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.18.3.450
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.humov.2013.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327078IN0304_05
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327078IN0304_05
https://doi.org/10.1093/ptj/70.12.799
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.VISRES.2014.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.VISRES.2014.10.008

	The development of visually guided stepping
	Abstract
	Introduction
	The development of precision stepping: insights from reaching
	Stepping and reaching might have different developmental profiles
	How might we measure stepping development?

	Methods
	Participants
	Design and equipment
	Procedures
	Analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Children show adult-like reliance on vision for precision stepping
	Precision stepping and reaching have different developmental profiles
	Does postural stability constrain precision stepping performance?
	Protracted and limb-specific development for visually guided stepping

	Acknowledgements 
	References




