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Abstract

Background: A growing number of older adults suffer hip and pelvic fractures leading to hospital admission. They
often result in reduced physical activity (PA) and impaired mobility. PA can be objectively measured with body-
worn sensors. Usually, global cumulative PA parameters are analysed, such as walking duration, upright-time and
number of steps. These traditional parameters mix different domains of PA, such as physical capacity (PC),
behaviour and living environment. We examined the change of global cumulative PA measures during
rehabilitation and after discharge in patients with hip or pelvic fracture and whether more ‘in-depth’ PA parameters,
such as walking interval length, variability of interval length and sit-to-stand transitions and their changes during
rehabilitation and 3 months after discharge might better reflect the above mentioned three clinically relevant
domains of PA.

Methods: This study is a secondary data analysis of a randomised controlled trial to improve PA and fall-related
self-efficacy in hip or pelvic fracture patients (≥60 years) with concerns about falling. Changes of accelerometer-
measured global cumulative and in-depth PA parameters (activPAL3) were analysed in an observational design
before and after discharge combining both groups. For comparison, the same analyses were applied to the
traditional PC measures gait speed and 5-chair-rise.

Results: Seventy-five percent of the 111 study participants were female (mean age: 82.5 (SD = 6.76) years.
Daily walking duration, upright time and number of steps as aspects of global PA increased during inpatient
rehabilitation as well as afterwards. The in-depth PA parameters showed differing patterns. While the total
number of walking bouts increased similarly, the number of longer walking bouts decreased by 50% after
discharge. This pattern was also seen for the average walking interval length, which increased by 2.34 s (95%
confidence interval (CI): 0.68; 4.00) during inpatient rehabilitation and decreased afterwards below baseline
level (− 4.19 s (95% CI: − 5.56; − 2.82)). The traditional PC measures showed similar patterns to the in-depth PA
parameters with improvements during rehabilitation, but not at home.
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Conclusion: Our findings suggest that the in-depth PA parameters add further information to the global
cumulative PA parameters. Whereas global cumulative PA parameters improved significantly during inpatient
rehabilitation and after discharge, in-depth PA parameters as well as PC did not continuously improve at
home. In contrast to global cumulative PA parameters the in-depth parameters seem to reflect contextual
factors such as the build environment and aspects of PC, which are traditionally assessed by clinical PC
measures. These in combination with digital mobility measures can help clinicians to assess the health status
of fragility fracture patients, individually tailor therapy measures and monitor the rehabilitation process.

Keywords: Hip fracture, Pelvic fracture, Physical activity, Mobility, Older people, Digital mobility outcomes,
Body-worn sensors

Background
A growing number of older adults suffer hip and pelvic
fractures occurring as a result of a low energy trauma
[1]. In Europe alone, hip and pelvic fractures account for
more than 1 million hospital admissions per year. These
fractures are often associated with poor health out-
comes, such as impaired mobility [2], disability, loss of
independence [3], care home admissions [4] and in-
creased mortality. Patients with pre-existing or post-
fracture symptoms of anxiety, fear of falling, cognitive
impairment, neurovascular and neurodegenerative dis-
eases or limited fall-related self-efficacy are particularly
threatened by these negative consequences after the
fracture [5, 6]. Older persons with fragility fractures typ-
ically have excessive sedentary behaviour and low levels
of mobility in the acute and sub-acute phase as well as
post-discharge [7].
Improving PA and especially mobility that allow a re-

turn to the place of origin must be considered as the
core elements and the goals of the rehabilitation process
for fracture patients [8]. Sufficient levels of PA and mo-
bility are the prerequisites for an active role in the soci-
ety as they are key to perform meaningful indoor and
outdoor activities [9]. Furthermore, a physically active
lifestyle has been shown important to prevent and man-
age numerous conditions [10–12]. From a patient, care-
giver, and health care professional perspective the sit-to-
stand transfer, being able to walk a certain distance such
as going to a toilet, the perceived safety of walking and
reaching a certain gait speed is relevant for safe mobility.
The restitution of independent walking at least with an
assistive device is one of the primary goals during re-
habilitation after hip and pelvic fractures [13].
Therefore, it makes sense to assess and monitor the

PA during rehabilitation and after discharge. This en-
ables clinicians to personalise therapy, give face valid
feedback to patients and not the least could allow health
care funders to assess cost-effectiveness and cost-utility
of different approaches.
Body-worn sensors that objectively and continuously

collect data on body movements are increasingly being
used augmenting self-report measures of patient

reported PA. In fragility fracture patients, the few studies
using sensor-based measures have analysed global cumu-
lative PA parameters. Number of steps as a surrogate
measure of PA has been used as an outcome after hip
fracture [14–16]. Another relevant PA construct is the
cumulative daily upright duration, summarising standing
and walking, which represents the other side of the coin
of sedentary time including lying or sitting [17, 18].
Mean upright times after hip fracture have been re-
ported to be less than 60 min per day in acute care set-
tings [7, 14, 19]. During inpatient rehabilitation the
mean upright time increased moderately to 80 min/day
[20]. For community-dwelling older persons with a mean
age of 76 years, Klenk and colleagues [21] reported in a
German longitudinal study a walking duration of 104
min per day, a daily uptime of 380 min and a sedentary
duration of 1060min per day.
However, such traditional cumulative measures reflect

