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A B S T R A C T   

Objective: To evaluate a facilitated, 90-min session, delivered for four weeks, Online Carer Wellbeing and 
Connection Program in Victoria, Australia. 
Methods: One hundred and three carers took part in the evaluation. Eighty-six completed both pre- and post- 
program surveys evaluating program impacts on psychological distress, perceived loneliness, and social sup-
port. Qualitative interviews were conducted (n = 76) post-program for experiential data. 
Findings: Paired samples t-tests showed significant decreases between pre- and post-program for psychological 
distress (M = 25.10, SD = 7.08; M = 22.00, SD = 6.57; t(85) = 4.88, p = 0.000), perceived loneliness (M = 6.69, 
SD = 1.89; M = 6.14, SD = 1.76; t(85) = 3.45, p = 0.000) and perceived social support (M = 8.31, SD = 2.48; M 
= 8.83, SD = 2.21; t(85) = − 2.54, p = 0.013). Thematic analysis identified positive experiences and the 
mechanisms of action (or the ingredients for program success) as: 1. Delivery by a trained facilitator; 2. Provision 
of respite for person being cared for during meetings; 3. Technical assistance; 4. Online modality; 5. Inclusivity; 
6. Diversity of experience; 7. Shared understanding; 8. Safety; 9. Emotional release; 10. Reflection, and; 11. Self- 
care practices. 
Innovation: A model illustrating the mechanisms of action based on the findings of the mixed-methods evaluation 
is presented to support wider implementation and translation. 
Conclusion: The online program effectively reduced psychological distress and loneliness and improved carer 
wellbeing.   

1. Introduction 

Over 2.65 million Australians are considered “informal carers,” and 
globally, billions of hours of informal caring are delivered in home en-
vironments [1,2]. The term “informal carers” is used to refer to family 
members or friends who provide day to day living support for individ-
ual/s who may have significant and substantive health needs [3]. Caring 
for a loved one can be rewarding but may also lead to stress, financial 
and personal impacts, poorer wellbeing and social isolation [4]. Carer 
burden can also impact care provision, and lead to individual physical, 
social and mental health challenges, loneliness and quality of life [5]. 

Data from the Carers Australia 2021 Carer Wellbeing Survey found 
carers were four times more likely to feel lonely than the general 

population and 64% reported being socially isolated [3]; a factor asso-
ciated with very high levels of psychological distress [6]. These trends 
are mirrored globally. In one survey of 457 carers, the highest area of 
unmet need was for self-care [2]. 

The COVID-19 pandemic has continued to compound challenges for 
carers [7]. Opportunities for carer social connection were further 
reduced and feelings of fear, depression, anxiety, stress were elevated 
and sleep disturbances and dietary issues increased [8]. Carers also re-
ported experiencing higher levels of psychological distress and poorer 
wellbeing during the COVID-19 lockdown periods in Victoria, Australia 
where prolonged home isolation was the longest globally [9]. These 
issues persist along with continued unmet wellbeing needs. 

Despite the known impacts of caring, surprisingly few evidence- 
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based supports focus on carers directly and aim to reduce loneliness and 
improve social connection [4]. Furthermore, uptake can be low as carers 
find it difficult to attend activities not directly related to their caring 
roles, high levels of existing burden are experienced, and locating sup-
ports geographically convenient to or matched to interests creates bar-
riers [10]. Online technologies could increase access to social 
opportunities, with prior research showing that the use of technology 
and the internet for fostering social connections to be acceptable to 
carers [8,11]. However, while some online carer support programs exist, 
these have been predominantly directed at carers of people with de-
mentia [12,13] and little has been reported for carers widely or as 
having been co-designed with carers. 

To respond to carers’ connection and wellbeing needs, the four-week 
Online Carer Wellbeing and Connection Program was co-designed by 
Carers Victoria in 2020. Over four weeks carers met in small groups for 
90-min and worked with a trained facilitator to explore: isolation; 
connection; ways to recognize these experiences and, to connect to self; 
create change and identify the barriers and stages to change; and things 
that could help to stay on track. A feasibility pilot was undertaken in 
early 2020 and a pilot trial from November 2020–October 2021. This 
paper reports the results of the mixed-methods evaluation from the pilot 
trial. This includes reporting on the identification of the mechanisms of 
action, that is the essential ingredients for program success, to inform 
future implementation and translation. 

2. Methods 

2.1. Design 

A mixed-method evaluation was conducted from November 
2020–October 2021 (see Fig. 1). The evaluation included a structured 
pre- and post-program survey, and telephone interviews to gather 
experiential data and areas for program improvement. Two adaptations 
of the program were also evaluated during the pilot trial. One was a 
men’s specific group and the other was an interpreted Vietnamese carers 
group. Based on program improvements suggested by participants, co- 
design was undertaken at pilot trial completion in November 2021. 
The co-design focused on creating solutions to areas for improvement 
from carer perspectives with carers who had participated in the program 
for future implementation and translation. The evaluation was approved 
by The University of Melbourne Human Research Ethics Committee (ID: 
2057948.1). 

