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Abstract:

Objective: We developed a decision support tool to help physical therapists (PTs) address the varied
expectations and recoveries of the total knee arthroplasty (TKA) population. The tool enables a “people-
like-me” approach to rehabilitation, which centers around “using historical outcomes data from similar
(past) patients as a template of what to expect for a new patient”. The purpose of this study was to
explore patients’ and clinicians’ perceptions and experiences with the tool during rehabilitation after
TKA.

Methods: We piloted the tool in 2 outpatient physical therapy clinics. We conducted in-depth semi-
structured interviews with 1) patients who underwent TKA and were exposed to the tool during
rehabilitation and 2) clinicians who used the tool with patients after TKA. Two members of the research
team coded the interview data using a descriptive content analysis.

Results: 16 patients and 10 clinicians were interviewed. We identified 4 common themes: 1)
Expectations: most patients and clinicians felt the tool provided patients with valuable feedback for
managing recovery expectations; 2) Motivation: patients and clinicians felt the tool motivated patients
to participate in rehabilitation by providing positive reinforcement and/or a form of competition; 3)
Influence on practice: some patients and clinicians indicated that the tool helped guide treatment
decisions or provided opportunities for patient education, but most felt it did not influence clinical
decision making; and 4) Clarity and comprehension: the majority of patients understood the tool’s
“take-home” message, however, some patients and clinicians felt the use of percentiles, line graphs, and

medical jargon decreased patients’ clarity and comprehension of the tool.

Conclusions: Overall, participants reported that the tool helped to shape patients’ expectations for
postoperative recovery and increase patient motivation to participate in rehabilitation. Participants had
mixed perceptions on how the tool influenced clinical care. Finally, participants identified some
limitations in patient comprehension of the tool, which will inform future revisions to the tool to

accommodate varying levels of health literacy.

Keywords: total knee arthroplasty, rehabilitation, clinical decision support, personalized, prediction,

expectations, interviews

Abbreviations: total knee arthroplasty (TKA), physical therapist (PT), range of motion (ROM), Timed Up
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Introduction:

Total knee arthroplasty (TKA) improves pain and disability for many patients with knee osteoarthritis,*
but up to 20% of patients feel dissatisfied after surgery.? Unmet expectations are a leading cause of
dissatisfaction after TKA,3>> which suggests TKA care should focus on (a) providing patients with realistic
expectations about recovery and (b) helping patients meet their goals after surgery. However,
addressing expectations after TKA can be challenging, because patients vary considerably in their
postoperative goals and course of recovery. 8 Many patients also report feeling uncertain or under-
informed about the recovery process after TKA,® which can increase anxiety during an already stressful

time.

Physical therapists (PTs) routinely help set patient expectations after TKA. PTs estimate patients’
recovery prognosis and use measures, like knee range of motion (ROM), to monitor recovery and set
rehabilitation goals. PTs largely rely on clinical experience and generic evidence (e.g., surgical protocols,
population recovery benchmarks) to estimate and monitor recovery. Unfortunately, this reliance on
generic evidence may lead to unrealistic expectations and/or suboptimal treatment plans for some
patients!®—especially those whose recovery differs from the population average—and may contribute

to post-TKA dissatisfaction.

We developed and validated a “people-like-me” tool to help PTs address the varied expectations and
recoveries of the TKA population.”'%12 The “people-like-me” approach is a framework that promotes
person-centered care by “using historical outcomes data from similar (past) patients as a template of
what to expect for a new patient”.?314 Essentially, the “people-like-me” tool provided individualized
projections of TKA recovery using the recovery data from similar historical patients. We envisioned PTs
could use this tool to (1) help patients set realistic expectations about recovery, (2) monitor patients’
recovery compared to similar patients to stimulate personalized treatment and shared decision making,
and (3) provide patients with context and feedback about their recovery to reduce postoperative anxiety

and uncertainty.?®

We piloted the “people like me” tool in two outpatient physical therapy clinics to explore its use in real-
world rehabilitation practice. The purpose of this study was to explore patients’ and clinicians’

perceptions and experiences interacting with the tool during rehabilitation after TKA.
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Methods:

