www.nature.com/scientificreports

OPEN

Received: 9 April 2018
Accepted: 16 July 2018
Published: xx xx xxxx

Home-based Rehabilitation With A
Novel Digital Biofeedback System
versus Conventional In-person
Rehabilitation after Total Knee
Replacement: a feasibility study
Fernando Dias Correia1,2, André Nogueira1, Ivo Magalhães1, Joana Guimarães1,
Maria Moreira1, Isabel Barradas1, Laetitia Teixeira3,4,5, José Tulha6, Rosmaninho Seabra6,
Jorge Lains7 & Virgilio Bento1,8
In-person home-based rehabilitation and telerehabilitation can be as effective as clinic-based
rehabilitation after total knee arthroplasty (TKA), but require heavy logistics and are highly dependent
on human supervision. New technologies that allow independent home-based rehabilitation without
constant human supervision may help solve this problem. This was a single-center, feasibility study
comparing a digital biofeedback system that meets these needs against conventional in-person homebased rehabilitation after TKA over an 8-week program. Primary outcome was the change in the Timed
Up and Go score between the end of the program and baseline. Fifty-nine patients completed the study
(30 experimental group; 29 conventional rehabilitation). The study demonstrated a superiority of the
experimental group for all outcomes. Adverse events were similar in both groups. This is the first study
to demonstrate that a digital rehabilitation solution can achieve better outcomes than conventional inperson rehabilitation, while less demanding in terms of human resources.
With the aging population, there has been a substantial increase in the demand for Total Knee Arthroplasty
(TKA). The incidence in TKA has nearly doubled1 from 2000 to 2013, and will continue to rise in the next decades. In the US, it has been estimated that by 2030, the demand for primary TKA will increase by 673% and for
revision TKA by 601% compared to 20052. This will translate into around 3.48 million primary and 268.000
revision procedures2.
TKA is associated with significant pain relief, functional improvements and an increase in the quality of life3–5.
Physical rehabilitation improves results after TKA6, but the provision of these services varies widely in content
and duration7,8. In the current context of increasing demand and a pressing need to contain expenditure9, ensuring access to effective rehabilitation while minimizing costs is both a priority and a challenge.
Currently, there are no universally accepted guidelines for rehabilitation after TKA10,11. There is, however,
evidence favoring therapeutic exercise as the primary component10 and that progression upon achievement of
milestones and higher intensity lead to better outcomes12,13, even if optimal dose and progression timings are
unknown11.
A recent Delphi panel on rehabilitation after TKA recommended that rehabilitation should be started within 3
weeks of discharge11. There was no consensus on the duration, frequency, and number of treatment sessions. The
greatest support was for 4 to 12 weeks of supervised rehabilitation, 2 to 3 times per week11.
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Figure 1. Study CONSORT diagram.

Regarding rehabilitation setting, home and clinic-based rehabilitation protocols have generated similar
improvements14–19. This is in line with the recent trends in healthcare delivery, towards home-based care20 aiming
to improve cost-effectiveness.
Home-based approaches in rehabilitation, however, are very demanding both in terms of logistics and
in human resources, which are scarce and costly. In an attempt to maximize access and minimize costs,
tele-rehabilitation solutions have been developed and tested. For rehabilitation after knee or hip replacement,
these have demonstrated similar outcomes in comparison to standard rehabilitation21–27, and there is preliminary evidence that these solutions may be cost-effective28. However, these solutions still require human supervision, either during home-based sessions or during complementary supervised sessions, limiting widespread
availability.
Technological solutions that empower patients and allow home-based rehabilitation to take place without the
need for real-time human supervision could be the key to improve effectiveness and lower costs. While there have
been some advances in novel technologies for neurological rehabilitation, there is scant validation on solutions for
musculoskeletal disorders, apart from those based on electromyography feedback29–31. For lower limb disorders,
there is only preliminary validation of the Nintendo Wii Fit console as an adjunct to conventional physiotherapy after TKA32,33 or anterior cruciate ligament reconstruction33,34. Apart from this, we have found no validation
for camera-based systems and only one study published on a solution based on inertial motion trackers23. This
study included 142 patients, which were randomized to receive a 2-week program after surgery (10 sessions) with
this system or conventional rehabilitation. The outcomes were similar in both groups, but the intervention duration was too short to draw definitive conclusions23.
We have tested a novel digital biofeedback system for home-based physical rehabilitation (SWORD). Using
inertial motion trackers, this system digitizes patient motion and provides real-time feedback on performance
through a mobile app. It also includes a web-based platform that allows the clinical team to prescribe, monitor
and adapt the rehabilitation process remotely. This way, the system allows patients to perform independent rehabilitation sessions at home without the need for constant therapist supervision, ensuring remote monitoring
throughout the rehabilitation program.
The present study was a single-center, parallel-group, feasibility study designed to compare the clinical outcomes of a home-based program using this system against conventional in-person home-based rehabilitation
after TKA, as well as assess patient uptake and safety of this novel feedback system. We hypothesize that the clinical outcomes of such a program will be at least similar to those of traditional rehabilitation.

® ®

Results

Two hundred and thirty six patients were assessed for eligibility between December 2016 and October 2017.
Figure 1 shows the CONSORT diagram for the study. The study inclusion rate was of 29%. Between initial assessment and allocation to one of two study arms, a total of 93 patients refused to participate or withdrew consent,
corresponding to 56% of all screening failures.
Sixty-nine patients were included and allocated to one of two study groups, according to their address of
residence (37 on the experimental group and 32 on the conventional rehabilitation group). On the experimental
group, 7 patients withdrew consent on the first week of the study, and one additional patient was excluded due to a
protocol breach (additional physical therapy program started) corresponding to a 21% dropout rate in this group.
On the conventional rehabilitation group, 2 patients were excluded, corresponding to a 7% dropout rate in this
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Total (n = 69)

Experimental group Conventional
(n = 38)
rehabilitation (n = 31)

p value

Age (years)
mean (sd)

68.5 (7.0)

67.3 (6.8)

70.0 (7.2)

0.116$

Gender
Female (%)

78.3

84.2

71.0

0.302#

Side
Right (%)

55.1

63.2

45.2

0.211#

Demographics

Comorbidities & Known risk factors for adverse events
Body Mass Index
mean (sd)

30.9 (4.9)

31.0 (4.5)

30.8 (5.4)

0.837$

Smoking (%)

11.6

10.5

12.9

1.000*

Hypertension (%)

69.6

65.8

74.2

0.623#

Diabetes (%)

15.9

18.4

12.9

0.743*

Pulmonary disease (%)

