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Abstract 
Objective: To evaluate the feasibility of implementing a self-management intervention to 
improve mobility in the community for stroke survivors. 
Methods: A sequential mixed methods design was used (a pilot randomised controlled trial 
and focus groups). Participants were adult stroke survivors within six months post discharge 
from hospital with functional and cognitive capacity for self-management. The intervention 
included education sessions, goal setting and action planning, group sessions, self-monitoring 
and follow up. The control group received usual care and both groups enrolled for 3 months 
in the study. Feasibility outcomes (recruitment and retention rates, randomisation and 
blinding, adherence to the intervention, collection of outcome measures, and the fidelity and 
acceptability of the intervention). Participants assessed at baseline, 3 months and 6 months 
for functional mobility and walking, self-efficacy, goal attainment, cognitive ability, and 
general health. A descriptive analysis was done for quantitative data and content analysis for 
the qualitative data. Findings of quantitative and qualitative data were integrated to present 
the final results of the study. 
Results: Twenty-four participants were recruited and randomised into two groups (12 each). 
It was feasible to recruit from hospital and community and to deliver the intervention 
remotely. Randomisation and blinding were successful. Participants were retained (83%) at 3 
months and (79.2%) at 6 months assessments. Adherence to the intervention varied due to 
multiple factors. Focus groups discussed participants’ motivations for joining the programme, 
their perspectives on the intervention (fidelity and acceptability) and methodology, perceived 
improvements in mobility, facilitators and challenges for self-management, and suggestions 
for improvement.    

Conclusion: The self-management intervention seems feasible for implementation for stroke 
survivors in the community. Participants appreciated the support provided and perceived 
improvement in their mobility. The study was not powered enough to draw a conclusion 
about the efficacy of the program and a future full-scale study is warranted.   
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Introduction  

Every year, stroke affects more than 100 000 individuals in the UK [1]. Following a stroke, 

about half of the people who survive need help with their daily activities as a result of various 

impairments that affect their physical, cognitive, emotional, and social well-being [2,3]. A 

major physical disability following stroke involves limitations in an individual’s lower limb 

activities such as balance and mobility [3,4]. Mobility has been found to be a key problem for 

two-thirds of people after stroke and can lead to depression and isolation [5,6]. Rehabilitation 

is deemed to be essential for the recovery process after stroke as it helps to improve the 

impaired functions resulting in a better quality of life for stroke survivors [7].  

Improvements in functional outcomes can be facilitated by increased intensity of 

therapy especially during the first 3-6 months after stroke as the neurological and functional 

recovery are optimal in this period [8,9]. However, evaluation of current practice in the UK 

shows that the intensity of therapy delivered for stroke rehabilitation in the stroke units is less 

than optimal (11.24 (SD = 7) minutes vs. 45 minutes) and 45% of stroke survivors might not 

receive adequate therapy after leaving hospital [10-12]. The situation had worsened due to the 

impact of COVID-19 on health services [13]. During the pandemic, stroke survivors were 

rushed for early discharge from acute care with limited support in the community, due to 

services that had stopped completely during lockdowns. Survivors had to rely on their carers, 

and their individual ability for self-management as the only way of coping with their 

conditions while lacking formal support [14].  

Prior to the pandemic, it has been evident that the delivery of a higher intensity 

therapy and support for survivors with mild to moderate impairments post-stroke can be 

provided through self-management interventions [15,16]. Self-management (SM) has been 

recommended as an approach that empowers the role of patients in facilitating their recovery 

in addition to the usual care provided by professionals [17]. SM interventions use strategies 
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such as patient education, involvement in goal setting and action planning, peer support, and 

self-monitoring to enhance individual’s independence in managing their therapy plans [18]. 

In the last decade, various SM interventions have increasingly shown a positive effect on 

survivors’ self-efficacy, emotional and functional recovery, and social participation 

[15,16,18-21]. However, most of these studies used only a generic outcome such as self-

efficacy, quality of life or physical activity and applied SM interventions that involved 

extensive involvement of the therapists over a large number of therapy sessions and follow 

up; such use of resources is unrealistic in practice. There still is a need for development of 

effective interventions that apply self-management principles for rehabilitation of specific 

outcomes such as mobility.  

Overall, SM interventions for improving the mobility of stroke survivors in the 

community are uncommon [22]. Recently, there have been some studies that used SM, some 

of which incorporated interventions to improve mobility outcomes after stroke. Examples of 

these interventions include the Independent Mobility-related Physical Activity (IMPACT) 

Program [19], the Rehabilitation Training (ReTrain) intervention [23], the Extended 

Rehabilitation Service (EXTRAS) for stroke patients [24], and the Bridges self-management 

programme [20]. The results of the previous studies confirmed that SM interventions 

delivered for individuals or in groups in the community can be effective for people after 

stroke. However, most of the interventions used in these studies were criticised for their high 

resource requirements and ambiguity regarding the theoretical underpinnings, factors that 

make them challenging to implement in the NHS system. Therefore, development of a 

comprehensive SM mobility intervention that can be realistically embedded within the 

current practice of stroke rehabilitation has been suggested [15]. To the best of the authors 

knowledge no further studies have addressed this gap following the publication of the review. 

Work was undertaken to address the gap in the current practice by developing a self-
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management intervention that focused on mobility training in the community (SIMS). The 

SIMS was developed based on evidence from a systematic review of the literature about self-

management for mobility rehabilitation following stroke [15] and in consultation with senior 

stroke survivors and NHS clinicians as an effort for knowledge translation into practice. The 

description of the SIMS is provided in the intervention section.  

Aim and objectives 

To examine the feasibility of a newly developed self-management intervention for functional 

mobility for stroke survivors in the community (SIMS).   

The specific objectives were:   

1) To evaluate the feasibility of implementing the new intervention in stroke 

rehabilitation services in the local community using a mixed-methods study design.   

2) To explore participants’ perspectives about the acceptability, practicality, and fidelity 

of the new intervention.  

3) To scope out methodological feasibility for a future randomised control trial. 

Methods 

Design  

A two-phase sequential explanatory mixed methods design was undertaken including a 

feasibility randomised controlled trial (two arms, assessor blinded) followed by focus groups. 

The first phase included quantitative methods examining the feasibility of the intervention 

using standard outcome measures while the intervention was carried out to the participants. 

This then followed by qualitative focus groups with participants to get deeper understanding 

of their lived experience within the study and to suggest direction for future research. The 

mixed methods approach was used to elaborate, complement and triangulate findings from 
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each method [25]. The study was conducted between December 2021 and March 2023. The 

CONSORT 2010 statement: extension to randomised pilot and feasibility trials [26] was used 

to guide the conduct and reporting of this study. 

Participants and sampling  

Participants were purposefully selected using a criterion-based sampling as they needed to 

have a certain level of mobility and cognitive ability to participate in this study. Participants 

were eligible if they; (a) were adults (18 years to 99 years), (b) diagnosed with a first stroke, 

(c) within six months post-discharge from the hospital, (d) with Functional Ambulation 

Category (FAC) ≥ 2 (at least able to walk with a maximum of one person assistance, with or 

without a gait aid [27], (e) had cognitive capacity to communicate and consent to participate 

in the study (screened using MoCA), (f) could speak or had a family member who spoke 

English, and (g) had access to a suitable electronic device to meet on Zoom if they had to join 

the study online. 

Patients were excluded if they were medically unstable or had other major co-morbidities that 

might be a risk for community walking, severe cognitive impairments, severe aphasia, severe 

spasticity or severe arthritis. 

Setting 

Participants were recruited from different teams (i.e., early discharge, and community service 

teams) a rehabilitation hospital in Birmingham, UK and online through Stroke Association 

and Different Stroke websites. We recruited participants from multiple teams since this has 

the advantage of ensuring the study protocol and intervention can be widely implemented and 

tested on participants with diverse levels of clinical trial experience and resources [28]. All 

the study activities took place in participant’ homes, online via Zoom, or in the school of 
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Sport, Exercise and Rehabilitation Sciences at the University of Birmingham. Data collection 

(intervention and assessments) took place between December 2021 and March 2023.  