Description of tool

The tool consisted of a web-based interface that allowed clinicians to predict and monitor patient
recovery using a “people-like-me” approach. Essentially, the tool used an algorithm to identify a subset
of patients from a large historical database who were similar to a new patient. Then, it used the actual
recovery data from these similar patients to predict the new patient’s recovery. These predictions were
presented to patients and clinicians as “people-like-me” reference charts, which are conceptually similar
to childhood growth charts. These “people-like-me” reference charts (1) displayed the patient’s
projected recovery (including the uncertainty around this projection) and (2) compared the patient’s
observed recovery against this projection in terms of percentiles. To make these reference charts more
interpretable, the tool also provided text-based interpretations of the patient’s recovery (see Figure 1).
The tool generated reference charts for commonly collected outcomes after TKA including knee flexion
and extension range of motion (ROM), Timed Up and Go (TUG),® and the Western Ontario & McMaster
Universities Arthritis Index (WOMAC) pain subscale.'” The tool did not provide clinicians with specific
treatment recommendations. Instead, clinicians were encouraged to use their clinical judgment to
determine how the information should be applied. We have created a pared-down, open access version
of the tool for knee flexion and TUG recovery that can be viewed at: https://cu-

restore.shinyapps.io/knee recovery v1/.
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Figure 1- Example of the “people like me” tool’s output
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Study design and setting

Two outpatient physical therapy clinics piloted the tool from September 2020 — December 2022. Both
clinics are in the Greenville, South Carolina, USA metro area and belong to the same system of
outpatient physical therapy clinics. The clinics have been collaborating with the research team since
2013 and contributed most of the data used to train the tool’s predictive algorithms. All permanent,
full-time physical therapy clinicians (physical therapists and physical therapist assistants) were

encouraged to use the tool with all patients after TKA.

Two members of the research team (LC and JG) conducted in-depth semi-structured interviews with two
groups of participants: 1) patients who underwent TKA and who were exposed to the tool by their
clinician(s) during rehabilitation and 2) clinicians who used the tool with patients after TKA. During this
study LC was a physical therapist and postdoctoral researcher with experience in qualitative analysis. JG
was a physical therapist and PhD candidate who was involved in the development of the tool and had
previous exposure to clinician participants. All study procedures were approved by the Colorado

Multiple Institute Review Board (COMIRB # 18-1246).

Participant recruitment:

We recruited a convenience sample of patients and clinicians (physical therapists and physical therapist
assistants) from the pilot clinics. Patients were eligible to participate if they had been exposed to the
tool (n=167) during their treatment and had been discharged from rehabilitation. Clinicians were eligible
if they had used the tool with patients (n=16). We contacted patients via telephone and clinicians via e-
mail to explain the study and gauge interest in participation. Eligible and interested participants were

scheduled for a videoconference meeting and provided informed consent on the day of their interview.

Data collection and analysis:

The interview guides were developed using a team-based approach and were revised iteratively during
the initial interviews. We used similar interview guides for patients and clinicians (See Supplemental
Materials) that asked participants about their experience using the tool. We kept the interview guide
questions broad and open-ended, but they were structured to probe for key tenets of the “people-like-

me” approach (e.g., personalized care, patient-clinician communication, shared decision making).3
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Interviews were conducted jointly by study team members (LC and JG) using a videoconferencing
platform (Zoom® for patients and Microsoft Teams version 1.6.00.7354, for clinicians). After each
interview, a member of the interview team completed a debriefing form (see Supplemental Materials)
to summarize emergent concepts, and patterns and to facilitate an iterative approach to revising the
interview guide. Interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim, and transcripts were

checked against the audio recordings for accuracy by a study team member.

Two members of the research team (LC and JG) analyzed the data immediately after each interview
under the guidance of a senior qualitative researcher (MM). We analyzed patient and clinician
interviews separately using descriptive content analysis that combined inductive and deductive

approaches.'®1® We used Dedoose software (version 9.0.90) for all coding and analysis procedures.

First, we created a preliminary coding framework using the first four patient interviews. This involved a
collaborative process among the analysts (JG and LC) where we reviewed the transcripts together,
identified relevant sections of the text, and created preliminary codes. These preliminary codes were all
derived from the data. However, given the structure of the interview guides, some of these codes
encompassed key aspects of the “people-like-me” approach. We sought feedback from an experienced
qualitative researcher (MM) to check our interpretation and labelling of codes to specific meaning units
in the text. After we completed this process with the first four interviews, we refined our coding
framework where we grouped key related codes into overarching themes and subsequently defining
each code and theme. We then reviewed our coding framework and definitions with MM. Once we had
a robust and well-defined coding framework, LC and JG independently coded these first 4 interviews
again applying the coding structure, reviewing codes for consistency, and resolving any discrepancies of

interpretation by consensus.

After establishing sufficient inter-coder reliability??, either LC or JG independently coded the remaining
interviews. LC, JG, and MM met throughout the analysis process to discuss emerging patterns,
reorganize the codebook, and identify any additional themes. Finally, we reviewed and refined our
themes to ensure coded extracts reflected a coherent pattern and re-read the entire dataset to ensure
final themes were reflective of the data. We used a similar approach for the clinician interviews. We
interviewed patients until we reached thematic saturation??, and we interviewed all clinicians who

expressed interest in participating.
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Results:

Between October 2021 and May 2023, 16 patients and 10 clinicians were interviewed. Participant
characteristics are available in Supplemental Materials. We identified four common main themes among
patients and clinicians; therefore, we present results from these groups together. The common main
themes cover: 1) Expectations, 2) Motivation, 3) Influence on practice and 4) Clarity and comprehension.
Within these themes, subthemes were explored further (Table 1). In some cases, subthemes similarly
and equally represent patient and clinician data, in other cases the subthemes are most representative

of either a patient or clinician perspective, which we highlight narratively throughout.