13.0

7.9

19.4

0.281*

Cardiac disease (%)

5.8

5.3

6.5

1.000*

Stroke (%)

0.0

0.0

0.0

NA

Renal disease (%)

1.4

0.0

3.2

0.449*

Bleeding disorders (%)

0.0

0.0

0.0

NA

ASA€ class 3 or 4 (%)

14.5

13.2

16.1

0.745*

Steroids for chronic condition (%)

0.0

0.0

0.0

NA

Previous contralateral knee replacement

24.6

18.4

32.3

0.296#

Previous hip replacement

4.3

7.9

0.0

0.247*

Time between admission and surgery (hours)

<24 h

<24 h

<24 h

NA

Operative time (min) mean (sd)

62.6 (11.3)

62.4 (9.87)

62.8 (13.0)

0.887$

Minor adverse events before discharge (%)

1.4

0.0

3.2

0.449*

23.2

21.1

25.8

Hospital admission and surgical procedure

Hospital length of stay (days)
3 or 4 days (%)

0.953#

5 days (%)

23.2

23.7

22.6

6 days (%)

31.9

34.2

29.0

7 to 9 days (%)

21.7

21.1

22.6

Table 1. Baseline characteristics of study participants. €American Society of Anesthesiology physical status
classification system #Chi-Square test; *Fisher’s exact test; $independent samples T test.

group. In total, 59 patients completed the study (30 patients in the experimental group and 29 in the conventional
rehabilitation group).

Study population characterization. Baseline characteristics of study participants regarding demograph-

ics, comorbidities and risk factors for adverse events, as well as data on hospitalization and surgery are summarized in Table 1 (total sample and divided by allocation group). There were no differences between the two
study groups regarding these characteristics. The baseline assessment of the outcome variables is summarized
in Table 2. At baseline, there were no differences between the two study groups regarding the primary outcome
variable (TUG) nor regarding knee range of motion. Regarding the KOOS, the population in the experimental
group had lower scores in every subscale.
Considering only the patients who completed the study and that were included in the per-protocol analysis
(30 patients in the experimental group and 29 in the conventional rehabilitation group), at baseline, there were
no differences between the two study groups regarding TUG (p = 0.129) and knee range of motion (p = 0.345
for lying knee flexion; p = 0.187 for sitting knee flexion; p = 0.147 for standing knee flexion; p = 0.425 for sitting
knee extension). Regarding the KOOS, the experimental group had lower scores in every subscale (p < 0.001 for
Symptoms; p < 0.001for Pain; p = 0.005 for ADL; p = 0.006 for Sports and p = 0.007 for QOL) (see also Table 3).

Outcomes assessment. Change between baseline and the 8-week assessment. The change was superior in

the experimental group in all outcome measures (see Table 3).
Based on the MCID reported in the literature for TUG (2.27 seconds)35 clinically significant improvements
were noted in both groups. The difference between the median changes in the two groups was of 4.9 seconds,
favoring the experimental group (i.e. greater improvement in this group). This difference is more than twice the
MCID and therefore clinically significant.
Regarding KOOS, the improvement noted in both groups was superior to the 8–10 point MCID36 in every
subscale, denoting clinical significant changes (see Table 3). As with TUG, the difference between the median
changes in the two groups was of over 20 points in all subscales except for the Sports subscale (see a Table 3),
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Total (n = 69)

Experimental group
(n = 38)

Conventional rehabilitation
group (n = 31)

16.59 (7.43)

18.19 (7.6)

15.98 (8.6)

p value

Primary Outcome
TUG (seconds) median (IQR)

0.120*

Secondary Outcomes
Range of Motion
mean (sd)
Lying Knee Flexion

82.9 (16.0)

81.3 (20.2)

84.8 (31.0)

Sitting Knee Flexion

88.0 (14.3)

85.8 (15.2)

90.7 (12.8)

0.366*
0.158#

Standing Knee Flexion

74.8 (18.9)

72.0 (20.5)

78.3 (16.3)

0.172#

Sitting Knee Extension

26.2 (8.8)

27.4 (9.6)

24.8 (7.6)

0.237#

Symptoms

39.0 (28.0)

33.4 (14.8)

52.1 (16.4)

<0.001#

Pain

39.0 (16.0)

35.4 (8.7)

47.3 (12.6)

<0.001#

ADL

38.0 (17.0)

34.0 (25.2)

43.0 (24.0)

0.001*

Sports

0.0 (5.0)

0.0 (6.2)

5.0 (10.0)

0.004*

QOL

13.0 (19.0)

13.0 (18.0)

19.0 (31.0)

0.012*

KOOS
median (IQR)

Table 2. Pre-operative assessment of outcome measures in study participants. #Independent samples T test;
*Mann-Whitney U Test.

Baseline assessment

8-week assessment

Change

Experimental
group (n = 30)

Conventional
rehabilitation (n = 29)

Experimental
group (n = 30)

Experimental
group (n = 30)

18.2 (6.2)

15.3 (8.5)

7.8 (2.7)

10.1 (4.1)

−9.5 (8.0)

Lying knee Flexion

80.7 (12.4)

84.7 (18.7)

100.0 (11.3)

92.6 (13.1)

19.3 (17.0)

7.7 (16.8)

0.012#

Lying Knee Flexion

85.3 (16.0)

90.4 (13.1)

101.5 (9.6)

97.0 (11.3)

16.3 (17.7)

6.7 (13.5)

0.021#

Sitting Knee Flexion

71.6 (20.3)

18.8 (16.6)

95.8 (8.8)

86.1 (10.8)

24.2 (20.9)

7.4 (13.9)

0.001#

24.8 (7.8)

14.5 (8.2)

22.8 (9.6)

−12.1 (11.1)

−1.6 (13.3)

0.002#

Outcome variable

Conventional
rehabilitation (n = 29)

Conventional
rehabilitation (n = 29)

p value

Primary outcome
TUG
median (IQR)

−4.6 (8.6)

0.04*

Secondary outcomes
Range of Motion
mean (sd)

Standing Knee Flexion 26.5 (8.4)
KOOS
median (IQR)
Symptoms

34.0 (20.0)

50.0 (29.0)

81.0 (14.5)

71.0 (14.0)

50.0 (26.0)

18.0 (21.0)

<0.001*

Pain

33.0 (12.0)

47.0 (24.0)

90.5 (16.0)

78.0 (16.0)

57.0 (16.3)

34.0 (25.0)

<0.001*
<0.001*

ADL

34.0 (18.0)

41.0 (18.0)

90.5 (0.0)

76.0 (5.0)

54.5 (16.5)

