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ABSTRACT 

Background: Wearable activity monitors offer clinicians and researchers accessible, scalable, 

and cost-effective tools for continuous remote monitoring of functional status. These 

technologies complement traditional clinical outcome measures by providing detailed, minute-

by-minute remote monitoring data on a wide array of biometrics that include, as examples, 

physical activity and heart rate. There is significant potential for the use of these devices in 

rehabilitation after stroke; however, the perceptions of persons with stroke regarding the 

acceptance of these devices are not well understood.  

Objective: In this study, we investigated the participant-reported acceptance of a wrist-worn 

wearable activity monitor (the Fitbit Inspire 2) for remote monitoring of daily activity and heart 

rate in persons with stroke. We also assessed potential relationships between reported acceptance 

and real-world device wear.   

Methods: Sixty-five participants with stroke wore a Fitbit Inspire 2 for three months. We 

assessed the perceived acceptance of the devices using the Technology Acceptance 

Questionnaire (TAQ) and calculated metrics of adherence to device wear in the three weeks 

preceding TAQ administration. We then also performed Spearman’s correlations to assess 

relationships between responses on the TAQ and adherence metrics.  

Results: In their responses to statements on the TAQ, most participants reported the device to be 

generally beneficial for their health, efficient for monitoring their health, easy to use and 

don/doff, and unintrusive to daily life; participants reported generally agreeable responses across 

all seven dimensions of the TAQ, indicating general acceptance of the device. Participants wore 

the Fitbit for an average of 80.0% of daily minutes (median: 91%, IQR: 22%) and had 78.0% 
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valid wear days (median: 90%, IQR: 33%). Contrary to our hypothesis, TAQ responses showed 

no significant positive correlations with adherence metrics. 

Conclusions: Our study highlights the perceived acceptance of the Fitbit Inspire 2 among 

persons with stroke, with participants reporting agreement across all seven TAQ dimensions and 

no significant concerns interpreted as being directly relatable to post-stroke motor impairment 

(e.g., minimal concerns about donning and doffing devices, using the device independently). 

These findings align with previous studies on wearable technology acceptance in other 

populations and support the potential for scalable implementation of these devices in stroke 

rehabilitation. However, monitoring of wearable device adherence is required despite the high 

reported acceptance, as perceived acceptance was not positively related with adherence to 

wearing the device. Accordingly, technologies capable of automated monitoring and 

management of device wear will be important for scalability of these technologies in larger 

clinical and research use cases. In summary, this study provides new insights into the perceived 

acceptance of wearable activity monitors among persons with stroke and their association with 

real-world adherence to device use.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Wearable devices have the potential to revolutionize how clinicians and researchers 

measure functional status by offering accessible, scalable, and cost-effective remote monitoring 

tools.1,2 Traditional outcome measures provide only a discrete snapshot of a patient or research 

participant’s functional status;3–5 emerging wearable technologies address this issue by providing 

minute-by-minute, longitudinal data on physical activity, heart rate, and many other biometrics 

from daily life that extend far beyond the clinical or laboratory setting. The use of wearable 

devices for remote monitoring could provide far more comprehensive data about functional 

status than are currently available in clinical settings. 

Notably, wearable devices could provide valuable insight into recovery following 

neurologic damage (e.g., after stroke) by enabling granular assessment of activity, one of the 

core domains of the World Health Organization International Classification of Functioning, 

Disability, and Health model.6 Approximately 80% of persons with stroke experience some form 

of motor impairment, and around 50% continue to have significant functional limitations six 

months post-stroke.7–9 These limitations often translate into reduced daily activity, as persons 

with stroke generally walk approximately half as many steps each day as individuals without 

stroke.10 However, the ability to perform remote monitoring after stroke using wearable devices 

relies on the perceived acceptance of these devices for persons with stroke. 