Sample size 

As no formal sample size calculations are required for feasibility studies and the objectives of 

trials focused on feasibility can often be met with relatively few numbers of participants, we 

aimed to recruit 90 participants (45 per group) [29,30].    

Randomisation, approach and consent procedure 

Stroke survivors were approached by their therapists at the sub-acute rehabilitation hospitals 

and through referrals made by Early Supported Discharge (ESD) team or the community 

therapists. Eligible Participants, who showed interest in taking part in the study to their 

therapists, were provided with a consent to contact form for further contact by the research 

team. The researchers contacted the eligible participants to check their readiness in joining 

the study after providing them with information sheet, data management plan and obtaining 

consent for their participation. After providing a written consent, the participants were 

assessed at baseline and then randomly allocated to treatment or control groups by an 

administrator using computer-generated randomisation chart. 

Intervention 

The intervention group received the SIMS in addition to any usual care provided to the 

participants by the NHS. All components of the SIMS were delivered for the intervention 

group in their homes when they were visited by the research team or through online zoom 

meetings over a period of 12-weeks. Self-monitoring was done by participants using a 

 . CC-BY 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 June 5, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.25.23290317doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.25.23290317
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 8

pedometer and a recording diary to record their daily training and number of steps. Details of 

the SIMS protocol are provided below. 

Week 1: (Group and Individual)  

• Education about impact of stroke, improving gait, self-management and safety.  

• Self-management strategies including individualised goal setting for mobility goals and 

action-planning using exercises from a booklet based on their baseline assessment. The 

exercise booklet was developed based on evidence and had a selection of appropriate 

exercises for strengthening, balance and endurance improvement. 

• Patient were taught home exercises using the same exercise booklets and self-monitoring of 

mobility training was done using a recording diary. A safety tips documents with resources 

for guidance was provided prior to the start of exercise plan.  

Week 2, 4, 6, 8 &10: (Group)  

Participants had an online meeting every two weeks for group exercise sessions and peer 

support was provided by an experienced stroke patient in one of the weeks. The researcher 

conducted one group session per week for 10-12 people where participants are taught 

exercises for strengthening, balance, and mobility from the exercise booklets.  

To improve safety in zoom classes, a qualified researcher and a registered therapist were both 

present to deliver the classes. 

Patient-experts will provide peer-support during the group sessions. The patient-experts are 

stroke-survivors who were paid from the PPI costs.  

Week 3, 5, 7, 9 &11: (Individual)  

A follow up call was made by the research therapist for reviewing goals, updating exercise 

plan and patient’s progress in the programme every fortnight.    
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Week 12: (Group)  

At week 12, a reiteration of safety, review of mobility-training and positive reinforcement 

were discussed with each participant for long term sustainability.  

Control  

The participants of this group received an education session about walking safely at the 

beginning of the study (week1) using a power point presentation. Due to the COVID 

pandemic the education sessions were delivered through zoom unless patient requested a 

physical presentation at their homes. They set goals at the start of the study along with the 

researcher. The control group also received the routinely provided care by the community 

services for stroke survivors after their discharge from the stroke unit. The usual care in this 

context is guided by local practice in the NHS and is expected to follow the national clinical 

guidelines for stroke care. 

Outcomes 

Participants demographics and stroke related information such as age, gender, height and 

weight, stroke type, time since onset, affected side of the body, use of mobility aid, presence 

of carer and GP addresses were collected at the baseline.  

Feasibility outcomes included: recruitment rate (proportion of eligible participants who 

enrolled in the study) and validity of eligibility criteria (number of participants eligible/not 

eligible for each criterion), feasibility of randomisation and blinding and ability to reduce 

contamination, retention rates (proportion of enrolled participants who completed the study), 

fidelity and acceptability of the intervention (lived experiences and perspectives of 

participants from focus groups), participants’ adherence to the intervention and follow up (the 

number of days the participants did their exercises and recording diary) and feasibility of the 
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selected outcome measures. Participants from both groups were asked to describe what they 

had received from the NHS as usual care for their rehabilitation at baseline and at the end of 

their participation.  

Focus groups used an interview guide that included questions to explore acceptability, 

practicality, sustainability, effectiveness, and ways to improve intervention from participants’ 

perspectives.  

Assessments included outcomes related to the constructs of self-management such as self-

efficacy and goal-achievement in addition to mobility related physical and psychosocial 

outcomes. Self-efficacy was measured by using the stroke self-efficacy questionnaire [31]. 

The Goal Attainment Scale (GAS) was used to measure participants ability to achieve their 

goals [32]. The Patient Specific Functional Scale was used to assess participants’ ability to 

perform specific daily activities related to mobility [33]. Level of adherence and performing 

of other self-management related elements were examined using the Patient Specific 

Functional Scale, the recording diaries of physical activities, and action planning documents. 

To determine the impact of SIMS on participants’ mobility; the Functional Gait Assessment 

(FGA), Timed Up and Go, 10-meter Walking Test, Six Minutes Walking Test, number of 

steps walked per day using pedometer were used. These outcome measures have been tested 

for reliability and validity to detect changes in stroke population [34,35]. To examine the 

cognitive and psychological well-being, the Montreal Cognitive Assessment (MoCA) and 

General Health Questionnaire (GHQ-12) were used [36,37].  

The selected outcomes were measured at study baseline and three months later (at the end of 

the intervention) followed by a follow-up assessment at six months from the start of the 

study. The assessments were collected by an independent blinded assessor and only the first 

author (AS) and his academic supervisor (SR) had access to information that could identify 

individual participants during or after data collection 
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The participants self-selected themselves to participate in focus groups after study 

completion. 

Ethics and registration 

Ethics approval for this study was initially obtained in June 2020 from the Health Research 

Authority (HRA) at the NHS (IRAS project ID: 269079). However, due to the situation of the 

COVID-19 pandemic, the research team applied for an amendment to the approved protocol 

to allow for online delivery of the intervention and to recruit participants directly from the 

community and a final approval was received in June 2021. The study was registered 

prospectively on the ISRCTN registry (ISRCTN15728885) in September 2021. 

Data analysis 

A descriptive statistical analysis was used to describe the demographic data, results of the 

feasibility and clinical outcomes [38.39]. The frequency counts such as means, standard 

deviations or ranges of values were used to summarise the analysed data. The aim of the data 

analysis for the efficacy outcome measures was to evaluate the feasibility of using these 

outcome measures, keeping in mind that feasibility trials are underpowered to detect 

clinically significant treatment effects [28]. Microsoft Excel Version 2016 was used to carry 

out the descriptive analysis of quantitative data.   

For the qualitative data from focus group interviews, a qualitative content analysis approach 

was used to present the identified themes from participants’ discussion about the SM 

intervention [40,41]. The data from focus groups were coded by the first author (AS) and 

themes then built in an iterative process. The other two authors (SR and AS) have 

independently reviewed the codes and themes and discussed their perspectives in a meeting 

with first author. 
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The findings from focus groups were integrated with results of the quantitative outcomes in 

the results section by matching themes with the relevant quantitative data. The integration of 

qualitative and quantitative data has been suggested in mixed methods studies to provide a 

comprehensive presentation of findings from both approaches addressing the same objectives 

rather than presenting them separately [42].  

Results  

The results of feasibility outcomes; recruitment and validity of eligibility criteria, 

randomisation and blinding, retention, fidelity and acceptability of the intervention, and 

feasibility of selected outcomes are presented with relevant themes/sub-themes derived from 

the qualitative data in this section. There were six themes derived from focus groups. Themes 

included 1) motivations for joining the programme, 2) participants’ evaluation of the 

programme, 3) perceived benefits, 4) facilitators of self-management, 5) challenges for 

participation in self-management, and 6) suggestions for improvement. Participants’ quotes 

are provided anonymously to support the results of qualitative findings as needed. The 

participant IDs provided for each quote were not known to anyone outside the research 

group. The integration of quantitative and qualitative data relevant to each feasibility 

objective is summarised in table 1. 

