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Abstract

Background: Exercise referral schemes (ERSs) are recommended for patients with health conditions or risk factors. Evidence
points to the initial effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of such schemes for increasing physical activity, but effects often diminish
over time. Techniques such as goal setting, self-monitoring, and personalized feedback may support motivation for physical
activity and maintenance of effects. Wearable technologies could provide an opportunity to integrate motivational techniques
into exercise schemes. However, little is known about acceptability to exercise referral populations or implementation feasibility
within exercise referral services.
Objective: To determine the feasibility and acceptability of implementing an activity-monitoring device within the Welsh
National ERS to inform a decision on whether and how to proceed to an effectiveness trial.
Methods: We conducted a feasability randomized controlled trial with embedded mixed-methods process evaluation and an
exploratory economic analysis. Adults (N=156) were randomized to intervention (plus usual practice; n=88) or usual practice
only (n=68). Usual practice was a 16-week structured exercise program. The intervention group additionally received an
accelerometry-based activity monitor (MyWellnessKey) and associated Web platform (MyWellnessCloud). The primary outcomes
were predefined progression criteria assessing acceptability and feasibility of the intervention and proposed evaluation. Postal
questionnaires were completed at baseline (time 0:T0), 16 weeks (T1), and 12 months after T0 (T2). Routine data were accessed
at the same time-points. A subsample of intervention participants and scheme staff were interviewed following the initiation of
intervention delivery and at T2.
Results: Participants were on average aged 56.6 (SD 16.3) years and mostly female (101/156, 64.7%) and white (150/156,
96.2%). Only 2 of 5 progression criteria were met; recruitment and randomization methods were acceptable to participants, and
contamination was low. However, recruitment and retention rates (11.3% and 67.3%, respectively) fell substantially short of
target criteria (20% and 80%, respectively), and disproportionally recruited from the least deprived quintile. Only 57.4% of
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intervention participants reported receipt of the intervention (below the 80% progression threshold). Less than half reported the
intervention to be acceptable at T2. Participant and staff interviews revealed barriers to intervention delivery and engagement
related to the device design as well as context-specific technological challenges, all of which made it difficult to integrate the
technology into the service. Routinely collected health economic measures had substantial missing data, suggesting that other
methods for collecting these should be used in future.
Conclusions: To our knowledge, this is the first study to evaluate short- and long-term feasibility and acceptability of integrating
wearable technologies into community-based ERSs. The findings highlight device- and context-specific barriers to doing this in
routine practice, with typical exercise referral populations. Key criteria for progression to a full-scale evaluation were not met.
Trial Registration: ISRCTN Registry ISRCTN85785652; http://www.isrctn.com/ISRCTN85785652

(J Med Internet Res 2019;21(3):e12374)   doi:10.2196/12374
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Introduction

Background
Physical inactivity is a major cause of chronic disease [1].
Addressing inactivity at the population level, and among at-risk
groups, is a public health priority [2,3]. Interventions for at-risk
groups often center around advice and signposting from primary
care [4]. Exercise referral schemes (ERSs) are common [5],
usually involving health professional referral to
community-based structured exercise programs. Although
sustained behavior change is consistently associated with
internalized, or autonomous, motivation [6-8], patients often
enter such schemes motivated by external sources such as
general practitioner advice [9-11]. Thus, according to the
self-determination theory [12], a key function for ERSs is
supporting transition to autonomous motivation through
supporting psychological needs for autonomy (volitional and
self-endorsed engagement), competence (personal mastery and
effectiveness), and relatedness (meaningful interpersonal
connections). Although there is evidence of effectiveness of
ERSs in the short-term [11,13-15], studies employing multiple
follow-ups consistently demonstrate deteriorating effects over
time [13,14], perhaps signaling a need for enhanced motivational
support to optimize and maintain effects [11].

In Wales, United Kingdom, the National Exercise Referral
Scheme (NERS) was established in 2007, which was
implemented in 12 local authorities with embedded
randomization to test effectiveness before a Wales-wide rollout
[16]. After 12-month follow-up, NERS improved physical
activity for patients at risk of coronary heart disease. Mediation
analyses indicated that increases in autonomous motivation after
scheme exit explained almost half of the between-group
differences in physical activity 6 months later [17]. Effects on
physical activity fell short of significance for the study
population as a whole and among patients referred for mental
health reasons [18], whereas process evaluation data highlighted
a need for postintervention motivational support to maintain
changes in the longer term [19,20].

Growing evidence points to potential motivational effects of
behavior change techniques (BCTs) such as goal setting,

self-monitoring, and personalized feedback on progress toward
goals [21-24]. High-quality goal setting and feedback may
support autonomous motivation by enhancing patients’ sense
of competence. The increasing popularity of wearable
technologies provides opportunities to enhance goal setting and
feedback [25], allowing frequent, automatic feedback on goal
progress and tailored updating of goals based on achievement
[26]. Incorporation of social components such as remote contact
with intervention providers and interaction with other service
users may support motivation through promoting relatedness
to others. Research on wearable technologies in exercise
interventions is growing [27] and suggests that use of wearable
technologies may increase physical activity levels [28-32].
Evidence, to date, suggests that the combination of wearable
activity monitors (eg, pedometers and accelerometers) and
accompanying Web components (eg, websites, social media,
and cloud technology) can support exercise motivation
[25,32-34].

Some research indicates that existing technologies may lack
important BCTs, which are known to play a part in increasing
physical activity, such as action planning and problem solving
[35]. Thus, it is useful to explore the utility of such technologies
as additions to physical activity interventions such as ERSs
where they may align with or add to BCTs already in use.
Furthermore, little is known about the acceptability of wearable
technologies to ERS populations, who, due in part to the
typically older age of ERS patients [13], may have less
technology experience than, or use technology differently to,
younger users [36]. Although several studies have examined
the perception and use of activity monitors in older populations,
this has not been explored specifically within the context of
ERSs [37,38]. The role of ERS staff in supporting setup and
use of technological interventions, and the feasibility of
randomized trial methods to evaluate the supplementation of
ERSs with technological interventions, remains to be established
[39]. Hence, before a trial of effectiveness, which may fail to
deliver definitive answers at great cost should the intervention
or evaluation design prove infeasible, feasibility testing is
required to investigate the suitability for technological
intervention within an ERS context [40-42].
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Table 1. Summary of progression criteria.

Assessment of whether criteria have been metMeasures usedProgression criteriaa

If >20% of new patients recruited=proceed (green); if
<5%=full-scale trial unlikely to be feasible (red). If 5%-
20% (amber) of the trial steering committee (TSC) will
consider the feasibility of proceeding to a full-scale trial
bearing in mind the data presented, representativeness of
the sample, and possible steps to increase recruitment; If
>80% retained at T2=proceed (green), if <60%=full-scale
trial unlikely to be feasible (red). If 60%-80% (amber) of
the TSC will consider the feasibility of proceeding based
on available data and possible steps to increase retention

Percentage of eligible patients recruited;
Percentage of participants retained at T2;
Regression models used to identify predic-
tors of loss to follow-up

PC1. Feasibility to recruit a sufficient pro-
portion of new NERS patients to participate
in the trial, with appropriate retention to 12-
month follow-up (T2)

The TSC will consider the data presented and make a
judgement about whether the intervention and trial
methodology were delivered as intended

Summary statistics for intervention fidelity
measures overall and by area; Compliance
with study invite processes; Compliance
with randomization processes

PC2a. Trial methodology delivered as in-
tended PC2b. Intervention delivered as in-
tended

The TSC will consider the quantitative and qualitative data
and make an overall judgement on whether the intervention
is acceptable

Percentages of participants reporting accept-
ability of intervention components on self-
report questions; Issues regarding acceptabil-
ity of the intervention components explored
in qualitative interviews

PC3. At least 1 of the 2 intervention compo-
nents is acceptable to participants

>50% of recruited participants report agree or strongly
agree about the acceptability of recruitment and random-
ization processes; The TSC will apply discretion in judging
whether this criterion has been met or could be addressed
to improve acceptability in a full-scale trial

Percentages of participants reporting accept-
ability of recruitment and randomization
processes on patient questionnaires; Explo-
ration of understanding and acceptability of
recruitment and randomization processes in
qualitative interviews

PC4. Recruitment and randomization pro-
cesses acceptable to >50% of recruited par-
ticipants

<20% of control participants report they have used an
MWK device during the study period; <20% of control
participants report that they have accessed MWC during
study period

Percentage of participants in intervention
and control groups who report that they
were provided with an MWKb device or
accessed the MWC Web platform

PC5. <20% of control group exposed to the
intervention components

aPC: progression criteria.
bMWK: MyWellnessKey.

In this study, we have described the results of a feasibility
randomized controlled trial (RCT) [43] of the implementation
of an activity monitor (MyWellnessKey [MWK], Technogym,
Italy; [44]) and linked Web portal (MyWellnessCloud [MWC],
Technogym, Italy) within the NERS in Wales.

Objectives
Our primary aim was to assess the feasibility and acceptability
of implementing and evaluating the use of MWK activity
monitors within the Welsh NERS, to inform decisions on
whether to, or how to, proceed to a full trial (see Table 1 for
details about the progression criteria). The main objectives were
to investigate the following:

1. The feasibility of recruitment and retention.
2. The extent of contamination between arms.
3. The fidelity of intervention and trial methodology.
4. The acceptability of the intervention.
5. The acceptability of randomization.
6. The direction of effect of the intervention on the primary

outcome (physical activity) and main hypothesized change
mechanism (autonomous motivation).