36.0 (19.0)

Sports

0.0 (0.0)

5.0 (8.0)

20.0 (19.0)

15.0 (19.0)

20.0 (7.5)

15.0 (15.0)

0.04*

QOL

13.0 (19.0)

25.0 (19.0)

69.0 (0.0)

56.0 (0.0)

56.0 (20.5)

31.0 (31.0)

<0.001*

Table 3. Outcomes assessment - change between 8-weeks assessment and baseline. #Independent samples T
test; *Mann-Whitney U Test.

in favor of the experimental group. Again, these differences are superior to the MCID and, hence, clinically
significant.
Even though there are no MCID validated for knee range of motion in patients submitted to TKA, a study by
Stratford and collaborators37 reported a MDC90 (Minimal Detectable Change at a 90% confidence interval) of 9.6
degrees for knee flexion and 6.3 degrees for knee extension in patients after TKA. Therefore, significant improvements in knee range of motion were noted only in the experimental group.
Results of the 8-week assessment. In the 8-week assessment, the TUG scores were lower in the experimental
group than in the conventional rehabilitation group (median 7.8 seconds; IQR 2.7 versus 10.1 seconds; IQR 3.1)
(p < 0.001), i.e. patients in the experimental group were faster than the patients in the other group.
The same was observed for knee range of motion, which was higher in experimental group for lying knee
flexion (p = 0.024); standing knee flexion (p < 0.001) and for sitting knee extension (p = 0.01) but not for sitting
knee flexion (p = 0.1).
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Time

Group

Time*Group

F(df1,df2)

p

F(df1,df2)

p

F(df1,df2)

p

F(1.7,94.1) = 104.1

<0.001

F(1,57) = 7.6

0.008

F(1.7,94.1) = 17.9

<0.001

Lying Flexion#&

F(1.2,71.2) = 29.7

<0.001

F(1,57) = 0.20

0.653

F(1.2,71.2) = 4.2

0.038

Sitting Flexion&

F(1.3,74.6) = 23.5

<0.001

F(1,57) = 0.01

0.921

F(1.3,74.6) = 4.2

0.035

Standing Flexion&

F(1.3,75.1) = 30.1

<0.001

F(1,57) = 0.55

0.460

F(1.3,75.1) = 8.6

0.002

Sitting Extension§

F(2,114) = 14.6

<0.001

F(1,57) = 12.0

0.001

F(2,114) = 8.0

0.001

Outcome variable
Patient performance
TUG#&
Knee range of motion

Table 4. Outcomes assessment - Repeated measures analysis. #ln transformation; §sqrt transformation;
&
Greenhouse-Geisser correction.

Regarding KOOS, the scores in the experimental group were superior to the conventional rehabilitation group
for KOOS Symptoms (p = 0.001); KOOS Pain (p < 0.001); KOOS ADL (p = 0.001) and KOOS QOL (p < 0.001),
but not for KOOS Sports (p = 0.094).
Repeated measures analysis. This analysis was performed only for normally distributed variables - TUG and
knee range of motion- after transformation. The results are summarised in Table 4.
While both groups presented an improvement in every dimension evaluated, this analysis revealed a main
effect of time, a main effect of group and an interaction between time and group in favour of the experimental
group in all outcomes (see Table 4 and Fig. 2).

Treatment intensity. The total active treatment time was superior in the experimental group, with a median

of 31.5 hours (IQR 18.0; range 10.8–69.1) versus 24 hours in the control group (p = 0.005). Time spent on additional unsupervised sessions by patients in the control group was not considered, as patients were not requested
to register these sessions.

Therapist-patient interaction. In the conventional rehabilitation group, each patient had 24 face-to-face
sessions. In the experimental group, each patient had 3 face-to-face contacts with the therapist (on deployment,
4 weeks into the rehabilitation program and on termination), and on average, 0.4 (sd = 0.7; range 0–2) extra contacts for technical assistance. Regarding telephone calls, in addition to the two scheduled calls per protocol (at
weeks 2 and 6), each patient received a median of 2.5 extra calls (IQR = 3.0; range 1–12).
Independence of use. In the experimental group, 60% of the patients required the assistance of a caregiver
either in motion tracker/strap placement or in the interaction with the app. There was no age difference between
autonomous patients (median 65.5 years; IQR 13) or those needing assistance (median 65.5 years; IQR 13)
(p = 0.185).
Patient satisfaction. In the experimental group, patients were asked to answer the following question at the
end of the program “On a scale from 0 to 10, how much would you recommend the system to one of your friends
or neighbours?”. From the 30 patients, 27 (90.0%) rated the system with 10, one patient rated the system with 9
and two rated the system with 8.
Safety and adverse events. In the experimental group, from the patients who were initially enrolled,
adverse events were reported in only one patient (thrombophlebitis), corresponding to an adverse event rate
of 2.6%. In the conventional rehabilitation group, from the patients who were initially enrolled, one patient
was excluded due to a surgical wound infection requiring readmission to hospital and a revision procedure,
and another was excluded for alcohol abuse interfering with the compliance with the rehabilitation program.
Inflammatory signs over the surgical wound were reported in three additional patients and thrombophlebitis in
one. This corresponds to an adverse event rate of 22.5%. This difference was not significant (p = 0.065).

Discussion

Given the paucity of studies in this area, comparison of the results of the present study with similar studies is not
possible, except with a study published by Piqueras et al.23, where a solution broadly similar to the SWORD device
was tested. We will therefore consider, in addition, other studies published on rehabilitation after TKA12,13,38, on
home versus clinic-based interventions17 or tele-rehabilitation versus conventional rehabilitation23,25,26.
In the study by Piqueras et al.23, the outcomes were similar in both groups23. However, in this study, the intervention time (10 sessions over 2 weeks) was too short to allow the detection of differences between groups, and
treatment intensity was inferior to current recommendations10,11. In fact, treatment intensity is highly variable in
published studies on rehabilitation after TKA and we have found only one study where treatment intensity was
comparable to the one provided to the patients in the present study12. This study, by Bade et al.12, compared two
different treatment intensities in the rehabilitation after TKA, in an outpatient setting, with the high intensity
group performing 25 sessions in 12 weeks, which was similar to the treatment intensity in the conventional rehabilitation group in our study.
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Figure 2. Evolution of the outcomes over time in both groups, based on the repeated measures analysis
(estimated marginal means of transformed variables are presented). (A) TUG score. (B) Lying knee flexion. (C)
Standing knee flexion. (D) Sitting knee extension.