2.2. Participant recruitment, selection and setting 

Adult carers were recruited by Carers Victoria who lived within the 

funder’s geographical catchment region “North Western Melbourne 
Primary Health Network” (NWMPHN). NWMPHN is funded by the 
Australian Government and is responsible for local area needs assess-
ments across physical, mental, and social health and commissioning of 
services to meet these needs. This program was funded as the In-Touch 
Initiative and the Online Program was delivered to address social 
isolation, loneliness, and carer wellbeing. Carers Victoria recruited 134 
eligible carers after staff checked that the mental health needs of the 
carer were not too complex for the program, that the carer lived in the 
area and, that they were currently caring for someone in their household 
with physical, intellectual, or mental health support needs. The details 
of 103 carers who consented to the evaluation were shared securely by 
Carers Victoria to the research team who completed audio consent for 
the evaluation (see Fig. 2). 

2.3. The online Carer connection and wellbeing program 

Fig. 3 shows the content and duration of the co-designed, four-week 
online program which was delivered by a trained facilitator of Carers 
Victoria. 

2.4. Qualitative and quantitative measures 

Qualitative and quantitative data were collected by telephone. The 
pre- and post-survey measured psychological distress (Kessler-10, K10 
[14] and Kessler-10 plus (K10+ [14]), loneliness (UCLA 3-item Loneli-
ness Scale [15]) and perceived social support (Oslo Social Support Scale 
3-item, OSSS-3 [16] (see Table 1). Experiences, barriers to participation 
and improvements about the program were shared in semi-structured 
qualitative interviews. The men’s only participants completed the 
same pre- and post-surveys (included in this reporting), but for the 
qualitative evaluation, some men took part in a group discussion, while 
the Vietnamese women completed a purposefully designed feedback 
survey. 

2.5. Data analysis 

Quantitative data were analyzed using Stata version 17.1 [20] and 
summarized using frequencies and percentages. Carers were divided 
into 5 groups according to the round they were assigned to (round 4 and 
5 groups were merged as two Vietnamese women’s groups were con-
ducted during round 5, leaving one group of carers for pre- and post- 
program survey responses). Following descriptive analysis, a paired- 
samples t-test compared scores for psychological distress (K− 10), 
perceived loneliness (UCLA Loneliness Scale-3) and perceived levels of 
social support (OSSS-3). Effect sizes were calculated using Cohen’s 

Fig. 1. Overview of the evaluation of the Online Carer Wellbeing and Connection Program.  
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d [21]. 
Seventy-six interviews were analyzed using a ‘listen and theme 

approach’. This meant interviewers noted key themes and patterns 
related to participant experiences, improvements and benefits shared 
during the interview [22,23]. Patterns from the listen and theme 
approach provided the basis of the coding framework and interview data 
was organized according to: 1. Overall perceived benefits; 2. Elements of 
value in the program; 3. The online modality and facilitation, and; 4. 
Elements that could be improved and overall barriers. The interview 
transcripts were reviewed again using a thematic analysis [22,24] to 
establish the mechanisms of action for the online program. 

3. Results 

3.1. Study population 

Participant demographics for the evaluation are shown in Table 3. 
One hundred and three carers consented to the evaluation, 86/103 
(84%) completed the pre- and post-survey and 76/103 (74%) completed 
a telephone interview. Across the 6 rounds, 25 groups were held with 
four men’s groups and two Vietnamese women groups held in rounds 4, 
5 and 6. The mean age of carers was 54.13 years (SD = 10.50), nearly 
three quarters were female (n = 74; 71.8%), half were married (n = 53; 
51.5%), a majority were born in Australia (n = 70; 68%), half had a 
bachelor degree or higher (n = 53; 51.5%) and just over half were 
currently employed (n = 56; 54.4%) (see Table 2 and Appendix A). One 
third of carers reported self-rated health as poor or fair (36%). 

Carers provided information about the first (n = 103), and where 
applicable, the second person that they cared for (n = 47). The mean age 
of the first person cared for was 43.12 years (SD = 29.79), the majority 
were male (n = 61; 59%), a family member (n = 77; 75%), and most 
lived with the carer (n = 88, 85%; see Appendix B). The average dura-
tion in the caring role was 10 years (M = 10.07, SD = 7.06). For the 
second person being cared for, the mean age was 34.09 years (SD =
28.47), and the majority were female (n = 31; 66%), a family member (n 

= 39; 83%) and lived with the carer (n = 38; 80.9%). The average 
duration in the caring role was also 10 years (M = 9.97, SD = 7.40). 
Common names of conditions for person being cared for were Autism 
(first person n = 30; 30%; second person n = 15; 37%), anxiety (first 
person n = 11; 10.9%; second person n = 9; 22%) and intellectual 
disability (first person n = 11; 11%; second person n = 4; 10%) (see 
Appendix C). 

Carers outlined the key activities undertaken as part of their caring 
role/s as well (see Appendix D). These activities related to cognitive or 
emotional support (96%), health care appointment facilitation and 
attendance (85%), and communication tasks (79%), followed by 
household chores (75%), meal preparation (77%) and transportation 
(74%). Most time per week was devoted to self-care (22h), cognitive or 
emotional support (17 h), and household chores (10h). 