7. The feasibility of collecting the primary and secondary
outcomes, process outcome measures, and economic
evaluation methods.

Methods

Design
This study was a feasibility RCT, with process evaluation and
exploratory economic analysis. Full details of the methodology,
including the intervention and measures, are provided in an
open-access peer-reviewed study protocol [43].

Recruitment
Recruitment occurred from January to August 2016 from 8 local
authorities in Wales, United Kingdom, purposively selected to
provide variation in area characteristics (eg, deprivation,
population size, and rurality). Participants were eligible if they
(1) were referred to the NERS generic pathway (see Textbox
1) and (2) had the capacity to use the activity monitor (ie,
computer access or literacy and an email address). Participants
were initially recruited using opportunistic invites from NERS
staff [43]. Initial recruitment rates were slower than anticipated.
Hence, from week 16 until recruitment closed at week 28, local
area co-ordinators forwarded invitation packs containing an
information sheet and an expression of interest form (to return
to the research team) to all new generic pathway referrals before
their initial consultation. On receipt of expression of interest
forms, the research team posted recruitment packs to formally
recruit interested clients. Participants who returned signed

J Med Internet Res 2019 | vol. 21 | iss. 3 | e12374 | p.3http://www.jmir.org/2019/3/e12374/
(page number not for citation purposes)

Hawkins et alJOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


consent forms and completed baseline questionnaires were
randomly assigned 1:1 to receive either the intervention (NERS
plus MWK) or the control treatment (usual NERS practice) via
a computer-generated random allocation sequence created by
the South East Wales Trials Unit. During the third month of
recruitment, a chance imbalance in allocation of participants to
intervention and control groups was noticed (26 control/46
intervention). The randomization algorithm was investigated
and was not found to be erroneous; nonetheless, after
consultation with the trial steering committee (TSC), it was
agreed to amend the randomization to a 2:1 allocation to balance
the groups sufficiently to investigate feasibility parameters. The
proposed sample size for the study was 286 participants [43];
however, because of slow initial response rates previously
mentioned, it was agreed by the TSC and study funder that the
study could proceed with a reduced sample of 156 participants.
This smaller sample allowed the estimation of feasibility
proportions of adherence and retention to within at least 11.5
percentage points either side using 95% CIs (conservatively
assuming proportions of 0.5). Owing to the delays in recruitment
and study funding constraints, the 16-month follow-up
acceleromtery assessment could only be carried out with
participants who reached the 16-month point before 31 August
2017; as such only 63.5% of the total sample (99/156) were
eligible to complete this final measure. A subsample of

intervention participants were recruited to participate in
qualitative interviews following randomization. From the
individuals who expressed an interest in taking part in the
interviews, participants were purposively recruited to provide
variation in local authority area, age, and sex.

Procedure
Questionnaire data were collected at baseline (time 0: T0), at
the end of the 16-week NERS program (T1) and 12-months
postbaseline (T2) via a postal survey. The data collected
routinely within NERS were obtained from each of these time
points. Semistructured telephone interviews were conducted
with a subsample of intervention participants shortly after
intervention receipt (n=19) and again at T2 (n=18) and with a
sample of NERS exercise professionals (n=11) at the same time
points. Participants received full information about the study
procedures and the intervention before providing consent,
including which intervention was the intervention of interest.
This study was given favorable ethical opinion for conduct in
the National Health Service on 1 December 2015 by the South
East Scotland Research Ethics Committee 02 (REF: 189587)
and registered with the International Standard Randomized
Control Trial Number Register before recruitment. Figure 1
shows the flow of participants through the trial using a
CONSORT flow diagram.

Textbox 1. The National Exercise Referral Scheme (NERS) generic pathway referral criteria.

For referral into the NERS generic pathway, patients must:

• be aged 16 years or above;

• be sedentary (defined as not moderately active for 3 times per week or deconditioned through age or inactivity);

have at least 1 of the following:

• Raised blood pressure 140/90

• Body mass index >28

• Cholesterol >5.0

• Controlled diabetes or impaired glucose intolerance

• Family history of heart disease or diabetes

• At risk of osteoporosis and/or musculoskeletal pain

• Mild arthritis or poor mobility

• Mild-moderate chronic obstructive pulmonary disorder, asthma, bronchitis, and emphysema

• Mild anxiety, depression, or stress

• Multiple sclerosis
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Figure 1. Study flow diagram.
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Figure 2. Intervention logic model with study progression criteria.

Intervention
The intervention was an enhanced exercise referral program,
which includes usual care (NERS standard practice; [16]) and
an accelorometry-based activity monitor (MWK) and associated
Web platform (MWC). The MWK is a uniaxial accelerometer,
worn at the hip, with a small screen that provides real-time
visual feedback. The MWC allows for provision of more detailed
feedback and facilitation of support for behavior change
following connection of the MWK to a computer via a Universal
Serial Bus (USB). For more information about the MWK and
MWC, see the study protocol [43], the intervention logic model
(Figure 2), and Multimedia Appendix 1. The MWK devices
were chosen for use within the NERS in part because of existing
use of other Technogym exercise equipment within the centers
in which the scheme is delivered. The NERS exercise
professionals followed a protocol to provide intervention
participants with an MWK and set up their account on the MWC
during their 4-week consultation. Participants could use the
MWK and MWC up until their 12-month consultation. Control
participants received usual NERS care (a 16-week structured
exercise program supported with consultations with an exercise
professional at the start, 4 weeks, scheme exit (16 weeks) and
12-month follow-up [16]).

Measures
A process evaluation was conducted to examine the acceptability
and feasibility of intervention and evaluation methods, including
intervention delivery and fidelity, potential contamination, and
contextual influences. In total, 5 prespecified progression criteria

were agreed among the research team and refined after
discussion with the TSC. Various quantitative measures,
supported by qualitative interview data, were used to assess
whether these criteria (see Table 1) were met. This included a
traffic light system for certain criteria (red=stop; amber=discuss
with TSC whether there is evidence that sufficient improvements
can be made to proceed to full trial without another feasibility
assessment; and green=proceed). Questions related to
acceptability of the intervention were based on key concepts in
technology user acceptance such as ease of use and outcome
expectations [45,46]. The data sources used to assess the
progression criteria are summarized in Table 1. The feasibility
of collecting the primary outcome measure for an effectiveness
trial (objectively measured physical activity using
accelerometry) was examined in a subsample of intervention
and control participants using a separate research grade
accelerometer (GT3X ActiGraph). Various secondary outcome
measures were collected to inform a future trial including
self-reported autonomous motivation (Behavioural Regulations
in Exercise Questionnaire 3 [BREQ-3]; [47]), psychological
need support, anxiety and depression symptoms, physical
activity and routinely collected physiological health measures
such as blood pressure, body mass index, and fitness (for more
information see the protocol paper by Hawkins et al [43]).
Measures for the feasibility of an economic evaluation included
an adapted Client Service Receipt Inventory (CSRI) to capture
client health and social care service use and health-related
quality of life measured by the EQ-5D-5L [48]. Copies of the
surveys used to collect the self-report measures can be obtained
by contacting the corresponding author.
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Data Analysis

Quantitative Analysis
The main quantitative analysis involved descriptive summary
statistics for each of the study progression criteria (as outlined
in Table 1) as follows:

• PC1: Recruitment: Percentage of new NERS generic
pathway patients recruited to the trial (excluding the first
8 weeks on the assumption that recruitment rates would
stabilize over time); and Retention: Percentage of
participants retained to 12-month follow-up (returning a
completed T2 questionnaire).

• PC2: Trial methods fidelity: A summary score of adherence
to trial recruitment procedure within audio recordings of
initial consultations. Recordings were scored according to
whether 3 key pieces of essential information about the
study were provided, with a total possible score of 3.
Intervention delivery fidelity: Percentage of intervention
participants reporting receipt of the intervention in the T2
questionnaire.

• PC3: Percentages of participants reporting acceptability
and use of the MWK and MWC in the T2 questionnaire.

• PC4: Percentages of intervention and control participants
reporting understanding and acceptability of the
randomization process in the T1 questionnaire.

• PC5: Percentages of intervention and control participants
reporting exposure to the intervention (MWK and MWC)
during the study in the T2 questionnaire.

Regression models were used to estimate direction of
intervention effects on accelerometer-measured physical activity
(16 months) and autonomous motivation (16 weeks and 12
months) as measured with the BREQ-3 [47]. Accelerometer
data were processed using standard procedures; periods of ≥60
min of zero counts were recorded as nonwear time and removed.
Participants were included in the analysis if they provided ≥3
valid days of 500 min of data between 6 am and 11 pm; this
value, which is at the lower end of thresholds typically used in
the literature [49], was selected to maximize representativeness
of the sample within the sedentary population under study.
Threshold values for mean minutes of different intensity activity
were based on Troiano et al [50]. Sedentary time was estimated
based on a cut-point of less than 100 counts per minute, and
mean sedentary minutes per day were derived. Linear regression
models were fitted for each physical activity outcome controlling
for age, gender, baseline self-reported physical activity, and
allocation arm. Owing to skewness, mean minutes of moderate
to vigorous activity were transformed using a square root
transformation. For autonomous motivation, models were fitted
for the Relative Autonomy Index (RAI; [47]) score of the

BREQ-3 controlling for baseline RAI, age, gender, and number
of referral reasons.