Table 1- Themes and subtheme definitions

Subtheme Definition

Positive reinforcement Positive reinforcement is a concept that encourages or rewards desirable

behaviour and outcomes and offers a form of extrinsic motivation.

Competition Competition is the act or process of trying to obtain a higher level of

success than oneself or others, which can serve to increase motivation.

Subtheme Definition

Setting expectations Setting expectations refers to the perception that the tool helped patients

understand the projected course of their recovery.

Meeting expectations Meeting expectations refers to the perception that the tool helped
patients understand if their recovery was progressing satisfactorily relative

to their peers.

Subtheme Definition

Guiding treatment Guiding treatment describes how the tool helped to inform or direct

patient treatment.

~N
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Education tool Education tool refers to how the tool was used as an informational aid to

reinforce key aspects of rehabilitation with patients.

Subtheme Definition

Understanding the Understanding the “take-home” message describes patient and clinicians’
“take-home” message ability to comprehend the general concept or main information provided

by the tool.

Health literacy Health literacy describes patients’ ability to understand the reference
charts and was impacted by their baseline ability to interpret health

information, graphs, and numbers.

1) Expectations

Expectations are beliefs about anticipated outcomes. This includes how the tool helps inform whether
patients are meeting projected benchmarks and how the tool shapes patients’ understanding of their
projected course of recovery. Within the ‘Expectations’ theme we identified 2 subthemes (‘Meeting

expectations’, and ‘Setting expectations’).
Meeting expectations

Patients consistently stated that the tool provided objective evidence that clarified if their recovery was
progressing, on track, on par, or better than their peers. Patients noted that the tool’s feedback was
particularly helpful given that the course of recovery is long, and it can be challenging to recognize

progress.

“It's just the reinforcement that, that it's [rehabilitation] working. That this isn't all or nothing. That, as

tough as it seems day-to-day, that you were getting where you wanted to be.” (Participant 3, Patient)

Clinicians also felt the tool helped patients understand if their recovery was on track and gave them an
objective way to measure progress, which was particularly impactful when there was a mismatch
between patient and clinician perceptions of recovery. In some cases, this allowed clinicians to engage

patients in a more meaningful dialogue that combined their clinical judgement with impartial evidence
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from the tool. One clinician commented that this was especially important because patients often
compare their recoveries to friends or family who underwent TKA, which may lead to unrealistic
expectations. Similarly, many clinicians stated the tool helped to validate their recommendations and

promote greater buy-in from patients regarding the treatment plan.

“Oh, you’re just telling me that, you tell everybody that, I'm like, ‘No! Look! There’s data. Look, you are
really right on par with what we’re expecting, or you really are ahead of where we’re expecting.”

(Participant 1, Clinician)

Some clinicians also reported using the tool with patients who were not meeting expectations to

highlight targets for improvement.

Setting expectations
Some clinicians stated they used the tool pre-operatively to help set expectations surrounding
anticipated trajectories of recovery. For example, a few clinicians stated that the tool encouraged pre-

operative conversations regarding what to expect for post-operative ROM recovery.

“So, | think the really positive ones were really encouraging and you could kind of see people visibly like
relax a little bit about it. Um, and then | think on the same, but opposite side, it gave realistic

expectations to the people whose numbers were not good.” (Participant 3, Clinician)

Further, one clinician discussed using the tool to help patients revise their expectations surrounding

post-operative knee pain.

“I know you're still in pain. But look, everyone's still in pain. You know, like using that, to normalize what

they're feeling. Because once again, their expectations may have been off.” (Participant 1, Clinician)

Patients discussed using the tool to set expectations less frequently than clinicians. One patient
explained that they had unrealistic expectations before surgery about the speed of their recovery.
Although their actual recovery was slower than anticipated, the tool assured them they were
progressing satisfactorily. Another patient who had a prior knee replacement highlighted how the tool

could help address some of the anxiety related to not knowing what to expect after surgery.

“And especially with the first [knee replacement], you don’t know what’s expected. They can tell you

what they want to tell you, but you’re just worried about getting your knee better. And if you know
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where you actually are, and if you can see, ‘Okay, these are 100 people and | fall here. I’'m doing okay, or

| need to work more on this.” That helps.” (Participant 11, Patient)

2) Motivation

Motivation refers to the tool’s influence on patients’ willingness or desire to participate in rehabilitation
after TKA. Within the ‘Motivation’ theme, we identified 2 subthemes (‘Positive reinforcement’, and

‘Competition’).
Positive reinforcement

Often, patients who felt motivated by the tool discussed the concept of positive reinforcement. For
example, patients discussed that reviewing the tool’s output was like getting a “pat on the back”, or a

“star on my chart”.

