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Abstract

Background: eHealth can revolutionize the way self-management support is offered to chronically ill individuals such as those
with a cardiovascular disease (CVD). However, patients’ fluctuating motivation to actually perform self-management is an
important factor for which to account. Tailoring and personalizing eHealth to fit with the values of individuals promises to be an
effective motivational strategy. Nevertheless, how specific eHealth technologies and design features could potentially contribute
to values of individuals with a CVD has not been explicitly studied before.

Objective: This study sought to connect a set of empirically validated, health-related values of individuals with a CVD with
existing eHealth technologies and their design features. The study searched for potential connections between design features
and values with the goal to advance knowledge about how eHealth technologies can actually be more meaningful and motivating
for end users.

Methods: Undertaking a technical investigation that fits with the value sensitive design framework, a content analysis of existing
eHealth technologies was conducted. We matched 11 empirically validated values of CVD patients with 70 design features from
10 eHealth technologies that were previously identified in a systematic review. The analysis consisted mainly of a deductive
coding stage performed independently by 3 members of the study team. In addition, researchers and developers of 6 of the 10
reviewed technologies provided input about potential feature-value connections.

Results: In total, 98 connections were made between eHealth design features and patient values. This meant that some design
features could contribute to multiple values. Importantly, some values were more often addressed than others. CVD patients’
values most often addressed were related to (1) having or maintaining a healthy lifestyle, (2) having an overview of personal
health data, (3) having reliable information and advice, (4) having extrinsic motivators to accomplish goals or health-related
activities, and (5) receiving personalized care. In contrast, values less often addressed concerned (6) perceiving low thresholds
to access health care, (7) receiving social support, (8) preserving a sense of autonomy over life, and (9) not feeling fear, anxiety,
or insecurity about health. Last, 2 largely unaddressed values were related to (10) having confidence and self-efficacy in the
treatment or ability to achieve goals and (11) desiring to be seen as a person rather than a patient.

Conclusions: Positively, existing eHealth technologies could be connected with CVD patients’ values, largely through design
features that relate to educational support, self-monitoring support, behavior change support, feedback, and motivational incentives.
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Other design features such as reminders, prompts or cues, peer-based or expert-based human support, and general system
personalization were also connected with values but in narrower ways. In future studies, the inferred feature-value connections
must be validated with empirical data from individuals with a CVD or similar chronic conditions.

(JMIR Cardio 2021;5(2):e31985) doi: 10.2196/31985
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Introduction

The Promise of eHealth for Self-management Support
Self-management can be broadly defined as an individual’s
ability to manage the symptoms, treatment, physical and
psychosocial consequences, and lifestyle changes inherent in
living with a chronic illness [1]. In 2005, the influential
psychologist Albert Bandura [2] characterized self-management
as “good medicine” and went even further, stating that “if the
huge benefits of these few habits were put into a pill, it would
be declared a scientific milestone in the field of medicine.” Such
a milestone would certainly lead to a much-needed reduction
of the alarming burden on health care systems worldwide caused
by the increasing amount of chronically ill individuals, many
of them with a cardiovascular disease (CVD) [3].

Obviously, there is not yet—and perhaps there will never be—a
“pill” that prompts individuals to actively engage in the
maintenance, monitoring, and management of their own health.
The reality is much more challenging, as performing
self-management entails the enactment of multiple behaviors
and a continuous confrontation with barriers and competing
interests [4]. For example, stroke survivors can be overwhelmed
by the physical and cognitive efforts required by rehabilitation
programs and by other sudden changes to their lifestyles, leading
them to feel as if they have “lost control” over their life.

Although not a “pill,” the use of digital technologies to support
health, well-being, and health care holds high promise. Such
an approach is better known by the term of electronic health or
eHealth [5]. Specifically, technologies such as smartphone
applications and internet-enabled monitoring devices have been
proposed as tools that can support self-management [6,7].
Among other things, eHealth promises to facilitate tasks and
provide personalized information, feedback, or cues to action.
eHealth technologies have, in fact, already shown positive
results in terms of supporting patients in the management of
chronic conditions, including CVD [6-13].