Health Economics Analysis
The economic analysis was conducted from a public sector
multiagency perspective. Completeness and availability of data
using descriptive statistics was used to examine the feasibility
of calculating cost-effectiveness alongside a future RCT. Costs
of the intervention were calculated by revisiting and revising
the costing methodology used in previous economic analysis
of the NERS [51]. Quality adjusted life years (QALYs) were
calculated from the EQ-5D-5L using the area under the curve
method [52]. To address uncertainty in outcomes (QALYs) and
costs (service use), bootstrapping (5000 replications) was used
to produce 95% CIs around differences in costs and outcomes.
Further details can be found in the study protocol [43].

Qualitative Analysis
Qualitative data were transcribed verbatim and organized and
coded into a thematic framework using NVivo 11 software
(QSR International). The analytic approach incorporated a
deductive and inductive approach [53] with data coded using
an a priori coding scheme of categories aligning with the
progression criteria as a means of organizing the data for
subsequent interpretation. An element of flexibility was
maintained to account for emergence of any new and unexpected
themes.

Triangulation
Quantitative and qualitative data were analyzed in isolation with
individuals responsible for each analysis blind to the other (eg,
statistical analysis conducted by members of the team who were
not present for management group meetings where qualitative
findings were discussed). On completion of all analyses, the
data were then brought together; qualitative data were used to
provide further detail and highlight possible explanations for
the quantitative findings. Data are organized thematically,
drawing on both quantitative and qualitative data sets to provide
insights into quantitative feasibility metrics and qualitative
insights into barriers and facilitators from multiple perspectives,
before an overall picture of progression criteria and decision
making on proceeding is presented.

Results

Baseline Characteristics
Participants (N=156) were aged 56.6 (SD 16.3) years and mostly
female (101/156, 64.7%) and white (Table 2). There was
substantial socioeconomic bias in uptake, with more than half
of recruited participants residing in the least deprived quintile
of Wales.

J Med Internet Res 2019 | vol. 21 | iss. 3 | e12374 | p.7http://www.jmir.org/2019/3/e12374/
(page number not for citation purposes)

Hawkins et alJOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


Table 2. Baseline (T0) participant characteristics.

Total (N=156)Control (N=68)Intervention (N=88)Characteristics

56.6 (16.3)58.5 (14.4)55.1 (17.6)Age (years), mean (SD)

101 (64.7)50 (74)51 (60)Female, n (%)

150 (96.2)66 (97)84 (96)White, n (%)

Welsh Index of Multiple Deprivation, na (%)

2 (1.3)0 (0)2 (2)1–most deprived

8 (5.2)5 (8)3 (3)2

10 (6.5)2 (3)8 (9)3

46 (29.9)24 (36)22 (25)4

88 (57.1)36 (54)52 (60)5–least deprived

Income, nb (%)

8 (5.5)4 (7)4 (5)Less than £5000/year

18 (12.4)11 (18)7 (8)£5000-£9999

37 (25.5)15 (24)22 (27)£10,000-£15,499

28 (19.3)10 (16)18 (22)£15,500-£20,999

22 (15.2)10 (16)12 (15)£21,000-£30,999

23 (15.9)7 (11)16 (19)£31,000-£50,999

9 (6.2)5 (8)4 (5)£51,000 and more

aA total of 2 participants did not complete this measure, 1 from intervention and 1 from control.
bA total of 11 participants did not complete this measure, 5 from intervention and 6 from control.

Recruitment and Retention to the Trial,
Contamination, and Acceptability of Randomization
(Progression Criteria 1, 2, 4, and 5)

Recruitment
Recruitment fell substantially short of the target of 20% (11.28%
[156/1382] of new NERS patients were recruited). After
excluding the first 8 weeks, this figure remained similar at
10.99% (111/1010), with 9.1% (31/339) recruitment achieved
in the final 8 weeks. Only 6 of 26 (23%) staff provided the audio
recordings (N=12) required for assessment of fidelity to the
recruitment process. In total, 5 recordings scored 0, with the
highest score achieved being 1.75 (out of a total of 3); key
information was frequently omitted, which participants might
require to make a decision about being contacted by the research
team, such as the intervention involving an activity monitoring
device or that using it required access to a computer. Qualitative
interviews with staff provided explanations for limited adherence
to recruitment procedures, including that it was easy to forget
to mention the study because it was not part of usual practice,
with parts of the procedure often omitted (confirmed by
recordings):

It’s quite difficult, ’cause sometimes even during the
consultations, you’re kind of talking through it, and
’cause we’re on auto pilot, when it comes to asking
[about their interest in joining the study], I didn’t
always remember to do it. [EP22-T2]

If there is someone who is referred and they can
hardly move and they’re old and they don’t have a
computer I don’t see the point even to talk about it.
[EP71-T1]

Retention and Attrition
A retention rate below the target of 80% was achieved at T2
(105/156; 67.3%). Univariate logistic regression (Table 3)
explored potential predictors of follow-up. Retention in the
control group of 75% (51/68) was achieved versus 61% (54/88)
in the intervention group (odds ratio (OR) 0.53 (95% CI 0.26
to 1.06).

In follow-up phone calls with the 21 participants who did not
respond to the T2 questionnaire, 9 reported that disengagement
from the NERS was the reason for not completing study
questionnaires and 5 cited issues with the MWK as their reason.
Staff perceptions of barriers to recruitment and retention also
focused on technological problems with the MWK such as lack
of internet access or use of another activity monitor and typical
disengagement with the NERS:

Yeah. there were a couple of older clients who weren’t
computer literate, and there was one or two who said
they didn’t have access to any sort of computing.
[EP51-T2]
We have three attempts to get back in touch with
[non-engaging] clients, like three phone calls and a
letter, and if they don’t respond, I can’t harass them.
[EP82-T2]
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Table 3. Predictors of loss to follow-up.

Odds ratio (95% CI)Variable

0.53 (0.26-1.06)Intervention group (N=156)

1.29(0.65-2.58Female (N=156)

0.62 (0.31-1.25)Most affluent (N=154)

1.01 (0.99-1.02)Baseline motivation (N=129)

0.97 (0.61-1.54)Baseline physical activity (N=134)

0.73 (0.32-1.71)Multiple referral reasons (N=134)

Contamination and Fidelity to Random Allocation
At T2, 10% of control participants (5/51) reported exposure to
1 of the 2 intervention components, whereas 22% of responding
intervention participants (12/54) reported that they had not been
given an MWK during the study. The proportion of participants
who reported using non-MWK activity monitors in the last 12
months was similar in both the control group (12/51, 24%) and
intervention group (13/54, 24%). One individual from the control
group reported that their decision to use another activity monitor
was influenced by participation in the trial. In total, 2
intervention participants reported that they had used another
device because of problems they had with the MWK. Staff
interviews confirmed the occurrence of contamination, with 1
member reporting giving an MWK to a control participant and
3 reporting advising control participants on how they could
access an MWK elsewhere.

Acceptability of Randomization
At T1, 93% (79/85) of participants reported understanding the
use of a control group, whereas 84% (72/86) either agreed or
strongly agreed that it was acceptable to only give the MWK
to half of the participants and 96% (82/86) either agreed or
strongly agreed that it was acceptable that the MWK was given
to half of the participants at random. Despite high acceptability
of randomization in quantitative data, the staff reported that
some clients were disappointed by control group allocation.
Although the use of other devices was similar across arms,
interview data from intervention participants suggested that
some might have bought a different activity monitor if they had
been allocated to the control group.

Feasibility and Fidelity of Intervention Delivery
(Progression Criterion 2)
At T2, 57% of intervention participants (31/54) reported that
they had received an MWK during the study, which was below
the criterion threshold of 80%. Of those who received the
intervention and participated in the T1 questionnaire (n=40),
94% (34/36) stated that their exercise professional provided
them with information on how to use the MWK and MWC. Of
these, 35% (12/34) reported they received sufficient information
on the MWK only, whereas 62% (21/34) received enough
information about both the MWK and MWC. Qualitative
interviews with staff highlighted a number of issues with
Information Technology (IT) and time constraints, which were
perceived to have hampered the setup process:

I’m aware that some had issues with our MWKs. I
know we had issues with setting up the MWKs and
with our IT...And also for me, as an instructor, it took
a bit of time to set them up. [EP42-T2]

Most of these issues were linked to either the MWK device or
the delivery context (eg, issues with USB devices and IT system
security), with fewer being staff-specific (eg, having not attended
training or low IT literacy):

Because our laptops are encrypted there sometimes
can be a bit of an issue with trying to open up the
MWC. Also, we couldn’t actually download the
software to assign MWKs to people [because of
firewalls] so the IT department had to over-ride it for
us. [EP61-T1]

In some areas, the staff made attempts to overcome IT issues
by using their own laptops or helping participants to set
themselves up with the MWK at home:

Well I charge the MWK and I give it to them and I
give them the instructions to do it at home [...] I ask
them beforehand if they’re computer literate and
would they be happy to do it themselves. [EP71-T1]