3.2. Impacts of psychological distress, loneliness and connection 

At pre-program, 22/86 (26%) carers were likely to be experiencing 
severe psychological distress and 26/86 (30%) were likely to be expe-
riencing moderate psychological distress. A majority of carers reported 
feelings of loneliness (n = 59; 69%) and only 6 (7%) of carers reported 
strong social support. Most carers (n = 53; 62%) said that physical 
health problems did not cause their psychological distress, or only led to 
distress a little of the time, while 11 carers (13%) reported that physical 
health conditions were the reason for their distress all, or most of the 
time. Carers who only completed the pre-program survey were 
compared against carers who completed both time points and had 
similar demographics and mental health profiles. Small differences were 
found in education level and psychological distress (post-survey avail-
able M = 25.10, SD = 7.08 vs post-survey not available M = 22.24, SD =
9.60; see Appendix E and F). 

Improvements were identified between pre- and post-program 
measurements on all items related to psychological distress, levels of 
loneliness and perceived social support (see Table 3). There was a sig-
nificant difference in the psychological distress (K-10) scores at pre- (M 

Fig. 2. Recruitment Flow to Pilot Trial and Mixed-Method Evaluation.  
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= 25.10, SD = 7.08) and post-program (M = 22.00, SD = 6.57); t(85) =
4.88, p = 0.000 with a moderate effect size (d = 0.53). There was a 
significant difference in the perceived loneliness (UCLA Loneliness 
Scale) scores at pre- (M = 6.69, SD = 1.89) and post-program (M = 6.14, 
SD = 1.76); t(85) = 3.45, p = 0.000 with a small to moderate effect size 
(d = 0.37). There was a significant difference in the social support 
(OSSS-3) scores at pre- (M = 8.31, SD = 2.48) and post-program (M =
8.83, SD = 2.21); t(85) = − 2.54, p = 0.013 with a small effect size (d =
0.27). There was no significant difference between pre- and post- 
program responses for the number of times carers had seen a health 
professional over last four-weeks or days out of role due to psychological 
distress (K10+). 

3.3. Mechanisms of action for the online Carer wellbeing and connection 
program 

The mechanisms of action, that is, the ingredients that were identi-
fied from all data analyses combined that were critical to the program’s 
success, are illustrated in Fig. 4. The four-week program content is 
depicted around the outer light gray square, and the mechanisms (in-
gredients for success) appear in the black boxes These mechanisms are 
derived from the carer experiences explained in the inner circle/pie 
pieces from the qualitative interview themes. The key mechanisms of 

action were identified as: delivery by a trained facilitator, provision of 
respite for person being cared for during meetings, technical assistance, 
online modality, inclusivity, diversity of experience, shared under-
standing, safety, emotional release, reflection, and self-care practices. 

Carers shared largely positive experiences of taking part in the online 
program. The connections helped carers to alleviate feelings of loneli-
ness and isolation as people expressed the feeling that they “weren’t 
alone”. This was expressed by one carer as: 

“The group helps relieve you. It doesn’t relieve the caring, it doesn’t 
relieve the pressure, but it relieves that isolation and feelings of loneliness and 
that is a massive contributor to mental health deterioration.” 

For some carers the opportunity for connection during the COVID-19 
lockdowns was critically important. Reflecting on the program, one 
carer suggested that: 

“I think it’s provided us with some good tools and skill sets and I think it 
reinforced the feeling that we’re not alone, and I suppose in sort of dealing 
with COVID, locked down and things like that it just helps us feel a little bit 
more connected.” 

Carers said that the groups were inclusive and respectful. They felt 
confidentiality and privacy were maintained and this supported a sense 
of safety within the group. One carer shared: 

“We had the sense of privacy and trust there so that we can talk about 
anything … There was the atmosphere of sharing there, very connecting 

Fig. 3. Overview of the Four-Week Online Carer Wellbeing and Connection Program.  
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there.” 
The groups created a safe space to learn and share without judge-

ment. The safe space enhanced feelings of connectedness and provided 
an emotional outlet. 

“[It was] just something to look forward to, like you know, if you were 
having a bad week and then you know this is coming up and you wanted to 
sort of vent on how you were feeling and stuff like that, you could.” 

Emotional release facilitated through program participation 
encouraged further changes within day-to-day responses to challenges. 
The group provided safety and confidence for this, as illustrated by one 
carer saying: 

“I found that I did build a bit of a bond and connection with all the other 
people in the group because of sharing our experiences.” 

And another, who said: 
“That’s what we do in a in a group, you know, we help one another, and 

they share the stories and I guess because of my age, I was able to tell stories 
and stories that could help someone else who needs to know.” 

Carers also reported that without the program they would not have 
learned about new resources for information, such as searching for 
videos on YouTube. However, some said that whilst they noted other 
resources (such as walking groups) were valuable and that they would 
like to attend, it would still be a challenge to fit these activities into their 
busy lives. Carers also shared that there were techniques that they 
learned within the sessions for self-care and managing their stress which 
they found beneficial. 

The learnings from other carers and the facilitator prompted carers 
to reflect on individual responses to situations and to have an alternative 
way to respond to stressors that were directly linked with caring roles. 
An example of this was shared by one carer, 

“But having that time to just sit and reflect and talk to other people was 
really, really significant. I noticed when I started, I was so overwhelmed and 
like, ‘I’m not coping’. And I’m basically thinking I’m not doing a good enough 
job. By the end, I was like ‘you know what?’ I’m doing all right.” 