Many patients stated the tool motivated them to continue participating in rehabilitation as it provided
evidence that they were making progress in their recovery. Patients often stated that when the tool
indicated they were meeting or exceeding expectations, it provided a form of validation or encouraged

them to strive for an even better outcome.

“It was a wow factor. You know, | hadn't seen those before. And it just gave me a lot of insight as to this
is where | am now, and | know what to look forward to. And yeah, it's a poor substitute for a coach,

kicking your butt to get moving, but it's a good second one.” (Patient, Participant 6)

In contrast, one participant who had a particularly hard time achieving range-of-motion after surgery

described feeling demotivated or discouraged by the tool.

“Well, | wanted to do better when | saw that | wasn't doing well, in some of those areas, but | couldn't.
My leg wouldn't do it. | guess, yeah, you're bummed because it's just like getting a poor grade in school.

You know, you missed the mark.” (Patient, Participant 10)

Clinicians similarly perceived that certain subgroups of patients were either motivated or demotivated
by the tool. For example, when the tool suggested a patient was not meeting expectations, clinicians felt

this could either motivate them to improve their status or discourage them depending on the patient.

Two clinicians indicated that in rare cases, they chose not to share the tool’s output with patients who

were struggling in their recovery. A few clinicians also suggested they would prefer to use their clinical
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judgement in the future to determine if/how to use the tool’s output with certain patients, to promote

positive patient interactions.

“I think it's just, it's not helpful at that point. Like, ‘hey, we know you're not doing well. We know this is
the direction you're headed.’ | don't think they need another piece of paper to tell them that.”

(Participant 4, Clinician)
Competition

Patients often described that the tool gave them a sense of “winning”, accomplishment, or success in

their recovery.

“I liked to see where | was. So that it would encourage me to push harder to... to either improve or get

higher on the graph. To win more.” (Participant 4, Patient)

Clinicians perceived that certain patients were more likely to be motivated by the tool. For example,
someone with a “type-A personality” or someone who enjoys a target to work towards (i.e., achieving a

high score), was thought to be more motivated by the tool.

“If they were like goal-oriented people who like, needed a number to kind of work towards...it was like,
‘OK, well, here's your number that you need to work for, for flexion or extension, that's what we're

"

shooting for.”” (Participant 2, Clinician)
3) Influence on practice

Influence on practice refers to perceptions of how the tool impacted patients’ care during their
rehabilitation after TKA. Within the ‘Influence on practice’ theme we identified 2 subthemes (‘Guiding

treatment’, and ‘Education tool’).
Guiding treatment

Patients had mixed perceptions of how the tool was used to guide their care. Some patients indicated
the tool supported collaborative decision making with their clinician, including which exercises to focus

on or when to consider discharge from physical therapy.

“So, we had decided, and the graph supported that decision, | think, to go ahead and graduate me.”

(Participant 13, Patient)

11
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Other patients did not perceive that the tool influenced their plan of care directly, or they were unsure if
it impacted their PT’s decision making. A few patients stated that the tool was not influential or

emphasized during their rehabilitation and expressed a lack of interest in the tool.

“I really didn’t use the chart. | looked at it two times in that whole timeframe. | mean, | don’t know how
| would have felt about it. | don’t know. | didn’t use it. You know, you just said, “You’re here, they're

there and you know, you’re done with it.” (Participant 10, Patient)

Clinicians similarly had mixed perceptions regarding the tool’s usefulness for guiding treatment. One
clinician mentioned that the tool facilitated consistency with outcome assessments such as the TUG.
Some clinicians felt the tool was helpful for guiding decisions regarding the frequency of care and for

discussing these decisions with patients.

“So, if somebody was projected to be behind, it was information we then used at the eval to see if they
still were, right? And that’s a higher frequency. That’s a ‘three time-a-week-er’, for sure, because we’re

behind on range of motion, we need the reps, we need the eyes.” (Participant 3, Clinician)

However, most clinicians did not feel the tool influenced their treatment plan because it only validated
what they had already planned, they used it inconsistently, or because they did not need it given their
clinical experience treating this population. These clinicians often mentioned that the tool could be
helpful to clinicians with less experience. This idea was reinforced by a clinician who stated the tool
supported their clinical communication and helped to shape their practice in an early phase of their

Career.