Table 5.1 Integration of findings in relation to feasibility objectives  

Feasibility objectives  Quantitative data Themes and sub-themes 
I) Recruitment rate 

and validity of 
eligibility criteria 

- Participant 
enrolment  

- Validity of eligibility 
criteria (participant 
exclusion) 

- Participants 
characteristics  

Theme1) Motivations for joining the 
programme with the subthemes 

• the hope for improvement and 
independence,  

• helping themselves and others 
by taking part in research,  

• not receiving enough care from 
the NHS and  

• self-management is a part of 
journey post-stroke 

II) Randomisation - Number of Theme 2) Participants’ evaluation of the 
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and blinding    
 

participants 
randomised 

- Ability to blind 
assessors and reduce 
contamination 

programme with the subtheme 
• perspectives on the randomised 

design 

III) Retention rates - Number of enrolled 
participants who 
completed the study 

- Adverse events 

Theme 2) Participants’ evaluation of the 
programme with subtheme 

• factors influencing continuation 
in the programme 

IV) Fidelity and 
acceptability of the 
intervention 

- Delivery of the 
components of the 
intervention i.e. 
education sessions, 
goal setting and 
action planning, 
online group 
meetings, and follow 
ups 

- Reporting of usual 
care and how the 
intervention fits with 
usual care 
 

Theme 2) Participants’ evaluation of the 
programme with sub themes 

• Effective protocol elements 

• Adjunct to usual NHS care 
 
Theme 3) Perceived benefits with sub 
themes 

- achievement of goals,  
- motivation to work harder,  
- improvements in walking,  
- mental health and  
- socialisation) 

 
Theme 4) Facilitators for self-
management intervention related with 
sub themes 

• education,  
• peer support,  
• technology 

 
Theme 5) Challenges for self-
management with sub themes 

• stroke and other health related 
challenges 

 
Theme 3) Perceived benefits with sub 
themes 

• Adjunct 
• Flexibility of programme 

 
 
 

V) Participants’ 
adherence to the 
intervention and 

- Number of 
participants who  

- completed recording 

Theme 4) Facilitators for self-
management with sub themes 

• Time for adjustment,  
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follow up dairy,  
- used pedometer, 
- Attendance at 

sessions 
- Response to the 

follow up calls 
 

• previous knowledge and 
experience,  

• social support 
 
Theme 5) Challenges for self-   
management with sub themes 

• personal factors  
• technical factors and  

• environmental factors 
influencing adherence 

VI)  Feasibility of 
collecting outcome 
measures 

- Completion of 
assessments at 3 
assessment points.  

Theme 2) Participants’ evaluation of the 
programme with sub theme 

• perspectives on outcome 
measures 

VII) Suggestion
s for future 
improvement of 
the programme 

 
       _ 

• Theme 6) suggestions for 
improvment 

 

I) Feasibility of recruitment and validity of eligibility criteria 

Participant enrolment:  

Screening and recruitment were carried out between November 2021 and August 2022. A 

total of 451 patients were screened by four care teams at the hospital setting. Thirty-eight 

patients of the 451 screened were eligible. Of these 38 eligible patients, 17 did not join the 

study when they were approached (2 admitted to the hospital, 2 went back to work, 3 were 

found ineligible, 2 had private physiotherapists, 8 refused or thought they were not ready to 

participate when they were approached). Of the 3 ineligible persons, one person deteriorated 

and had a poor FAC (< 2), the second person had a cardiopulmonary disease, and the third 

person had a very poor vision (needing guidance for walking). Twenty-one patients referred 

by NHS therapists participated in the study. In addition, there was one participant who was 

referred to us by a previous participant and two participants who joined the study through the 

Different Strokes website. There were 6 patients from Different Strokes who were excluded 
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after they were found ineligible because they were more than 6 months post discharge from 

hospital.  

Therefore, the total number of participants enrolled in the study was twenty-four. The flow of 

participants in the study is summarised with reasons for not meeting the eligibility criteria in 

figure 1 based on the CONSORT guidelines.  

Participant exclusion: 

At the screening stage, numbers of patients excluded for each criterion are described. The 

highest number of exclusions was because of not meeting eligibility for mobility which 

needed to be at moderate levels to carry out self-management (83 patients had poor mobility 

and 72 patients had very good mobility scores). Numbers of patients excluded for other 

reasons were: not a first stroke (45), co-morbidities (42), communication issues/aphasia (41), 

cognitive impairments (39), medically unstable (15), > 6 months after discharge (11) and 

other reasons (42) including language, social issues, leaving UK, moved to another care team, 

back to work, hearing and vision problems. In addition, there were 29 patients who were 

eligible, but were not interested in the study or refused physiotherapy.  

Eligible participants who joined the study revealed certain reasons that motivated them for 

participating in the study. These motivations are presented with quotes from focus groups 

below. 

Motivations for joining the programme from theme 1 

Participants’ key motivations for joining the study included a hope for improvement and 

independence in life post-stroke, and a desire to help themselves and others by taking part in 

research that can improve their status.  

“I think I'm always happy to help if I can, doing on research - anything - to improve 

things” (P2, IG).  
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“hopefully, we can pass information over that's benefitted us and hopefully benefits 

other people.” (P5, IG).  

“one of the problems I've had for a while because of the strokes, has been the 

balance, and because you were doing a research-type programme on balance. I 

considered that you would be looking at things slightly different from the normal 

people, which may mean that you find something that they haven't, that helps me” 

(P6, IG). 

They were not receiving enough care from the NHS and that lead to their belief that the 

ability to self-manage their condition is a part of journey post-stroke.  

“I wasn't really getting very much therapy from hospital, so anything that could help 

me recover was a good shout.” (P4, IG).  

“It fitted in quite well, and the only thing I found was if we were trying to get through 

to the NHS, you wouldn't be able to get through them that quick.” (P9, CG). 

“Yes, because it just is part of your journey and you improve.” (P1, IG).  

 

Figure 1. Flow of participants in the study. 

 

Participants characteristics 

The sample represented a wide range of characteristics of stroke population in the post-acute 

stage. Participants aged between 36 and 87 years (mean = 67 years). The number of male 

participants was higher than females (14 vs. 10 participants). Nineteen participants had an 

ischemic stroke and 5 had a haemorrhagic stroke. The left side of the body was affected in 14 

participants and the right side in 10 participants. Participants were within 6 months of 

discharge from hospital (mean time = 4.3 months) except one person who started the 

programme 7 months after discharge. There were 16 participants who lived with a 

 . CC-BY 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 June 5, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.25.23290317doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.25.23290317
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 17

carer/family member. The mean scores of outcome measures for both groups at baseline are 

presented with demographic data in table 2.   

Table 5.2 Participants’ demographics and baseline data 

         Total  

N = 24 

  Mean (range) 

Intervention group 

(n=12) 

  Mean (range) 

Control group  

(n=12) 

  Mean (range) 

Mean age (range)* 67 years (36-87) 63 years (36-86) 71 years (45-87) 

Gender (F/M) 10/14 6/6 4/8  

Height (cm)* 166.35 (147.32-185.42) 166.87 (147.32-184.15) 165.84 (152-185.42) 

Weight (kg)* 72.20 (45-101.6) 76.59 (45-101.6) 67.81 (46-98.42) 

Time since stroke 
(months)* 

4.3 (2-7) 4 (2-7) 4.5 (3-7) 

Stroke type 
(Ischemic/Haemorrhagic) 

19/5 9/3 10/2 

Have a carer 16 9 7 

Affected side of the body 14 Left and 10 Right 7 Left and 5 Right 
 

7 Left and 5 Right 
 

Stroke self-efficacy 
questionnaire* 

86.16 (61-121) 85.83 (111-61) 86.5 (121-61) 

Functional gait 
assessment* 

17.58 (7-29) 18 (12-29) 17.16 (7-26) 

10 Meter walking test 
(m/sec)* 

 
 

Comfortable walking = 
0.51 (0.06-1.44) 

Comfortable walking = 
0.53 (1.44-0.11) 

Comfortable walking = 
0.493 (1.12-0.06) 

Fast walking = 
0.60 (0.09-1.28) 

Fast walking = 
0.607 (1.02-0.11) 

Fast walking = 
0.59 (1.28-0.09) 

Timed up and go (sec)* 26.28 (5.97-97.44) 23.15 (58.34-10.92) 29.42 (97.44-5.97) 
 

6 minutes walking test 
(m)* 

141.1 (26-300) 151.87 (40-260) 130.29 (26-300) 

Patient specific functional 
scale* 

 

3.75 (0.5-7) 3.74 (0.6-7) 3.76 (0.5-6.66) 

Montreal Cognitive 
Assessment* 

22.7 (11-30) 22.41 (11-30) 22.91 (18-26) 

General Health 
Quesionnaire-12* 

 

18.04 (33-6) 16.25 (6-29) 
 

19.83 (9-33) 
 

*Values are provided with means and range  

II) Feasibility of randomisation and blinding  

After baseline assessment, all the 24 participants who consented to participate were 

successfully randomised to one of the two study groups (12 participants each). At post 

intervention assessment, participants were asked if they knew any other participant in the 
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study and only 2 participants (8.33%) said yes. However, they were both in the same group 

and were friends before joining the study.  

