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Abstract

Background: A frequently used clinical test to assess mobility after stroke is the Timed Up & Go. Knowledge
regarding whether or not the Timed Up & Go is able to detect change over time in patients with stroke, whether
improvements in mobility exist after the first three months and whether or not longitudinal change in mobility after
stroke depend on the patients’ age, is limited or unclear. The objectives were to investigate the distribution-based
responsiveness of the Timed Up & Go (TUG) during the first three months after a first event of stroke, to measure
the longitudinal change in TUG time during the first year after stroke and to establish whether recovery in TUG
time differs between different age groups.

Methods: Ninety-one patients with first-ever stroke were assessed using the Timed Up & Go at the 1st week and
at 3, 6 and 12 months after stroke. The non-parametric sign-test, the parametric t-test and a mixed model approach to
linear regression for repeated measurements (Proc mixed) were used for the statistical analyses.

Results: The median TUG time was reduced from 17 to 12 seconds (p < 0.001) between the 1st week and 3 months.
No further improvement was seen between 3 and 12 months after stroke. In a mixed model approach to linear
regression, there was a significant age difference. Patients at age 80 and above tended to deteriorate in terms of TUG
time between 3 and 12 months after stroke, while patients < 80 years did not (p = 0.011 for the interaction between
age group and time).

Conclusion: The Timed Up & Go demonstrates ability to detect change in mobility over time in patients with stroke.
A significant improvement in TUG time from the 1st week to 3 months after stroke was found, as expected, but
thereafter no statistically significant change was detected. After 3 months, patients ≥80 years tended to
deteriorate in terms of TUG time, while the younger patients did not.
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Background
Mobility limitations are commonly observed in people
after a stroke [1,2]. In stroke rehabilitation, measures of
change and improvement are essential both in estab-
lishing natural history and in evaluating rehabilitation
interventions, why the clinometric characteristics of out-
come measures should be established. A frequently used
clinical test to assess functional mobility is the Timed
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Up & Go (TUG) [3]. The TUG has shown varying degrees
of inter- and intra-rater reliability in patients with chronic
stroke, as well as in patients in geriatric day care [3-7].
Furthermore, the TUG has been shown to be valid and
to identify the risk of falling in community-dwelling
older adults [8] as well as in patients with stroke [2,9].
For the latter study [2], the risk of falling was identified
as the inability to perform the TUG. One aspect of
validity is responsiveness, defined as “the ability of an
instrument to detect change over time in the construct
being measured” [10].
To our knowledge, only two prior studies have addressed

the responsiveness of the TUG in patients with stroke
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[11,12]. Both of these studies were small (n = 50 and 44,
respectively) [11,12] and in one of the studies the most
disable patients were excluded from the analysis [11].
Consequently, further studies are needed. There is no gold
standard when it comes to assessing responsiveness, but it
is essential that clinical status is expected to change
[13-17]. Responsiveness relying on statistical properties is
described as “distribution-based” [16], which is a way to
express the observed change in a standardized metric
within a sample. Several studies confirm that neurological
recovery mainly takes place early after stroke [18-23].
Whether improvements in mobility exist after the first
three months and whether or not longitudinal change in
mobility after stroke depend on the patients’ age, is still
unclear [20,23-25].
The aim of the present study was to investigate the

distribution-based responsiveness of the TUG in patients
with a first event of stroke during the first 3 months
after stroke, assuming an improvement in functional
mobility during this period [24,26]. Additional objectives
were to establish the longitudinal change in functional
mobility during the 1st year after stroke, and to study
whether recovery in mobility after stroke differs in differ-
ent age groups. Functional mobility is hereafter referred to
as mobility or TUG time.

Methods
Subjects
This study is a follow-up part of the Postural Stroke
Study in Gothenburg (POSTGOT) [2]. The POSTGOT
consists of 116 consecutive patients, admitted to the
stroke unit at Sahlgrenska University Hospital/Östra,
Gothenburg, Sweden, after a 1st event of stroke. The
stroke diagnosis was defined according to World Health
Organization criteria [27]. The exclusion criteria were
co-morbidities such as leg amputation, a diagnosis of
dementia or severe psychiatric diseases that could inter-
fere with mobility or the ability to cooperate during the
assessments. Ischemic stroke events were classified
according to the Trial of Org 10172 in Acute Stroke
Treatment (TOAST) criteria [28]. The Regional Ethics
Committee of Gothenburg approved the study and in-
formed written consent was obtained from the patient
or next of kin prior to study entry, according to the
Declaration of Helsinki.