Intervention Acceptability (Progression Criterion 3)
Use of both intervention components was reported by
approximately half of the participants, though in both cases this
diminished over time. At T2, 57% of intervention participants
(31/54) reported using the MWK at some point during the study.
However, only 8% (4/49) had used it in the past month. Just
under half reported using the MWC at some point during the
study, with only 6% (3/47) having used the MWC within the
past month. See Multimedia Appendix 2 for a summary of mean
scores for acceptability and usage questions. Patient interviews
suggested that some engaged with the device initially but
stopped owing to a combination of device malfunctions and the
novelty factor wearing off:

Over a few days, I did quite a lot of exercise and
nothing was registered on there. So to be honest with
you, I lost a lot of confidence in it. I explained it to
my instructor, and he said just carry on with the
exercise anyway. So I haven’t really used it because
nothing was registering. [BL130-T2]

Other factors influencing engagement included lack of access
to a computer and/or internet, poor IT literacy, and technical
issues with charging and syncing the device, sometimes
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highlighting reliance on a relative or the instructor to support
continued use:

I needed technological help to explain what had to
be done really, and I wasn’t altogether the most
brilliant at this technology on the system, so I had
help from my instructor about that. [PE088-T2]

The proportion of patients rating the components as easy to use
was 49% (21/43) for the MWK and 33% (14/42) for the MWC.
Qualitative data highlighted challenges in understanding how
the device worked, wearability issues, and not understanding
how to use the MWC:

I don’t think it’s the best design to be perfectly honest,
it’s difficult to attach to your clothing, I think perhaps
for a chap it’s a little bit easier because they generally
wear something with a waistband but women,
especially in the summer time often don’t, and I think
I’m going to struggle in the summer when I’m wearing
dresses to find somewhere to put it where it’s
horizontal. [AN080-T1]

The proportion of patients reporting that they would use either
device in future if they could was 37% (17/46) for the MWK
and only 15% (7/46) for the MWC. In the qualitative interviews,
participants suggested that they would be more likely to use the
intervention in the future if it was easier to understand, technical
issues were addressed, and it had better wearability:

If it was easier to charge, ’cause the battery kept
going, and if it was easier to wear. Being a girl...if I
had a dress on for instance, there was nowhere to put
it...if I didn’t have a pocket or anything like that, then
there was nowhere to actually wear it. So if it’d been
like on a wristband or something similar, then I
probably would have worn it more, I would have just
left it on the top with my watch and put it on every
day and I’d probably still be using it. [MO106-T2]

A small majority (26/46, 57%) reported that the device met their
expectations in terms of motivating them to be physically active;
qualitative data suggest that the reasons it did not meet
expectations were linked to the issues reported above:

It was beyond what I was hoping for, I’ve got to be
honest. I enjoyed that you could manually enter [on
the MWC] if you were doing individual weights and

weight machines...or if you were in the garden, and
these sorts of things, so I wasn’t expecting that.
[PE154-T2]
I was hoping it’d be more like a Fitbit, ’cause Fitbits
are generally quite easy. But it seemed to be a little
bit more complicated than that, I thought, or needed
more attention than the Fitbit. [BR148-T2]

Direction of Effect on Physical Activity and
Hypothesized Change Processes
Of the 99 participants (53 control and 46 intervention
participants) eligible to provide accelerometer data, 54% (53/99)
consented to do so; and 89% of consenting participants provided
valid useable data (26/30 control and 21/23 intervention). Of
the 6 people who did not provide valid data, 3 did not record
sufficient data to meet validity thresholds and 3 did not return
the accelerometer. As displayed in Table 4, trends were in the
direction of a positive outcome only for sedentary behavior,
though with wide CIs for all outcomes. For autonomous
motivation, trends were in the direction of a negative outcome
at both 16 weeks and 52 weeks (Table 4).

Feasibility of Conducting an Economic Evaluation

Response Rates and Level of Completion
Overall, 156 participants completed baseline economic
measures, 85 participants at T1 and 105 participants at T2.
Missing data ranged from 0% to 22% (see Multimedia Appendix
3). The EQ-5D (5L) [54], which was obtained from the NERS
database, had the largest proportion of missing data of the 2
economic measures. The limited missing data from the CSRI
within the study questionnaire show that it is feasible to collect
health and social care service use from patients in a future trial.
There were limited missing data for measures of productivity
losses, ranging from 0% to 18% (see Multimedia Appendix 3).

As shown in Table 5, a total of 25 cases were available for
between group comparison of QALYs, and there were 105 cases
available for between group comparison of total service use.
Service use was lower in the control group, with a significant
difference between groups of £386 (including cost of
intervention), whereas there was a nonsignificant difference in
QALYs between groups of 0.07 QALYs in the opposite
direction, equating to 26 days.

Table 4. Direction of intervention effects on physical activity and autonomous motivation.

Coefficient (95% CI)Variable

−0.23 (−1.54 to 1.09)Moderate to vigorous physical activity (N=45)

−1.20 (−82.42 to 80.0)Volume of physical activity (N=45)

−18.5 (−81.99 to 44.91)Sedentary behavior (N=45)

Autonomous motivation

−3.63 (−14.24 to 6.97)16 weeks (N=74)

−4.14 (−13.47 to 5.19)52 weeks (N=95)
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Table 5. Mean quality adjusted life years (QALYs) at 52-week follow-up (T2) by group (mean QALYs at follow-up and 5000 bootstrapped 95% CIs
all rounded to 2 decimal places). Mean total service use costs at 52-week follow-up (T2) including the cost of the intervention (mean total service use
costs at follow-up and 5000 bootstrapped 95% CIs all rounded to 2 decimal places).

Difference between groups
(5000 bootstrapped 95% CI)

Control groupIntervention groupVariable

Mean (SD)nMean (SD)n

0.07 (0.016 to 0.02)0.78 (.14)140.71 (.09)11QALYs over one year (T2)

£386 (35.80 to 452.53)£484 (1230.27)51£870 (1332.66)54Total service use costs at T2 including cost of intervention

Table 6. Costs of delivering the National Exercise Referral Scheme (NERS) with MyWellnessKey (MWK) as part of the feasibility trial.

Total (£)aAnnual NERS operational costs 2016-2017

National costs paid by the Welsh government

2384Consultant

10,684Physical activity specialist (Grade 8a)

2530Administrative support

1392Health improvement coordinator

300Meeting costs

2,631,385Exercise professionals (91.5 Whole Time Equivalent [WTE])

71,848Coordination and office costs (eg, printing and stationary) for all 22 local authorities

64,495Training

80,547Travel

Joint national and local costs

846,757Co-ordinator salary (23 WTE) funding is split between local authorities (£368,438) and the Welsh Government
(£478,319)

Local authority costs

75,000Staff management

22,000Promotional material

0Room hire (no charge as covered by session costs)

2200Attending conferences

3,811,522Total NERS annual operating costs (without MWK)

15,626Participants in NERSb

244Cost per participant

Additional costs related to MWK

3960 (£45 per monitor×88)Cost of MWK activity monitor device (based on 88 units purchased for the trial intervention group)

3360Cost of MWC annual license fee (professional Web cloud) including Value-Added Tax

7320Total MWK operating costs

88Participants in receipt of MWK as part of the trial

83Cost per participant for MWK

327Total cost per participants for NERS with MWKc

aCosts rounded to the nearest pound (£).
bParticipants in the NERS based on 15,470 individuals who took up the NERS program from September 2016 to August 2017 including the 156
participants taking part in the trial (intervention n=88, control n=68).
cCalculation—total annual operational cost per participant and total cost per participant for MWK.
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Table 7. Summary of results of progression criteria assessment.

Criteria met or notResultsProgression criteria

Not met11.3% of new NERS patients recruited; 67.3% of study
participants retained at T2; No significant predictors of loss
to follow-up identified

PC1. Feasibility to recruit a sufficient proportion of NERS patients,
with appropriate retention rates to T2

Not met57.4% of intervention participants reported having received
the intervention; 35.3% of intervention participants received
sufficient information on how to use the MWK; 61.8% re-
ceived sufficient information for both the MWK and MWC

PC2a. Trial methodology delivered as intended; PC2b. Intervention
delivered as intended

Not met49% (MWK) and 33% (MWC) of participants reported the
intervention components as easy to use; 37% (MWK) and
15% (MWC) of participants reported that they would use
the intervention components in the future; Interview data
highlighted challenges in IT and device literacy, technical
issues, wearability, and computer access

PC3. At least 1 of the 2 intervention components is acceptable to
participants

Met92.9% of participants reported understanding the use of a
control group; 83.7% of participants agreed that it was ac-
ceptable to only give the intervention to half of participants
and 95.4% agreed that random allocation was acceptable

PC4. Recruitment and randomization processes acceptable to >50%
of recruited participants

Met9.3% of control group participants reported exposure to
one of the 2 intervention components

PC5. <20% of control group exposed to the intervention compo-
nents

Costs of the Intervention
The costs of NERS are presented for the cost year 2016-2017.
Under a delivery framework in which the intervention was
absorbed into existing staff roles, the only additional cost of the
intervention was the cost of the MWK devices and the annual
licence fee for the MWC, which combined with the usual NERS
delivery totals £3,818,842 equating to £327 per person based
on the 88 intervention participants in this study (Table 6).