Blinding of the assessors was considered successful as no participant revealed their allocation 

during assessments and the first assessor was not able to identify any group assignment of 

participants. Each of the second and third assessors correctly identified 16.66 % of 

assignments when they were asked after the study. 

Participants perspectives on randomised design from theme 2 

Some participants in the focus groups were generally satisfied with the structure of the study 

which involved a control group receiving minimal help.  

“I thought the structure was good.” (P1, IG).  

Two participants from intervention group expressed that they would have had concerns about 

not receiving the intervention, if they had been assigned to the control group. They suggested 

comparing two effective treatments instead of no treatment in one group.  

“if you've got two groups surely they should have the same.” (P5, IG).  

“Can I say I don't believe or don't like placebo effects, ……. So, you're not really sure 

whether you're being treated properly or whether you're just being left to let it happen 

as it happens.” (P6, IG).  

“I think you can have two groups who have different treatments, but they are 

treatments, and you work out which one is the better one, but not there's one who's 

not having any treatment at all” (P5, IG).   

III) Retention  

Of the 24 participants enrolled at baseline, 20 (11 from intervention group and 9 from control 

group) were retained at three months assessment, and 19 at follow up (10 from intervention 

group and 9 from control group). Following baseline assessment, 1 participant from the 
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intervention group withdrew as he moved to another country and another participant from the 

control group died before the 3 months’ assessment. Two participants from control group 

were not available for post intervention and follow up assessments due to social issues and a 

fracture of leg (unrelated to participation). At follow up assessment, another participant in the 

intervention group was lost due to admission to the hospital for unrelated condition (chest 

infection).  

Adverse events  

There were some reported events that were related to participation each of which are 

commonly experienced to different levels by stroke survivors. These events included 

muscle pain, fatigue and depression because of not achieving some goals. Other events (not-

related to participation)  included a death of one participant the control group after baseline 

assessment, 2 fractures (1 neck and 1 leg), 5 COVID-19 infections, 1 pneumonia and 1 chest 

infection. 

Factors influencing continuation within programme from theme 2 

Participants attributed their motivation to continue in the study to certain elements of the 

study. For instance, some participants attributed the continuation in the study to the increased 

understanding of their condition and the programme that was provided throughout the 

education sessions.   

“I have a better understanding. So, you don't actually give up because you've got a 

purpose and a goal to aim at, and that's because of the support that you've been given 

from this understanding” (P6, IG).   

Also, participants liked the level of independence the programme gave them in carrying out 

their daily training with support of therapist provided if needed. 
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“I quite liked the fact that you weren't in my face all the while. Even though I knew you 

were there, that you weren't hassling, you weren't going how's it going? You set the 

target. Yes, and you just left us to it.” (P10, CG).  

Another element that motivated them to continue was the goal-setting introduced to them 

through the education session provided at the beginning of the programme.  

“It was really easy because it's mostly like target setting, when he was talking about 

it[education], in your head you could - in my head, I could see what I could possibly 

do or not do” (P10, CG).   

IV) Fidelity and acceptability of the intervention 

Delivery of the intervention components:  

Fidelity in this context is described as the extent to which the intervention is delivered as 

planned in the protocol [43]. This section provides an evaluation of the ability to deliver the 

components of the intervention (education sessions, goal setting and action planning, group 

sessions, and follow ups) and qualitative data around, factors that affected the fidelity of 

intervention (facilitators and challenges for self-management). Acceptability is illustrated by 

factors relevant to perceived benefits that lead to acceptance of the protocol, presented from 

focus groups responses.  

 Over the period of the study (15 months), we were able to deliver 20 education sessions. 

Most of the sessions were delivered individually for participants in both groups except for 4 

participants who had their education sessions with another participant. Most of sessions were 

delivered online via Zoom meetings except for 2 participants from control group who asked 

for physical delivery of the sessions at their homes. Each session took 25-53 minutes. 

Goal setting and action planning were delivered during a home visit for each participant 

except for 2 participants who joined the study online from distant geographical area. Each 
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session took around 60-90 minutes. All participants were all provided with hard copies of the 

exercise booklet, safety tips brochures, recording diaries and pedometers in person for 

everyone except for those who lived far away in which case these documents were sent by 

email or post. They also successfully received training on how to use these materials.  

For the online group meetings, we were able to deliver 28 sessions out of 30 

scheduled during 15 months of intervention delivery (session/2weeks). Each session took 57-

83 minutes. Two sessions were cancelled because of bank holidays. All the sessions were 

carried out online although the participants were given the option for physical attendance of 

sessions. To follow up with participants regarding the goals and exercises plans, 5 calls were 

scheduled for each participant in the intervention group during their participation (total = 60 

calls). We were able to successfully make 49 calls (13-27 minutes each).  

Participants’ evaluation of the programme from theme 2 

Participants in the focus groups considered the protocol to be structured and components of 

the self-management as helpful for patients with complex situations.  

 ‘‘I think it was very good, in a way, you have a set programme to go by and trying to 

work as closely as you can” (P2, IG).  

 “It has helped me quite a bit really, because I'd had more problems and I found you 

very helpful.” (P8, CG).  

Particularly, participants found the information provided in the education sessions simple to 

understand.  

‘‘it was easy to understand, yes.” (P8, CG). ‘‘the information was obviously good and 

…… I get on with them and it's very good the way I think your programme is run.” 

(P5, IG). ‘‘it was really easy ……… when he was talking - in my head, I could see 

what I could possibly do or not do. So yes, it was very good.” (P10, CG).  
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Some participants positively commented on the methods of communication used by the 

research team considering participants’ individual preferences.  

“It's good communication, emails, Zoom and text message and actually call” (P1, IG).  

They were positive about the exercises provided within the booklet and the recording diary 

and desired to continue using them after the programme finished, further indicating 

acceptability of the study elements.  

“I managed to get through them all, which I was very pleased with because it's that 

extra push again, isn't it, to try and motivate yourself into doing a bit more.” (P3, IG). 

“Also, something that I found very, very useful was filling in the diary. Having that 

each day to complete, I found that really useful as well as the Zoom sessions.” (P3, 

IG). 

“So until it becomes the norm I'll continue, and I want to do a lot of things.” (P7, IG). 

“I think in fairness, you were very, very considerate, because there's a lot of the times 

that I couldn't make and you went out of your way to try and compensate for me, and I 

appreciated that quite a lot.” (P6, IG). 

Perceived benefits from theme 3 

A good push for more training  

Participants indicated that they were encouraged by the components of the intervention to 

increase their training. They considered this ‘a good push for more training '. 

The education session and goal setting were seen to work together to support the planning of 

therapy.  

“Well, the main thing about that was the understanding of what you were offering and 

what was wrong with me, because if I have an understanding of what's wrong and 
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what you're offering, I can coordinate the two and it makes more sense then.” (P6, 

IG). 

The programme gave them a plan for the day and enabled self-monitoring which encouraged 

them to do more training. 

“I think the design of the study is, well, very well organised and it's right in what 

you've got to do everyday” (P1, IG).  

“It's given me another a couple of batteries in and I'm setting myself goals again, 

whereas before I was just going down and down and down” (P7, IG). 

“I did find that it gave me that extra motivation to exceed my previous scores - which 

is good - and then week by week I can see, track my improvement. Yes…” (P4, IG). 

“It encouraged you to do a bit more” (P9, CG). 