Some carers also reflected that the group had prompted them to 
recognize the need for self-care with one saying: 

“This group has given me, I suppose, the perspectives that it’s OK to put 
my needs first sometimes.” 

The opportunity for reflection and sharing perspectives, coupled 

with reminders for self-care and learning how to make time for self-care 
practice was helpful for carers. 

“We spoke a lot about self-care which is so important which a lot of us 
seem to forget about, so it was really good discussing that.” 

Some carers specifically reported that the breathing techniques 
shared during the online program were a good reminder and a likely 
strategy for future use. Others reflected that finding an hour and half for 
self-care in day-to-day life would be too challenging. However, others 
suggested that 10 min throughout the day would be a helpful starting 
point. 

Overall, the online modality worked for most people because there 
was no travel time involved and the timing was convenient. For some 
carers this meant that they were more likely to attend and for others the 
online modality was the only way that they could attend. This was 
particularly apparent during the lockdowns in Victoria but also due to 
not being able to travel or being in a location where no in-person groups 
were held. 

“Just being able to do it by Zoom and not having to travel to say you know 
to [location] from [location] and drive an hour and find a park, having the 
technology option for people that that works better for was ideal as well 
because it feels like you know you can slot it into your day and do it.” 

The benefits of the online modality were still countered with mixed 
perspectives about online groups and there was a preference for in- 
person sessions: 

“Look it wasn’t too bad. I mean, I always prefer face to face. I do think 
you’d get a lot more out of it and you just get more feeling out of it but you 
know it was OK.” 

Some carers were interrupted by the person they care for during the 
group session which was mentioned as making other carers feel un-
comfortable. Carers also described challenges around finding space 
within households that were fit for purpose to shut the door, attend the 
group and to talk. While a range of sessions were offered at different 
times of the day for the pilot trial, some people still mentioned that the 
times would be difficult for people who might have full-time employ-
ment options. 

Many of the resources provided did refer people to existing programs 
and groups about these topics which may help to supplement the shared 
experiences of carers within the groups. 

Table 1 
Measures Included in the Pre- and Post-Program Surveys.  

Concept and measure Response options Total score Example question/s Validation 

Demographic questions Varied Not applicable What is your highest level of education? Not applicable 
Psychological distress  

Kessler 10 (K10), 10-items 
[14] 

5-point Likert scale 
(1 = none of the time to 5 
= all of the time) 

Range from 10 to 50. Higher 
scores = greater psychological 
distress 

In the last four-weeks, about how often did 
you feel hopeless? 

Moderate to substantial 
reliability kappa and weighted 
kappa scores of 0.42 to 0.74 
[17] 

Days out of role due to 
psychological distress 
Kessler 10+ (K10+), 2-items 
[14] 

Number of days unable to 
manage day-to-day 
activities 

Range from 0 to 28 days In the last four-weeks, how many days were 
you totally or partially unable to work, 
study or manage your day-to-day activities 
because of these feelings?  

Times consult a health 
professional about 
psychological distress Kessler 
10+ (K10+), 1-item [15] 

Number of visits to the 
health professional about 
psychological distress 

Range from 0 to 89 visits In the last 4 weeks, how many times have 
you seen a doctor or any other health 
professional about these feelings?  

Amount of time psychological 
distress was related to physical 
health problems Kessler 10+
(K10+), 1-item [15] 

5-point Likert scale 
(1 = none of the time to 5 
= all of the time) 

Range from 1 to 5. Higher 
scores = greater impact of 
physical health problems on 
psychological distress 

In the last 4 weeks, how often have physical 
health problems been the main cause of 
these feelings?  

Loneliness 
UCLA Loneliness Scale, 3-items 
[18] 

3-point Likert (1 = hardly 
ever to 3 = often) 

Range from 3 to 9. Higher scores 
indicate greater levels of 
loneliness 

How often do you feel that you lack 
companionship? 
How often do you feel left out? 
How often do you feel isolated from others? 

Reliability (α = ranging from 
0.89 to 0.94) and test-retest 
reliability over a 1-year period 
(r = 0.73) [15] 

Social support 
OSSS-3 Social Support (OSSS- 
3), 3-items [19] 

4- and 5-point Likert 
(1 = none to 4 = 5+
people) 
(1 = none to 4 = a lot) 
(1 = very difficult to 5 =
very easy) 

Range from 3 to 14. Higher 
scores indicate higher levels of 
social support 

How many people are so close to you that 
you can count on them if you have great 
personal problems? 

Internal consistency 
acceptable (α = 0.64) [16]  

A. Coe et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
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“… Like in the setting that we were in, you know people who have 
[navigated the NDIS] or haven’t done it and sharing their stories and what 
worked for them and it could be really helpful.” 

Most carers said that the length of each session was optimum at 90- 
min. Carers also found the four weeks for the program delivery was 
sufficient but overwhelming at times. There was agreement across all 
carers interviewed, for a fifth follow-up session as a minimum require-
ment for future delivery. The fifth follow-up session would allow for an 
informal check-in with each other as well as an update on personal goals 
and progress and would offer another social connection back to the 
group. 