In this study, we examined the acceptance of a wrist-worn wearable device (the Fitbit 

Inspire 2) for remote monitoring of daily activity and heart rate in persons with stroke. The 

perception in user acceptance among wearable devices for remote monitoring has been high 

across a diverse range of applications spanning many populations, including studies of aging,11 

oncology,12 and orthopedics.13 In studies of persons with minimal motor impairment, the lack of 
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sustained Fitbit usage was primarily attributed to technical issues – difficulties with empty 

batteries, broken devices, or lost devices14 – rather than usability concerns. Here, we studied 

perceived acceptance of wearable devices in persons with stroke who may perceive difficulty 

with usability aspects of wearable devices due to challenges donning and doffing or using mobile 

applications, as examples. We also measured adherence to wearing the Fitbit device to 

understand whether the self-reported measures of acceptance would correlate with real-world 

device use. We studied Fitbit devices specifically because these have been used extensively for 

remote monitoring of step count, heart rate, and energy expenditure – among other metrics – in 

many populations.15  

 To measure perceived acceptance of wearable technologies in persons with stroke, we 

utilized the Technology Acceptance Questionnaire (TAQ), a questionnaire derived from the 

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM).11 The TAM is robust and widely used due to its 

simplicity and strong empirical support.16,17 The TAM posits that perceived usefulness and 

perceived ease of use are deep fundamental determinants of user acceptance of technology.18 

Perceived usefulness in our study was adapted from the original definition of “improvements in 

one’s job performance”18 to refer specifically to the extent to which technology can aid in 

monitoring older adults’ health and facilitate aging-in-place.11 Perceived ease of use refers to the 

degree to which a person believes that using a technology will be free from effort. 18  

Numerous studies have validated the TAM across many contexts, demonstrating its 

predictive power in understanding technology adoption behaviors.16,17,19–21 Not only has the 

original TAM demonstrated consistent predictive validity across various fields, but extensions of 

the model22 have also incorporated additional factors, offering a more nuanced understanding of 

user acceptance. Facilitating conditions refer to external circumstances that impact the effort 
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required to use the technology, such as availability, affordability, and access to training 

resources.23 Subjective norm refers to the an individual’s perception that others who are 

important to them think they should use the technology, adding another layer of external 

influence.23 

The TAQ also incorporates aspects of the Sensor Acceptance Model,24 which builds on 

the TAM by adding factors specific to sensor-based technologies. In the context of our study, we 

included elements of the Sensor Acceptance Model to assess not only the perception of the 

design, but the trust of the user in the sensor technology devices.24,25 Equipment characteristics 

have been described as critical factors affecting technology acceptance, including design 

elements and functionality that influence usability.11,26 To address user concerns related to data 

security and risks, which significantly influence overall acceptance and trust in technology, Puri 

and colleagues added privacy concerns as a novel dimension in the TAQ and perceived risk as an 

additional factor.11 Privacy concerns refer to issues related to data storage and analysis, 

particularly in the context of cloud-based communication protocols, and consider potential 

implications for HIPAA compliance. Perceived risk refers to the potential negative outcomes 

associated with using a technology, such as concerns over data breaches, financial loss, or 

misuse of personal information. This dimension has been shown to influence consumer behavior 

and is crucial when assessing user acceptance of new technologies.11 

Here, we hypothesized that 1) reports of perceived acceptance – including TAQ 

dimensions (e.g., perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use) – of the Fitbit devices would be 

variable across persons with stroke but generally indicate that these technologies are acceptable, 

useful, and easy to use , and 2) TAQ total scores and dimension subscores would be significantly 

associated with metrics of Fitbit adherence (i.e., higher device wear time). 
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METHODS 

Participants 

We recruited persons with stroke from the outpatient rehabilitation clinics at Johns 

Hopkins Hospital through clinician referrals. The inclusion criteria for this study were: age 18 

years and older; history of stroke (as confirmed by ICD-10 codes); ownership of a smartphone 

and in-home Wi-Fi to access the internet; walking as a primary form of mobility (with assistive 

devices allowed); and ability and willingness to install the Fitbit mobile application on their 

smartphone device.   

Of the 108 persons with stroke that we contacted, 98 participants enrolled in the study 

(the remaining 10 individuals either did not meet the inclusion criteria or declined to participate). 

Among the enrolled participants, four were lost to follow-up (i.e., they could not be reached 

despite repeated attempts during the three-month study period) and eight withdrew voluntarily 

(i.e., they chose to discontinue their involvement after enrolling). Furthermore, 21 participants 

did not complete the TAQ three months post-enrollment. As a result, we included 65 participants 

with stroke in the final analysis. We include a CONSORT diagram in Figure 1 and summarize 

study participant characteristics in Table 1. All participants provided oral consent, as approved 

by the Institutional Review Board at the Johns Hopkins University School of Medicine. 