“Every morning it introduced me to a pattern where I knew I'd got to do something, 

and at night recording it. So that, even though it's not a lot, it helped me out.” (P10, 

CG). 

They indicated that they gained more confidence to do their exercises and desired to follow 

the same protocol after finishing the programme. 

“Sometimes I think you can give up on exercises, and if somebody comes back and 

helps you to get back onto it you've got that encouragement, because it's hard.” (P5, 

IG).  

They also expressed their fear of losing this motivation after finishing their participation.  

“since we've taken that off, we haven't got that little motivation now” (P9, CG). 

Goals were reached  

Participants showed their happiness due to achieving goals. Some patients explained that they 

were encouraged by goal setting to achieve better outcomes such as independence and 

desired to continue setting goals in their future.  
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“Yes, I definitely am. Once I've reached those goals, I want these goals until I get 

back to as normal as you can.” (P1, IG). “I fortunately have managed to… As I had 

my assessment the other day, I was able to… I have, yes, achieved pretty well the 

goals that I wanted to” (P3, IG). “over the time period of the programme, you have 

an independence to go even to the toilet or just walk around with this. I think I 

wouldn't have done it, but in the end with this programme we are achieving, and we 

are moving forward.” (P4, IG). “Oh yes, I did reach those. I think I've told you, I go 

dancing.” (P8, CG). 

A participant indicated that prioritizing of goals at the beginning of the programme might be 

a challenge and therapist’s support can help in overcoming this challenge. 

“At that time, you didn't know what your first priority was.” (P9, CG). 

The scores of goal attainment scale for the intervention group participants showed that 2 out 

of 11 participants achieved their mobility related goals much better than expected (> 60) 3 

month (end of intervention), 3 achieved their goals better than expected (50-59), 5 less well 

than expected (40-49) and 1 much less than expected (< 40). For control group, there were 2 

participants who achieved their goals much better than expected (> 60) at 3 months, 2 better 

than expected (50-59), and 5 less well than expected (40-49). 

 

Figure 2. GAS scores for both groups 
 

Walking improvement  

Improvement in walking variables were seen in the result of assessments. Table 2 show the 

difference in the walking outcome measures (walking speed, distance, endurance) at the 

second and third assessments. Steps per day have been increased in the intervention group 

from 1674.14 steps to 3293.42 steps on average within 12 weeks. In the control group, the 

average of steps per day has increased from 1790.55 to 3002.77 steps. Figure 3 shows steps 
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per day over time for both groups. Number of participants using assistive devices has been 

reduced in both groups from 5 to 3 in the intervention group and from 7 to 3 in the control 

group post intervention. This improvement was sustained till the time of follow up 

assessment (6 months) in the two groups.  

 

Table 5.1 Mean scores and standard deviations of functional outcome measures at baseline, 3 
month and 6 months. 

 3 months 6 months 

Outcome 
measures 
Mean (SD) 

Intervention Control Intervention Control 

Stroke self-
efficacy 

questionnaire 
98.2 (17.22) 

 

97.44 (18.11) 93.9 (21.57) 99.88 (17.81) 

Functional gait 
assessment 20.4 (5.01) 

 

19.33 (6.22) 20.50 (5.70) 19.44 (7.17) 

10 Meter 
walking test 
(comfortable) 

0.54 (0.27) 
 

0.54 (0.28) 0.53 (0.28) 0.60 (0.23) 

10 Meter 
walking test 
(fast) 

0.71 (0.38) 
 

0.66 (0.38) 0.70 (0.40) 0.72 (0.30) 

Timed up and 
go 

 

20.24 
(12.75) 

 

16.73 (9.09) 17.94 (10.18) 16.54 (8.06) 

6 minutes 
walking test 

 

153.4 
(70.40) 

 

171.27 (68.49) 168.7 (67.45) 179 (75.01) 

Patient specific 
functional 

scale 
5.16 (2.77) 

 

6.99 (1.80) 5.43 (2.39) 7.14 (1.83) 

Montreal 
Cognitive 

Assessment 
21.8 (5.31) 

 

22.77 (3.59) 22.5 (4.79) 22.88 (3.62) 

General Health 
Quesionnaire-

12 
13.3 (6.40) 

 

13.55 (6.48) 
 
14.10 (6.80) 
 

 
14.87 (9.46) 
 

Goal 
attainment 

scale 

 
50.43 (11.25) 
 

51.81 (12.85) - - 
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Use of 
assistive 
device 

3 3 3 3 

 

Participants reported perceived improvements in their walking in the focus groups from their 

lived experience. 

“I've seen the difference, the strength in my leg; it's been brilliant, to be fair” (P1, 

IG). 

Particularly, participants mentioned walking more steps without a stick, increased confidence 

in walking, improved walking beyond NHS care, and that they have Improved because of the 

programme.  

“I found that very good. I pass my goals kind of thing. I've done 10,000 steps and I 

feel  

I could do that easy now daily, but I'm now without my stick now, which is brilliant.” 

(P1, IG).  

“I found all of it very useful because I started off just about being able to move with a 

frame and to walk, and now I can walk in the house just using a stick - which is 

brilliant really - within just a few months.” (P3, IG).  

“Following on from the physiotherapy that I had via the hospital meant that I was 

able to walk better.” (P3, IG). 

“It does give you a little bit more confidence. I've started to walk again around the 

road.” (P5, IG). 

An improvement in socialisation and participation was also attributed to the programme in 

the focus groups.  

“It's only because of the programme, I think, we're doing this: it's only because of the 

programme, you pushing us.” (P2, IG). “So yes, and I'm going out now, walking, and  

 . CC-BY 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 June 5, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.25.23290317doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.25.23290317
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 27

I'm socialising more. So yes, I think I have reached the goals that I wanted to.” (P8, 

CG). 

 

Figure 3 steps/day for intervention and control groups 
 

Benefits of group sessions  

Participants appreciated their participation in the group sessions as they had a chance to meet 

other people with stroke and share their stories. 

“It was good seeing others, even if they were struggling.” (P1, IG). “There's a lot of 

nice people on there and you could feel the warmth as such and, yes, it was I find 

everything I've done has been helpful” (P5, IG). 

A participant had shared his study experience with another person who had Parkinsonism and 

reported that they benefited from the shared knowledge.  

“I've told people about it and I've actually shown them some of the programmes so 

they could try them out. Some of them ………found some of the sit-down ones very, 

very useful.” (P6, IG). “He was a very advanced Parkinson's disease man……. and I 

was able to show him some of the exercises and some of the things that helped him 

become… Or feel more normal.” (P6, IG). 

Participants indicated that they were inspired by talks of senior patients delivered during 

group sessions.  

“It was really helpful, yes. It was really inspiring as well. More of that, please 

[laughs]!” (P4, IG). 

Good for mental health 

“it was good for the mental health as well, like you didn't feel you're on your own 

kind of thing then. That's what I thought was very good.” (P1, IG) 
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Facilitators for participation in self-management from theme 4 

Participants identified some factors such as education, peer support and technology that help 

their participation in this intervention. 

They appreciated the value of education sessions provided at the beginning of the programme 

in helping their understanding of how to manage issues appropriately. This enabled 

continuation in the programme. 

“Having somebody, a third eye watching you and saying, 'Look, it's not quite right. 

Can we do it this way' - which is a part of the programme. We can learn from each 

other.” (P2, IG). “Since I have a better understanding, so you don't actually give up 

because you've got a purpose and a goal to aim at, and that's because of the support 

that you've been given from this understanding.” (P6, IG). “I'll just keep carrying on 

and doing the exercises, because I think exercise is really important to get your limbs 

going and to get focused on things.” (P8, CG). 

Some participants thought the expert peer support provided within the programme has 

enhanced their ability for self-management.   

“I thought she was really, really good. You felt encouraged by her and I really do 

think that those sorts of people, they give you confidence.” (P5, IG). 

Participants mentioned some devices that can help self-management of rehabilitation post 

stroke such as pedometer or physical activity tracker to challenge ability of walking more 

steps or increasing training intensity.  

“Let’s say I had three, 4,000 whatever steps, the next day I wanted to get more, and I 

think that was a challenge in itself. I haven't got that now, but on my phone I can do 

the steps and the walking.” (P5, IG). “I do feel like I have gained more strength in 

doing the little exercises, while I was wearing that, because I'd set myself a target.” 