4. Discussion and conclusion 

4.1. Discussion 

The Online Carer Wellbeing and Connection Program is a first co- 
designed program by, with and, for diverse carers. The evaluation 
established that program participation substantially reduced carers’ 
psychological distress as measured by the Kessler-10+. There was a 
reduced expression of loneliness (the UCLA loneliness scale) and 
increased perceived social support using the OSSS-3. Experiential data 
collected in interviews, a group discussion with men and from the 
Vietnamese’s women’s feedback questionnaire supported these findings. 
This makes the online program a model of promise that warrants further 
implementation and testing and possible scaling without the require-
ment for randomised controlled evidence. 

A strength of this online program was the embedded co-design, and 
applicability across carer diverse groups. Previous work has generally 
focused on ‘peer programs’ where carers with similar backgrounds, for 
example, caring for people with a common condition such as dementia 
[25], or mental ill-health [26], are brought together. The evaluation was 
also conducted during strict COVID-19 related restrictions in Victoria, 
Australia in 2021 and when restrictions had eased. 

Some limitations of the program included that male carer numbers 
were lower, which reflects broad carer demographics, but the male-only 
groups indicated transferability is possible. Additionally, due to the 
funding restrictions on geographic location, only a small number of 
carers were from rural areas. Future implementation of the program 
should investigate the level of impact on different carer groups (for 
example younger carers, or other culturally and linguistically diverse 

Table 2 
Baseline Characteristics of Carers Enrolled in the Evaluation (N = 103).    

Total (N = 103) 

Age  M (SD)   
54.13 (10.50)   
n (%) 

Female  74 (71.8) 
Age    

25–34 1 (1.0)  
35–44 18 (17.5)  
45–54 36 (35.0)  
55–64 33 (32.0)  
65–74 10 (9.7)  
75 or more 5 (4.9) 

Marital status   
Married 53 (51.5)  
Widowed 3 (2.9)  
Divorced 19 (18.4)  
Separated 11 (10.7)  
Never married 12 (11.7)  
De Facto 5 (4.9) 

Born in Australia 70 (68.0) 
English as first language 77 (74.8) 
Remoteness MMM*   

Metropolitan area 89 (86.4)  
Regional area 14 (13.6) 

Highest level of education completed   
Left school before completing Year 10 1 (1.0)  
Completed Year 10 or equivalent 7 (6.8)  
Completed Year 12 or equivalent 8 (7.8)  
Certificate or Diploma 34 (33.0)  
Bachelor degree or higher 53 (51.5) 

Current employment status   
Employed 56 (54.4)  
Unemployed, looking for work 18 (17.5)  
Not in labour force 29 (28.2) 

Pension or benefit 68 (66.0) 
Type of pension or benefit   

Carer Payment 24 (35.3)  
Carer Allowance 23 (33.8)  
Age Pension 7 (10.3)  
Disability Support Pension 2 (2.9)  
Other 12 (17.6) 

Pension or benefit main income source 39 (59.1) 
Received package from the NDIS** 52 (50.5) 
Assistance for the person cared received 53 (51.5) 
Smoking status (Yes) 5 (4.9) 
Overall health rate   

Excellent 7 (6.8)  
Very good 23 (22.3)  
Good 41 (39.8)  
Fair 26 (25.2)  
Poor 6 (5.8)  

* The Modified Monash Model (MMM) measures remoteness and population 
size on a scale MM 1 to MM 7 where MM 1 is a major city and MM 7 is very 
remote. MMM classifications are based on the Australian Statistical Geography 
Standard (Postcodes) - Remoteness Areas (ASGS-RA) framework. Post Office 
Boxes (PO Boxes) postcodes are not included in MMM classification. 

** NDIS = National Disability Insurance Scheme. 

Table 3 
Mental health characteristics of victorian carers pre- and post-program (N = 86).   

Total (N = 86)  

Pre- 
survey 

Post- 
survey  

M (SD) M (SD) 

Psychological Distress (K10) * 25.10 
(7.08) 

22.00 
(6.57) 

Days totally out of role (K10+) 2.91 
(5.20) 

2.42 
(4.59) 

Days partially out of role (K10+) 6.95 
(8.81) 

5.69 
(6.89) 

Times seen health professional about these feelings (last 
four-weeks) (K10+) 

1.14 
(1.66) 

1.06 
(1.48) 

Total Loneliness Score (UCLA) * 6.69 
(1.89) 

6.14 
(1.76) 

Total Social Support Score (OSSS-3) ** 8.31 
(2.48) 

8.83 
(2.21)  

n (%) n (%) 
Psychological Distress (K10)   

1-Likely to be well 22 (25.6) 39 (45.3) 
2-Likely to have a mild mental disorder 16 (18.6) 18 (20.9) 
3-Likely to have a moderate mental disorder 26 (30.2) 16 (18.6) 
4-Likely to have a severe mental disorder 22 (25.6) 13 (15.1) 

How often physical health problems caused 
psychological distress (K10+)   
None of the times 32 (37.2) 38 (44.7) 
A little of the time 21 (24.4) 20 (23.5) 
Some of the time 22 (25.6) 19 (22.4) 
Most of the time 10 (11.6) 7 (8.2) 

All of the time 1 (1.2) 1 (1.2) 
Loneliness (UCLA Loneliness Scale)   