a mix of several PA domains. By PA domains we mean
three factors: Physical capacity (PC), such as muscle
strength, behavioural aspects and environmental aspects.
By behavioural aspects we mean the influence of for ex-
ample the social environment and intrinsic or extrinsic
motivation on PA. By environmental aspects we mean
the influence of for example room sizes, ward lengths,
accessibility of the housing environment and outdoor
environment and number of stairs on PA. Therefore, be-
sides these global cumulative PA parameters, we add-
itionally analysed more ‘in-depth’ PA parameters, such
as the pattern of different walking bout intervals, the
variability of the walking bouts, the number of sit-to-
stand transitions and other features, because we think
that they might help to better reflect these mentioned
PA domains, such as PC and behavioural or environ-
mental aspects.
Therefore, the aim of our analysis was to examine the

change of global cumulative PA measures during re-
habilitation and after discharge in patients with hip or
pelvic fracture and whether more ‘in-depth’ PA parame-
ters, such as walking interval length, variability of inter-
val length and sit-to-stand transitions and their changes
during rehabilitation and 3months after discharge might
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better reflect the mentioned three clinically relevant do-
mains of PA.

Methods
Subjects and design
The current study is a secondary, explorative data ana-
lysis of a randomised controlled trial that aimed to im-
prove PA and fall-related self-efficacy in hip and pelvic
fracture patients [22, 23]. Participants were recruited be-
tween April 2011 and December 2013 from one geriatric
rehabilitation facility in the Southwest of Germany. All
participants gave written informed consent and the
study protocol was approved by the ethical committee of
the local university (ref: 113/2011BO2). The study pro-
cedures and the development of the fear of falling
screening have been described in detail elsewhere [22].
In brief, all patients with hip or pelvic fractures (ICD-10
S72.0, S72.1, S72.2, S32.1, S32.2, S32.3, S32.4, S32.5,
S32.7, S32.8) were screened after admission. Inclusion
criteria were (1) age ≥ 60 years and (2) concerns about
falling. Exclusion criteria were delirium, short-
sightedness despite vision aid (Snellen Index > 20/400)
[24], severe mental diseases, such as schizophrenia, sui-
cidality, acute psychosis, cognitive impairment assessed
by the Short-Orientation-Memory-Concentration Test
(SOMC > 10) [25], being resident of a nursing home, not
being able to understand the German language, no ac-
cess to a telephone, severe aphasia, certain medical con-
ditions, such as palliative treatment for cancer or not
residing and accessible with public transportation in the
metropolitan area. Medical exclusion criteria were deter-
mined by the physician in charge. Other exclusion cri-
teria were asked by the assessment team.
The primary analyses did not show statistically signifi-

cant differences between IG and CG regarding PA out-
comes [24]. Therefore, we combined both groups in the
present analysis. We also performed all analyses of the
current study for each group, which confirmed no sig-
nificant differences between groups (data not shown).

Physical activity measurement
All PA outcomes were measured using an inertial sensor
including a tri-axial accelerometer (activPAL3™, PAL
Technologies Ltd., Glasgow, UK). The device was at-
tached on the midline anterior aspect of the preferred
upper thigh and was fully wrapped in waterproof adhe-
sive tape to allow participants to wear the activPAL3
during showering and bathing activities. The commercial
manufacture’s software was used to initialise the acceler-
ometer with the default settings (i.e., 20 Hz, 10s mini-
mum sitting-upright period) and to process the recorded
data (activPAL process and presentation V7.2.32). The
algorithm detects postures (sedentary, standing, and
walking), counting steps and sit-to-stand transitions.

The activities detected can be classified as inactivity (that
is time in a sedentary position, i.e. lying or sitting) and
upright time, such as standing and walking [26]. PA was
measured three times during the study: after admission
to the geriatric inpatient rehabilitation (T0), which is
usually the third week after the fracture, prior to dis-
charge from the rehabilitation clinic (T1), and three
months after discharge (T2). At T0 and T1 the first
weekday with activity measurements over 24-h was in-
cluded in the analysis. At T2 seven consecutive days (24
h each) were analysed and the mean values per day were
presented. The sensor was attached the day before the
start of each measurement period to ensure 24-h record-
ings for all measurement days. The rationale to limit the
assessment at T0 and T1 to 24 h was the equal structure
of days across the week during geriatric rehabilitation,
set by the clinical routine. In contrast, a 7-day assess-
ment was performed at T2 to account for the inter-day
variability in the home-environment [27].

Global cumulative PA parameters
In the present study, we have followed the analyses pre-
viously described by Klenk and colleagues [28] analysing
global cumulative PA parameters, such as the average
daily walking duration, average daily number of steps
and average daily upright duration.

In-depth PA parameters
As Klenk and colleagues [28] suggested, also more de-
tailed ‘in-depth’ parameters to describe PA after hip
fracture have been derived from these global cumulative
parameters: average daily walking interval length, abso-
lute number of walking bouts of different durations (≥1
s, ≥10 s, ≥60 s), median cadence, average daily number of
sit-to-stand transfers, and the coefficient of variation for
walking interval lengths ≥10s, which is defined as the ra-
tio of standard deviation to the mean and reflects in our
example the variation of longer walking intervals (high
values mean high variation). Walking bout thresholds of
1, 10 and 60 s to count the number of bouts have been
selected pragmatically to avoid unplausible short bout
lengths and to differentiate between bouts more likely
acquired indoors and outdoors. Each parameter was de-
termined per 24 h.