(P9, CG). 
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Challenges for self-management from theme 5 

Participants identified challenges to their participation in the programme some of which were 

related stroke and other because of other health conditions such as COVID-19 and having 

other co-morbidities. 

Challenges such as speed of recovery, poor level of walking at the beginning, and other 

stroke related problems (i.e. pain, fatigue, weakness, mood) were commonly reported by the 

participants as challenges that affected their participation in the intervention.  

“It was a challenge. Some of the exercises I still can't do because, I don't know, the 

brain to the muscle, that bit.” (P1, IG). “I do at the moment still suffer quite badly 

with fatigue, which I've found a difficult part of the stroke. I've heard about strokes 

over the years but I didn't realise quite what - how the fatigue can affect you” (P3, 

IG).  “Well, the big one for me was the walking because in the beginning it wasn't 

very good” (P6, IG). 

Participants who got COVID during or prior to the study demonstrated a huge impact on their 

recovery and ability for self-management.  

“I was doing six, 7,000 steps a day and I thought, I'm going to crack this not a 

problem. Then all of a sudden COVID and I wasn't walking as good……. you do lose 

your confidence.” (P5, IG). “I had COVID, I couldn't do as much walking as I 

wanted to do, but I focused on doing what I could.” (P8, CG). 

A participant with a chronic hearing problem had difficulties with balance and only low-level 

exercises provided to him to ensure safety.  

“since the stroke, I think the balance mechanism in the ear that was damaged has got 

worse.” (P6, IG).  
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Reporting of usual care and fitting in with usual care: 

This section shows the feasibility of reporting usual care and how the programme fits with 

what had been received by participants as a usual care from community services. Reporting 

of usual care received by participants was obtained from 23 participants. 16 of the 

participants received NHS therapy in the community immediately (1-2 weeks) after they 

discharged from hospital and 7 participants received therapy after 4-7 weeks of discharge. 

Only 3 participants had their NHS therapy concurrently delivered during the study 

programme.  

Most of participants (69.5%) received usual care for 6-8 weeks in the community. Other 

participants received total of 8-16 weeks of usual care. There were 3 participants who had a 

private therapy as a part of their usual care.  

Usual care plans included physical and occupational therapy with various of exercise 

intensity and number of home visits. Home exercises included: standing, walking, leg 

strengthening, balance, endurance, stairs climbing and descending and upper limb exercises. 

In addition, some participants reported sensory re-education, teaching the use of assistive 

devices, and strategies for community reintegration such as walking to local shop or park and 

back. Most of participants (78%) had received the usual care programmes in their homes. 

Other participants had their care at home in addition to therapy at rehabilitation centres for 

some of the sessions where they need some equipment such as treadmill.   

Perceived benefits from theme 3  

The qualitative data showed that the study intervention was considered adjunct to the usual 

care. In a focus group, participants indicated that the intervention provided an additional help 

to what received from the NHS. Moreover, the flexibility of being able to fit the study 
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intervention around other NHS care enabled them to manage their schedules alongside NHS 

appointments. 

“I thought it was excellent additional help” (P10, CG).   

“it was good because I could let you know what I was doing because I knew the week 

before my appointments and things like that. So I was always okay and the private 

physio was always on a Saturday. NHS was usually a Monday, Tuesday or 

Wednesday and if you were a Wednesday I'd be in touch with them, 'Can I have that 

Tuesday' or something. So it's been flexible” (P1, IG).  

“It actually fits in quite well. I'm just pleased that I'm doing it really, because it gives 

you so much support.” (P8, CG).  

Other participants who finished the NHS therapy before joining the study considered the 

programme as a continuation of what was received from the NHS. 

“I had three different physiotherapists visit me, which was very good. So, therefore the 

programme has followed on from that so it's been just a continuation for me - which has 

been brilliant really, thank you, yes.” (P3, IG).  

V) Participants’ adherence to the intervention and follow up  

Adherence to the recording diary and use of pedometer 

Recording diary was fully completed by 10 of the participants from both groups (70% from 

control group), 2 provided uncompleted diaries (10-60% missing days), 4 provided only the 

number of steps/days through email. There were 2 participants who completed but said they 

lost them before handing them to the researchers and other 5 participants did not return their 

recording diaries.  
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Nine participants used the pedometers provided by the research team, 1 participant started 

with pedometer and then used a Fitbit device. 8 participants had chosen other devices such as 

Fitbit, I watch, and mobile phones and 5 participants did not use any devices. 

Facilitators for participation in self-management from theme 4 

Adherence to the protocol was attributed by participants to several factors including time, 

knowledge and experience.  

Having free time was mentioned by participants as a factor that increased their ability for 

self-management post-stroke.  

“Well, I have quite a lot of time on my own, actually, so fitting things in like that is 

not a problem” (P6, IG). 

Previous knowledge and engagement in exercises before stroke was believed to help 

individual’s engagement and adherence for self-management.  

“I was quite sporty when I was younger, so the warming up and cooling down I 

already knew” (P4, IG). 

“I found them quite easy for the simple reason that before the stroke I was going to 

the gym for 12 years before that.” (P5, IG). 

Self-motivation for improvement and independence was considered as a key for successfully 

engaging in self-management.  

“You’ve got to be positive. You've got to get the mind right, the mindset; that's where 

it all starts…… because I'm motivated, it was good for me.” (P1, IG). 

Social support that included family/carer support was very important to encourage 

participants’ adherence to the programme and to ensure safety at home or in the community. 

Examples of family/carers support included partners’ encouragement for participating in 

exercises sessions. In some instances, role models within the families inspired participants to 

engage in self-management.   
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“My family, really; they like to know how I'm doing all the time so they help me 

with… They've helped watch me with the programme” (P3, IG). “I think my wife has 

to take an awful lot of credit. … She's on the ball all the time and I'm so grateful.” 

(P5, IG). “He’s been behind me, making sure that I don't fall, things like that.” (P8, 

CG). 

“So somebody coming and helping you and watching you does make a big 

difference.” (P6, IG). “my mother-in-law, said, 'I don't worry about those little 

pedometers,' and she walks around her block, which is a good walk, and she does that 

virtually every day, with a stick. She went, 'If I can do it, you can do it,' and it was an 

encouraging thing.” (P7, IG). 

Contrarily, family support might negatively affect self-management if they do everything for 

participant. 

“I'm lucky because I've got a strong family base and they do most of the things for me, 

but I don't want them to do that for me; I want to do it myself because I'm 

independent.” (P2, IG). 

Challenges for self-management from theme 5 

Reported challenges for the use the recording diary and pedometer included personal, 

technical and environmental factors such as forgetting, being busy with work, not familiar 

with the device, bad weather, or lost devices or documents.  

“I'm going to get better at it. I think because just generally I get so many emails and 

stuff, I wake up in the mornings and I'm like, 'Right, I've got to sort out work' and then 

I get distracted so I have to try and… I have to physically make the time to make sure 

that I put it in the diary.” (P4, IG). 

“I think the only barrier was when it was raining, you didn't want to…” (P9, CG). 
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2 pedometers were lost and replaced during the intervention period, 1 damaged and one lost 

at the end of intervention.  

Attendance of the group sessions and follow up    

Overall, participants in the intervention group attended 58% of the scheduled group sessions 

(5 sessions for each participant over 12 weeks).  

Challenges for self-management from theme 5 

Similar to adherence, participants reported personal, technical and environmental factors that 

affected attendance and follow up. Some reasons that were reported in the focus groups for 

missing sessions were low mood, forgetting, technical issues with equipment and travelling. 

Some of them said they needed someone to set up the Zoom meeting for them and they had 

missed sessions if they did not get help.  

“I enjoyed that too (group sessions)- but just the same: I am useless with Zoom. If my 

husband hadn't arrived back from the GP, I still wouldn't be with you [laughs]! I am 

not able to use Zoom at all so he's better at it than me, I'm sure.” (P3, IG). 

Another issue was that participants felt that it was hard to follow the instructor and the 

demonstration during the assessment or exercise sessions.  

“I think it was harder for me doing everything online just because you couldn't fully 

assess how I was walking.” (P4, IG). 