Outcome Measures and Procedures
According to clinical routine, the patients were assessed
using the Modified Motor Assessment Scale-95 (M-MAS
UAS-95) and the Berg Balance Scale during the 1st week
after stroke.
The patients’ mobility was investigated using the TUG

on 4 different occasions. The 1st assessment was per-
formed during the 1st week after stroke onset, between
days 4 and 7, median day 5. All the TUG assessments
were performed in the corridor on the ward, by a physio-
therapist not involved in the patient’s rehabilitation. The
TUG was performed as follows: the patients were asked to
stand up from a standardized armchair, walk 3 meters
(marked by a tape), turn, walk back to the chair and sit
down, as quickly and as safely as possible while the time
taken to complete the test was recorded and rounded
to whole seconds. In cases where the patient needed a
walking aid, his/her private walking aid was used. No
physical assistance was accepted.
The patients were then followed-up using TUG with

assessments at 3, 6 and 12 months after stroke. In
addition, at the same times, the patients were also assessed
using the M-MAS UAS-95.
All patients were invited to each follow-up assessment,

irrespectively of whether or not they had previously par-
ticipated. For the follow-up examinations, a time win-
dow of ±14 days was allowed. Data on recurrent stroke,
after the 1st event of stroke, were collected from the
medical records. If the patient had suffered a recurrent
stroke, the results from the follow-ups after the 2nd
stroke were excluded from further analysis.

Data analysis
For all statistical analyses, the SAS version 9.3 (SAS
Institute, Cary, NC) was used. All tests were two-tailed.
P-values of less than 0.05 were considered statistically
significant. The non-parametric sign test was used to
investigate whether patients had “improved” or “deteri-
orated” between two time points (from 1st week to
3 months, 3 to 6 months and 6 to 12 months). Patients
unable to perform TUG were included using a surrogate
time. The surrogate time was slower than the slowest
time of the entire study period and the same for all the
assessment occasions. “Improved” was defined as reduced
TUG time or going from unable to able to perform TUG.
“Deteriorated” was defined as increased TUG time or
going from able to unable to perform TUG. In an add-
itional analysis, the parametric paired t-test was performed
including only those patients who were able to perform
the TUG at 1st week and 3 months after stroke.
The longitudinal change in TUG time, from 3 to

12 months after stroke, was further analyzed in a mixed
model approach to linear regression for repeated measure-
ments (Proc mixed, SAS procedure). In this regression
model, time after stroke, age group and the interaction of
these two factors were used as fixed explanatory variables.
The age limits; 45–64 years, 65–79 years and 80 years
of age and above, were based on PubMed’s division for
middle aged (45–64 years), aged (65+ years) and 80 year
and older (80+ years). In addition a random intercept was
included. The random intercept handles the dependence
within individuals present in data when individuals are
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measured repeatedly over time. Analyses were also carried
out with all data, from the 1st week to 12 months (includ-
ing data from the responsiveness analysis).

Results
The population of the present study comprised the 91
patients who participated in at least two consecutive TUG
assessments during the first year after stroke onset. Table 1
presents the patients’ characteristics and the median
scores from other clinical scales at baseline. The patients
had a median length of stay of 14 days (range: 4–79 days)
at the stroke unit, where physiotherapy and occupational
therapy were offered 5 days a week. Of the 91 patients in
the study, 75 patients (82%) were discharged to their own
homes, 13 to nursing homes, two to a geriatric rehabilita-
tion clinic and one patient to a rehabilitation medicine
clinic. Figure 1 shows a flow-chart diagram of patients
included and excluded in the follow-up analyses. Table 2
illustrates the different categorical changes, based on
TUG time, between two consecutive assessments in the
three analyses: at 1st week and 3 months, at 3 and
6 months and at 6 and 12 months after stroke. Table 3
displays the Timed Up & Go time for the patients able
to perform the test for each of the 4 different time
points for the assessments.