Not lonely 27 (31.4) 31 (36.0) 
Lonely 59 (68.6) 55 (64.0) 

Social Support (OSSS-3)   
Poor support 46 (53.5) 39 (45.3) 
Moderate support 34 (39.5) 39 (45.3) 
Strong support 6 (7.0) 8 (9.3)  

* p < 0.001. 
** p = 0.013. 
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groups, and rural carers). 
It is possible that quantification of the effects and attribution of the 

observed outcomes solely to the program without a control group who 
were exposed to the same contextual factors is a limitation. But, given 
the current criticisms of randomised controlled trial designs [27] and the 
shift to adaptive and hybrid implementation and effectiveness designs to 
solve challenges of scalability, and the need to develop implementable 
responses to carer unmet need, this provides a strong rationale for a 
larger implementation study to document the program and its impacts 
without randomization. One such design could be a demonstration 
project. In a demonstration project the implementation of the online 
program could be documented at-scale, and within current policy con-
texts to evaluate the real-world impacts [28]. To date, demonstrations 
projects have shown the utility of practical guidance for working with 
carers in healthcare settings [29] and more widely, the acceptability and 
feasibility of online stepped care for depression [30,31]. In this case, a 
demonstration project would enable the impacts of the program within 
real-world contexts to be determined. 

If taken up, any demonstration project would also benefit from 
incorporating the concept of a clinically meaningful change (CMC) or 
minimally important difference (MID) within the assessment of change 
to psychological distress, loneliness and social support. Previous studies 
have identified a change of between 6 and 7 points as representing a 
clinically significant change for the K10 [32,33]. In more recent litera-
ture there has been greater attention to Clinically Meaningful Change 
(CMC) or Minimum Important Difference (MID) [34]. This means that, 
“the clinically meaningful difference is a threshold value for which any 
change as large or larger is considered meaningful to patients, clinicians, 
or both” [35]. 

4.2. Innovation 

To implement this program further and respond to unmet carer needs 
[2], the effective ingredients for change [36,37] are required. This 
evaluation established these mechanisms as: a trained facilitator to 
deliver the program, provision of respite for carers and technical assis-
tance, flexibility to join without travelling to a destination, communal 
belonging fostered through inclusion of carers with diverse 

backgrounds, enabling connection with other carers and self, and 
creating time and space for reflection and staging change through self- 
care practices. 

This evaluation of the Online Carer Wellbeing and Connection Pro-
gram demonstrated that the four-week, online program substantially 
reduced psychological distress and loneliness and resulted in a slight 
increase in perceived social support. The mechanisms of action (the key 
ingredients for program success) were identified from the program to 
support the implementability, scalability and transferability of this 
model across primary care and community contexts. Online programs 
appear to be acceptable for carers despite a desire for in-person options 
for social connection to remain available. In the absence of programs 
regionally and remotely, this program could foster much needed 
connection and address unmet needs for self-care. 

4.3. Conclusion 

Carer wellbeing is paramount for themselves, the people they care 
for and the global economy. As a model of promise the Online Carers’ 
Wellbeing and Connection Program should be expanded and efforts 
should be made to address the challenges of implementation and 
translation. Moving beyond a controlled trial design, there is merit to 
test this program in a non-experimentally designed demonstration 
project to confirm the current evaluation findings and to provide much 
needed support to carers. 
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Data not available / The data that has been used is confidential. 
“ I confirm all patient/personal identifiers have been removed or 

disguised so the patient/person(s) described are not identifiable and 
cannot be identified through the details of the story.” 

CRediT authorship contribution statement 

Amy Coe: Formal analysis, Writing – original draft. Jennifer Bibb: 
Writing – review & editing, Writing – original draft. Roxanne Kri-
tharidis: Formal analysis, Investigation, Writing – review & editing, 
Project administration. Mary O’Mara: Conceptualization, Methodol-
ogy, Investigation, Writing – review & editing, Project administration. 
Rebekah Lautman: Conceptualization, Methodology, Investigation, 
Writing – review & editing, Project administration, Funding acquisition. 
Konstancja Densley: Methodology, Formal analysis, Validation, 
Investigation, Data curation, Writing – review & editing, Writing – 
original draft. Sarah Kovarik: Conceptualization, Methodology, Inves-
tigation, Writing – review & editing. Catherine Kaylor-Hughes: 
Writing – review & editing. Matthew Lewis: Writing – review & editing. 
Victoria J. Palmer: Conceptualization, Methodology, Validation, 
Formal analysis, Writing – review & editing, Writing – original draft, 
Supervision, Funding acquisition. 

Declaration of Competing Interest 

We have no known conflict of interest to disclose. 

Acknowledgements 

First and foremost, we thank the 139 carers who attended the pro-
gram and 103 carers who took part in the program and this evaluation. 
We also thank Carers Victoria for program development through the 
InTouch Initiative. Thank you to Ms. Emily Knights for additional 
research support to complete interviews with carers in this pilot trial. 

Appendix A. Supplementary data 

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi. 
org/10.1016/j.pecinn.2023.100218. 

References 

[1] Wimo A, Gauthier S, Prince M. On behalf of ADI’s Medical Scientific Advisory, 
Panel, and the Alzheimer’s Disease International Publications Team. Global 
Estimates of Informal Care. London: Alzheimer’s Disease International (ADI); 2018. 