Physical capacity parameters
Habitual gait speed and 5-chair-rise time [29] were
assessed in order to include gold standard PC parame-
ters currently being used in clinical routine and reflect-
ing dynamic balance and functional leg strength,
respectively. Habitual gait speed was measured by stop-
watch over a distance of 4 m with an additional meter at
either end for acceleration and deceleration. The assess-
ment of the 5-chair-rise time was modified as
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recommended [30] allowing the use of arm-rests if
needed and performing with habitual speed.

Covariables
Age and sex were ascertained by patient file. Education
was asked by interview. Cognitive function was screened
by the Short Orientation–Memory–Concentration Test
(SOMC) [25], a test which contains six weighted items.
Scores range from 0 to 28 points, with lower scores indi-
cating low cognitive impairment. The Short Physical
Performance Battery (SPPB) [29] was performed to as-
sess the capacity of lower extremities. The SPPB was de-
veloped for community-dwelling older persons and
combines the results of tests assessing static balance,
strength of the lower extremities and gait speed. Due to
our different target group some modifications were
made to the original versions of the strength and gait
speed subtests as described above. For calculating the
final SPPB score (range 0–12 with higher scores indicat-
ing the highest degree of lower extremity capacity) we
used categorical scores (range 0–4) for each sub-test
based on timed quartiles in a large population available
on the internet [31]. Mobility disability was measured
using the Rivermead Mobility Index (RMI) [32, 33]. The
Short Falls Efficacy Scale – International (Short FES-I)
[34, 35] was used to assess concern about falls for 7 ac-
tivities of daily living (e. g. getting dressed or undressed).
It ranges from 7 to 28 points, with lower scores suggest-
ing low concern. Pain during the rehabilitation was
assessed with the dimension “pain” of the Western On-
tario and McMaster Universities Osteoarthritis-Scale
(WOMAC) [36, 37]. This sub-scale consists of 5 items
referring to pain during movement and in rest. Pain is
indicated on a 11-point Likert scale (0 to 10) with a
higher value representing more pain.

Statistical analyses
The analyses focused on the progression of global cumu-
lative as well as ‘in-depth’ PA-parameters between times
of measurement. Least-square means and mean differ-
ences with 95%-confidence intervals were calculated for
each point in time. For comparison, the same analyses
were applied to the PC measures gait speed and 5-chair-
rise, traditionally being used in clinical routine. Statis-
tical analyses were performed using SAS 9.4.

Results
The study population comprised 111 individuals.
Seventy-five percent of the participants were female, and
the mean age was 82.5 years (SD = 6.76 years). Partici-
pants’ characteristics are presented in Table 1.

Global cumulative PA parameters
Average daily walking duration, average daily number of
steps and average daily upright duration increased dur-
ing inpatient rehabilitation and further until to the
follow-up three months after discharge. Walking dur-
ation and number of steps had their main gain during
geriatric rehabilitation (rise by 56% up to 35.0 min and
by 64% up to 2141 steps, respectively). These parameters
levelled off in the home environment (rise by 25% up to
43.7 min and by 34% up to 2872 steps, respectively). The
increase of daily upright duration between T0 and T1
(+ 27%) and between T1 and T2 (+ 33%) were similar
(Table 2). Over the whole rehabilitation period, walking
duration, number of steps and upright duration rose by
94, 120 and 70%, respectively.

In-depth PA parameters
Similarly, to the cumulative PA measures, the total num-
ber of walking bouts ≥1 s continuously rose over the
whole observation period by 143% (from 99 to 241
bouts), but mainly after discharge with an increase of
64%. The number of walking bouts ≥10 s rose by 111%
(from 36 to 76 bouts) in total with equal slopes in both
periods. In contrast, the number of longer bouts ≥60 s
increased during inpatient rehabilitation by 50% (+ 2)
and decreased by the same amount at home. All changes
were statistically significant as indicated by the confi-
dence intervals of the mean value differences.
The observed pattern for number of walking bouts

was also reflected by the daily walking interval length
with an increase by 2.34 s (95% confidence interval (CI):
0.68; 4.00) from 11.9 s to 14.2 s during inpatient rehabili-
tation. However, the walking interval length decreased

Table 1 Characteristics of the study population at admission
(T0)

Total
n = 111

Females, n (%) 83 (75)

Age [years], mean (SD) 82.5 (6.76)

Education > 9 years, n (%) 45 (41)

SOMC [0–28], mean (SD) 3.28 (2.75)

Gait speed [m/s], mean (SD)a 0.45 (0.16)

5-Chair rise time [s], mean (SD)a 32.3 (15.1)

SPPB [0–16], mean (SD) 3.04 (2.04)

RMI [0–15], mean (SD) 7.56 (2.54)

Short FES-I [7–28], mean (SD) 15.8 (4.96)

WOMAC pain [0–20], mean (SD) 14.3 (10.7)

SOMC Short Orientation-Memory-Concentration Test, SPPB Short Physical
Performance Battery, RMI Rivermead Mobility Index, Short FES-I Short version
of the Falls Efficacy Scale – International, WOMAC Western Ontario and
McMaster Universities Osteoarthritis-Scale
aGait speed at baseline was assessed from n = 89, chair rise time at baseline
was assessed from n = 85
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after discharge even below the baseline level to 10.0 s (−
4.19 s (95% CI: − 5.56; − 2.82). The variability for walking
interval lengths ≥10s indicated by the coefficient of vari-
ation increased slightly between T0 and T1 by 13% and
more pronounced between T1 and T2 by 28%.
Median cadence only statistically significantly im-

proved during inpatient rehabilitation by 6.23 steps per
minute (95% CI: 4.05; 8.41). The average daily number
of sit-to-stand transfers increased during geriatric re-
habilitation by 14% (49 to 56 sit-to-stand transfers), but
decreased in the home environment below the baseline
level (44 sit-to-stand transfers).