Data collection 

We mailed a Fitbit Inspire 2 (Fitbit Inc., San Francisco, CA, USA) to participants and 

asked them to wear it for three months. As an incentive, we allowed participants to keep the 

Fitbit following completion of the study. We instructed participants to wear the Fitbit on their 

non-paretic (i.e., less impaired) wrist throughout the entire day, including during sleep; if 
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participants had difficulty donning the device and lacked available assistance, we permitted them 

to wear it on the paretic wrist. We documented the paretic side and the wrist on which the Fitbit 

was worn. Then, we guided the participants over the phone to set up the device and install the 

Fitbit application on their smartphone. We instructed participants to remove the device only 

when showering or charging it. We also asked them to synchronize the device at least once per 

day using the Fitbit smartphone application, which did not require removing the Fitbit. 

Participants agreed to wear the Fitbit for the duration of the three-month study, but we 

used the 21-day window of Fitbit data immediately prior to the completion of the survey for 

analysis to determine wear time and valid wear days (because the TAQ questions ask specifically 

about user perceptions over the past three weeks). The study team incorporated notifications and 

reminders to assist with device adherence, as detailed in our previous work.27 Participants 

completed the TAQ approximately three months after enrollment to assess their experience with 

the Fitbit. 

The TAQ consisted of 31 statements rated on a 5-point Likert scale where participants 

indicated their levels of agreement or disagreement with each statement along with six additional 

multiple choice questions. The first 31 statements covered dimensions of perceived usefulness 

(PU; n=5 statements), perceived ease of use (PEOU, n=7 statements), facilitating conditions (FC; 

n=2 statements), subjective norm (SN; n=3 statements), equipment characteristics (EC; n=8 

statements), privacy concerns (PC; n=3 statements), and perceived risk (PR; n=3 statements). 

The six additional questions addressed various aspects of device use in the form of multiple 

choice responses. 

Measures of Fitbit adherence 
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We first identified Fitbit wear minutes as any minute with a non-zero heart rate. We then 

calculated two measures of Fitbit adherence. First, we calculated the percentage of wear time for 

each day as the total number of wear minutes divided by 1440 minutes (the total number of 

minutes in one day) multiplied by 100. Second, we calculated valid wear days as days when a 

participant wore the device for at least 75% (1080 minutes) of the total minutes in a day (1440 

minutes). Valid wear days were also converted to a percentage of the 3-week period by dividing 

the number of valid days by 21 and multiplying by 100. 

Statistical analysis 

 We calculated descriptive statistics for the Fitbit adherence metrics as well as the full-

scale TAQ, seven dimensions, and 37 individual items. To assess relationships between Fitbit 

adherence and TAQ responses, we used Spearman’s correlations (due to the ordinal nature of the 

TAQ responses). We performed all statistical analyses using R version 4.4.1 with α=0.05. 

 

RESULTS 

TAQ responses 

 We show proportions of responses (Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly 

Disagree) to each of the 31 TAQ statements rated by Likert scales organized by dimension 

(Figure 2). The five statements with the highest proportions of “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” 

responses were (in order):  

1) Statement 1: “I think that monitoring my activity and health 24 hours a day, 7 days a 

week, can be a good thing.” 

2a) Statement 7: “I was able to perform my daily tasks as usual while wearing the 

device.”  
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2b) Statement 11: “The battery life of the device meets my expectations.” 

4) Statement 18: “I was able to put the device on in a reasonable amount of time.” 

5) Statement 20: “I am comfortable with my health data being shared with equipment 

manufacturers as long as it is shared anonymously.”  

The five statements with the lowest proportions of “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” responses were 

(in order):  

1a) Statement 25: “Wearing the device caused me to have joint pain.”  

1b) Statement 27: “I was embarrassed to wear the device in front of family members.”  

3a) Statement 2: “I was afraid that the device would discover a major health issue.” 

3b) Statement 17: “I was concerned that the device is not securely attached to me.”  

3c) Statement 26: “I was able to shower or bathe normally while wearing the device.”  

With the exceptions of the five statements immediately above as well as statements 10 (“I 

experience skin irritations while wearing the device”) and 15 (“I find the display of the device 

easy to read outdoors”), a majority of participants responded either “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” 

to each of the remaining 24 statements.  