[2] Denham AMJ, Wynne O, Baker AL, Spratt NJ, Turner A, Magin P, et al. An online 
survey of informal caregivers’ unmet needs and associated factors. PLoS One 2020; 
15:e0243502. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0243502. 

[3] Centre for Change Governance and NATSEM. Caring For Others and Yourself: 2022 
Carer Wellbeing Survey - Full Report. University of Canberra; 2022. 

[4] Migliorini C, Lam DS-M, Harvey C. Supporting family and friends of Young people 
with mental health issues using online technology: a rapid scoping literature 
review. Early Interv Psychiatry 2022;16:935–57. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
eip.13230. 

[5] Broxson J, Feliciano L. Understanding the impacts of caregiver stress. Prof Case 
Manag 2020;25:213–9. https://doi.org/10.1097/NCM.0000000000000414. 

[6] Poon AWC, Hofstaetter L, Judd-Lam S. Social connectedness of Carers: an 
Australian National Survey of Carers. Health Soc Care Commun 2022. https://doi. 
org/10.1111/hsc.13987. 

[7] Dickinson H, Yates S. More Than Isolated: The Experience of Children and Young 
People with Disability and Their Families During the COVID-19 Pandemic. 
Melbourne, Australia. Children and Young People with Disability Australia 
(CYDA); 2020. 

[8] Muldrew DHL, Fee A, Coates V. Impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on family Carers 
in the community: a scoping review. Health Soc Care Commun 2022;30:1275–85. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/hsc.13677. 

[9] Abbasi-Shavazi A, Biddle N, Edwards B, Jahromi M. Observed effects of the COVID- 
19 pandemic on the life satisfaction, psychological distress and loneliness of 
Australian Carers and non-Carers. Int J Care Caring 2022;6:179–209. https://doi. 
org/10.1332/239788221X16323394592678. 

[10] Harding R, Higginson IJ, Leam C, Donaldson N, Pearce A, George R, et al. 
Evaluation of a short-term group intervention for informal Carers of patients 

attending a home palliative care service. J Pain Symptom Manag 2004;27: 
396–408. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2003.09.012. 

[11] Dow B, Moore K, Scott P, Ratnayeke A, Wise K, Sims J, et al. Rural Carers online: a 
feasibility study. Aust J Rural Health 2008;16:221–5. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
j.1440-1584.2008.00982.x. 

[12] Bossen A, Kim H, Steinhoff A, Strieker M, Williams K. Emerging roles for 
telemedicine and smart technologies in dementia care. Smart Homecare Technol 
TeleHealth 2015;49. https://doi.org/10.2147/SHTT.S59500. 

[13] Weems JA, Rhodes S, Powers JS. Dementia caregiver virtual support—an 
implementation evaluation of two pragmatic models during COVID-19. Geriatrics 
2021;6:80. https://doi.org/10.3390/geriatrics6030080. 

[14] Kessler RC, Andrews G, Colpe LJ, Hiripi E, Mroczek DK, Normand SLT, et al. Short 
screening scales to monitor population prevalences and trends in non-specific 
psychological distress. Psychol Med 2002;32:959–76. https://doi.org/10.1017/ 
s0033291702006074. 

[15] Russell DW. UCLA loneliness scale (version 3): reliability, validity, and factor 
structure. J Pers Assess 1996;66:20–40. https://doi.org/10.1207/ 
s15327752jpa6601_2. 

[16] Kocalevent R-D, Berg L, Beutel ME, Hinz A, Zenger M, Härter M, et al. Social 
support in the general population: standardization of the Oslo social support scale 
(OSSS-3). BMC Psychol 2018;6:31. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40359-018-0249-9. 

[17] Department of Health. Population Research and Outcome Studies, Brief Reports. 
The Kessler Psychological Distress Scale (K10). Australia: Department of Health; 
2000. 

[18] Hughes ME, Waite LJ, Hawkley LC, Cacioppo JT. A short scale for measuring 
loneliness in large surveys: results from two population-based studies. Res Aging 
2004;26:655–72. https://doi.org/10.1177/0164027504268574. 

[19] Dalgard O. Community health profile: a tool for psychiatric prevention. In: Trent D, 
Reed C, editors. Promot. Ment. Health. vol. 5. Ashgate Pub Co; 1996. 

[20] StataCorp. Stata Statistical Software: Release 17. 2021. 
[21] Cohen J. Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. 2nd ed. New York: 

Routledge; 1988. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203771587. 
[22] Braun V, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qual Res Psychol 2006; 

3:77–101. https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa. 
[23] Braun V, Clarke V. Thematic analysis. In: Cooper H, Camic PM, Long DL, 

Panter AT, Rindskopf D, Sher KJ, editors. APA Handb. Res. Methods Psychol. Res. 
Des. Quant. Qual. Neuropsychol. Biol, Vol 2. Washington: American Psychological 
Association; 2012. p. 57–71. https://doi.org/10.1037/13620-004. 

[24] Braun V, Clarke V. To saturate or not to saturate? Questioning data saturation as a 
useful concept for thematic analysis and sample-size rationales. Qual Res Sport 
Exerc Health 2021;13:201–16. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
2159676X.2019.1704846. 