Physical capacity parameters
The PC in-lab measures of gait speed and 5-chair rise
time showed a comparable pattern to the in-depth PA
parameters with a statistically significant improvement
during inpatient rehabilitation and no further progres-
sion after discharge.

Discussion
Until now, only a few studies on fragility fracture pa-
tients have reported objective sensor-based PA mea-
sures. These have mainly analysed global cumulative
parameters, such as walking duration, uptime and step
counts. In our study we additionally examined further
in-depth PA parameters. These parameters showed

different patterns and obtain a more detailed picture of
mobility during rehabilitation and after discharge, which
might better reflect different clinically relevant domains
of PA, such as PC. The in-depth PA parameters seem
also to have been affected by behavioural and environ-
mental factors.
All measured global cumulative PA parameters

assessed by an inertial sensor improved statistically sig-
nificantly and clinically meaningfully during inpatient re-
habilitation and after discharge. At home uptime
duration (standing, shuffling, walking) reached more
than 4 h a day. Other published studies showed improve-
ments in global cumulative PA parameters such as “daily
walking duration”, “daily number of steps” and/or “daily
upright time” [20, 38, 39]. The significant improvement
of daily walking duration and the number of steps dur-
ing geriatric inpatient rehabilitation is likely to be caused
by the rehabilitation and the build environment of the
rehabilitation clinic. Patients received at least three sin-
gle or group sessions of physiotherapy, weight-bearing
exercise and balance training. The different slopes of the
three measured global cumulative PA parameters indi-
cate a shift from walking to standing activities after dis-
charge. This is most likely caused by a behavioural
adaptation to the environment and social role. At home
many people get involved in standing household activ-
ities, such as preparing a meal, washing the dishes and

Table 2 Mean values and differences with 95% confidence intervals (95%-CI) of PA parameters and PC measures

T0 (n = 111) T0-T1 T1 (n = 103) T1-T2 T2 (n = 92)

Global cumulative PA parameters

Average daily walking duration [min] 22.5 (17.5; 27.4) 12.5 (9.2; 15.8) 35.0 (30.0; 40.0) 8.7 (2.3; 15.1) 43.7 (36.8; 50.6)

Average daily number of steps 1304 (1019;
1589)

837 (595; 1080) 2141 (1857;
2426)

731 (278; 1184) 2872 (2383;
3361)

Average daily upright duration [min] 171.9 (146.4;
197.5)

46.9 (27.8; 65.9) 218.8 (193.4;
244.2)

72.6 (45.1; 100.2) 291.4 (257.8;
325.0)

In-depth PA parameters

Average daily walking interval length [s] 11.9 (10.6; 13.1) 2.34 (0.68; 4.00) 14.2 (12.7; 15.7) −4.19 (−5.56;
−2.82)

10.0 (9.2; 10.8)

Coefficient of variation for walking interval lengths
≥10s

0.70 (0.66; 0.75) 0.08 (0.02; 0.15) 0.79 (0.72; 0.85) 0.22 (0.11; 0.34) 1.01 (0.88; 1.14)

Number of walking bouts ≥1 s 99 (81; 116) 49 (38; 60) 147 (130; 165) 94 (64; 124) 241 (207; 276)

Number of walking bouts ≥10 s 36 (28; 43) 19 (14; 24) 54 (47; 62) 21 (11; 32) 76 (64; 88)

Number of walking bouts ≥60 s 4 (2; 5) 2 (1; 3) 6 (5; 7) −2 (−4; − 1) 3 (3; 4)

Median cadence [steps/min] 52.6 (50.3; 54.9) 6.23 (4.05; 8.41) 58.8 (56.8; 60.8) 3.14 (−0.41; 6.68) 61.9 (58.6; 65.3)

Average daily number of sit-to-stand transfers 49 (45; 53) 7 (4; 10) 56 (52; 60) −12 (−15; −8) 44 (41; 48)

Traditional PC measures

Gait speed [m/s]a 0.45 (0.41; 0.48) 0.09 (0.06; 0.13) 0.54 (0.50; 0.58) −0.01 (−0.06;
0.04)

0.53 (0.48; 0.58)

5-Chair rise time [s]a 34.3 (31.0; 37.6) −5.09 (−7.69;
−2.48)

29.2 (26.4; 32.1) 0.36 (−2.80; 3.52) 28.9 (25.8; 31.9)