“I thought the group sessions were quite good except sometimes you couldn't see 

what the person is doing.” (P5, IG). 

A 90% of the scheduled phone calls for the intervention group were successfully carried out. 

Participants said they were motivated for better improvement as they were encouraged in the 

follow up calls to do more training.  
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“It gives you more motivation to move, so otherwise if we're not getting this sort of 

thing we won't be doing anything” (P2, IG). 

VI) Feasibility of collecting outcome measures  

Table 2 shows mean scores and standard deviations of all functional outcome measures. 

Overall, it was feasible to collect and retain an acceptable rate of the necessary data for all 

measures across the timeline of assessments. At baseline, outcome measures were collected 

for a 100% of participants. At 3 months and 6 months, 83.33 % and 79.16% of outcome 

measures were collected respectively. Figure 4 shows the collection of each outcome measure 

across the three points of assessment.    

 

Figure 4. Collection of outcome measures at baseline, 3 months and 6 months 

 

Participants’ perspectives on selected outcome measures from theme 2 

 In the focus groups, participants described their perspectives on the outcome measures used. 

Patients suggested that assessments were very sensible and used outcomes that are relevant to 

their rehabilitation needs.  

 “I thought the pedometer for instance, was a relevant thing because it was giving a 

measurement, where in some cases you wouldn't have bothered.” (P5, IG).  

“I thought they were very, very, good actually and quite sensible, and of course you 

had got the comparison of the beginning and the end. So I quite agreed with that.” 

(P6, IG). 

All assessments were completed in one session except for 2 participants who had to complete 

their baseline assessments over two visits because of fatigue.  
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VII) Suggestions for improvement 

Participants in the focus groups mentioned ideas to improve the programme in future. These 

suggestions included physical attendance at group meetings, addition of more group sessions 

and follow up calls, providing of feedback regarding the results of assessments, training for 

brain activities and virtual communication technology, having a physician as a part of the 

research team, and adapting the programme to patients with other conditions.  

Overall, most of participants suggested no changes were needed to the current protocol.  

“I just think everything that's been on the courses have been helpful.” (P5, IG). 

“I think there's nothing really that you could change.” (P9, CG).  

Although the study has offered physical attendance of group sessions, all participants agreed 

to attend them virtually. In the focus groups, some participants suggested that meetings were 

better when physical and more sessions (every week) can be added to the current protocol.  

“I would've liked every - once a week, me personally, because I felt a togetherness 

and you're meeting with other people.” (P1, IG). “if occasionally all the people 

involved got together physically, so that they could meet and talk and show one 

another how they're progressing.” (P7, IG). 

More communication (follow up) and providing of feedback on assessments’ results were 

suggested. 

“Very good really, in a way. It's helped, but what I'd like is feedback from you. So, 

after the test, how did we do? I think the link is missing. You take information away 

but we don't know how we've done.” (P2, IG). “I think the only thing that I think 

would help is more communication in one form or another.” (P6, IG). 

To improve other aspects of recovery, the addition of brain activities and having a physician 

within the team for medical advice were suggested. 
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“at the same time there is something more can be done around actually on the brain 

side of it, …. I think doing the puzzles or something like that, I think this way they can 

improve, yes. Just doing the puzzles also, it was activating your mind. If your mind is 

active then your body. That's what I believe in anyway.” (P2, IG). 

“A way I think it could be improved is maybe having a medical person advising you… 

I don't know, could we do an improvement on this?” (P2, IG). 

To improve virtual communication, a participant recommended more reminders of how to 

use Zoom during the course of the intervention.  

“Probably when you go around, probably show them what to do because a few of 

them were struggling, weren't they, to get on the Zoom at first?” (P1, IG)  

A participant suggested the adaptation of the intervention protocol for patients with other 

conditions.  

Discussion 

This study examined the feasibility of delivering a self-management intervention to improve 

mobility in the community for stroke survivors after leaving hospital. The findings of the 

study indicate the feasibility of recruitment, retention, randomisation and blinding, 

implementing and collecting outcome measures for the self-management intervention 

targeting mobility training for the stroke survivors in the local community. Participants’ 

perspectives show that the intervention was acceptable, applicable and they had perceived 

benefits in mobility outcomes. The findings also confirm the appropriateness of the study 

design, structure and feasibility of using randomised control trial for a future full-scale study.  

It was feasible to recruit participants from multiple teams within NHS sub-acute care 

facilities and community services however at a lower rate due to disruptions due the 

pandemic sequelae. Also, as the study provided an option for online recruitment and virtual 

delivery of intervention, it was feasible to recruit and successfully deliver the intervention for 
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2 participants from other cities within England. The study provided qualitative evidence 

about the effectiveness of the SM intervention for the improvement of mobility and walking 

parameters after stroke. Although the study was not powered to detect significant changes in 

performance outcomes, improvement in walking was a common theme perceived by 

participants in the focus groups. Other perceived improvements were reported in participants’ 

independence, mental health, socialisation and participation. Our findings confirm the 

findings of previous studies about the utility of self-management for mobility rehabilitation 

post stroke albeit through qualitative and descriptive data [15,16]. The perceived 

improvement in the walking (speed, endurance, balance), self-efficacy and participation were 

also reported in previous studies. However, sustaining of these improvements on long-term 

scale need further assessment along with well-powered efficacy studies.   

The recruitment plan included strategies that can help obtain the proposed sample size 

(90 participants) that was estimated based on a moderate sample size required for a feasibility 

study [44]. However, the target recruitment rate was not reached due to reasons such as 

impact of the pandemic on health services, fear of participants getting infected and hence 

reducing admissions of moderately affected patients, lack of technology to join the study 

virtually and other severity of issues related to stroke [14,45]. Most important reason for 

rejection was that a large proportion (34%) of screened patients were excluded because of 

mobility being too poor or too good. The participants in early stages might have been deemed 

ineligible due to reduced rehabilitation potential against the background of the early 

discharge policy (due to COVID) that was in effect at the time of screening. Similar issue of 

low recruitment because of clinical judgment was previously reported in a study examining 

the feasibility of self-management in stroke rehabilitation [20]. Authors of that study claimed 

that some of patients who were potentially eligible for the programme had been excluded 

based on care team perception of potential poor recovery or unwillingness to participation in 
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the programme. Moreover, it has been suggested that due to the high workload of stroke 

rehabilitation clinicians, a therapist’s role in recruitment for clinical trials can be challenged 

[46]. For more effective recruitment, research bodies should apply effective strategies 

providing time and resources. Recommendations for better recruitment include employing of 

research assistants, combination of multiple strategies of recruitment (i.e. involving other 

clinicians in the recruitment, flyers, newspapers, online advertisement), piloting and 

evaluation of the process to solve problems and deal with challenges [46,47].   

Other reasons for exclusion represented various health problems a stroke survivor 

with mild impairment might have. Current literature suggested that not all patients with mild 

disability after stroke have a rapid and complete recovery as it had been commonly believed 

[48]. Mild disability post stroke has shown detrimental influence on people’s participation in 

daily activities, psychosocial status and quality of life [49-52]. This notion was also 

confirmed by participants in our study who considered the consequences of stroke such as 

fatigue, memory and mental status as challenges for engaging in self-management. From 

another aspect, the qualitative data suggested that engagement in self-management after 

stroke might require time for adjustment for some participants. This adjustment period is 

possibly required due to the stress and confusion that stroke survivors and their families 

might experience at the time of discharge from acute care. This warrants a better support for 

smooth transition to community where they can then start self-management [53,54]. 

Researchers should consider this stressful transition in addition to other functional and 

psychosocial factors when communicating with participants and allow for adjustment period 

as a part of plan if needed. 