1st week to 3 months
A large proportion of the patients, 24 out of 86 (28%),
were unable to perform the test at the first assessment,
while 9 patients (10%) were unable to do this at the
Table 1 Baseline characteristics and median values for
the Berg Balance Scale (BBS) and the Modified Motor
Assessment Scale (M-MAS UAS-95) one to seven days
after stroke onset

Characteristics, n = 91 n (%) or median (range)

Female 38 (42)

Age, years 72.6 (47–94)

Stroke classifications (TOAST)

Large vessel disease 23 (25)

Small vessel disease 25 (27)

Cardioembolic stroke 19 (21)

Cryptogenic stroke 15 (17)

Hemorrhagic stroke 9 (10)

Right-side lesion 43 (47)

Left-side lesion 48 (53)

Hypertension 58 (36)

Diabetes mellitus 23 (25)

Berg Balance Scale n = 88 41 (0–56)

M-MAS UAS-95 n = 80 49 (12–55)

TOAST; Trial of Org 10172 in Acute Stroke Treatment, M-MAS UAS-95; Modified
Motor Assessment Scale Uppsala Akademiska Hospital −95.
3 months assessment (Table 2). Sixty-six patients (77%)
improved and 7 (8%) patients deteriorated from 1st week
to 3 months, p <0.001. The median improvement in
TUG time, based on all 86 patients, was five seconds
(from 17 to 12 seconds). When analyzing only the 62
patients who were able to perform the TUG both in the
1st week and at the 3-months assessment, the mean
TUG time was reduced by 5.3 seconds (95% CI 2.9-7.6,
p < 0.001), from 17.5 (95% CI 14.7-20.3) to 12.2 (95% CI
11.2-13.3) seconds. The median M-MAS UAS-95 score,
for the patients who participated in both assessments,
increased from 49 to 55 (p < 0.001).

3 to 6 months
One patient experienced a recurrent stroke after the
3-month follow-up and was therefore excluded. Con-
sequently, the analyses are based on 71 patients. Five
of these (7%) were unable to perform the test at
3 months while four patients (6%) were still unable to
do this at 6 months. Between 3 and 6 months, the median
TUG time went from 11 to 12 seconds. The change
was non-significant. The corresponding median M-MAS
UAS-95 score went from 55 to 54 (non-significant).

6 to 12 months
Four of the 67 patients (6%) who participated in both as-
sessments were unable to perform the test at 6 months
while further one more, totally five patients (7%), were
unable to perform the TUG at 12 months. Between 6
and 12 months, the median TUG value went from 11 to
12 seconds in TUG time. The change was non-significant.
The corresponding median M-MAS UAS −95 score went
from 54 to 55 (non-significant).
Figure 2 illustrates the results for the recovery in TUG

time based on the regression analysis. The regression
analysis was based on 211 observations of 81 patients
who participated in any of the 3 follow-up assessments
(n = 70 at 3 months, n = 74 at 6 months, n = 67 at
12 months) and who were able to perform the TUG.
The analysis showed the following results; age group
p = 0.018, time p = 0.085 and the interaction between
age group and time p = 0.011. The patients at age 80
and older tended to deteriorate from 3 to 12 months,
while younger patients did not. Rather, there was a small
tendency towards improvement among patients 64 years
of age and younger. Figure 2 also illustrates the TUG time,
from the 1st week to 3 months for the different age
groups, based on data from the responsiveness part.

Discussion
Our findings demonstrate that the TUG is a responsive
test for capturing improvements in mobility during the
first three months after stroke. Responsiveness was
established in relation to statistically significant change,



Figure 1 Flow chart showing patients included and excluded in the follow-up analyses at first week and 3 months, at 3 and 6 months
and at 6 and 12 months.
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referred to as distribution-based responsiveness [16].
Another method for responsiveness analysis is to
perform test-retest reliability studies to estimate the
measurement error. If the size of a change over time is
greater than the measurement error, the test is considered
responsive. Thus, that the current mean reduction in
TUG time of 5.3 seconds (95% CI 2.9-7.6) is larger than
the previously published size of standard error of meas-
urement (SEM), ranging from 1.14-1.78 seconds [4,6]
provides further evidence that TUG is responsive to
change. Noteworthy, still, is that the previously presented
SEM values are based on rather small populations of
patients with chronic stroke, which means that any
comparisons should/must be made with some caution.
Another aspect of responsiveness concerns whether or

not it is of clinical importance [29]. The fact that there
is a statistical significant change in TUG time and that
it shows distribution-based responsiveness does not
necessary mean that this improvement is important for
the patient. However, previous studies have shown that
patients with a poor performance in TUG had a signifi-
cant higher risk of falling after stroke [2,9]. Patients
Table 2 Different outcomes in number of categorical
changes based on Timed Up & Go (TUG) time between
two consecutive assessments in the three analyses, from
first week to three months, from three to six and from
six to twelve months after stroke