T0 at admission, T1 at discharge, T2 three months after discharge
a Measured by stop-watch
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cleaning the apartment [40]. Future interventions for fra-
gility fracture patients might focus more on the training
of outdoor activities to increase the individual live-space
and thereby social participation and quality of life.
The in-depth PA parameters underpin the change of

the global cumulative PA parameters after discharge,
but give further insights in to the change of PA pat-
terns. The following three findings underline the shift
to shorter walking bouts after discharge: the decrease of
the mean walking interval length after an initial in-
crease during rehabilitation, the rising number of walk-
ing bouts and the decline of longer bouts ≥60 s at
home. The profiling shows that after discharge patients
are longer on their feet, but interrupt walking activities
more often to do other standing activities. This prob-
ably reflects the required person-environment fit. The
walking bouts of 10 s and more are particularly relevant
for longer distance indoor activities such as transfers
between rooms at home. In contrast, walking bouts of
60 s and more reflect very long indoor distances like in
the inpatient setting (e.g., transfer from a patient room
to a therapy room) or outdoor activities. The majority
of the participants in the study were mostly home-
bound, which corresponds to the observed decrease of
walking bouts of 60 s and more. Somewhat similar ob-
servations have been reported by other publications in
the field [41]. The increase of the coefficient of vari-
ation for walking interval lengths over 10 s particularly
after discharge demonstrates a higher variability of lon-
ger walking intervals and therefore a higher adaptability
to activities of daily living. The number of sit-to-stand
transfers increased during inpatient rehabilitation but
decreased below baseline level after discharge. The
most likely explanation is the content of therapy ses-
sions. In most physiotherapy sessions patients are
trained to get on and off a chair and also during the
standing group exercises patients often sit down and
get off the chair again. This could be seen as a potential
to monitor part of the therapy sessions using inertial
sensors.
The current clinical gold standard PC parameters gait

speed and chair rise improved by 10–20% during in-
patient rehabilitation, but not after discharge. The pat-
tern corresponds to the progress of the in-depth PA
parameters median cadence and number of sit-to-stand
transfers, which might reflect the same PA domain,
namely PC. These in-depth PA parameters could help to
continuously monitor PC during rehabilitation and at
home. Our results indicate that outpatient rehabilitation
measures are lacking in this population. Outpatient pro-
grammes such as the Eva-Hip study [42] show that gait
recovery after hip fracture can be further improved after
discharge by a home-based balance and gait exercise
programme.

Our findings suggest that the in-depth PA parameters
add further information to the global cumulative PA
measures. Whereas all parameters improved significantly
during inpatient rehabilitation, some parameters, which
might be mainly related to PC, did not continue to im-
prove after discharge. Furthermore, contextual factors
such as the build environment probably have an influ-
ence on PA parameters. Therefore, we think that a
matrix of in-depth digital mobility parameters can add
important information to better describe domains of PA,
such as PC, behavioural and environmental factors, and
its changes. However, the validity of these in-depth PA
parameters has to be proven in future studies.
We have to acknowledge certain limitations. First, it

has been shown that activPAL and other sensors [43]
may underestimate step counts during slow walking. As
walking speed at T0 was only 0.45 m/s, the number of
steps and daily walking duration at T0 may have been
underestimated and hence, the difference between T0
and T1 could have been lower than assumed. Second,
walking bouts ≥1 s might also include data which do not
reflect walking. However, the commercial manufacture’s
software provides these bout lengths. Therefore, we de-
cided to present the number of bouts in relation to dif-
ferent cut points for the minimum bout length (1 s, 10s,
60s). A third limitation is the lacking ground truth for
some of the assumptions. It was not possible to validate
the contextual meaning of some of the parameters. The
walking bout duration is likely to reflect in-room,
between-rooms, and outdoor activities. To test this hy-
pothesis, it requires either validation by direct observa-
tion or technical validation such as automatic beacon
labelling and geo-location tracking. Furthermore, it was
not possible to differentiate between therapeutical and
habitual activity during the inpatient period. Activity
during rehabilitation was partly externally controlled by
therapy sessions. Also, further factors such as the build
environment (e.g., room location, corridor design) and
social contacts by family and peers are likely to influence
PA as co-variates or confounders. There is a need of fur-
ther studies to investigate these aspects and to directly
link observed PA patterns to certain components of cap-
acity, environment and behaviour. By definition it is not
possible for the study to conclude that inpatient rehabili-
tation alone was responsible for the beneficial effect on
PA observed.

Conclusions
We observed the changes of PA patterns in patients after
hip and pelvic fracture during inpatient rehabilitation
and transition to home settings. Global cumulative PA
parameters, such as walking duration, number of steps
and upright duration provide measures of total activity.
The in-depth PA parameters add more detailed
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information about different domains of PA: They seem
to reflect the living environment and aspects of PC,
which are traditionally assessed by PC measures, such as
gait speed or 5-Chair rise time. In combination with
these classical clinical outcomes, digital mobility mea-
sures can help clinicians to assess the health status of
fragility fracture patients, individually tailor therapy
measures and monitor the rehabilitation process.

Abbreviations
PA: Physical activity; PC: Physical capacity; CI: Confidence interval; Short FES-
I: Short Falls Efficacy Scale – International

Acknowledgements
We would like to thank Anna Pendergrass, Diana Albrecht, Katja Stöver,
Michaela Kohler and Rebekka Leonhardt for their contribution in designing
and conducting the trial. Further, the analyses was supported by the
MOBILISE-D project from the Innovative Medicines Initiative 2 Joint Undertak-
ing under grant agreement No. 820820. This Joint Undertaking receives sup-
port from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
programme and the European Federation of Pharmaceutical Industries and
Associations (EFPIA).