We calculated individual participant summed TAQ responses (“Strongly Disagree” = 1 

point, “Disagree” = 2 points, “Neutral” = 3 points, “Agree” = 4 points, “Strongly Agree” = 5 

points) within each of the seven dimensions. We show group means, standard deviations, 

medians, and interquartile ranges of these scores for each of the seven dimensions in Table 2 

(Table 2 also includes the maximum and minimum possible scores for each dimension) and for 

each individual TAQ statement in Table 3. Note that, in Tables 2 and 3, responses to statements 

2, 10, 17, 25, and 27 have been reversed to preserve directionality. 
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Next, we analyzed responses to the six multiple choice questions from the TAQ 

(questions 32-37) that did not have designated dimensions (Table 4). Most participants found the 

device useful (question 32), with 95.4% rating the information provided as either “very useful” 

or “somewhat useful”. Nearly all participants (92.3%) expressed willingness to continue using 

the device to monitor their health (question 33), and 96.9% reported wearing the device for 15–

21 days out of the 21-day period (question 34). In terms of value, most participants indicated 

willingness to pay no more than $100 for the device (question 35). Most (90.8%) participants 

reported looking at their health data provided by their device (question 36). Finally, self-

perception of activity levels varied among participants with 64.6% considering themselves to be 

active (question 37). 

Fitbit adherence 

Participants wore the Fitbit for 80.0%±24.7% of the total minutes in a day, with a median 

wear time of 91% and an interquartile range of 22%. Participants showed 78.0%±25.8% valid 

wear days with a median of 90% and an interquartile range of 33%. 

Relationships between Fitbit adherence and TAQ responses 

 The scatterplots in Figures 3A and 3B show relationships between the summed scores of 

the different TAQ dimensions (as well as TAQ total scores) and the percentages of wear time 

and valid wear days, respectively. Relationships between TAQ dimensions and the metrics of 

Fitbit adherence were not statistically significant with the exception of the associations between 

PU and percent wear time (ρ=−0.27, p=0.03) and between PU and the percentage of valid wear 

days (ρ=−0.26, p=0.04). Note that these correlations demonstrate an inverse relationship counter 

to our hypotheses; there were no statistically significant positive relationships between TAQ 

dimension summed scores or total scores and Fitbit adherence metrics. 
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DISCUSSION 

Our study highlights the perceived acceptance of the Fitbit Inspire 2 wearable activity 

monitor among persons with stroke. In their responses to statements on the TAQ, a majority of 

the participants reported the device to be generally beneficial for their health, efficient for 

monitoring their health, easy to use and don/doff, and unintrusive to daily life; one notable 

exception was the response to the statement “I find the display of the device easy to read 

outdoors”. Generally, participants did not express significant concerns about privacy or data 

security, consistent with prior studies.18,22 Our adherence data showed that most participants 

wore the device a majority of the time over the three-week study period. Contrary to our 

hypothesis, more agreeable responses to the TAQ statements were not positively correlated with 

device wear time or the number of valid wear days at a statistically significant level. 

The findings of our study are consistent with previous literature demonstrating 

acceptance of wearable activity monitors in other populations.11,28–32 We considered it important 

to assess acceptance of these devices in persons with stroke in particular because of the growing 

interest in using wearables for both activity monitoring and telerehabilitation after stroke.33–37 

There were no commonly reported acceptance concerns that we deemed likely to be related to 

post-stroke motor impairment: as examples, participants widely reported agreement to the 

statements “I was able to wear the device easily without help from another person,” “I find the 

device easy to use,” “I was able to put the device on in a reasonable amount of time,” and “I was 

able to remove the device easily without help from another person.” These findings complement 

recent studies demonstrating the perceived value and user satisfaction of wearable technologies 

in stroke rehabilitation38–40 and support a path toward scalable implementation of these devices. 
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We also highlight that participants reported generally agreeable responses across all 

seven dimensions of the TAQ. All dimensions – with the exception of Perceived Ease of Use – 

showed a median-to-max possible score ratio of 0.8, corresponding to a median score of 4 (or 

“Agree”) on each question. Perceived Ease of Use showed a median-to-max possible score ratio 

of 0.71; the modestly lower scores in this dimension were largely driven by generally less 

agreeable responses to the statements “I find the display of the device easy to read outdoors” and 

“I was able to shower or bathe normally while wearing the device”. The latter statement received 

a majority of “Neutral” responses, likely because we informed the participants to remove the 

device before showering or bathing. Previous work highlighted that technical and usability issues 