Months after stroke

Outcomes, n 0 to 3 3 to 6 6 to 12

n = 86 n = 71 n = 67

Improved Unable to able to perform TUG 15 1 0

Reduced TUG time 51 28 24

Unchanged Unchanged TUG time 13 23 15

Deteriorated Increased TUG time 7 19 27

Able to unable to perform TUG 0 0 1
with TUG time of ≥15 s were at higher risk of falling
during 1-year follow-up after stroke (2). The highest
risk of falling was found for patients unable to perform
TUG. Therefore, a median change in TUG time from
17 to 12 s seems to be of clinical importance. Further-
more, the fact that 15 of 24 patients went from unable to
able to perform the TUG from the 1st week to 3 months
post stroke could also be interpreted as being of clinical
importance. In addition, the parallel detection of patient
improvement, in median M-MAS UAS-95 score from first
week to 3 months after stroke, validates that the direction
of the TUG time change was expected. This strengthens
the conclusion that the TUG is a relevant measure in
clinical practice.
Our findings from the mixed model approach to linear

regression supply information about the longitudinal
change in TUG time after stroke for different age
groups. The central issue is the declining recovery in
mobility that was found from 3 to 12 months after stroke
for the patients aged 80 and over. One year after stroke,
these patients were almost back to the same level of TUG
time as at the 1st week after stroke onset. Discussed in the
context of clinical implication, the result justifies the use
of the TUG in the rehabilitation following stroke.
Salbach et al. [11] studied the responsiveness of the

TUG, based on assessments within 8 days and 4 weeks
after stroke, among 50 ambulatory patients with a first-
ever stroke with a mean age of 68 years. In that study,
20% of the patients were unable to perform the test at
the first assessment and 6% at the second assessment.
In addition, in their analysis the most disabled patients,
i.e. those who were unable to walk 14 meters, were
excluded. For the patients able to perform the TUG, the
standardized response mean (SRM) was 0.73 (a moderate
effect size). The improvement during the first month
reported (mean TUG time from 22.2 ± 17.2 to 12.6 ±
5.5 seconds, p >0.01) for those patients who were able



Table 3 Timed up & go time, in seconds, for the patients able to perform the test for each of the four time points
for assessment

First week 3 months 6 months 12 months

n = 68 n = 77 n = 71 n = 70

Mean (SD) 17.0 (11.0) 14.5 (10.0) 14.2 (9.4) 14.7 (9.8)

Median (IQR) 13.0 (10.6-18.0) 11.0 (10.0-16.3) 11.5 (10.0-16.0) 12.0 (9.0-17.0)

Time specified after stroke onset. SD; Standard Deviation, IQR; Inter Quartile Range (i.e. the 25th and 75th percentile).
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to perform the test), is slightly larger than the one that
was found during the first three months after stroke,
based on all patients, including those unable to perform
the TUG. Furthermore, Knorr et al. [12] studied the
sensitivity to change in TUG time between 3 and
8 months after stroke among 44 patients with a mean
age of 63 years. They found a statistically significant
improvement in mean TUG time, from 16.7 ± 17.1 sec-
onds to 13.7 ± 16.0 seconds, p < 0.010, during this time,
with a SRM of 0.34 (a small effect size). This result is
different from the current study, where no clear over-all
improvement from 3 to 12 months could be found.
Though, to assess responsiveness on the basis of effect
size has been criticized and is suggested to supply only
partial evidence for responsiveness [30].
Moreover, the time and length of follow-up could

affect the results. In a study with a long follow-up, the
patients are more likely to suffer from other impaired
health conditions, especially if they are of a high age.
Even if we excluded patients who were hospitalized for a
recurrent stroke during follow-up, additional factors
such as activity level, as well as physical therapy
0
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Figure 2 The recovery in TUG time for each of the three age groups.
Timed Up & Go time in seconds. Solid lines represent the model means (ls
received, might explain the varying results between the
present and the previously referred studies. Only 36%
of the patients were assessed as requiring further
rehabilitation at discharge from the stroke unit. The in-
tensity of this further rehabilitation is unknown. Clearly, it
would be of great clinical interest to study the effect of in-
tense training among stroke patients of different ages in a
clinical randomized trial.
There are some limitations that restrict the generalization