Realizing the Promise of eHealth Through Value
Sensitive Design
Despite their promising results and recognized potential, eHealth
technologies that aim to support self-management have come
across multiple challenges. One of the most important obstacles
is the fluctuating motivation of individuals to actually perform
self-management [9,10]. As a result, when motivation is low,
eHealth technologies can become an added burden [14]. To
overcome that barrier, multiple calls have been made to design
eHealth in a way that better aligns with the underlying needs
of individuals [6,7,10,15]. One key proposal is that eHealth
technologies should be personalized in a way that taps into a

more powerful source of motivation: values. To realize this,
eHealth technologies should be designed in a way that
strengthens patients’values and fulfills their needs. For instance,
patients who highly value social interactions could be motivated
through eHealth features that facilitate communication with
peers, friends, or the health care team.

In fact, the need to meet patient values through the design of
technologies has led to the development of novel methodologies
and theoretical approaches. One of these approaches is value
sensitive design, which serves as both a theoretical and
methodological framework that seeks to integrate values into
design work [16]. Value sensitive design ensures that the design
of technologies accounts for values in a principled and
comprehensive manner, through integrative and iterative
methodologies that include conceptual, empirical, and technical
investigations [16]. Conceptual investigations can focus on the
philosophical analysis and specification of value constructs (eg,
the value of “feeling in control” or the value of “feeling
supported by others”). Meanwhile, technical investigations can
take the analysis further and design technologies using the
identified values as assessment criteria (eg, how do wearable
technologies meet the value of “feeling in control over life?”).
Finally, empirical investigations can evaluate the process of a
particular design or context use (eg, a formative evaluation of
technologies to assess if and how they contribute to patient
values).

Conceptualizing Values for eHealth Design
In the value sensitive design framework, a value refers to “what
a person or group of people considers important in life” [16].
In eHealth, this could translate to a life ideal or important
interest, related to health or well-being, that individuals could
pursue or meet with the help of technologies [15]. This paper
uses the terms “values” and “patient values” interchangeably.
Moreover, this paper uses the term “connection” to refer to a
potentially positive relationship between a specific
technology—or one of its design features—and a patient’s value
that leads to an increase or maintenance of motivation (eg, a
self-monitoring feature might be “connected” to the value of
“feeling safe and stable”). Other terms used in scientific works
talk about how technologies or design can “contribute,” “meet,”
“support,” or “honor” values. These verbs are all understood to
refer to the same relationship.

As mentioned before, incorporating values into technologies
can entail multiple integrative and iterative steps. For instance,
value specification precedes value sensitive design. Value
specification is the identification of the most important values
for stakeholders of eHealth (eg, end users such as individuals
with a CVD) [17]. Holistic approaches to eHealth development

JMIR Cardio 2021 | vol. 5 | iss. 2 | e31985 | p. 2https://cardio.jmir.org/2021/2/e31985
(page number not for citation purposes)

Cruz-Martínez et alJMIR CARDIO

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/31985
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


and design, such as the one promoted by the Center for eHealth
Research (CeHRes) Roadmap [18], stress the importance of
identifying the diverse and often conflicting values and concerns
that different stakeholders have (eg, what does a patient value
in health and life and thus expect to be helped with through
eHealth?). This raises a fundamental question: What values
must be considered to design effective support for the values
of individuals with a CVD? A previous investigation by authors
of this study directly addressed this question [19]. Concretely,
an interview study integrated a list of 11 values of patients with
a CVD [19]. Then, as a follow-up study, the list of values was
revised and empirically validated through a survey with
members of a patient association in the Netherlands, constituted
by individuals who have attended or are still attending a cardiac
rehabilitation program [19]. Therefore, there are already
available data establishing a set of potential values of importance
for individuals diagnosed with a CVD.

Connecting Values With eHealth Technologies and
Design Features
Importantly, the value sensitive design framework also
presupposes that a given technology is more suitable for certain
activities and more readily supports certain values, while
rendering others more difficult to realize [16]. Therefore, it
suggests that it all depends on the “features” or “properties”
that people design into technologies. In this study, the term
“design feature” is used to define any clearly identifiable
property of a technology that serves a specific function and is
proposed to help achieve an overarching aim. Given such a
definition, design features could be functional or visual
properties, underlying technical mechanisms, as well as
recognizable “building blocks” such as behavior change
techniques [20] and persuasive design strategies [21].
Furthermore, this study defines an eHealth technology as a (set
of) technological instrument(s), such as a mobile app, that is
specifically developed to support well-being, health, or health
care [5]. In contrast, an eHealth intervention is defined as the
full package and procedures that describe how a specific eHealth
technology intervenes to support well-being, health, or health
care [5]. The former concept is favored because the focus of
this study is design features of technologies that are at different
stages of development (eg, from high-fidelity prototypes to
systems that have already been implemented and evaluated).