[25] Pleasant M, Molinari V, Dobbs D, Meng H, Hyer K. Effectiveness of online dementia 
caregivers training programs: a systematic review. Geriatr Nur (Lond) 2020;41: 
921–35. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gerinurse.2020.07.004. 

[26] Yesufu-Udechuku A, Harrison B, Mayo-Wilson E, Young N, Woodhams P, Shiers D, 
et al. Interventions to improve the experience of caring for people with severe 
mental illness: systematic review and Meta-analysis. Br J Psychiatry 2015;206: 
268–74. https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.114.147561. 

[27] Frieden TR. Evidence for health decision making — beyond randomized, controlled 
trials. N Engl J Med 2017;377:465–75. https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMra1614394. 

[28] Rutman L. The demonstration project as a Research & Change Strategy. J Sociol 
Soc Welf 1974;2:13. https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?artic 
le=1081&context=jssw. 

[29] Lawn S. Report on the analysis of data collected for the Ramsay Health Care (SA) 
Demonstration Project:: A Practical Guide for Working with Carers of People with a 
Mental Illness (The Guide). Flinders Human Behaviour and Health Research Unit; 
2018. 

[30] Clark DM, Layard R, Smithies R, Richards DA, Suckling R, Wright B. Improving 
access to psychological therapy: initial evaluation of two UK demonstration sites. 
Behav Res Ther 2009;47:910–20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2009.07.010. 

[31] Ernst & Young. Beyondblue NewAccess Demonstration Independent Evaluation: 
Summary of Findings. Australia: BeyondBlue; 2015. 

[32] Gonda T, Deane FP, Murugesan GA. Predicting clinically significant change in an 
inpatient program for people with severe mental illness. Aust N Z J Psychiatry 
2012;46:651–8. https://doi.org/10.1177/0004867412445527. 

[33] Rickwood DJ, Mazzer KR, Telford NR, Parker AG, Tanti CJ, McGorry PD. Changes 
in psychological distress and psychosocial functioning in Young people visiting 
headspace Centres for mental health problems. Med J Aust 2015;202. 

[34] Kallogjeri D, Spitznagel EL, Piccirillo JF. Importance of defining and interpreting a 
clinically meaningful difference in clinical research. JAMA Otolaryngol Neck Surg 
2020;146:101. https://doi.org/10.1001/jamaoto.2019.3744. 

[35] Diminic S, Lee YY, Hielscher E, Harris MG, Kealton J, Whiteford HA. Quantifying 
the size of the informal care sector for Australian adults with mental illness: caring 
hours and replacement cost. Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol 2021;56:387–400. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-020-01868-y. 

[36] Borek AJ, Abraham C, Greaves CJ, Gillison F, Tarrant M, Morgan-Trimmer S, et al. 
Identifying change processes in group-based health behaviour-change 
interventions: development of the mechanisms of action in group-based 
interventions (MAGI) framework. Health Psychol Rev 2019;13:227–47. https:// 
doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2019.1625282. 

[37] Michie S, Abraham C, Eccles MP, Francis JJ, Hardeman W, Johnston M. 
Strengthening evaluation and implementation by specifying components of 
behaviour change interventions: a study protocol. Implement Sci 2011;6:10. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-6-10. 

A. Coe et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pecinn.2023.100218
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pecinn.2023.100218
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0005
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0243502
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0015
https://doi.org/10.1111/eip.13230
https://doi.org/10.1111/eip.13230
https://doi.org/10.1097/NCM.0000000000000414
https://doi.org/10.1111/hsc.13987
https://doi.org/10.1111/hsc.13987
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0035
https://doi.org/10.1111/hsc.13677
https://doi.org/10.1332/239788221X16323394592678
https://doi.org/10.1332/239788221X16323394592678
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2003.09.012
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1584.2008.00982.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1584.2008.00982.x
https://doi.org/10.2147/SHTT.S59500
https://doi.org/10.3390/geriatrics6030080
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0033291702006074
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0033291702006074
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa6601_2
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa6601_2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40359-018-0249-9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0085
https://doi.org/10.1177/0164027504268574
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0100
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203771587
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1037/13620-004
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2019.1704846
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2019.1704846
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gerinurse.2020.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.114.147561
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMra1614394
https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1081&amp;context=jssw
https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1081&amp;context=jssw
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0145
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2009.07.010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0155
https://doi.org/10.1177/0004867412445527
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6282(23)00098-5/rf0165
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamaoto.2019.3744
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-020-01868-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2019.1625282
https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2019.1625282
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-6-10

	A mixed-methods evaluation of the impacts of an online Carer wellbeing and connection program
	1 Introduction
	2 Methods
	2.1 Design
	2.2 Participant recruitment, selection and setting
	2.3 The online Carer connection and wellbeing program
	2.4 Qualitative and quantitative measures
	2.5 Data analysis

	3 Results
	3.1 Study population
	3.2 Impacts of psychological distress, loneliness and connection
	3.3 Mechanisms of action for the online Carer wellbeing and connection program

	4 Discussion and conclusion
	4.1 Discussion
	4.2 Innovation
	4.3 Conclusion

	Funding
	Data sharing
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Declaration of Competing Interest
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix A Supplementary data
	References