of our results. Only patients with a first ever clinical stroke
were studied and the outcome cannot with certainty be
transferred to patients with recurrent stroke. In addition, of
the initial 116 patients in the POSTGOT study, 22% of the
patients did not participate in the follow-up assessments.
There is a risk of selection bias, as the most disabled
patients might be less likely to participate in the follow-up.
Furthermore, it is not possible to differentiate between
improvements due to spontaneous neurological recovery
or improvements caused by rehabilitation or living envir-
onment. Change in TUG time may also depend on
impairment and recovery of muscle strength in the
lower extremity. Previous research has shown that
10 12 14

age 45-64
age 65-79
age 80-94

The x-axis represents time, in months, after stroke and the y-axis the
means) and dashes the associated 95% confidence intervals.
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there is a correlation between the TUG and the peak
plantar flexion torque [5]. TUG specific demands as
standing up, standing and sitting down, seem to be
functionally addressed to falls after stroke due to reduced
force generation and greater postural sway [31,32]. More-
over, in persons with stroke, incidence of falls related to
180 degrees turn around in TUG may be due to deficits
in cognitive processes [33]. It would also have been in-
teresting to have a closer follow-up during the first
three months to determine when the largest improvement
in mobility occurred. Also, the fact that no comparisons
can be made with some global scale is a limiting factor.
Finally, the initial assessment was performed an average
of 5 days after stroke. Due to practical reasons, the
patients were not assessed before day 4–7. Thus, the
present study is not able to answer the question whether
TUG is appropriate as a clinical measure 1–3 days post
stroke. However, motor recovery may already take place
during the first days after stroke, which can explain why
some patients may already have recovered before the
first assessment.
On the other hand, strengths of the present study are

that the stroke patients were unselected and investigated
in the acute phase and followed repeatedly for one year.
Moreover, the study population was somewhat larger
compared with previous studies. Our findings provide
increased knowledge relating to the interpretation of the
TUG in clinical stroke rehabilitation. The results also
contribute to knowledge regarding recovery in mobility
after stroke, in general and for different age groups. To
our knowledge, no previous studies have described the
effect of age on recovery of mobility, expressed as TUG
time, after stroke.
Conclusion
In conclusion, our results indicate that the Timed Up &
Go demonstrates ability to detect change in mobility over
time in patients with stroke. Thus, the result justifies the
use of TUG in stroke rehabilitation. As expected, a statis-
tically significant improvement in TUG time from the 1st
week to 3 months after stroke was found, but thereafter
no statistically significant change could be detected. The
recovery pattern of mobility differed between different age
groups. Patients 80 years or older tended to deteriorate in
mobility between 3 to 12 months after stroke, while the
younger patients did not.

Abbreviations
BBS: Berg Balance Scale; M-MAS UAS-95: Modified Motor Assessment Scale
Uppsala Akademiska Sjukhus-95; POSTGOT: Postural Stroke Study in
Gothenburg; SEM: Standard Error of Measurement; TOAST: Trial of Org 10172
in acute stroke treatment; TUG: Timed Up & Go.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interest.
Authors’ contributions
All authors have made substantial contributions to the manuscript. KSS was
primary responsible, and CUP and POH were involved, in the conception and
design of the study. CUP was primary responsible in the collection of data. CUP
and POH were primary responsible, but all authors have been involved, in the
interpretation of data. AGE and CUP was primary responsible for statistical
analyses, AGE as statistical expertise. CUP and POH were primary responsible in
drafting the manuscript. AD, KSS and AGE have been involved in drafting the
manuscript. All authors have read and approved the final manuscript.
Acknowledgments
This research was supported by the Norrbacka Eugenia Foundation, the
Sahlgrenska University Hospital Foundation (heart-blood-vessel-lung), the
Local Research and Development Board for Gothenburg and Södra
Bohuslän, Hjalmar Svensson’s Research Foundation, the National Association
of Stroke Foundations and Funds, Rune and Ulla Almlöf’s Foundation, Gun
and Bertil Stone’s Foundation, John and Brit Wennerström’s Foundation,
Greta and Einar Asker’s Foundation, Felix Neubergh’s Foundation, Per-Olof
Ahl’s Foundation and Renée Eander’s Foundation.