As part of a sensitivity analysis, the costs of the NERS were
varied using the retail price of the MWK device of £90, rather
than the lower price of £45 that they were purchased at.
Multimedia Appendix 4 shows the cost of the NERS with MWK
when varying the price of the MWK device was £3,822,802;
this equates to a cost per person of £352, based on the 88
intervention participants in this study.

Willingness to Pay for Device
In the T2 questionnaire, participants (n=54) responded that they
were willing to pay a mean of £29 to use the device during the
NERS, reducing to £23 to keep the device afterward. Participants
reported willingness to pay as much as £110 (n=2) for the
device; however, the minimum amount participants were willing
to pay was £0 (n=11).

Progression Criteria for a Full-Scale Trial
Only 2 of the 5 criteria for progressing to a full-scale evaluation
were met (see Table 7). Recruitment and retention rates were
within the amber progression zone, indicating the need for TSC
discussion about the feasibility of proceeding, taking into
account the data and feedback presented (Table 1). Although
the qualitative data provided some insight into barriers to
recruitment and retention and possible steps to improve this, it
was felt that these issues could not be addressed sufficiently to
justify progression without further feasibility work. In addition,
the intervention acceptability data did not meet the criterion
threshold and there were issues with fidelity of intervention

delivery and compliance with randomization processes. In
discussion with the TSC, it was agreed that an effectiveness
trial would not be feasible given the issues faced with
recruitment and retention and the feasibility and acceptability
issues related to implementation of the intervention in practice.

Discussion

Principal Findings and Comparisons With Prior Work
This study identified a range of challenges in integrating
accelerometer-based wearable technologies into an existing
community-based exercise referral program and evaluating this
using RCT methodology. There were a number of issues with
recruitment and retention of participants and intervention
implementation. High attrition, particularly in intervention
groups, is common in technological and Web-based health
intervention research [55], reflecting challenges in maintaining
interest in utilizing such technologies; nonusage attrition often
increases steadily over time, with disengagement over time
typically observed [55,56]. In this study, less than 10% of
intervention participants were still engaging with the device in
the final month of the study.

Acceptability of the activity monitors to the ERS population
was mixed, with various barriers to use identified. This included
wearability and technical problems (eg, difficulty connecting
the device to computers and accuracy problems with activity
tracking). Comfort and practicality of device wearing has been
commonly raised [57,58], particularly among females and within
older populations (demographics who make up a large
proportion of ERS participants). How a device looks and how
secure it is when it is attached are key issues associated with
device usage [59], with comfort and wearability closely tied to
a device’s perceived ease of use and individuals’ decision to
use [60]. Technical problems are also commonly reported as
barriers to engagement [61,62], with individuals reporting issues
including device malfunction [63], problems with accuracy of
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devices for tracking activities [57], and difficulties accessing
feedback on the activity tracked [58]. In this study, some
participants cited limited IT literacy as a barrier to engagement,
with some noting their age as a factor in their unfamiliarity with
such technology, consistent with previous evaluations in older
populations. Possibly linked to this, engagement and
acceptability ratings for the MWC Web platform were lower
than those for the device itself.

Although some studies suggest that similar technologies are
both acceptable and feasible to use with adults aged up to 75
years, some have cited difficulties with software installation
and the use of associated websites [63]. New and emerging
technologies have been perceived as outside the comfort zone
of older populations, with an added need to learn the language
of a device being a barrier to use [59]. Although research on
wearable technologies has commonly focused on younger
populations, evaluations in populations similar to that of the
NERS have identified a need for more extensive support for
participants in setup and troubleshooting devices [64], with
some implementing high levels of training and troubleshooting
within initial months of intervention delivery [38]. Although
this study focused on a low-cost delivery model, which
integrated this support into roles of existing scheme staff, it may
be that such a model is appropriate only where interventions
occur in a context of relatively high IT literacy populations.
Challenges were perhaps exacerbated by some professionals’
lack of buy-in, with professionals describing being distracted
by more pressing concerns during time with patients, which
limited their ability or willingness to recruit to the study.

Long-term physical activity assessments revealed challenges in
use of accelerometers as an outcome measure in this
community-based intervention, including low response rates.
This study was not intended to assess effectiveness, given its
size and limited power. For measures of motivation and physical
activity (although not sedentary behavior), directions of effect
pointed toward negative impacts, although with wide CIs either
side of 0. It is common practice to provide between group
comparisons for primary outcomes within feasibility trials to
demonstrate that a planned analysis approach is likely to be
feasible. However, as feasibility studies are small and
underpowered, interventions commonly continue to be refined
after a feasibility study and as samples are likely to be
unrepresentative of those recruited to a larger trial, such
estimates are unlikely to provide meaningful estimates of the
likely effect of an intervention. Hence, such data ought to be
interpreted with extreme caution. There were substantial missing
data from the health economic measures that were routinely
collected within the NERS, providing difficulty with conducting
an economic evaluation using these methods of data collection.
Future work within this population should collect economic
data through other self-report methods.

Strengths and Limitations
This study has a number of strengths and limitations. To our
knowledge, it is the first to evaluate the use of wearables in an
exercise referral population and to explore issues associated
with embedding and evaluating technologies within an
established community-based intervention. It employed a robust

study design including a mixed-methods process evaluation at
multiple time points to measure and understand engagement,
acceptability, and usability of the intervention alongside piloting
measures for an effectiveness study. However, although study
sites were purposively sampled to provide a range in levels of
area deprivation, the recruited sample was skewed toward a
more affluent population, perhaps owing to the more affluent
study sites having larger populations or reflecting differences
in engagement with activity monitor interventions between
socioeconomic groups. The study sample size was originally
planned to provide power to detect an effect on the hypothesized
mediator, autonomous motivation. However, owing to lower
than expected recruitment, sample size targets were revised and
hence analyses lack power. Finally, the study evaluated a
commercially available device, which is no longer being
manufactured. Although there are newer technologies available
that overcome some of the issues identified with the MWK (lack
of Bluetooth connectivity and issue of wearing at the hip), it is
not clear whether these offer the same range of opportunities
for behavior change support—particularly from exercise
intervention providers.

Nevertheless, these findings offer a number of important insights
for future studies. First, although the potential efficiency gains
of integrating support and troubleshooting roles into those of
existing staff may be appealing, where working with populations
with more limited IT skills, additional investment in external
support may be required. This is perhaps particularly the case
where interventions operate in uncontrolled real-world settings,
where professionals serve a large number of clients, as in the
NERS, and hence cannot commit much time to supporting
engagement with the intervention. Clearly, an introduction of
additional technical support components would drive up
intervention costs, meaning that effects would perhaps need to
be relatively large to justify this investment. Second, recruiting
participants to an RCT via routine consultations held by exercise
professionals proved challenging; a future full-scale evaluation
of similar interventions would require feasible alternative
recruitment mechanisms to be established. Finally, as many
issues were raised by participants related to the specifics of the
MWK devices, the extent to which findings are generalizable
to other wearable technology interventions is not always clear.
The rapidly evolving nature of wearables and similar
technologies presents challenges for efficient and timely
evaluation, and RCT methods have been suggested as too slow
an approach compared with other more efficient methodologies
when evaluating technologies which become out of date during
the study period [27].

Conclusions
This study provided an examination of the short- and long-term
feasibility and acceptability of integrating wearable technologies
into existing community-based ERSs, highlighting some of the
possible device- and context-specific barriers. Key criteria for
progression to a full-scale evaluation were not met owing to
difficulties integrating the technology into routine practice,
facilitating uptake by patients, and in methodological challenges
relating to the collection of long-term follow-up data. This study
demonstrated the importance of investing small amounts of
research funding in feasibility assessment before conducting
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expensive full-scale effectiveness evaluation, which may fail
to be fully executed because of problems with implementing

the intervention or evaluation methodology.

 

Acknowledgments
The authors acknowledge the contributions of research placement students Zoe Hurell and Rachel Morris and research assistant
Jordan Van Godwin to data collection during the study. The study was funded by the Welsh Government through Health and
Care Research Wales (Health Research Award REF: HRA1019). The work was also undertaken with the support of The Centre
for the Development and Evaluation of Complex Interventions for Public Health Improvement (DECIPHer), a UKCRC Public
Health Research Centre of Excellence. Joint funding (MR/KO232331/1) from the British Heart Foundation, Cancer Research
UK, Economic and Social Research Council, Medical Research Council, the Welsh Government, and the Wellcome Trust, under
the auspices of the UK Clinical Research Collaboration, is gratefully acknowledged. SS was supported by an MRC Strategic
Award (MC-PC-13027, MC_UU_12017_14, SPHSU14). RJ is partly funded by the National Institute for Health Research (NIHR)
Collaboration for Leadership in Applied Health Research and Care West (CLAHRC West) at University Hospitals Bristol NHS
Foundation Trust.

Authors' Contributions
JH was the principal investigator and responsible for overall management of the study. GM was the principal co-investigator and
supported JH with management of the study. JH and GM led the writing of the manuscript. ME and LMcC assisted with
implementing the protocol, collecting the data, and analyzing the qualitative data. BH performed statistical analyses and assisted
with writing the manuscript. JMC performed the health economic analyses and assisted with writing the manuscript. RJ, MK,
SM, EJO, SAS, RTE, and KM were all members of the Trial Management Group, involved in the development of the protocol,
provided support for the management of the study, and assisted with writing the paper.