“Probably given the timing of my career, it was also influencing for me to gain confidence in my
communication skills. Like, | think it really impacted my ability to deliver the message of, “yes, you're
doing well. This is what we need. No, you’re not doing well. This is what we need or you’re right where
we want you. And we’re confident in X amount of weeks you’re going to get there.” (Participant 6,

Clinician)
Education tool

Clinicians emphasized that the tool enabled more consistent delivery of patient education and helped

them prioritize discussions with patients about recovery and treatment.

12
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“The patient obviously is gonna get some really good information during that time. But from the
clinician aspect, it really forces the clinician to kind of take a second, step back, and, and be involved in

that education process.” (Participant 7, Clinician)

Several clinicians stated that the tool helped to create educational opportunities and emphasize
important elements of rehabilitation. Clinicians reported using the tool to validate their clinical

judgement or to reinforce and consolidate patient education.

“I keep going back to like the education, but it backs up all the things we've always said. But now, it’s

more believable because there's a paper that shows it.” (Participant 3, Clinician)

4) Clarity and comprehension

Clarity and comprehension are concepts related to patient and clinician understanding and ability to
interpret information provided by the tool. Within the ‘Clarity and comprehension’ theme we identified

2 subthemes (‘Understanding the “take-home” message’, and ‘Health literacy’).
Understanding the “take-home” message

Most patients reported a basic understanding of the tool’s purpose, and felt they were able to interpret
the reference charts during their rehabilitation. Patients frequently commented that they understood if

they were meeting expectations based on the chart.

“No, | think it was fairly self-evident. Lots of people, may have a problem in understanding with what 90
percentile means, or 10 percentile means. But even without that, the lines that are drawn, | think, if
you’re in the middle, it’s almost, it’s intuitive, you know, that you’re hanging in with everybody else.”

(Participant 6, Patient)

Some patients highlighted factors that supported their understanding of the tool, such as having a data

intense occupation or reviewing the charts with their physical therapist.

Patients also appeared to have a basic understanding that the tool was comparing them to similar
people, however, the details surrounding these comparisons were not always clear. Patients frequently
recalled they were being compared to people who had the same surgery and were a similar age, but few

mentioned other matching variables used by the tool (e.g., sex, body mass index, preoperative status).
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Overall, clinicians felt that the reference charts generated by the tool were easy to understand and use
with patients, but they also identified areas for improvement to make the charts more accessible and

interpretable for patients (described in next section).
Health literacy

Health literacy describes patients’ ability to understand the information provided by the tool and was
impacted by their baseline ability to interpret health information, graphs, and numbers. Many patients
reported being confused about aspects of the tool including its use of percentiles, line graphs, and

medical jargon. Other patients could not recall what outcome measures were tracked by the tool.

“It’s just like, when you see a graph paper, it’s just checks. And it doesn’t mean anything to you, unless

you write something on it. Especially old people. You have to draw a picture.” (Participant 12, Patient)

Patients offered suggestions to improve the interpretability of the charts including simplifying the “take-
home” message, using more words to explain or accompany the reference charts, avoiding acronyms

such as TUG, and the use of color.

Clinicians also reported that some patients were unable to meaningfully engage with or interpret the

charts depending on their health literacy or prior experience with physical therapy.

“But | do think If they don’t have that underlying knowledge, some of the meaning of it might not be as
relevant to them if they don’t quite get what the curve is... | don’t feel like they necessarily understood
where they were, they would take my word for it, but they couldn’t look at the graph and be like, to be

able to interpret that.” (Participant, Clinician 1)

Clinicians commented that some patients had difficulty interpreting what was considered a positive or
negative trajectory on the chart depending on the outcome measure. For example, a lower score on the
TUG and a higher degree of knee flexion both represent positive improvement. Additionally, clinicians
explained that the reference charts had to be printed in black and white at their clinics, which reduced
the interpretability of the color-coded legend. Overall, these challenges were perceived to decrease
patients’ clarity, comprehension, and engagement with the tool. Clinicians provided suggestions to
make the charts more patient friendly including adding pictures of a knee to increase the interpretability
of joint angles, indicating what is a positive or negative trend on the reference chart using pictures, and

linking outcome measures such as the TUG to functional tasks (e.g., walking or stairs).
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Discussion:

Overall, this study identified four themes related to patient and clinician experiences with the “people-
like-me” tool including: 1) Expectations, 2) Motivation, 3) Influence on practice and 4) Clarity and

comprehension.