Author details
1Institute of Neuroscience and Physiology, Department of Clinical
Neuroscience and Rehabilitation, Rehabilitation Medicine, Sahlgrenska
Academy, University of Gothenburg, Per Dubbsgatan 14, 413 45 Göteborg,
Sweden. 2Occupational and Environmental Medicine, Sahlgrenska Academy,
University of Gothenburg, Göteborg, Sweden. 3Institute of Medicine,
Sahlgrenska Academy, University of Gothenburg, Göteborg, Sweden.

Received: 24 February 2014 Accepted: 1 May 2014
Published: 9 May 2014
References
1. Jorgensen HS, Nakayama H, Raaschou HO, Olsen TS: Recovery of walking

function in stroke patients: the Copenhagen Stroke Study. Arch Phys Med
Rehabil 1995, 76:27–32.

2. Persson CU, Hansson PO, Sunnerhagen KS: Clinical tests performed in
acute stroke identify the risk of falling during the first year: postural
stroke study in Gothenburg (POSTGOT). J Rehabil Med 2011, 43:348–353.

3. Podsiadlo D, Richardson S: The timed “Up & Go”: a test of basic functional
mobility for frail elderly persons. J Am Geriatr Soc 1991, 39:142–148.

4. Flansbjer UB, Holmback AM, Downham D, Patten C, Lexell J: Reliability of
gait performance tests in men and women with hemiparesis after
stroke. J Rehabil Med 2005, 37:75–82.

5. Ng SS, Hui-Chan CW: The timed up & go test: its reliability and association
with lower-limb impairments and locomotor capacities in people with
chronic stroke. Arch Phys Med Rehabil 2005, 86:1641–1647.

6. Faria CD, Teixeira-Salmela LF, Neto MG, Rodrigues-de-Paula F: Performance-
based tests in subjects with stroke: outcome scores, reliability and
measurement errors. Clin Rehabil 2011, 26:460–469.

7. Shumway-Cook A, Brauer S, Woollacott M: Predicting the probability for
falls in community-dwelling older adults using the Timed Up & Go Test.
Phys Ther 2000, 80:896–903.

8. Barry E, Galvin R, Keogh C, Horgan F, Fahey T: Is the Timed Up and Go test
a useful predictor of risk of falls in community dwelling older adults: a
systematic review and meta- analysis. BMC Geriatr 2014, 14:14.

9. Andersson AG, Kamwendo K, Seiger A, Appelros P: How to identify
potential fallers in a stroke unit: validity indexes of 4 test methods.
J Rehabil Med 2006, 38:186–191.

10. Mokkink LB, Terwee CB, Patrick DL, Alonso J, Stratford PW, Knol DL,
Bouter LM, de Vet HC: The COSMIN study reached international consensus
on taxonomy, terminology, and definitions of measurement properties
for health-related patient-reported outcomes. J Clin Epidemiol 2010,
63:737–745.

11. Salbach NM, Mayo NE, Higgins J, Ahmed S, Finch LE, Richards CL:
Responsiveness and predictability of gait speed and other disability
measures in acute stroke. Arch Phys Med Rehabil 2001, 82:1204–1212.

12. Knorr S, Brouwer B, Garland SJ: Validity of the Community Balance and
Mobility Scale in community-dwelling persons after stroke. Arch Phys Med
Rehabil 2010, 91:890–896.



Persson et al. Journal of NeuroEngineering and Rehabilitation 2014, 11:83 Page 7 of 7
http://www.jneuroengrehab.com/content/11/1/83
13. Guyatt G, Deyo RA, Charlson M, Levine MN, Mitchell A: Responsiveness and
validity in health status measurement: A Clarification. J Clin Epidemiol
1989, 42:403–408.

14. Liang M: Longitudinal construct validity. Establishment of clinical
meaning in patient evaluative instruments. Med Care 2000, 38:II84–90.

15. Terwee CB, Dekker FW, Wiersinga WM, Prummel MF, Bossuyt PM: On
assessing responsiveness of health-related quality of life instruments:
guidelines for instrument evaluation. Qual Life Res 2003, 12:349–362.

16. Revicki DA, Cella D, Hays RD, Sloan JA, Lenderking WR, Aaronson NK:
Responsiveness and minimal important differences for patient reported
outcomes. Health Qual Life Outcomes 2006, 4:70.