This study excluded patients with severe impairments or co-morbidities that affected 

their safety and functional ability. Safety assurance is very important for the delivery of any 

SM type intervention especially when there is minimal supervision of formal therapists. 
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Stroke is related to various health issues related to safety and some of them might not be 

commonly assessed in the early stages. For instance, stroke impact on vision and hearing are 

not often reported or assessed after stroke [55,56]. Also, cognitive impairments could affect 

30-50% of stroke survivors to various extent. It might be worthy to consider including these 

people in self-management programmes with some consideration of social and environment 

support in future studies [57]. We had some concerns about participations of some patients 

(eligible from mobility wise) who referred to the study but had some other issues with 

cognition, vision or hearing problems. In this study although the MoCA was considered as a 

standardised measure of cognitive status of participants, a decision to include people with 

some level of cognitive problem was negotiated with their therapists. Participants with a 

relatively low cognitive capacity (MoCA<18) were included if they had a familiy member 

who can help with communication and adherence to the daily protocol. As there is no cut-off 

assessment for inclusion of some participants with hearing or vision impairments loss, cases 

were individually assessed and discussed with clinical therapists. Patients with mild to 

moderate impairments were included if they had a carer/family member and only those 

people with severe impairments that affect their safety were excluded. 

Finding of this study confirms the finding of other studies about the role of family and 

carers in supporting self-management [16,58]. This role has been considered as essential to 

manage challenges at home and for reintegration in the community after discharge from 

hospital as it can increase the likelihood of improvement in functional and participation 

outcomes. For participants who joined our study remotely, it was easier and more convenient 

for individuals who had a carer/family member to help carrying out the online assessments 

and meetings. Although the support of relative/carers has been mainly considered as a 

facilitator for SM and reintegration in the community, in some cases too much support might 

limit patient’s skills for SM. This idea was mentioned by some participants in the study and 
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discussed earlier in the literature [59]. A clear description of a carer role in the SM process 

might be suggested to facilitate patient’s independence and ensure the ideal level of social 

support for the successful uptake of SM interventions. 

 Findings of the study show a high level of acceptance and appreciation of the 

participants for the support they had received during the course of the intervention. Even the 

participants in the control group who only received an education session at the beginning of 

their enrolment expressed their appreciation of information provided and the provision of 

pedometer to track their daily steps and setting goals for rehabilitation. Previous studies show 

different level of patient’s satisfaction with community services in the current practice. Issues 

such as long waiting for services, staff shortage and inadequate amount of delivered therapy 

were shown to affect the quality of rehabilitation post stroke [15,60]. Lack of continuity in 

care can increase the pressure on survivors and their families to adjust to life after discharge 

from hospital care and might require them to consider other options for care including private 

therapy. In this study, 3 participants indicated they hired private physiotherapists before 

joining the programme as they were waiting for community services or thought they needed 

more therapy than what they had received. However, it might not be feasible for every 

individual to have access to private care highlighting a gap in health inequality. Self-

management interventions like the proposed are intended to fulfil survivors' need for 

continuity in care in the community with minimal resources and pressure on the NHS. 

In this study, the remote delivery of intervention was suggested to suit the social 

distancing policy because of the pandemic, additionally the study provided the option of face-

to-face delivery of the intervention. Most participants agreed to participate in the remote 

sessions for delivery of the education and group meetings via Zoom. In the focus groups, 

some participants mentioned some challenges they had experienced during their participation 

around remote sessions. This included poor IT skills and resources (devices and internet), less 
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effective communication, and safety concerns. These issues have been acknowledged in 

rehabilitation literature and recommendations include having a facilitator (not necessarily to 

be a professional) who can help with service delivery, providing smart devices, or arranging 

for physical meetings to meet patients’ preferences [14,61].  

The recording diary was used in this study as an outcome measure for the recording of 

daily training and number of steps per day. Data collected from recording diaries and 

compliance of participants for their use indicated a concern about the compliance of 

participants in completing the recording diary. In focus groups, several reasons were 

mentioned for low compliance such as missing documents or forgetting or skipping the 

recording due to memory issues, and low mood or other stroke related physical 

consequences. Data collected from the recording diaries can be collected objectively using 

advanced devices such as pedometers or accelerometers, however, the use of recording diary 

was meant to emphasise the role of self-monitoring and autonomy a participant requires to 

achieve a previously selected goal. Similar issues with participant’s compliance with 

recording diary have been discussed in the literature suggesting the use of electronic diaries 

with ‘compliance-enhancing’ options [62].  Further, phone reminders or email reminders can 

be used to improve compliance. 

Education sessions were mainly delivered individually for each participant in the two 

groups. Just 2 sessions were delivered for a group of two participants. From our experience, it 

was not clear if the delivery of sessions in groups has more advantage than individual 

delivery. However, a recent study about the education for stroke survivors indicated that 

participants preferred the delivery of stroke education in groups [63]. The same study has 

also suggested the need to adapt content of education session for each individual based on 

their needs.  
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Strengths and limitations 

This study included stroke survivors with a wide range of clinical and demographic 

characteristics to examine the feasibility of the SM intervention making it applicable for a 

wider group of people. Lessons from previous self-management studies were considered 

during the development and delivery of this intervention including patient involvement in 

therapy planning, individualisation of plans, patient’s safety, reduction of formal supervision 

of therapists. As the study took place during COVID-19 pandemic, the protocol of the 

original study was amended to tailor to the new policy in service delivery and applying some 

safety measures. This included the addition of remote rehabilitation, and strategies for online 

communication. The exercise booklet provided ability to tailor exercises within the 

intervention since it had three level of exercises considering that participants’ ability for 

recovery can vary post-stroke. 

 The study used a mixed methods design to examine the feasibility of the intervention 

accounting for subjective and objective outcomes which is recommended in the examination 

of rehabilitation interventions [42]. Using mixed methods approach helped to account for 

individual factors such as functional capacity, and psychosocial factors affecting patient’s 

participation in the study [8,9]. Moreover, in the process of goal setting and action planning 

for daily training, these factors were considered by the research therapist for each participant.  

There were some limitations in this study. Firstly, the recruitment rate of the 

participants was affected by the impact of pandemic on health care system. As we did not 

screen patients and only relied on teams of care, we cannot be sure of specific reasons for 

exclusion at screening level. It might be suggested for the definitive trial that recruitment of 

participants must be from a wider range of stroke care facilities to increase the possibility of 

having a large sample. Also, future research must investigate the residual impact of the 

pandemic on current policy and practice in accounting and referring of eligible patients to 
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self-management programmes or research. Also, as the study only did focus groups with 

patient participants to collect patient perspectives and to discuss issues of low recruitment 

from NHS sites, it might be useful to include therapists who screened patients for the study in 

focus groups to have a better understanding of the recruitment issues they faced. Secondly, 

because of the nature of the intervention, it was not possible to blind the participants, 

however, to minimise bias, all three assessors were blinded, and effort was made to avoid 

communication between participants from both groups during the intervention. Although 

blinding has been suggested in clinical research, there has been a debate about the value of 

measuring the successfulness of blinding. This debate was based on the findings of some 

pharmaceutical studies where the interpretation of the success of blinding could problematic 

or misleading [64]. We sought the measuring of blinding success as an important element for 

the feasibility of implementing the self-management intervention in the community 

considering the influential impact of personal bias on study outcomes. To ensure double 

blinding in future studies, a cluster RCT design might be used to assign participants to a 

study group based on their care settings. Thirdly, there were some issues that affected 

participants’ adherence to the intervention. In this study, some participants were allowed to 

use their own smart phones/watches that they were familiar with to track their activities. 

However, the accuracy of data collected by different devices might be considered in future 

studies focusing on physical activity level in particular [65]. Lastly, as the study was not 

powered enough to detect differences in outcome between study’s arms or over time, the 

patterns of means were not interpreted. A future study that is adequately powered is 

warranted to examine any improvements in the outcome measures. 

Conclusion 

The self-management intervention seems feasible for implementation for stroke survivors in 

the community in one geographical area. Participants in the intervention group appreciated 
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the support provided and desired to continue following the exercise protocol after finishing 

their participation. The study was not powered enough to draw a conclusion about the 

efficacy of the program and a future full-scale study is warranted.  

 

 

Clinical messages  

• The self-management intervention is feasible for implementation to facilitate mobility 

related therapy for stroke survivors in the community. 

• Patients were able to engage in goal setting, action planning and self-monitoring of 

their daily training with support of the research therapist. 

• Group sessions are valuable to stroke survivors and can lead to perceived 

improvements in psychosocial outcomes. 

• Survivor’s physical, cognitive, psychological and environmental appropriateness 

should be assessed at the initial planning for self-management. 
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