Authors’ contributions
KK was part of the intervention team, was involved in the analysis,
interpreted the data and wrote the manuscript. KP designed the study, was
involved in the analysis and interpreted the data. KR and CB designed the
study and substantively revised the manuscript. UL, DS and KT were involved
in the interpretation of the data and substantively revised the manuscript. JK
analysed and interpreted the data and substantively revised the manuscript.
All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding
The study was funded by the German Federal Ministry of Education and
Research [PROFinD, grant number 01EC1007A].

Availability of data and materials
The datasets used and/or analysed during the current study are available
from the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The study was conducted in accordance with the declaration of Helsinki and
approved by the ethics committee of the University of Tübingen (ref: 113/
2011BO2). All participants provided written informed consent.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1Department of Clinical Gerontology, Robert-Bosch-Hospital, Auerbachstr.
110, 70376 Stuttgart, Germany. 2Institute of Medical Physics,
Friedrich-Alexander-University Erlangen-Nürnberg, Henkestr. 91, 91052
Erlangen, Germany. 3Department of Neuromedicine and Movement Science,
Faculty of Medicine and Health Sciences, Norwegian University of Science
and Technology, N-7491 Trondheim, Norway. 4Institute of Epidemiology and
Medical Biometry, Ulm University, Helmholtzstr. 22, 89081 Ulm, Germany. 5IB
University for Health and Social Sciences, Study Center Stuttgart,
Paulinenstraße 45, 70178 Stuttgart, Germany.

Received: 1 July 2020 Accepted: 12 May 2021

References
1. Kanis JA, Oden A, Johnell O, Jonsson B, de Laet C, Dawson A. The burden of

osteoporotic fractures: a method for setting intervention thresholds.
Osteoporos Int. 2001;12(5):417–27. https://doi.org/10.1007/s001980170112.

2. Bertram M, Norman R, Kemp L, Vos T. Review of the long-term disability
associated with hip fractures. Inj Prev J Int Soc Child Adolesc Inj Prev. 2011;
17(6):365–70. https://doi.org/10.1136/ip.2010.029579.

3. Magaziner J, Simonsick EM, Kashner TM, Hebel JR, Kenzora JE. Predictors of
functional recovery one year following hospital discharge for hip fracture: a
prospective study. J Gerontol. 1990;45(3):M101–7. https://doi.org/10.1093/
geronj/45.3.M101.

4. Dyer SM, Crotty M, Fairhall N, Magaziner J, Beaupre LA, Cameron ID, et al. A
critical review of the long-term disability outcomes following hip fracture.
BMC Geriatr. 2016;16:158.

5. Bower ES, Wetherell JL, Petkus AJ, Rawson KS, Lenze EJ. Fear of falling after
hip fracture: prevalence, course, and relationship with one-year functional
recovery. Am J Geriatr Psychiatry. 2016;24(12):1228–36. https://doi.org/10.101
6/j.jagp.2016.08.006.

6. Visschedijk J, Achterberg W, Van Balen R, Hertogh C. Fear of falling after hip
fracture: a systematic review of measurement instruments, prevalence,
interventions, and related factors. J Am Geriatr Soc. 2010;58(9):1739–48.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-5415.2010.03036.x.

7. Zusman EZ, Dawes MG, Edwards N, Ashe MC. A systematic review of
evidence for older adults’ sedentary behavior and physical activity after hip
fracture. Clin Rehabil. 2018;32(5):679–91. https://doi.org/10.1177/026921551
7741665.

8. Magaziner J, Fredman L, Hawkes W, Hebel JR, Zimmerman S, Orwig DL,
et al. Changes in functional status attributable to hip fracture: a comparison
of hip fracture patients to community-dwelling aged. Am J Epidemiol. 2003;
157(11):1023–31 21.

9. Resnick B, Galik E, Boltz M, Hawkes W, Shardell M, Orwig D, et al. Physical
activity in the post-hip-fracture period. J Aging Phys Act. 2011;19(4):373–87.
https://doi.org/10.1123/japa.19.4.373.

10. de Oliveira L d SSCB, Souza EC, Rodrigues RAS, Fett CA, Piva AB. The effects
of physical activity on anxiety, depression, and quality of life in elderly
people living in the community. Trends Psychiatry Psychother. 2019;41(1):
36–42.

11. Kyu HH, Bachman VF, Alexander LT, Mumford JE, Afshin A, Estep K, et al.
Physical activity and risk of breast cancer, colon cancer, diabetes, ischemic
heart disease, and ischemic stroke events: systematic review and dose-
response meta-analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study 2013. BMJ.
2016;354:i3857.

12. Varghese T, Schultz WM, McCue AA, Lambert CT, Sandesara PB, Eapen DJ,
et al. Physical activity in the prevention of coronary heart disease:
implications for the clinician. Heart Br Card Soc. 2016;102(12):904–9.

13. Crotty M, Unroe K, Cameron ID, Miller M, Ramirez G, Couzner L.
Rehabilitation interventions for improving physical and psychosocial
functioning after hip fracture in older people. Cochrane Database Syst Rev.
2010;(1):CD007624.

14. Davenport SJ, Arnold M, Hua C, Schenck A, Batten S, Taylor NF. Physical
activity levels during acute inpatient admission after hip fracture are very
low. Physiother Res Int J Res Clin Phys Ther. 2015;20(3):174–81. https://doi.
org/10.1002/pri.1616.