17. Revicki D, Hays RD, Cella D, Sloan J: Recommended methods for
determing responsiveness and minimal important differences for
patient-reported outcomes. J Clin Epidemiol 2008, 61:102–109.

18. Skilbeck CE, Wade DT, Hewer RL, Wood VA: Recovery after stroke. J Neurol
Neurosurg Psychiatry 1983, 46:5–8.

19. Duncan PW, Goldstein LB, Horner RD, Landsman PB, Samsa GP, Matchar DB:
Similar motor recovery of upper and lower extremities after stroke.
Stroke 1994, 25:1181–1188.

20. Jorgensen HS, Nakayama H, Raaschou HO, Vive-Larsen J, Stoier M, Olsen TS:
Outcome and time course of recovery in stroke. Part II: Time course of
recovery. The Copenhagen Stroke Study. Arch Phys Med Rehabil 1995,
76:406–412.

21. Kwakkel G, Wagenaar RC, Twisk JW, Lankhorst GJ, Koetsier JC: Intensity of leg
and arm training after primary middle-cerebral-artery stroke: a randomised
trial. Lancet 1999, 354:191–196.

22. Kwakkel G, Wagenaar RC: Effect of duration of upper- and lower-extremity
rehabilitation sessions and walking speed on recovery of interlimb
coordination in hemiplegic gait. Phys Ther 2002, 82:432–448.

23. Janssen W, Bussmann J, Selles R, Koudstaal P, Ribbers G, Stam H: Recovery of
the sit-to-stand movement after stroke: a longitudinal cohort study.
Neurorehabil Neural Repair 2010, 24:763–769.

24. Viosca E, Lafuente R, Martinez JL, Almagro PL, Gracia A, Gonzalez C:Walking
recovery after an acute stroke: assessment with a new functional
classification and the Barthel Index. Arch Phys Med Rehabil 2005, 86:1239–1244.

25. Yashin AAI, Ukraintseva S, Akushevich L, Areev K, Kulminski A: Trends in
survival and recovery from stroke: Evidence from the national long-term
care survey/medicare data. Stroke 2010, 41:563–565.

26. Langhammer B, Stanghelle JK, Lindmark B: An evaluation of two different
exercise regimes during the first year following stroke: a randomised
controlled trial. Physiother Theory Pract 2009, 25:55–68.

27. Stroke–1989: Recommendations on stroke prevention, diagnosis, and
therapy. Report of the WHO Task Force on Stroke and other
Cerebrovascular Disorders. Stroke 1989, 20:1407–1431.

28. Adams HP Jr, Bendixen BH, Kappelle LJ, Biller J, Love BB, Gordon DL, Marsh
EE 3rd: Classification of subtype of acute ischemic stroke. definitions for
use in a multicenter clinical trial. TOAST. Trial of Org 10172 in acute
stroke treatment. Stroke 1993, 24:35–41.

29. Husted JA, Cook RJ, Farewell VT, Gladman DD: Methods for assessing
responsiveness: a critical review and recommendations. J Clin Epidemiol
2000, 53:459–468.

30. De Vet HCW, Terwee CB, Mokkink LB, Knol DL: Measurment in Medicine. New
York: Cambridge University Press; 2011.

31. Sackley CM: Falls, sway, and symmetry of weight-bearing after stroke.
Int Disabil Stud 1991, 13:1–4.

32. Cheng PT, Liaw MY, Wong MK, Tang FT, Lee MY, Lin PS: The sit-to-stand
movement in stroke patients and its correlation with falling. Arch Phys
Med Rehabil 1998, 79:1043–1046.

33. Hollands KL, Hollands MA, Zietz D, Wing AM, Wright C, van Vliet P:
Kinematics of turning 180 degrees during the timed up and go in stroke
survivors with and without falls history. Neurorehabil Neural Repair 2010,
24:358–367.

doi:10.1186/1743-0003-11-83
Cite this article as: Persson et al.: Timed Up & Go as a measure for
longitudinal change in mobility after stroke – Postural Stroke Study in
Gothenburg (POSTGOT). Journal of NeuroEngineering and Rehabilitation
2014 11:83.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit


	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusion

	Background
	Methods
	Subjects
	Outcome Measures and Procedures
	Data analysis

	Results
	1st week to 3 months
	3 to 6 months
	6 to 12 months

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Abbreviations
	Competing interests
	Authors’ contributions
	Acknowledgments
	Author details
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.440 793.440]
>> setpagedevice