– such as difficulties with battery life or syncing – may affect the perceived usefulness of 

wearable devices;14 however, we did not observe this in our sample. Our findings across the 

different dimensions were largely similar to those reported in a previous sample of older adults.11 

It is important to emphasize that monitoring of device adherence is required despite the 

high reported acceptance. Our findings did not support the hypothesis that higher user acceptance 

as measured by the TAQ would correlate with measures of device wear, as we did not observe 

statistically significant positive correlations between TAQ responses and our measures of 

adherence. This revealed that high reported acceptance of the device does not guarantee that a 

patient or research participant will necessarily adhere to wearing the device in real-world 

settings. Technologies that help to automate oversight of device wear and messaging to promote 

adherence will be important for ensuring data quality.41 

As the push toward clinical use of wearables in stroke rehabilitation continues to move 

forward, it is also important to consider the needs and perspectives of all key stakeholders – 

patients, their family members and caregivers, and clinicians – in addition to the device 
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acceptance reported by patients in our study. For example, recent studies have: provided useful 

information regarding how persons with stroke prefer to receive data from wearables and 

identified a set of metrics deemed most useful;42 incorporated perspectives from patients and 

clinicians on the value of using wearables and identified preferences for incorporation into 

clinical care;39 and demonstrated important design considerations for adoption of the wearables 

and accompanying smartphone applications as outlined by persons with stroke.40 Future work 

should consider these multifaceted aspects – patient acceptance, patient and clinician data 

provision preferences, and device design – as we move closer to clinical implementation of 

wearables in stroke rehabilitation. 

We acknowledge some limitations in our study. First, our sample was heterogeneous with 

regard to stroke chronicity. Accordingly, we did not design this study to assess how wearable 

device acceptance may differ across stages of stroke recovery (e.g., acute, subacute, chronic). 

Second, we only used the Fitbit Inspire 2 device. While we anticipate that many of our findings 

may generalize across different models of wearable devices due to the nature of the statements 

included in the TAQ, we do not have data to support this directly. Third, we focused on the TAQ 

to provide information about device acceptance in particular. We did not use other instruments 

that could provide additional data on other aspects of patient perceptions about wearable devices 

(e.g., the System Usability Scale for assessment of usability). 

 

CONCLUSIONS  

This study reported the perceived acceptance of a wrist-worn activity monitor in persons 

with stroke. In response to statements on the TAQ, participants with stroke generally reported the 

device to be beneficial for their health, useful for monitoring their health, easy to use, and 
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minimally intrusive. We observed generally agreeable responses to TAQ statements across all 

seven dimensions of the instrument. Contrary to our hypothesis, more agreeable responses to the 

TAQ statements were not positively correlated with metrics of device wear, revealing that 

adherence to wearing the device should not be assumed even when participants report high 

device acceptance. In summary, this study detailed new information about the acceptance of 

wearable activity monitors in persons with stroke and its association with real-world device 

wear. 
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FIGURE CAPTIONS 

Figure 1. CONSORT diagram showing the enrollment and participation of participants at 

various stages throughout the study. 

Figure 2. Percentages of responses to each individual statement on the TAQ grouped by the 

seven TAQ dimensions. 

Figure 3. A) Scatterplots showing relationships between summed scores for each TAQ 

dimension (as well as total TAQ scores) and Fitbit wear time. B) Scatterplots showing 

relationships between summed scores for each TAQ dimension (as well as total TAQ scores) and 

valid Fitbit wear days. In both A) and B), we italicize statistics to indicate statistically significant 

relationships (p<0.05).   
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Table 1. Study participant characteristics (n=65). 

 Mean±SD 
Age (years) 64±12 
Days post-stroke at date of 
enrollment 

1054±1664 

Days between date of enrollment 
and date of TAQ completion 

127±12 

 N (%) 
Sex  

Male 37 (56.9%) 
Female 28 (43.1%) 

Race  
African American or Black 21 (32.3%) 
American Indian or Alaska 

Native 
2 (3.1%) 

Asian 3 (4.6%) 
White/Caucasian 38 (58.5%) 

Other 1 (1.5%) 
Ethnicity  

Hispanic or Latino 4 (6.2%) 
Not Hispanic or Latino 61 (93.8%) 

Fitbit Wrist Worn  
Paretic 15 (23.1%) 

Non-paretic 49 (75.4%) 
Unknown 1 (1.5%) 
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Table 2. Statistics of the responses to TAQ dimensions and the full TAQ. 