Most patients and clinicians felt that the tool provided patients with valuable feedback about their
recovery progress and whether they were meeting expectations for recovery. Clinicians also highlighted
that they used the tool to set patient expectations about their recovery. These findings parallel the
results of Sinnige et al.’s recent vignette study that examined a similar approach to “people-like-me”.
Sinnige et al. explored PT’s perceptions of using personalized outcomes forecasts for patients with
intermittent claudication.®® Similar to our study, they found that PTs thought personalized recovery
predictions could be useful for setting patient expectations in rehabilitation.® These findings are
particularly meaningful for post-TKA care, because unmet expectations are a leading cause of patient

dissatisfaction,?>?%22 and patients’ preoperative expectations tend to be overly optimistic.?*

Interestingly, we found that mismatches between patient and clinician perceptions of recovery could be
addressed by the tool. Clinicians felt it helped them to communicate more effectively about patient
recovery by combining their clinical judgement with impartial evidence. This allowed patients to
visualize and understand their individual prognosis and progress over the course of rehabilitation which,
in some cases, helped alleviate anxiety related to whether they were “on track” during their recovery. In
this way, the tool may help patients renegotiate or revise their expectations during the post-operative
period, which could improve patient satisfaction after TKA. In contrast, clinicians traditionally use
generic benchmarks (e.g., postoperative protocols) to communicate with patients about their recovery,

which may be less applicable or interpretable for some patients.

Helping patients understand their personalized recovery trajectory may be especially important given
that patients frequently draw on the experiences of family and friends when conceptualizing their
expectations of TKA recovery®?*—even though they recognize this is not necessarily a valid approach.?®
In a qualitative investigation, Goldsmith et al. identified that individuals who have undergone TKA want
information on a variety of recovery trajectories “so they could be assured they were on some sort of a
track to recovery, even if it was not the ideal track or an ideal recovery”, and because this information is

not readily available, they often rely on comparing themselves to friends and family who have
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undergone TKA.?> Goldsmith et al. participants also expressed that it was challenging when their
recovery experience was worse than others and that they wanted support from clinicians in
understanding this mismatch.?®> Our study demonstrates that a tool that provides objective and
personalized data for TKA recovery can help clinicians to address this informational need.

We also found that the tool may motivate patients to participate in rehabilitation by providing positive
reinforcement and/or a form of competition. Relatedly, a recent qualitative study highlighted that
positive reinforcement may increase motivation and exercise participation after TKA, as it provides
feedback that can lead to improved self-regulation and goal attainment.?” Motivating patients in
rehabilitation after TKA can be challenging because progress is gradual, variable, and often painful.t8
Positive reinforcement via the tool may increase patient motivation to participate in rehabilitation and

support patients to meet their personal goals after surgery.

While the tool’s motivational impact was mostly discussed as helpful, some patients and clinicians felt
that the tool could be demotivating if it reminds struggling patients that they are not meeting
expectations. In some of these cases, clinicians stated they may opt not to use the tool with patients.
Similarly, in Sinnige et al.’s study, therapists perceived that providing patients with personalized
recovery information could motivate patients to achieve therapy goals or could demotivate patients
with a poor prognosis.’> Some therapists from their study indicated they wouldn’t provide personalized
recovery information to individuals who were performing below predicted measurements.!® Sinnige et
al. discussed that withholding information from patients because of a poor prognosis may be
problematic given patients’ right to know about their health, yet they also acknowledged that the use of
clinical tools is often at the discretion of clinicians.’® We theorize the motivational impact of the tool
likely depends on individual patient characteristics (i.e., goal-oriented) and the unique details of the
patient’s recovery experience. If clinicians are concerned that a patient will react negatively to the tool,

it may be prudent to simply ask the patient if they want that information.

Participants’ perceptions of the tool’s influence on practice varied. Some patients and clinicians
indicated that it helped guide decisions related to exercise selection, frequency of care, and discharge.
Many clinicians also stated the tool created consistent opportunities to educate patients on their
recovery status and facilitated discussions surrounding their care. These results suggest the tool has the
potential to support a collaborative and personalized approach to rehabilitation. However, most

patients and clinicians did not perceive that the tool was used to directly inform treatment decisions or
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to support shared decision making. Sinnige et al. similarly found that PTs did not envision using
personalized outcomes forecasts to modify treatments or to support shared decision making.?®
These results suggest that clinicians may need additional training/support to apply the tool in these
ways. In fact, researchers from Sinnige et al.’s group later found that implementing personalized
outcomes in routine rehabilitation improved shared decision making, which was likely supported by

their in-depth training program.?®

Finally, the use of percentiles, line graphs, and medical jargon were thought to decrease patients’ clarity
and comprehension of the tool. Relatedly, in their national survey, Ben-Joseph et al. demonstrated that
many U.S adults do not understand how to interpret pediatric growth charts,3® which closely resemble
the reference charts created by the tool. In future iterations, we plan to simplify the tool’s graphical and
numerical output, use lay language more consistently (i.e., knee bending instead of flexion), and simplify

the presentation of percentiles.

Limitations:

Our study has some limitations. Firstly, patients and clinicians who volunteered to participate may have
held more favorable views of the tool. However, we feel that we were able to capture a balanced view
of the tool including both positive/negative perceptions and areas for improvement. Further, we may
find different perceptions of the tool based on regional or institutional differences, thus the

transferability of these results to other settings is unknown.