Previous published studies demonstrated similar outcomes for home versus clinic-based rehabilitation12,13,17,18,38 or tele-rehabilitation versus conventional rehabilitation23,25,26. The present study, however, demonstrated a clear superiority of the experimental group for all outcomes (performance tests, knee range of motion
and patient reported outcomes) in terms of change between baseline and the 8-week assessment (see Table 3).
Plus, for TUG and knee range of motion, this superiority was corroborated by the repeated measures analysis,
which clearly demonstrates an association between these outcomes, time and intervention in favor of the experimental group (see Table 4 and Fig. 2).
Given the wide variation in terms of pre- and post- intervention TUG scores in published studies on rehabilitation after TKA12,13,23,25,38, comparison with published data is difficult. Still, the study by Mizner et al.38 on
the time course of functional recovery after TKA reported a mean improvement of 1.7 seconds between the
pre-operative and 3 months assessment, and the study by Bade et al.12 reported a mean change of 1.6 seconds
in the high intensity rehabilitation group after 3 months. These results are lower than what was observed in our
study for both groups. In comparison with the results reported by Petterson et al.13 in a study on progressive
strengthening interventions after TKA (4.08 seconds improvement at 3 months), the results of the experimental
group are superior whereas the results of the conventional group are comparable. It is however, necessary to stress
SCIENTIFIC RepOrTS | (2018) 8:11299 | DOI:10.1038/s41598-018-29668-0
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that these studies reported the change between baseline and 3 months whereas we are comparing the change
between baseline and 8 weeks.
Considering papers published on tele-rehabilitation solutions, the results observed in the experimental group
are clearly superior to those reported by Piqueras et al. for the tele-rehabilitation group (−5.22 seconds change)23still, with the caveat of the short timeline of the intervention in this study - but lower than those reported by
Russel et al.25. However, in the latter study, the baseline TUG scores were much higher than those observed in our
study (mean scores of 28.8 ± 16.6 seconds in the tele-rehabilitation group and 26.8 ± 12.1 seconds in the control
group)25.
Regarding knee range of motion, even if these measures represent poor markers of implant success and patient
satisfaction10,39,40, significant improvements were noted in both groups. The mean change in lying knee flexion observed in the experimental group (19.3) was comparable to that reported in other studies on home- versus clinic-based rehabilitation (15.0–17.0 degrees)17 and tele-rehabilitation (17.8–19.8)25 and higher than those
reported by Piqueras et al. for the tele-rehabilitation group (7.7)23. The results in the conventional rehabilitation
group were inferior to those reported by these authors, but still with a mean lying flexion angle above 90 degrees
at the 8-week assessment (see Table 3). Regarding knee extension, comparison with published studies is more
complicated. In this study, knee extension at baseline was much worse- 26.8 degrees (sd = 8.8) than reported by
other studies17,23,25,41. However, we tested knee extension in a sitting position, which is more demanding than in a
supine position, whereas some authors opted for the latter12,13,38 or simply did not specify patient position21–23,26.
Regarding KOOS, in the conventional rehabilitation group, the change was comparable to the change reported
by Moffet et al. for both groups (conventional and tele-rehabilitation) regarding the Symptoms, Sports and QOL
subscores (18.0 vs 14.3–16.8 points; 15.0 vs 13.1–14.3; 31.0 vs 33.9–35.6) and higher for Pain and ADL subscores
(34.0 vs 23.5–26.7 points; 36.0 vs 26.0–27.2 points)26. In the experimental group, the median change in KOOS
was significantly higher, both in comparison to the conventional rehabilitation group and in comparison to the
results reported by Moffet et al., with differences of over 20 points in all subscales except for the Sports subscale
(see above and also Table 3)26.
However, because the scores in the experimental group were lower in all subscales at baseline (see Tables 2 and
3) it can be argued that analyzing the change between the 8-week assessment and baseline may have benefited the
SWORD group over the conventional rehabilitation group. However, the 8-week assessment also shows higher
scores in the SWORD Phoenix group in all subscales except for the Sports subscale, leading to the same conclusion. Plus, the scores are also higher than the ones reported by Moffet et al. for the tele-rehabilitation group at the
2-month assessment, except for the Sports and QOL subscales26.
When analyzing these results, it is important to note that this was a feasibility study where patient allocation
was performed according to geographical criteria, and not through randomization. Therefore, even if the two
groups were similar in terms of demographics, comorbidities, risk factors for adverse and clinical characteristics
(except for KOOS), a number of other factors (namely socio-economic) could have influenced the results.
It is also important to consider that treatment intensity was different between both groups, with the experimental group receiving more therapy hours. This is a potential confounding factor, as evidence points to a positive effect of treatment intensity on outcomes12. However, the difference between groups does not factor the
additional unsupervised sessions that the patients in the conventional rehabilitation group were instructed to
perform. Therefore, treatment intensity in the conventional rehabilitation group was likely underestimated. This
is an aspect that needs to be controlled in ensuing studies. Still, even if the effect of treatment intensity on clinical outcomes is truly significant, it would mean that the digital biofeedback system enabled patients to increase
treatment intensity without a corresponding increase in therapist contact time or supervision needs, which is the
exact purpose of such a system.
Beyond this aspect, we hypothesize that the following factors may have played a role in the superiority of the
experimental group: (a) the positive impact of a kinematic biofeedback tool on patient performance, especially
regarding error correction and stimulation of a greater range of motion; (b) patient empowerment regarding
their rehabilitation process; (c) high patient engagement through the use of gamification strategies; (c) the effect
of remote monitoring on patient effort (that is, patients knew that their adherence and performance was being
registered and monitored) and (d) the availability of objective data for clinical review, enabling data-driven decisions on program changes.
One other potential confounding factor, apart from treatment intensity, was that the rehabilitation protocols
used in the study allowed a certain degree of liberty regarding the choice of specific exercises, targets, sets and
repetitions. Therefore, inter-therapist variation could have influenced the results. To minimize this, all patients in
the experimental group were treated by the same therapist and patients in the conventional rehabilitation group
were treated by two different therapists, all equally trained and with similar levels of experience.
The inclusion rate in this study was low (29%), with a total of 93 patients refusing to participate or withdrawing consent. This corresponded to 56% of all screening failures, indicating that this, and not inclusion and exclusion criteria, was the main reason behind the low inclusion rate. In fact, the baseline characteristics of the study
population (see Table 1) clearly demonstrate that the patients that were included in the study are a representative
sample of a “real-world” scenario. This high refusal rate, (also observed by Piqueras et al.23) was to be expected,
given that this study involved a new technological solution, which inevitably draws skepticism from the patient
side, especially given the mean age of study participants (68.5 years; sd = 7.0).
From the patients who were allocated to the experimental group, 7 (18.5%) withdrew consent on the first week
of the study. These patients were responsible for the difference in the dropout rates between both groups (21% vs
7%). We speculate that this may represent the difficulties of an aged population in interacting with technological
systems, as is also noted by the low percentage of patients who were able to use the system autonomously (40%).
This has been one of the main challenges faced by new technologies in this field, and this system is no exception.