  Mean±SD Median IQR Max possible Min possible 

Perceived Usefulness 19.1±3.3 20 4 25 5 

Perceived Ease of Use 25.7±3.9 25 5 35 7 

Facilitating Conditions 7.7±1.5 8 1 10 2 

Subjective Norm* 11.6±1.9 12 3 15 3 

Equipment Characteristic* 32.5±3.5 32 5 40 8 

Privacy Concern 11.8±2.0 12 3 15 3 

Perceived Risk* 11.9±2.0 12 3 15 3 

Technology Acceptance 
Questionnaire 

120.4±12.8 118 14 155 31 

*These dimensions have reverse items in the subscore. Note that PR consists of all reversed questions, therefore the entire dimension is reversed. 
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Table 3. Statistics of the responses to each individual statement of the TAQ. 

Statement Mean±SD Median IQR 

1) 24/7 activity monitoring beneficial 4.4±0.6 4 1 

2) Afraid of discovering health issue* 4.1±0.9 4 1 

3) Comfortable with data storage 3.9±0.9 4 0 

4) Assistance available if needed 3.8±1.1 4 0 

5) Wore device easily unassisted 3.9±1.2 4 1 

6) Removed device unassisted 4.0±1.1 4 1 

7) Daily tasks performed normally 4.4±0.7 4 1 

8) Device easily concealed 4.0±0.9 4 0 

9) Forgot device was worn 4.0±1.0 4 1 

10) Experienced skin irritation* 3.6±1.3 4 3 

11) Battery life meets expectations 4.3±0.6 4 1 

12) Smartphone app easy to use 3.8±0.9 4 0 

13) Device easy to use 4.1±0.8 4 1 

14) Display easy to read indoors 3.7±1.0 4 1 

15) Display easy to read outdoors 3.1±1.2 3 2 

16) Pleasant to wear during night 3.9±0.8 4 0 

17) Concerned about secure attachment* 4.1±0.8 4 1 

18) Device donning reasonable 4.0±0.9 4 0 

19) No privacy concerns 3.9±1.1 4 1 

20) Comfortable with data sharing 4.1±0.7 4 1 
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21) Necessary device knowledge 3.9±0.9 4 0 

22) Efficient for monitoring health 3.5±1.1 4 1 

23) Device motivated activity 3.6±1.0 4 1 

24) Device can improve health 3.9±0.9 4 0 

25) Device caused joint pain* 4.3±0.5 4 1 

26) Bathed normally with device 2.8±0.8 3 0 

27) Embarrassed wearing around family* 4.4±0.7 4 1 

28) Friends would encourage device use 3.4±0.9 4 1 

29) Family would encourage device use 3.8±1.0 4 1 

30) Device extends home living 3.7±0.9 4 1 

31) Usable in various locations 4.0±0.8 4 1 

 

*These questions have been reverse coded to preserve directionality. 
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Table 4. Responses to TAQ multiple choice questions. 

 % Responses 
32. How useful did you find the information provided by the smart wearable 
device (such as step count, sleep data, heart rate) either on the wearable itself, 
or in the smartphone application? 

 

Very useful 55.4% 
Somewhat useful 40.0% 

Not very useful 4.6% 
Not at all useful 0.0% 

  
33. Would you use the device you used during the last 21 days to continue to 
monitor or track your physical activity or health? 

 

Yes 92.3% 
No 7.7% 

  
34. Over the last 21 days, how often do you think you wore the smart wearable 
device? 

 

Never 0.0% 
Between 0-7 days 0.0% 

Between 8-14 days 3.1% 
Between 15-21 days 96.9% 

  
35. How much would you be willing to pay for the device you wore during the 
last 21 days? 

 

$0 23.1% 
$1-$50 26.2% 

$51-$100 36.9% 
$101-$200 13.9% 
$201-$300 0.0% 
$300-$400 0.0% 

  
36. Did you find yourself looking at your health data in the smartphone 
application more/less often after the first few days? 

 

No, I looked at the health data fairly consistently throughout the 21-day period 32.3% 
Yes, I looked at the health data more often after the first few days of use 43.1% 

Yes, I looked at the health data less often after the first few days of use 15.4% 
I did not look at my health or am not interested in monitoring it 9.2% 

  
37. Do you consider yourself to be an active person?  

Yes 64.6% 
No 35.4% 
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