15. Fleig L, McAllister MM, Brasher P, Cook WL, Guy P, Puyat JH, et al. Sedentary
behavior and physical activity patterns in older adults after hip fracture: a
call to action. J Aging Phys Act. 2016;24(1):79–84. https://doi.org/10.1123/ja
pa.2015-0013.

16. Taylor NF, Peiris CL, Kennedy G, Shields N. Walking tolerance of patients
recovering from hip fracture: a phase I trial. Disabil Rehabil. 2016;38(19):
1900–8. https://doi.org/10.3109/09638288.2015.1107776.

17. Pedersen MM, Bodilsen AC, Petersen J, Beyer N, Andersen O, Lawson-Smith
L, et al. Twenty-four-hour mobility during acute hospitalization in older
medical patients. J Gerontol A Biol Sci Med Sci. 2013;68(3):331–7. https://doi.
org/10.1093/gerona/gls165.

18. Villumsen M, Jorgensen MG, Andreasen J, Rathleff MS, Mølgaard CM. Very
low levels of physical activity in older patients during hospitalization at an
acute geriatric ward: a prospective cohort study. J Aging Phys Act. October
2015;23(4):542–9. https://doi.org/10.1123/japa.2014-0115.

Kampe et al. European Review of Aging and Physical Activity            (2021) 18:9 Page 7 of 8

https://doi.org/10.1007/s001980170112
https://doi.org/10.1136/ip.2010.029579
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronj/45.3.M101
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronj/45.3.M101
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jagp.2016.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jagp.2016.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-5415.2010.03036.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269215517741665
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269215517741665
https://doi.org/10.1123/japa.19.4.373
https://doi.org/10.1002/pri.1616
https://doi.org/10.1002/pri.1616
https://doi.org/10.1123/japa.2015-0013
https://doi.org/10.1123/japa.2015-0013
https://doi.org/10.3109/09638288.2015.1107776
https://doi.org/10.1093/gerona/gls165
https://doi.org/10.1093/gerona/gls165
https://doi.org/10.1123/japa.2014-0115


19. Taraldsen K, Sletvold O, Thingstad P, Saltvedt I, Granat MH, Lydersen S, et al.
Physical behavior and function early after hip fracture surgery in patients
receiving comprehensive geriatric care or orthopedic care-a randomized
controlled trial. J Gerontol A Biol Sci Med Sci. 2014;69(3):338–45.

20. Benzinger P, Lindemann U, Becker C, Aminian K, Jamour M, Flick SE.
Geriatric rehabilitation after hip fracture. Role of body-fixed sensor
measurements of physical activity. Z Gerontol Geriatr. 2014;47(3):236–42.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00391-013-0477-9.

21. Klenk J, Dallmeier D, Denkinger MD, Rapp K, Koenig W, Rothenbacher D,
et al. Objectively measured walking duration and sedentary behaviour and
four-year mortality in older people. PLoS One. 2016;11(4):e0153779. https://
doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0153779.

22. Kampe K, Kohler M, Albrecht D, Becker C, Hautzinger M, Lindemann U, et al.
Hip and pelvic fracture patients with fear of falling: development and
description of the “step by step” treatment protocol. Clin Rehabil. 2017;
31(5):571–81. https://doi.org/10.1177/0269215517691584.

23. Pfeiffer K, Kampe K, Klenk J, Rapp K, Kohler M, Albrecht D, et al. Effects of an
intervention to reduce fear of falling and increase physical activity during
hip and pelvic fracture rehabilitation. Age Ageing. 2020;49(5):771–8.

24. Snellen H. Optotypi ad visum determinandum. PW van de Weijer: Utrecht;
1862.

25. Katzman R, Brown T, Fuld P, Peck A, Schechter R, Schimmel H. Validation of
a short orientation-memory-concentration test of cognitive impairment. Am
J Psychiatry. June 1983;140(6):734–9. https://doi.org/10.1176/ajp.140.6.734.

26. Grant PM, Ryan CG, Tigbe WW, Granat MH. The validation of a novel activity
monitor in the measurement of posture and motion during everyday
activities. Br J Sports Med. 2006;40(12):992–7. https://doi.org/10.1136/bjsm.2
006.030262.

27. de Bruin ED, Najafi B, Murer K, Uebelhart D, Aminian K. Quantification of
everyday motor function in a geriatric population. J Rehabil Res Dev. 2007;
44(3):417–28. https://doi.org/10.1682/JRRD.2006.01.0003.

28. Klenk J, Srulijes K, Schatton C, Schwickert L, Maetzler W, Becker C, et al.
Ambulatory activity components deteriorate differently across
neurodegenerative diseases: a cross-sectional sensor-based study.
Neurodegener Dis. 2016;16(5–6):317–23. https://doi.org/10.1159/000444802.

29. Guralnik JM, Simonsick EM, Ferrucci L, Glynn RJ, Berkman LF, Blazer DG,
et al. A short physical performance battery assessing lower extremity
function: association with self-reported disability and prediction of mortality
and nursing home admission. J Gerontol. 1994;49(2):M85–94. https://doi.
org/10.1093/geronj/49.2.M85.