Conflicts of Interest
None declared.

Multimedia Appendix 1
Screenshots of the MyWellnessCloud Web platform.

[PDF File (Adobe PDF File), 356KB - jmir_v21i3e12374_app1.pdf ]

Multimedia Appendix 2
Mean scores for usage and acceptability of intervention components.

[DOCX File, 19KB - jmir_v21i3e12374_app2.docx ]

Multimedia Appendix 3
Frequencies and percentage of missing data for whole sample at each time point.

[DOCX File, 22KB - jmir_v21i3e12374_app3.docx ]

Multimedia Appendix 4
Costs of delivering the National Exercise Referral Scheme (NERS) with the MyWellnessKey (MWK) as part of the feasibility
trial varying unit cost of the MWK device.

[DOCX File, 14KB - jmir_v21i3e12374_app4.docx ]

References
1. British Heart Foundation. The economic costs of physical inactivity. British Heart Foundation National Centre: Loughborough

University; 2013. URL: http://www.ncsem-em.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/
59541-Economic-Costs-of-Physical-Activity.pdf [accessed 2019-02-25] [WebCite Cache ID 76STTdfrB]

2. Department of Health. London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office; 2011. Start Active, Stay Active: A report on physical
activity from the four home countries URL: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/216370/dh_128210.pdf [accessed 2019-02-25] [WebCite Cache ID 76STnB9ts]

J Med Internet Res 2019 | vol. 21 | iss. 3 | e12374 | p.14http://www.jmir.org/2019/3/e12374/
(page number not for citation purposes)

Hawkins et alJOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH

XSL•FO
RenderX

https://www.jmir.org/article/downloadSuppFile/12374/94986
https://www.jmir.org/article/downloadSuppFile/12374/94986
https://www.jmir.org/article/downloadSuppFile/12374/94987
https://www.jmir.org/article/downloadSuppFile/12374/94987
https://www.jmir.org/article/downloadSuppFile/12374/94988
https://www.jmir.org/article/downloadSuppFile/12374/94988
https://www.jmir.org/article/downloadSuppFile/12374/94989
https://www.jmir.org/article/downloadSuppFile/12374/94989
http://www.ncsem-em.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/59541-Economic-Costs-of-Physical-Activity.pdf
http://www.ncsem-em.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/59541-Economic-Costs-of-Physical-Activity.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/76STTdfrB
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/216370/dh_128210.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/216370/dh_128210.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/76STnB9ts
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


3. National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence. London; 2014. Physical activity: exercise referral schemes URL:
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ph54/resources/physical-activity-exercise-referral-schemes-pdf-1996418406085 [accessed
2019-02-25] [WebCite Cache ID 76SVgDfqK]

4. Din NU, Moore GF, Murphy S, Wilkinson C, Williams NH. Health professionals' perspectives on exercise referral and
physical activity promotion in primary care: findings from a process evaluation of the National Exercise Referral Scheme
in Wales. Health Educ J 2015 Nov;74(6):743-757 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1177/0017896914559785] [Medline: 26527835]

5. Sowden SL, Raine R. Running along parallel lines: how political reality impedes the evaluation of public health interventions.
A case study of exercise referral schemes in England. J Epidemiol Community Health 2008 Sep;62(9):835-841. [doi:
10.1136/jech.2007.069781] [Medline: 18701737]

6. Teixeira PJ, Silva MN, Mata J, Palmeira AL, Markland D. Motivation, self-determination, and long-term weight control.
Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act 2012;9:22 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/1479-5868-9-22] [Medline: 22385818]

7. Teixeira PJ, Carraça EV, Markland D, Silva MN, Ryan RM. Exercise, physical activity, and self-determination theory: a
systematic review. Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act 2012 Jun 22;9:78 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/1479-5868-9-78] [Medline:
22726453]

8. Fortier MS, Wiseman E, Sweet SN, O’Sullivan TL, Blanchard CM, Sigal RJ, et al. A moderated mediation of motivation
on physical activity in the context of the Physical Activity Counseling randomized control trial. Psychol Sport Exerc 2011
Mar;12(2):71-78. [doi: 10.1016/j.psychsport.2010.08.001]

9. Rouse PC, Ntoumanis N, Duda JL, Jolly K, Williams GC. In the beginning: role of autonomy support on the motivation,
mental health and intentions of participants entering an exercise referral scheme. Psychol Health 2011 Jun;26(6):729-749.
[doi: 10.1080/08870446.2010.492454] [Medline: 21827332]

10. Markland D, Tobin VJ. Need support and behavioural regulations for exercise among exercise referral scheme clients: the
mediating role of psychological need satisfaction. Psychol Sport Exerc 2010 Mar;11(2):91-99. [doi:
10.1016/j.psychsport.2009.07.001]

11. Rowley N, Mann S, Steele J, Horton E, Jimenez A. The effects of exercise referral schemes in the United Kingdom in those
with cardiovascular, mental health, and musculoskeletal disorders: a preliminary systematic review. BMC Public Health
2018 Aug 02;18(1):949 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/s12889-018-5868-9] [Medline: 30068338]

12. Deci EL, Ryan RM. The "What" and "Why" of goal pursuits: human needs and the self-determination of behavior. Psychol
Inq 2000 Oct;11(4):227-268. [doi: 10.1207/S15327965PLI1104_01]

13. Pavey TG, Taylor AH, Fox KR, Hillsdon M, Anokye N, Campbell JL, et al. Effect of exercise referral schemes in primary
care on physical activity and improving health outcomes: systematic review and meta-analysis. Br Med J 2011 Nov
04;343:d6462 [FREE Full text] [Medline: 22058134]

14. Williams NH, Hendry M, France B, Lewis R, Wilkinson C. Effectiveness of exercise-referral schemes to promote physical
activity in adults: systematic review. Br J Gen Pract 2007 Dec;57(545):979-986 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.3399/096016407782604866] [Medline: 18252074]

15. Campbell F, Holmes M, Everson-Hock E, Davis S, Buckley WH, Anokye N, et al. A systematic review and economic
evaluation of exercise referral schemes in primary care: a short report. Health Technol Assess 2015 Jul;19(60):1-110 [FREE
Full text] [doi: 10.3310/hta19600] [Medline: 26222987]

16. Murphy S, Raisanen L, Moore G, Edwards RT, Linck P, Williams N, et al. A pragmatic randomised controlled trial of the
Welsh National Exercise Referral Scheme: protocol for trial and integrated economic and process evaluation. BMC Public
Health 2010 Jun 18;10:352 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/1471-2458-10-352] [Medline: 20565846]

17. Littlecott HJ, Moore GF, Moore L, Murphy S. Psychosocial mediators of change in physical activity in the Welsh national
exercise referral scheme: secondary analysis of a randomised controlled trial. Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act 2014 Aug 27;11:109
[FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/s12966-014-0109-9] [Medline: 25209188]

18. Murphy SM, Edwards RT, Williams N, Raisanen L, Moore G, Linck P, et al. An evaluation of the effectiveness and cost
effectiveness of the National Exercise Referral Scheme in Wales, UK: a randomised controlled trial of a public health policy
initiative. J Epidemiol Community Health 2012 Aug;66(8):745-753 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1136/jech-2011-200689]
[Medline: 22577180]

19. Moore GF, Moore L, Murphy S. Integration of motivational interviewing into practice in the national exercise referral
scheme in Wales: a mixed methods study. Behav Cogn Psychother 2012 May;40(3):313-330. [doi:
10.1017/S1352465811000531] [Medline: 22008506]

20. Moore GF, Raisanen L, Moore L, Din NU, Murphy S. Mixed-method process evaluation of the Welsh national exercise
referral scheme. Health Educ 2013 Oct 14;113(6):476-501. [doi: 10.1108/HE-08-2012-0046]

21. O'Brien N, McDonald S, Araújo-Soares V, Lara J, Errington L, Godfrey A, et al. The features of interventions associated
with long-term effectiveness of physical activity interventions in adults aged 55-70 years: a systematic review and
meta-analysis. Health Psychol Rev 2015;9(4):417-433. [doi: 10.1080/17437199.2015.1012177] [Medline: 25689096]

22. Shilts MK, Horowitz M, Townsend MS. Goal setting as a strategy for dietary and physical activity behavior change: a
review of the literature. Am J Health Promot 2004;19(2):81-93. [doi: 10.4278/0890-1171-19.2.81] [Medline: 15559708]

J Med Internet Res 2019 | vol. 21 | iss. 3 | e12374 | p.15http://www.jmir.org/2019/3/e12374/
(page number not for citation purposes)