Conclusions: We explored patients’ and clinicians’ perceptions of a clinical decision support tool that
promotes personalized rehabilitation after TKA. Most patients and clinicians reported that the tool
helped to shape patients’ expectations for postoperative recovery and increase patient motivation to
participate in rehabilitation. Patients and clinicians had mixed perceptions on how the tool influenced
clinical practice. Finally, most patients understood the tool’s “take-home” message, however, patients
and clinicians identified some limitations in patient comprehension of the tool, which has prompted

revisions to the tool to accommodate varying levels of health literacy.

Acknowledgements: The authors would like to thank the following individuals for their contributions
throughout this project: Adam D. Lutz, PT PhD, Dawn Waugh, PT, DPT, and Kathryn Van Sciver-

Richardson

17


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.23.23297404
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.23.23297404; this version posted June 15, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Details of funding sources: This project was supported by the Agency for Healthcare and Research
Quality (AHRQ) R01:HS025692 (Stevens-Lapsley). The funder played no role in the design, conduct, or

reporting of this study.

18


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.23.23297404
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.23.23297404; this version posted June 15, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

References

1. Shan L, Shan B, Suzuki A, Nouh F, Saxena A. Intermediate and Long-Term Quality of Life After
Total Knee Replacement: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis. JBJS 2015;97(2):156-168. DOI:
10.2106/jbjs.M.00372.

2. Bourne RB, Chesworth BM, Davis AM, Mahomed NN, Charron KD. Patient satisfaction after total
knee arthroplasty: who is satisfied and who is not? Clin Orthop Relat Res 2010;468(1):57-63. (In
eng). DOI: 10.1007/s11999-009-1119-9.

3. Halawi MJ, Jongbloed W, Baron S, Savoy L, Williams VJ, Cote MP. Patient Dissatisfaction After
Primary Total Joint Arthroplasty: The Patient Perspective. J Arthroplasty 2019;34(6):1093-1096.
(In eng). DOI: 10.1016/j.arth.2019.01.075.

4, Kahlenberg CA, Nwachukwu BU, McLawhorn AS, Cross MB, Cornell CN, Padgett DE. Patient
Satisfaction After Total Knee Replacement: A Systematic Review. HSS journal : the
musculoskeletal journal of Hospital for Special Surgery 2018;14(2):192-201. (In eng). DOI:
10.1007/s11420-018-9614-8.

5. Dunbar MJ, Richardson G, Robertsson O. | can’t get no satisfaction after my total knee
replacement: rhymes and reasons. The bone & joint journal 2013;95(11_Supple_A):148-152.
6. Wylde V, Penfold C, Rose A, Blom AW. Variability in long-term pain and function trajectories

after total knee replacement: A cohort study. Orthop Traumatol Surg Res 2019;105(7):1345-
1350. (In eng). DOI: 10.1016/j.0tsr.2019.08.014.

7. Kittelson AJ, Elings J, Colborn K, et al. Reference chart for knee flexion following total knee
arthroplasty: a novel tool for monitoring postoperative recovery. BMC Musculoskelet Disord
2020;21(1):482. DOI: 10.1186/5s12891-020-03493-x.

8. Taylor CEV, Murray CM, Stanton TR. Patient perspectives of pain and function after knee
replacement: a systematic review and meta-synthesis of qualitative studies. Pain Rep
2022;7(3):e1006. (In eng). DOI: 10.1097/pr9.0000000000001006.

9. Buus A, Hejlsen OK, Dorisdatter Bjgrnes C, Laugesen B. Experiences of pre- and postoperative
information among patients undergoing knee arthroplasty: a systematic review and narrative
synthesis. Disabil Rehabil 2021;43(2):150-162. (In eng). DOI: 10.1080/09638288.2019.1615997.

10. Pryce R, Langan E, Tector K, Raggett L, Flynn R, Smart KM. Patients' experiences following total
knee arthroplasty: a qualitative evidence synthesis. Disabil Rehabil 2023:1-18. (In eng). DOI:
10.1080/09638288.2022.2159548.

11. Graber J, Kittelson A, Juarez-Colunga E, Jin X, Bade M, Stevens-Lapsley J. Comparing “people-
like-me” and linear mixed model predictions of functional recovery following knee arthroplasty.
Journal of the American Medical Informatics Association 2022. DOI: 10.1093/jamia/ocac123.

12. Kim C, Colborn KL, van Buuren S, Loar T, Stevens-Lapsley JE, Kittelson AJ. Neighbors-based
prediction of physical function after total knee arthroplasty. Scientific Reports 2021;11(1):1-7.