30. Lindemann U. Comment on Bohannon (2011): “five-repetition sit-to-stand
test: usefulness for older patients in a home-care setting”. Percept Mot Skills.
2011;113(2):489–90. https://doi.org/10.2466/26.PMS.113.5.489-490.

31. National Institute on Aging. Short Physical Performance Battery (SPPB).
Assessing physical performance in the older patient. [Internet]. [cited 5
November 2019]. Available on: https://www.nia.nih.gov/

32. Collen FM, Wade DT, Robb GF, Bradshaw CM. The Rivermead mobility
index: a further development of the Rivermead motor assessment. Int
Disabil Stud. 1991;13(2):50–4. https://doi.org/10.3109/03790799109166684.

33. Schindl MR, Forstner C, Kern H, Zipko HT, Rupp M, Zifko UA. Evaluation of a
German version of the Rivermead mobility index (RMI) in acute and chronic
stroke patients. Eur J Neurol. 2000;7(5):523–8.

34. Dias N, Kempen GIJM, Todd CJ, Beyer N, Freiberger E, Piot-Ziegler C, Yardley
L, Hauer K [The German version of the falls efficacy scale-international
version (FES-I)]. Z Für Gerontol Geriatr 2006;39(4):297–300, DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1007/s00391-006-0400-8.

35. Kempen GIJM, Yardley L, van Haastregt JCM, Zijlstra GAR, Beyer N, Hauer K,
et al. The short FES-I: a shortened version of the falls efficacy scale-
international to assess fear of falling. Age Ageing. 2008;37(1):45–50. https://
doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afm157.

36. Bellamy N, Buchanan WW, Goldsmith CH, Campbell J, Stitt LW. Validation
study of WOMAC: a health status instrument for measuring clinically
important patient relevant outcomes to antirheumatic drug therapy in
patients with osteoarthritis of the hip or knee. J Rheumatol. 1988;15(12):
1833–40.

37. Stucki G, Meier D, Stucki S, Michel BA, Tyndall AG, Dick W, Theiler R
[Evaluation of a German version of WOMAC (Western Ontario and McMaster
universities) arthrosis index]. Z Rheumatol 1996;55(1):40–49.

38. Jones GR, Jakobi JM, Taylor AW, Petrella RJ, Vandervoort AA. Community
exercise program for older adults recovering from hip fracture: a pilot study.
J Aging Phys Act. 2006;14(4):439–55. https://doi.org/10.1123/japa.14.4.439.

39. Taraldsen K, Thingstad P, Sletvold O, Saltvedt I, Lydersen S, Granat MH, et al.
The long-term effect of being treated in a geriatric ward compared to an
orthopaedic ward on six measures of free-living physical behavior 4 and 12
months after a hip fracture - a randomised controlled trial. BMC Geriatr.
2015;15:160.

40. Amagasa S, Fukushima N, Kikuchi H, Takamiya T, Oka K, Inoue S. Light and
sporadic physical activity overlooked by current guidelines makes older
women more active than older men. Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act. 2017;14.
[cited 15 September 2019] Accessible on: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/
pmc/articles/PMC5414194/

41. Lo AX, Brown CJ, Sawyer P, Kennedy RE, Allman RM. Life-space mobility
declines associated with incident falls and fractures. J Am Geriatr Soc. 2014;
62(5):919–23. https://doi.org/10.1111/jgs.12787.

42. Taraldsen K, Thingstad P, Døhl Ø, Follestad T, Helbostad JL, Lamb SE, et al.
Short and long-term clinical effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of a late-
phase community-based balance and gait exercise program following hip
fracture. The EVA-Hip Randomised Controlled Trial. PLoS ONE. 2019; 14(11).
[cited 11 June 2020] Accessible on: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/a
rticles/PMC6860934/

43. Taraldsen K, Askim T, Sletvold O, Einarsen EK, Bjåstad KG, Indredavik B, et al.
Evaluation of a body-worn sensor system to measure physical activity in
older people with impaired function. Phys Ther. 2011;91(2):277–85. https://
doi.org/10.2522/ptj.20100159.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Kampe et al. European Review of Aging and Physical Activity            (2021) 18:9 Page 8 of 8

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00391-013-0477-9
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0153779
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0153779
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269215517691584
https://doi.org/10.1176/ajp.140.6.734
https://doi.org/10.1136/bjsm.2006.030262
https://doi.org/10.1136/bjsm.2006.030262
https://doi.org/10.1682/JRRD.2006.01.0003
https://doi.org/10.1159/000444802
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronj/49.2.M85
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronj/49.2.M85
https://doi.org/10.2466/26.PMS.113.5.489-490
https://www.nia.nih.gov/
https://doi.org/10.3109/03790799109166684
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00391-006-0400-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00391-006-0400-8
https://doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afm157
https://doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afm157
https://doi.org/10.1123/japa.14.4.439
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5414194/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5414194/
https://doi.org/10.1111/jgs.12787
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6860934/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6860934/
https://doi.org/10.2522/ptj.20100159
https://doi.org/10.2522/ptj.20100159

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusion

	Background
	Methods
	Subjects and design
	Physical activity measurement
	Global cumulative PA parameters
	In-depth PA parameters

	Physical capacity parameters
	Covariables
	Statistical analyses

	Results
	Global cumulative PA parameters
	In-depth PA parameters
	Physical capacity parameters

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	Authors’ contributions
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Declarations
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Author details
	References
	Publisher’s Note