Hawkins et alJOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH

XSL•FO
RenderX

https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ph54/resources/physical-activity-exercise-referral-schemes-pdf-1996418406085
http://www.webcitation.org/76SVgDfqK
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/26527835
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0017896914559785
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26527835&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jech.2007.069781
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=18701737&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ijbnpa.org/content/9//22
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-9-22
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22385818&dopt=Abstract
https://ijbnpa.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1479-5868-9-78
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-9-78
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22726453&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2010.08.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08870446.2010.492454
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=21827332&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2009.07.001
https://bmcpublichealth.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12889-018-5868-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12889-018-5868-9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=30068338&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI1104_01
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/22058134
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22058134&dopt=Abstract
http://bjgp.org/cgi/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=18252074
http://dx.doi.org/10.3399/096016407782604866
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=18252074&dopt=Abstract
https://dx.doi.org/10.3310/hta19600
https://dx.doi.org/10.3310/hta19600
http://dx.doi.org/10.3310/hta19600
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26222987&dopt=Abstract
https://bmcpublichealth.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1471-2458-10-352
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-10-352
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=20565846&dopt=Abstract
https://ijbnpa.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12966-014-0109-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12966-014-0109-9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25209188&dopt=Abstract
http://jech.bmj.com/cgi/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=22577180
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jech-2011-200689
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22577180&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1352465811000531
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22008506&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/HE-08-2012-0046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2015.1012177
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25689096&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.4278/0890-1171-19.2.81
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=15559708&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


23. National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence. London: National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence; 2014.
Behaviour change: individual approaches URL: https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ph49/resources/
behaviour-change-individual-approaches-pdf-1996366337989 [accessed 2019-02-25] [WebCite Cache ID 76SVd73WM]

24. Franklin NC, Lavie CJ, Arena RA. Personal health technology: a new era in cardiovascular disease prevention. Postgrad
Med 2015 Mar;127(2):150-158 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1080/00325481.2015.1015396] [Medline: 25690685]

25. Goode AP, Hall KS, Batch BC, Huffman KM, Hastings SN, Allen KD, et al. The impact of interventions that integrate
accelerometers on physical activity and weight loss: a systematic review. Ann Behav Med 2017 Feb;51(1):79-93 [FREE
Full text] [doi: 10.1007/s12160-016-9829-1] [Medline: 27565168]

26. Lyons EJ, Lewis ZH, Mayrsohn BG, Rowland JL. Behavior change techniques implemented in electronic lifestyle activity
monitors: a systematic content analysis. J Med Internet Res 2014;16(8):e192 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.3469]
[Medline: 25131661]

27. McCallum C, Rooksby J, Gray CM. Evaluating the impact of physical activity apps and wearables: interdisciplinary review.
JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2018 Mar 23;6(3):e58 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/mhealth.9054] [Medline: 29572200]

28. Hunt K, McCann C, Gray CM, Mutrie N, Wyke S. "You've got to walk before you run": positive evaluations of a walking
program as part of a gender-sensitized, weight-management program delivered to men through professional football clubs.
Health Psychol 2013 Jan;32(1):57-65. [doi: 10.1037/a0029537] [Medline: 23316853]

29. Annette Dean MC. Using pedometer step-count goals to promote physical activity in cardiac rehabilitation: a feasibility
study of a controlled trial. Int J Phys Med Rehabil 2013;04(07):157-162. [doi: 10.4172/2329-9096.1000157]

30. Vaes AW, Cheung A, Atakhorrami M, Groenen MT, Amft O, Franssen FM, et al. Effect of 'activity monitor-based' counseling
on physical activity and health-related outcomes in patients with chronic diseases: A systematic review and meta-analysis.
Ann Med 2013 Sep;45(5-6):397-412. [doi: 10.3109/07853890.2013.810891] [Medline: 23952917]

31. Davies CA, Spence JC, Vandelanotte C, Caperchione CM, Mummery WK. Meta-analysis of internet-delivered interventions
to increase physical activity levels. Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act 2012;9:52 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/1479-5868-9-52]
[Medline: 22546283]

32. Lewis ZH, Lyons EJ, Jarvis JM, Baillargeon J. Using an electronic activity monitor system as an intervention modality: a
systematic review. BMC Public Health 2015;15:585 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/s12889-015-1947-3] [Medline:
26104189]

33. Butryn ML, Arigo D, Raggio GA, Colasanti M, Forman EM. Enhancing physical activity promotion in midlife women
with technology-based self-monitoring and social connectivity: a pilot study. J Health Psychol 2014 Dec 8;21(8):1548-1555.
[doi: 10.1177/1359105314558895] [Medline: 25488937]

34. Muntaner A, Vidal-Conti J, Palou P. Increasing physical activity through mobile device interventions: a systematic review.
Health Informatics J 2016 Dec;22(3):451-469. [doi: 10.1177/1460458214567004] [Medline: 25649783]

35. Lyons EJ, Swartz MC, Lewis ZH, Martinez E, Jennings K. Feasibility and acceptability of a wearable technology physical
activity intervention with telephone counseling for mid-aged and older adults: a randomized controlled pilot trial. JMIR
Mhealth Uhealth 2017 Mar 06;5(3):e28 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/mhealth.6967] [Medline: 28264796]

36. Olson KE, O'Brien MA, Rogers WA, Charness N. Diffusion of technology: frequency of use for younger and older adults.
Ageing Int 2011 Mar;36(1):123-145 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1007/s12126-010-9077-9] [Medline: 22685360]

37. Gualtieri L, Rosenbluth S, Phillips J. Can a free wearable activity tracker change behavior? The impact of trackers on adults
in a physician-led wellness group. JMIR Res Protoc 2016 Nov 30;5(4):e237 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/resprot.6534]
[Medline: 27903490]

38. McMahon SK, Lewis B, Oakes M, Guan W, Wyman JF, Rothman AJ. Older adults' experiences using a commercially
available monitor to self-track their physical activity. JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2016;4(2):e35 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.2196/mhealth.5120] [Medline: 27076486]

39. Hawkins JL, Oliver EJ, Wyatt-Williams J, Scale E, van Woerden H. Assessing the feasibility of using uniaxial accelerometers
with an online support platform in the delivery of a community-based exercise referral scheme. J Prim Care Community
Health 2014 Oct;5(4):288-290. [doi: 10.1177/2150131914536053] [Medline: 24861974]

40. Hallingberg B, Turley R, Segrott J, Wight D, Craig P, Moore L, et al. Exploratory studies to decide whether and how to
proceed with full-scale evaluations of public health interventions: a systematic review of guidance. Pilot Feasibility Stud
2018;4:104 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/s40814-018-0290-8] [Medline: 29854417]

41. Craig P, Dieppe P, Macintyre S, Michie S, Nazareth I, Petticrew M, et al. Developing and evaluating complex interventions:
the new Medical Research Council guidance. Br Med J 2008;337:a1655 [FREE Full text] [Medline: 18824488]

42. Eldridge SM, Chan CL, Campbell MJ, Bond CM, Hopewell S, Thabane L, PAFS consensus group. CONSORT 2010
statement: extension to randomised pilot and feasibility trials. Pilot Feasibility Stud 2016;2:64 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1186/s40814-016-0105-8] [Medline: 27965879]

43. Hawkins J, Edwards M, Charles J, Jago R, Kelson M, Morgan K, et al. Protocol for a feasibility randomised controlled trial
of the use of Physical ACtivity monitors in an Exercise Referral Setting: the PACERS study. Pilot Feasibility Stud 2017;3:51
[FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/s40814-017-0194-z] [Medline: 29238607]

44. Sieverdes JC, Wickel EE, Hand GA, Bergamin M, Moran RR, Blair SN. Reliability and validity of the Mywellness Key
physical activity monitor. Clin Epidemiol 2013;5:13-20 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2147/CLEP.S38370] [Medline: 23378783]

J Med Internet Res 2019 | vol. 21 | iss. 3 | e12374 | p.16http://www.jmir.org/2019/3/e12374/
(page number not for citation purposes)

Hawkins et alJOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH

XSL•FO
RenderX

https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ph49/resources/behaviour-change-individual-approaches-pdf-1996366337989
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ph49/resources/behaviour-change-individual-approaches-pdf-1996366337989
http://www.webcitation.org/76SVd73WM
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/25690685
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00325481.2015.1015396
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25690685&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/27565168
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/27565168
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12160-016-9829-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27565168&dopt=Abstract
http://www.jmir.org/2014/8/e192/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.3469
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25131661&dopt=Abstract
http://mhealth.jmir.org/2018/3/e58/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/mhealth.9054
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29572200&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029537
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23316853&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.4172/2329-9096.1000157
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/07853890.2013.810891
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23952917&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ijbnpa.org/content/9//52
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-9-52
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22546283&dopt=Abstract
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/15/585
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12889-015-1947-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26104189&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1359105314558895
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25488937&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1460458214567004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25649783&dopt=Abstract
http://mhealth.jmir.org/2017/3/e28/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/mhealth.6967
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28264796&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/22685360
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12126-010-9077-9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22685360&dopt=Abstract
http://www.researchprotocols.org/2016/4/e237/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/resprot.6534
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27903490&dopt=Abstract
http://mhealth.jmir.org/2016/2/e35/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/mhealth.5120
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27076486&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2150131914536053
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24861974&dopt=Abstract
https://pilotfeasibilitystudies.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s40814-018-0290-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40814-018-0290-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29854417&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/18824488
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=18824488&dopt=Abstract
https://pilotfeasibilitystudies.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s40814-016-0105-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40814-016-0105-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27965879&dopt=Abstract
https://pilotfeasibilitystudies.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s40814-017-0194-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40814-017-0194-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29238607&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.2147/CLEP.S38370
http://dx.doi.org/10.2147/CLEP.S38370
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23378783&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