13. Kittelson AJ, Hoogeboom TJ, Schenkman M, Stevens-Lapsley JE, van Meeteren NLU. Person-
Centered Care and Physical Therapy: A "People-Like-Me" Approach. Phys Ther 2020;100(1):99-
106. (In eng). DOI: 10.1093/ptj/pzz139.

14. van Buuren S. Curve matching: a data-driven technique to improve individual prediction of
childhood growth. Ann Nutr Metab 2014;65(2-3):227-33. DOI: 10.1159/000365398.

15. Sinnige A, Teijink JAW, Spruijt S, et al. The Impact of Personalized Outcomes Forecasts on
Clinical Reasoning of Physical Therapists in Intermittent Claudication: A Vignette Study. Phys
Ther 2022. DOI: 10.1093/ptj/pzac051.

16. Podsiadlo D, Richardson S. The timed "Up & Go": a test of basic functional mobility for frail
elderly persons. J Am Geriatr Soc 1991;39(2):142-8. (In eng). DOI: 10.1111/j.1532-
5415.1991.tb01616.x.

19


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.23.23297404
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.23.23297404; this version posted June 15, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

McConnell S, Kolopack P, Davis AM. The Western Ontario and McMaster Universities
Osteoarthritis Index (WOMAC): a review of its utility and measurement properties. Arthritis &
Rheumatism 2001;45(5):453-461.

Hsieh HF, Shannon SE. Three approaches to qualitative content analysis. Qual Health Res
2005;15(9):1277-88. (In eng). DOI: 10.1177/1049732305276687.

DeCuir-Gunby JT, Marshall PL, McCulloch AW. Developing and Using a Codebook for the Analysis
of Interview Data: An Example from a Professional Development Research Project. Field
Methods 2011;23(2):136-155. DOI: 10.1177/1525822x10388468.

Forero R, Nahidi S, De Costa J, et al. Application of four-dimension criteria to assess rigour of
qualitative research in emergency medicine. BMC Health Serv Res 2018;18(1):120. (In eng). DOI:
10.1186/s12913-018-2915-2.

Hennink MM, Kaiser BN, Marconi VC. Code Saturation Versus Meaning Saturation: How Many
Interviews Are Enough? Qual Health Res 2017;27(4):591-608. (In eng). DOI:
10.1177/1049732316665344.

Tilbury C, Haanstra TM, Leichtenberg CS, et al. Unfulfilled Expectations After Total Hip and Knee
Arthroplasty Surgery: There Is a Need for Better Preoperative Patient Information and
Education. J Arthroplasty 2016;31(10):2139-45. (In eng). DOI: 10.1016/j.arth.2016.02.061.
Noble PC, Conditt MA, Cook KF, Mathis KB. The John Insall Award: Patient expectations affect
satisfaction with total knee arthroplasty. Clin Orthop Relat Res 2006;452:35-43. (In eng). DOI:
10.1097/01.bl0.0000238825.63648.1¢.

Mannion AF, Kampfen S, Munzinger U, Kramers-de Quervain |. The role of patient expectations
in predicting outcome after total knee arthroplasty. Arthritis Res Ther 2009;11(5):R139. (In eng).
DOI: 10.1186/ar2811.

Goldsmith LJ, Suryaprakash N, Randall E, et al. The importance of informational, clinical and
personal support in patient experience with total knee replacement: a qualitative investigation.
BMC Musculoskelet Disord 2017;18(1):127. (In eng). DOI: 10.1186/s12891-017-1474-8.
Kennedy D, Wainwright A, Pereira L, et al. A qualitative study of patient education needs for hip
and knee replacement. BMC Musculoskelet Disord 2017;18(1):413. (In eng). DOI:
10.1186/s12891-017-1769-9.

Bakaa N, Chen LH, Carlesso L, Richardson J, Shanthanna H, Macedo L. Understanding barriers
and facilitators of exercise adherence after total-knee arthroplasty. Disabil Rehabil
2022;44(21):6348-6355. (In eng). DOI: 10.1080/09638288.2021.1965232.

Sinnige A, Teijink JAW, Spruijt S, et al. Impact of Personalized Outcomes Forecasts on Clinical
Reasoning of Physical Therapists in Intermittent Claudication: A Vignette Study. Phys Ther
2022;102(7). DOI: 10.1093/ptj/pzac051.

Marcellis LHM, Sinnige A, Rutgers KM, et al. Evaluating the implementation of personalised
outcomes forecasts to optimise supervised exercise therapy in patients with intermittent
claudication in the Netherlands: a multimethods study. BMJ Open Quality 2024;13(1):e002594.
DOI: 10.1136/bmjog-2023-002594.

Ben-Joseph EP, Dowshen SA, Izenberg N. Do parents understand growth charts? A national,
Internet-based survey. Pediatrics 2009;124(4):1100-9. (In eng). DOI: 10.1542/peds.2008-0797.

20


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.23.23297404
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