®
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Even after many development iterations, these results demonstrate that there is still much room for improvement
regarding usability by elderly patients.
Interestingly, even considering that most of the patients needed assistance in using the system, the patient
satisfaction score was very high, with 90% of the patients rated the system as 10/10). When patients were asked
to elaborate on the reasons for the score, almost all of them referred the ability to perform their sessions at home,
whenever was more convenient, as the main reason for satisfaction. We speculate that the convenience of such a
system, both for patients and their caregivers, motivates them to find strategies to overcome the difficulties associated with a new technology.
Regarding adverse events, while differences between the two groups were not statistically significant, there
was a clear tendency for a greater number of patients reporting inflammatory signs over the surgical wound in
the conventional rehabilitation group. We speculate that this might have been related to an underreporting of this
particular adverse event in the experimental group. Being a mild situation, with no clinical relevance, and with
spontaneous resolution without the need for medical attention, patients in this group may have not noticed this
or neglected to report it to their physical therapist.
In conclusion, this study demonstrates that independent-home based rehabilitation after TKA with this novel
digital biofeedback system is feasible, safe and effective. Based on the conclusions drawn from this study, larger,
multi-centric, randomized controlled studies are now being planned, to confirm these findings. Plus, to our
knowledge, this is the first study to demonstrate that a digital solution can achieve better outcomes than conventional home-based rehabilitation, while being far less demanding in terms of human resources. As such, it
may represent a viable and cost-effective solution that can have a tremendous impact not only on rehabilitation
after TKA but on physical rehabilitation in general, if the findings of the present study are replicated for other
disorders.

Methods

System technical specifications. The system is composed of the following components (Fig. 3A–D):
a) Inertial motion trackers (Fig. 1A)
Each tracker comprises gyroscopes, accelerometers and magnetometers, allowing 3D movement quantification. The trackers communicate via Bluetooth LE with a tablet computer. The trackers are placed on body
segments using Velcro straps, in specific positions (Fig. 1A):

®

I. Red tracker: over the sternal manubrium
II. Green tracker: anterior surface of the hip, midway between the trochanter and the knee
III. Blue tracker: over the anterior tibial crest
b) Mobile App
Before each exercise, a video demonstration is presented to the patient (Fig. 3B), complemented with
an audio explanation. During execution, the patient is given real-time biofeedback through a dedicated
interface (Fig. 3C). Only repetitions assessed as correct contribute to reach the session´s goals. These are
defined as movements starting at the baseline and reaching or surpassing the specified range of motion
without violating movement or posture constraints. If the patient violates a constraint, an error message is
displayed, allowing the patient to correct the movement in the following attempts.
c) Web-based Portal
The Portal allows clinical teams to prescribe exercises, monitor results and edit prescriptions. To prescribe
a session, the clinician selects the exercises, number of sets, number of repetitions and range of motion for
each exercise (Fig. 3D). Upon the performance of a session, the results are uploaded to the platform and
available for review (Fig. 3E). Based on this information, the clinical team can edit the session remotely.

Primary outcome. The primary endpoint was the change in patient performance at the end of the 8 week
rehabilitation period compared to the baseline, measured through the Timed Up and Go Test (TUG).
Secondary outcomes.

The secondary endpoints were the change at the end of the 8 week rehabilitation
period compared to the baseline regarding: a) patient reported outcomes, measured by the Knee Osteoarthritis
Outcome Scale (KOOS); b) knee range of motion in degrees in the following exercises- lying, sitting and standing
knee flexion; sitting knee extension.

Location. Patients were recruited at Hospital da Prelada - Dr. Domingos Braga da Cruz, Porto, Portugal
Sample size estimation. Sample size estimation was performed considering the primary outcome measure

- TUG - in an equivalence scenario, based on the study published by Mizner et al.38 (baseline TUG sd = 2.4 seconds), where patients performed a rehabilitation protocol broadly comparable to the one used in the present
study. A Minimal Clinically Important Difference (MCID) change of 2.27 seconds was considered, based on the
study published by Yuksel et al.35 Considering a power of 90%, a two-sided 0.05 significance level and a 15%
dropout rate, 55 patients would be necessary to detect a 2.27 second difference between the two groups. Given the
wide variation in the standard deviation of the TUG reported by different authors - from 0,5 seconds42 to 6,3 seconds23- we decided to increase sample size to 70 patients, to account for a greater variation than the one reported
by Mizner and collaborators.
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Figure 3. System components. (A) Motion Tracker Setup. (B) Mobile App: preparation screen. This screen is
shown before each exercise, and displays a video of the exercise, as well as audio instructions. (C) Mobile App:
execution screen. This screen is shown during exercise execution, displaying: (a) timer; (b) progress bar; (c)
posture dummy; (d) repetition counter; (e) time left; (C) Web Portal - prescription screen. This screen displays
the available exercises on the left and the layout of the exercise session on the right. (E) Web Portal - results
screen. In this screen, the following information is presented: (a) date and time of the session; (b) session
duration; (c) pain and fatigue reported by the patient through the app; (b) one card per exercise, showing
baseline and target joint angles, wrong and incomplete repetitions, as well as posture errors.

Participants. Patients admitted for TKA between December 19th 2016 and October 16th 2017 were screened

for eligibility.
Subjects were included if they were ≥ 18 years old and had: (a) clinical and imaging evidence of knee osteoarthritis; (b) indication for TKA according to the patient´s orthopedic surgeon; (c) ability to walk unaided, with
unilateral or bilateral support; (d) availability of a caregiver to assist the patient after surgery.
Exclusion criteria were: (a) admitted for revision of TKA; (b) contralateral hip or knee osteoarthritis severely
limiting patient mobility and ability to comply with a rehabilitation program; (c) aphasia, dementia or psychiatric
comorbidity interfering with communication or compliance to the rehabilitation process; (d) respiratory, cardiac,
metabolic or other condition incompatible with at least 30 minutes of light to moderate physical activity; (e)
major medical complications occurring after surgery that prevented the discharge of the patient within 10 days
after the surgery; (f) other medical and/or surgical complications that prevent the patient from complying with a
rehabilitation program; (g) blind and/or illiterate patients.