45. Venkatesh V, Bala H. Technology acceptance model 3 and a research agenda on interventions. Decision Sci 2008
May;39(2):273-315. [doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5915.2008.00192.x]

46. Venkatesh V, Morris MG, Davis GB, Davis FD. User acceptance of information technology: toward a unified view. MIS
Q 2003;27(3):425-478. [doi: 10.2307/30036540]

47. Markland D, Tobin V. A modification to the behavioural regulation in exercise questionnaire to include an assessment of
amotivation. Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology 2004 Jun;26(2):191-196. [doi: 10.1123/jsep.26.2.191]

48. EuroQol Group. EuroQol--a new facility for the measurement of health-related quality of life. Health Policy 1990
Dec;16(3):199-208. [Medline: 10109801]

49. Migueles JH, Cadenas-Sanchez C, Ekelund U, Delisle Nyström C, Mora-Gonzalez J, Löf M, et al. Accelerometer data
collection and processing criteria to assess physical activity and other outcomes: a systematic review and practical
considerations. Sports Med 2017 Sep;47(9):1821-1845 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1007/s40279-017-0716-0] [Medline:
28303543]

50. Troiano RP, Berrigan D, Dodd KW, Mâsse LC, Tilert T, McDowell M. Physical activity in the United States measured by
accelerometer. Med Sci Sports Exerc 2008 Jan;40(1):181-188. [doi: 10.1249/mss.0b013e31815a51b3] [Medline: 18091006]

51. Edwards RT, Linck P, Hounsome N, Raisanen L, Williams N, Moore L, et al. Cost-effectiveness of a national exercise
referral programme for primary care patients in Wales: results of a randomised controlled trial. BMC Public Health 2013
Oct 29;13(1):1021 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/1471-2458-13-1021] [Medline: 24164697]

52. Glick HA, Doshi JA, Sonnad SS, Polsky D. Economic Evaluation in Clinical Trials. Oxford: Oxford University Press;
2014.

53. Fereday J, Muir-Cochrane E. Demonstrating rigor using thematic analysis: a hybrid approach of inductive and deductive
coding and theme development. Int J Qual Meth 2016 Nov 29;5(1):80-92. [doi: 10.1177/160940690600500107]

54. Herdman M, Gudex C, Lloyd A, Janssen M, Kind P, Parkin D, et al. Development and preliminary testing of the new
five-level version of EQ-5D (EQ-5D-5L). Qual Life Res 2011 Dec;20(10):1727-1736 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1007/s11136-011-9903-x] [Medline: 21479777]

55. Watson S, Woodside JV, Ware LJ, Hunter SJ, McGrath A, Cardwell CR, et al. Effect of a web-based behavior change
program on weight loss and cardiovascular risk factors in overweight and obese adults at high risk of developing
cardiovascular disease: randomized controlled trial. J Med Internet Res 2015;17(7):e177 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.2196/jmir.3828] [Medline: 26183659]

56. Griffiths F, Lindenmeyer A, Powell J, Lowe P, Thorogood M. Why are health care interventions delivered over the internet?
A systematic review of the published literature. J Med Internet Res 2006 Jun 23;8(2):e10 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.2196/jmir.8.2.e10] [Medline: 16867965]

57. Shih PC, Han K, Poole ES, Rosson MB, Carroll JM. Use and adoption challenges of wearable activity trackers. In: iConference
2015 Proceedings.: iConference Proceedings; 2015 Presented at: iConference; 2015; Newport Beach, CA.

58. AARP (American Association of Retired Persons). Building a Better Tracker: Older consumers weigh in on activity and
sleep monitoring devices URL: https://www.aarp.org/content/dam/aarp/home-and-family/personal-technology/2015-07/
innovation-50-project-catalyst-tracker-study-AARP.pdf [accessed 2019-02-25] [WebCite Cache ID 76SXLxegW]

59. Mercer K, Giangregorio L, Schneider E, Chilana P, Li M, Grindrod K. Acceptance of commercially available wearable
activity trackers among adults aged over 50 and with chronic illness: a mixed-methods evaluation. JMIR Mhealth Uhealth
2016;4(1):e7 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/mhealth.4225] [Medline: 26818775]

60. Puri A, Kim B, Nguyen O, Stolee P, Tung J, Lee J. User acceptance of wrist-worn activity trackers among
community-dwelling older adults: mixed method study. JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2017 Nov 15;5(11):e173 [FREE Full text]
[doi: 10.2196/mhealth.8211] [Medline: 29141837]

61. Blake H, Batt ME. Employee perceptions of a pedometer walking intervention in a hospital workplace. Int J Health Promot
Educ 2015 Mar 02;53(5):257-270. [doi: 10.1080/14635240.2015.1016621]

62. Verwey R, van der Weegen S, Spreeuwenberg M, Tange H, van der Weijden T, de Witte L. Process evaluation of physical
activity counselling with and without the use of mobile technology: A mixed methods study. Int J Nurs Stud 2016 Jan;53:3-16.
[doi: 10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2015.10.008] [Medline: 26518108]

63. Meyer J, Hein A. Live long and prosper: potentials of low-cost consumer devices for the prevention of cardiovascular
diseases. Med 2 0 2013;2(2):e7 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/med20.2667] [Medline: 25075242]

64. Ehn M, Eriksson LC, Åkerberg N, Johansson A. Activity monitors as support for older persons' physical activity in daily
life: qualitative study of the users' experiences. JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2018 Feb 01;6(2):e34 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.2196/mhealth.8345] [Medline: 29391342]

Abbreviations
BCTs: behavior change techniques
BREQ: Behavioural Regulations in Exercise Questionnaire
CSRI: Client Service Receipt Inventory
ERS: exercise referral scheme

J Med Internet Res 2019 | vol. 21 | iss. 3 | e12374 | p.17http://www.jmir.org/2019/3/e12374/
(page number not for citation purposes)

Hawkins et alJOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5915.2008.00192.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/30036540
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jsep.26.2.191
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=10109801&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/28303543
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40279-017-0716-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28303543&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1249/mss.0b013e31815a51b3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=18091006&dopt=Abstract
https://bmcpublichealth.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1471-2458-13-1021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-13-1021
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24164697&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/160940690600500107
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/21479777
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11136-011-9903-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=21479777&dopt=Abstract
http://www.jmir.org/2015/7/e177/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.3828
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26183659&dopt=Abstract
http://www.jmir.org/2006/2/e10/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.8.2.e10
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=16867965&dopt=Abstract
https://www.aarp.org/content/dam/aarp/home-and-family/personal-technology/2015-07/innovation-50-project-catalyst-tracker-study-AARP.pdf
https://www.aarp.org/content/dam/aarp/home-and-family/personal-technology/2015-07/innovation-50-project-catalyst-tracker-study-AARP.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/76SXLxegW
http://mhealth.jmir.org/2016/1/e7/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/mhealth.4225
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26818775&dopt=Abstract
http://mhealth.jmir.org/2017/11/e173/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/mhealth.8211
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29141837&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14635240.2015.1016621
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2015.10.008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26518108&dopt=Abstract
http://www.medicine20.com/2013/2/e7/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/med20.2667
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25075242&dopt=Abstract
http://mhealth.jmir.org/2018/2/e34/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/mhealth.8345
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29391342&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


MWC: MyWellnessCloud
MWK: MyWellnessKey
NERS: National Exercise Referral Scheme
PC: progression criteria
QALYs: quality adjusted life years
RAI: Relative Autonomy Index
RCT: randomized controlled trial
TSC: trial steering committee

Edited by G Eysenbach; submitted 05.10.18; peer-reviewed by C McCallum, B Kim, J Lee; comments to author 12.12.18; revised
version received 20.12.18; accepted 26.12.18; published 29.03.19

Please cite as:
Hawkins J, Charles JM, Edwards M, Hallingberg B, McConnon L, Edwards RT, Jago R, Kelson M, Morgan K, Murphy S, Oliver EJ,
Simpson SA, Moore G
Acceptability and Feasibility of Implementing Accelorometry-Based Activity Monitors and a Linked Web Portal in an Exercise Referral
Scheme: Feasibility Randomized Controlled Trial
J Med Internet Res 2019;21(3):e12374
URL: http://www.jmir.org/2019/3/e12374/ 
doi:10.2196/12374
PMID:30924791

©Jemma Hawkins, Joanna M Charles, Michelle Edwards, Britt Hallingberg, Linda McConnon, Rhiannon Tudor Edwards, Russell
Jago, Mark Kelson, Kelly Morgan, Simon Murphy, Emily J. Oliver, Sharon A. Simpson, Graham Moore. Originally published
in the Journal of Medical Internet Research (http://www.jmir.org), 29.03.2019. This is an open-access article distributed under
the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted
use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work, first published in the Journal of Medical Internet
Research, is properly cited. The complete bibliographic information, a link to the original publication on http://www.jmir.org/,
as well as this copyright and license information must be included.

J Med Internet Res 2019 | vol. 21 | iss. 3 | e12374 | p.18http://www.jmir.org/2019/3/e12374/
(page number not for citation purposes)

Hawkins et alJOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://www.jmir.org/2019/3/e12374/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/12374
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=30924791&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