Patient allocation. Patient allocation was performed using patient address as criterion. Subjects residing in

areas outside the administrative limits of the city of Oporto were allocated to the experimental group. Conversely,
patients residing within the administrative limits of the city were allocated to the conventional rehabilitation
group.

Blinding. The nature of the study did not allow blinding of the patients. Patient assessment was performed by
one investigator- J.T. - blinded for study groups. Statistical analysis was performed by a blinded statistician - L.T.

Patient assessment. Several studies suggest that the outcomes should be measured not only in terms of
range of motion, a poor marker of implant success and patient satisfaction10,39,40 but also using patient-reported
outcomes and a performance test43,44.
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Stage

1

2

4

Weeks

0–2

3–6

7–8

Experimental group

Conventional rehabilitation

—

Soft tissue massage

—

Active assisted mobilization of the knee to increase range
of motion

—

Gait training with bilateral support

Open kinetic chain exercises without added resistance: lying,
Open kinetic chain exercises without added resistance
sitting and standing (with support)
Strengthening of hip flexors and extensors

Strengthening of hip flexors and extensors

Ice pack application after each session and throughout the
day as needed

Ice pack application after each session and throughout the
day as needed

—

Soft tissue massage

Exercises with steps

Active assisted mobilization of the knee to increase range
of motion

Open kinetic chain exercises with added resistance,
progressing to closed kinetic chain exercises, with
strengthening of knee flexors/extensors and knee
stabilization

Open kinetic chain exercises with added resistance,
progressing to closed kinetic chain exercises, with
strengthening of knee flexors/extensors and knee
stabilization

Progression to standing exercises without support

Gait training with progressive withdrawal of external
support

Ice pack application after each session and throughout the
day as needed

Ice pack application after each session and throughout the
day as needed

Eccentric strengthening exercises

Eccentric strengthening exercises

Exercises involving steps

Exercises involving steps

Multi-directional exercises

Weight-bearing exercises

Ice pack application after each session

Ice pack application after each session

Table 5. Rehabilitation protocols used in the study.
The performance test chosen was the TUG45, which was validated for patients submitted to TKA by Yuksel
et al.35. The TUG consists on the time that a person takes to rise from a chair, walk three meters, turn around, walk
back to the chair, and sit down. For patient reported outcomes, the KOOS scale46, which was validated for patients
submitted to TKA by Alviar et al.47, was chosen. The KOOS consists of 5 subscales: (1) Pain; (2) other Symptoms;
(3) Function in daily living (ADL); (4) Function in sport and recreation (Sport/Rec) and (5) knee related Quality
of life (QoL). The previous week is the time period considered when answering the questions. Standardized
options are given (5 Likert boxes) and each question is assigned a score from 0 to 4. A normalized score (100
indicating no symptoms and 0 indicating extreme symptoms) is calculated for each subscale.
Patients were assessed at baseline (pre-operatively), 4 weeks after initiation of rehabilitation and at the end of
the program. Data was collected on: (a) demographics (gender, date of birth); (b) affected side; (c) comorbidities
and risk factors for adverse events48; (d) TUG; (e) KOOS and (f) active knee range of motion (lying, sitting and
standing knee flexion; sitting knee extension) measured automatically by the SWORD device.

Safety and adverse events. Patients in the conventional rehabilitation group were under regular monitor-

ing by a physical therapist, enabling early detection and reporting of adverse events. In the experimental group,
safety was evaluated through pain and fatigue scores (graduated from 0 to 10) at the end of each session. These
were available for remote monitoring. Patients were also asked to report any adverse events to their physical therapist through a direct telephone contact.

Intervention. Rehabilitation protocols (see Table 5) were designed based on a recent systematic review10, the

results of a Delphi panel on best practices for rehabilitation after TKA11 and the protocols published by SOFMER,
the French Physical and Rehabilitation Medicine Society49.
Both groups received home-based rehabilitation for 8 weeks starting between day 7 and day 10 after surgery.
The experimental group performed a rehabilitation program solely through the use of the biofeedback system.
After an initial deploy and training visit, the program was monitored remotely by the assigned physical therapist.
Patients were instructed to perform exercise sessions between five and seven days a week, but were not excluded
from the study in case of lower adherence. Total training time was registered automatically by the device. Each
patient received a visit from the physical therapist 4 weeks after initiation of the program and then a termination
visit. Two interim telephone calls were also scheduled (at 2 and 6 weeks after initiation of the rehabilitation program). Additional telephone or face-to-face visits were performed when required and registered.
The conventional rehabilitation group received a program provided by a physiotherapist, 3 times a week, for
1 hour. Patients were also instructed to perform additional unsupervised sessions in at least two other days of the
week. Compliance to these additional sessions was not mandatory.

Statistical analysis.

To assess differences in clinical and demographic variables of the patients allocated to
the two study groups, independent samples t test or Mann–Whitney U test were used for quantitative variables.
For qualitative variables, Chi-squared test or Fisher’s exact test were used.
Outcome analysis was performed using a per-protocol analysis. The impact of the interventions in the primary
and secondary outcomes was evaluated considering the change between baseline and week 8. Differences between
the two study groups were performed using independent samples t test or Mann-Whitney U test. Since outcomes
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were measured in three different moments (baseline, 4 weeks and 8 weeks), a repeated measures analysis was
also performed, using a 3 × 2 ANOVA with group as an independent factor and time as a within- subjects factor.
When necessary, logarithm or square root transformations were performed to obtain normally distributed variables. In all analysis, a significant level of 0.05 was considered.

Ethics approval of research.

The study was approved by the National Data Protection Commission
(authorization number 1476/2017) and by the local ethics committee at Hospital da Prelada (Chair: Dr. Juiz
Conselheiro Almeida Lopes). The methods were conducted in accordance with the approved guidelines. All
patients and caregivers were provided with information about the purpose and procedures of the study and provided written informed consent before inclusion. All patient data was anonimized and linked to the patient by a
unique study number that did not contain any personal identifiers.

Clinical Trial Registration. This clinical trial was prospectively registered at www.clinicaltrials.gov with the
Unique identifier: NCT03047252. Date of registration: 8 February 2017.
Availability of data and materials. The study protocol is available from www.clinicaltrials.gov. Individual

patient data that underlie the results reported in this article was submitted as supplementary information (see
Supplementary Dataset 1) which can be accessed through the online version of this paper.

References

1. Health at a Glance 2015, https://doi.org/10.1787/health_glance-2015-en (2015).
2. Kurtz, S., Ong, K., Lau, E., Mowat, F. & Halpern, M. Projections of primary and revision hip and knee arthroplasty in the United
States from 2005 to 2030. J. Bone Joint Surg. Am. 89, 780–5 (2007).
3. Vissers, M. M. et al. Recovery of physical functioning after total hip arthroplasty: systematic review and meta-analysis of the
literature. Phys. Ther. 91, 615–29 (2011).
4. Kennedy, D. M., Hanna, S. E., Stratford, P. W., Wessel, J. & Gollish, J. D. Preoperative Function and Gender Predict Pattern of
Functional Recovery After Hip and Knee Arthroplasty. J. Arthroplasty 21, 559–566 (2006).
5. Consensus, N. I. H. & Statements, S. NIH Consensus Statement on total knee replacement. NIH Consens. State. Sci. Statements 20,
1–34 (2003).
6. Artz, N. et al. Effectiveness of physiotherapy exercise following total knee replacement: systematic review and meta-analysis. BMC
Musculoskelet. Disord. 16, 15 (2015).
7. Artz, N. et al. Physiotherapy Provision Following Discharge after Total Hip and Total Knee Replacement: A Survey of Current
Practice at High-Volume NHS Hospitals in England and Wales. Musculoskeletal Care 11, 31–38 (2013).
8. Oatis, C. A. et al. Variations in delivery and exercise content of physical therapy rehabilitation rollowing total knee replacement
surgery: a cross- sectional observational study. Int. J. Phys. Med. Rehabil. 1–18, https://doi.org/10.4172/2329-9096.S5-002.Variations
(2014).
9. Tousignant, M., Boissy, P., Corriveau, H. & Moffet, H. In home telerehabilitation for older adults after discharge from an acute
hospital or rehabilitation unit: A proof-of-concept study and costs estimation. Disabil. Rehabil. Assist. Technol. 1, 209–216 (2006).
10. Pozzi, F., Snyder-Mackler, L. & Zeni, J. Physical exercise after knee arthroplasty: A systematic review of controlled trials. Eur. J. Phys.
Rehabil. Med. 49, 877–892 (2013).
11. Westby, M. D., Brittain, A. & Backman, C. L. Expert Consensus on Best Practices for Post-Acute Rehabilitation After Total Hip and
Knee Arthroplasty: A Canada and United States Delphi Study. Arthritis Care Res. (Hoboken). 66, 411–423 (2014).
12. Bade, M. J. & Stevens-Lapsley, J. E. Early High-Intensity Rehabilitation Following Total Knee Arthroplasty Improves Outcomes. J.
Orthop. Sport. Phys. Ther. 41, 932–941 (2011).
13. Petterson, S. C. et al. Improved function from progressive strengthening interventions after total knee arthroplasty: A randomized
clinical trial with an imbedded prospective cohort. Arthritis Care Res. 61, 174–183 (2009).
14. Kramer, J. F., Speechley, M., Bourne, R., Rorabeck, C. & Vaz, M. Comparison of clinic- and home-based rehabilitation programs after
total knee arthroplasty. Clin. Orthop. Relat. Res. 225–234, https://doi.org/10.1097/01.blo.0000063600.67412.11 (2003).
15. Madsen, M., Larsen, K., Madsen, I. K., Søe, H. & Hansen, T. B. Late group-based rehabilitation has no advantages compared with
supervised home-exercises after total knee arthroplasty. Dan. Med. J. 60, 1–6 (2013).
16. Mitchell, C. et al. Costs and effectiveness of pre- and post-operative home physiotherapy for total knee replacement: randomized
controlled trial. J. Eval. Clin. Pract. 11, 283–292 (2005).
17. López-Liria, R. et al. Home-based versus hospital-based rehabilitation program after total knee replacement. Biomed Res. Int. 2015
(2015).
18. Han, A. S. Y. et al. Early Rehabilitation After Total Knee Replacement Surgery: A Multicenter, Noninferiority, Randomized Clinical
Trial Comparing a Home Exercise Program With Usual Outpatient Care. Arthritis Care Res. (Hoboken). 67, 196–202 (2015).
19. Li, D., Yang, Z., Kang, P. & Xie, X. Home-Based Compared with Hospital-Based Rehabilitation Program for Patients Undergoing
Total Knee Arthroplasty for Osteoarthritis. Am. J. Phys. Med. Rehabil. 96, 440–447 (2017).
20. Huckfeldt, P. J., Escarce, J. J., Rabideau, B., Karaca-Mandic, P. & Sood, N. Less intense postacute care, better outcomes for enrollees
in medicare advantage than those in fee-for-service. Health Aff. 36, 91–100 (2017).
21. Cottrell, M. A., Galea, O. A., O’Leary, S. P., Hill, A. J. & Russell, T. G. Real-time telerehabilitation for the treatment of musculoskeletal
conditions is effective and comparable to standard practice: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Clin. Rehabil. 26921551664514,
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269215516645148 (2016).
22. Tousignant, M. et al. A randomized controlled trial of home telerehabilitation for post-knee arthroplasty. J. Telemed. Telecare 17,
195–198 (2011).
23. Piqueras, M. et al. Effectiveness of an interactive virtual telerehabilitation system in patients after total knee arthroplasty: A
randomized controlled trial. J. Rehabil. Med. 45, 392–396 (2013).
24. Pastora-Bernal, J. M., Martín-Valero, R., Barón-López, F. J. & Estebanez-Pérez, M. J. Evidence of benefit of telerehabitation after
orthopedic surgery: A systematic review. Journal of Medical Internet Research 19 (2017).
25. Russell, T. G., Buttrum, P., Wootton, R. & Jull, G. A. Internet-Based Outpatient Telerehabilitation for Patients Following Total Knee
Arthroplasty. J. Bone Jt. Surgery-American Vol. 93, 113–120 (2011).
26. Moffet, H. et al. In-Home Telerehabilitation Compared with Face-to-Face Rehabilitation After Total Knee Arthroplasty. J. Bone Jt.
Surgery-American Vol. 97, 1129–1141 (2015).
27. Shukla, H., Nair, S. R., Shaikh, J. S., Thakker, D. & Sharma, D. Role of telerehabilitation in patients followin g total knee arthrop lasty:
Evidence from systematic literature review. Value Heal. 17(3), A182 (2014).
28. Fusco, F. & Turchetti, G. Telerehabilitation after total knee replacement in Italy: Cost-effectiveness and cost-utility analysis of a
mixed telerehabilitation-standard rehabilitation programme compared with usual care. BMJ Open 6 (2016).
29. Giggins, O. M., Persson, U. & Caulfield, B. Biofeedback in rehabilitation. J. Neuroeng. Rehabil. 10, 60 (2013).

SCIENTIFIC RepOrTS | (2018) 8:11299 | DOI:10.1038/s41598-018-29668-0

11

www.nature.com/scientificreports/
30. Matheve, T., Brumagne, S. & Timmermans, A. A. A. The Effectiveness of Technology-Supported Exercise Therapy for Low BackPain
A Systematic Review. Am. J. Phys. Med. Rehabil. 96, 347–356 (2017).
31. Akkaya, N. et al. Efficacy of electromyographic biofeedback and electrical stimulation following arthroscopic partial meniscectomy:
A randomized controlled trial. Clin. Rehabil. 26, 224–236 (2012).
32. Fung, V., Ho, A., Shaffer, J., Chung, E. & Gomez, M. Use of Nintendo Wii FitTM In the rehabilitation of outpatients following total
knee replacement: A preliminary randomised controlled trial. Physiother. (United Kingdom) 98, 183–188 (2012).
33. Ficklscherer, A. et al. Testing the feasibility and safety of the Nintendo Wii gaming console in orthopedic rehabilitation: A pilot
randomized controlled study. Arch. Med. Sci. 12, 1273–1278 (2016).
34. Baltaci, G., Harput, G., Haksever, B., Ulusoy, B. & Ozer, H. Comparison between Nintendo Wii Fit and conventional rehabilitation
on functional performance outcomes after hamstring anterior cruciate ligament reconstruction: Prospective, randomized,
controlled, double-blind clinical trial. Knee Surgery, Sport. Traumatol. Arthrosc. 21, 880–887 (2013).
35. Yuksel, E., Kalkan, S., Cekmece, S., Unver, B. & Karatosun, V. Assessing Minimal Detectable Changes and Test-Retest Reliability of
the Timed Up and Go Test and the 2-Minute Walk Test in Patients With Total Knee Arthroplasty. J. Arthroplasty 32, 426–430 (2017).
36. Roos, E. M. & Lohmander, L. S. The Knee injury and Osteoarthritis Outcome Score (KOOS): From joint injury to osteoarthritis.
Health and Quality of Life Outcomes 1 (2003).
37. Stratford, P. W., Kennedy, D. M. & Robarts, S. F. Modelling knee range of motion post arthroplasty: Clinical applications. Physiother.
Canada 62, 378–387 (2010).
38. Mizner, R. L., Petterson, S. C. & Snyder-Mackler, L. Quadriceps Strength and the Time Course of Functional Recovery After Total
Knee Arthroplasty. J. Orthop. Sport. Phys. Ther. 35, 424–436 (2005).
39. Blom, A. W. et al. Improving patients’ experience and outcome of total joint replacement: the RESTORE programme. Program.
Grants Appl. Res. 4, 1–508 (2016).
40. Parent, E. & Moffet, H. Comparative responsiveness of locomotor tests and questionnaires used to follow-early recovery after total
knee arthroplasty. Arch. Phys. Med. Rehabil. 83, 70–80 (2002).
41. Moffet, H. et al. Effectiveness of intensive rehabilitation on functional ability and quality of life after first total knee arthroplasty: A
single-blind randomized controlled trial. Arch. Phys. Med. Rehabil. 85, 546–556 (2004).
42. Stevens-Lapsley, J. E., Schenkman, M. L. & Dayton, M. R. Comparison of Self-Reported Knee Injury and Osteoarthritis Outcome
Score to Performance Measures in Patients After Total Knee Arthroplasty. PM R 3, 541–549 (2011).
43. Park, K. K., Chang, C. B., Kang, Y. G., Seong, S. C. & Kim, T. K. Correlation of maximum flexion with clinical outcome after total
knee replacement in Asian patients. J. Bone Jt. Surg. - Br. Vol. 89–B, 604–608 (2007).
44. Miner, A. L., Lingard, E. A., Wright, E. A., Sledge, C. B. & Katz, J. N. Knee range of motion after total knee arthroplasty: How
important is this as an outcome measure? J. Arthroplasty 18, 286–294 (2003).
45. Podsiadlo, D. & Richardson, S. The timed ‘Up & Go’: a test of basic functional mobility for frail elderly persons. J. Am. Geriatr. Soc.
39, 142–148 (1991).
46. Roos, E. M., Roos, H. P., Lohmander, L. S., Ekdahl, C. & Beynnon, B. D. Knee Injury and Osteoarthritis Outcome Score (KOOS)—
Development of a Self-Administered Outcome Measure. J. Orthop. Sport. Phys. Ther. 28, 88–96 (1998).
47. Alviar, M. J. et al. Do patient-reported outcome measures in hip and knee arthroplasty rehabilitation have robust measurement
attributes? A systematic review. J. Rehabil. Med. 43, 572–583 (2011).
48. Keswani, A. et al. Discharge Destination After Total Joint Arthroplasty: An Analysis of Postdischarge Outcomes, Placement Risk
Factors, and Recent Trends. J. Arthroplasty 31, 1155–1162 (2016).
49. Ribinik, P. et al. Physical and Rehabilitation Medicine (PRM) care pathways: ‘Patients after total knee arthroplasty’. Ann. Phys.
Rehabil. Med. 55, 533–539 (2012).

Acknowledgements

This work was supported by the European Commission through the Project H2020 SME Instrument Phase 2 Grant Agreement number 672814.

Author Contributions

Study concept and design: F.D.C., V.B., J.T., R.S., A.N. and L.T. Data acquisition: I.M., J.G., M.M., I.B. Direct
supervision of rehabilitation program: I.M., J.G., M.M., I.B. Outcomes assessment: J.T. Analysis and interpretation
of data: F.D.C., L.T., A.N. Critical revision of the manuscript for important intellectual content: All authors.
Obtained funding: F.D.C., V.B. Administrative, technical and material support: I.M., J.G., M.M., I.B. Study
supervision: F.D.C., V.B., J.T., R.S., A.N.

Additional Information

Supplementary information accompanies this paper at https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-29668-0.
Competing Interests: F.D.C. and V.B. have a shareholder position at SWORD Health, a company that develops
and commercializes SWORD related products. A.N., I.M., J.G., M.M., I.B. are employees of SWORD Health but
do not have shareholder positions. L.T. and J.L. receive honoraria from SWORD Health. J.T. and R.S. have no
conflicts of interest to report.
Publisher's note: Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and
institutional affiliations.
Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or
format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the
copyright holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.
© The Author(s) 2018

SCIENTIFIC RepOrTS | (2018) 8:11299 | DOI:10.1038/s41598-018-29668-0

12