In light of the aforementioned information and given the
numerous examples of eHealth technologies that exist, it is
plausible that several values have already been met by their
design features. However, to the best of our knowledge, the
connection between specific design features and patient values
has not been directly investigated in previous studies. Therefore,
it is necessary to advance the understanding about how
technologies can best support the values of individuals. This
knowledge can be uncovered through what the value sensitive
design framework calls “technical investigations,” which are
studies that focus on how existing technological properties and
underlying mechanisms support or hinder values [16]. In this
way, technical investigations could help advance knowledge
about what works, for whom, and why in terms of CVD
self-management [22]. Consequently, evidence on the most
effective technological properties and mechanisms could be

translated into practical guidelines for the development and
design of future eHealth technologies.

As empirical knowledge about the values of individuals with a
CVD already exists, what is needed is a set of technologies that
can be investigated with the aforementioned aim in mind. To
that end, the outcomes of a recent systematic review that
identified and analyzed multiple eHealth technologies for CVD
self-management could be used [23,24]. The review analyzed
technologies with sufficient and substantial information about
their objectives and design (ie, their design features). Thus,
information about the design features of existing eHealth
technologies is also readily available for the purposes of this
investigation.

Aim
This study sought to connect a set of empirically validated
values of patients diagnosed with a CVD with existing eHealth
technologies and their design features. By doing so, the findings
of the study aimed to be a foundation for new hypothetical
assumptions that contribute to value sensitive eHealth design
and that could be validated in future empirical studies.

Content analysis is proposed as a suitable method to meet this
aim because it allows making replicable and valid inferences
from texts or other meaningful matter to the contexts of their
use [25]. As a scientific tool, content analysis can provide new
insights, increase the understanding of particular phenomena,
or inform practical actions [25]. In short, content analysis offers
a sound and verifiable method that can connect patient values
with multiple and distinguishable eHealth design features.
Following what has been issued in the previous sections, this
research follows a patient-centered design approach to focus
on the main drivers of patients’needs and concerns: their values.
The research question is: What eHealth design features can be
connected with the values of patients with a CVD?

Methods

Overview
To meet the study aims, the research team conducted a content
analysis [25]. The content analysis consisted of 3 stages:
preparation, organization, and analysis and reporting [26]. The
main researcher (RRCM) conducted the preparation stage by
collecting and setting up the data to analyze the eHealth design
features [26]. Next, 3 researchers (RRCM, JW, and BEB)
performed the organization stage independently by deductively
coding the data [26]. Finally, all researchers contributed to the
reporting stage, consisting of displaying the results according
to the selected approach and categorization scheme [26].

Preparation
The preparation stage aimed to identify design features of
existing eHealth technologies and to describe them in a format
that facilitated their analysis. To identify eHealth design features
for the study, RRCM revised and expanded the data extracted
about 10 eHealth technologies during a previous literature
systematic review [23,24]. Additionally, RRCM searched for
newer publications of all technologies through reference tracking
of the included papers. Importantly, RRCM extracted both
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descriptive and contextual information about each eHealth
design feature. Descriptive information could be a clear textual
description of the design feature (eg, what it does or intends to
do according to the publication) and a figure or picture of it
(when available). In contrast, contextual information could be
the name of technologies, their main characteristics, their target
group, and any specific objectives. RRCM integrated all
descriptive and contextual information about each eHealth
design feature in separate Microsoft PowerPoint slides. For
example, the Engage mobile application included 5 design
features [27]: log, hint/facts, goal, progress report, and deck of
cards.

At this stage, RRCM noticed and began to group the design
features of different technologies according to their similar
characteristics or functions. For example, the “log” feature of
the Engage technology [27] is similar to the “assessment” feature
of the HeartMapp [28] technology, in the sense that they both
facilitate self-reporting of symptoms and other self-management
behaviors. The researchers finally agreed on the final grouping
of design features at the analysis and reporting stages (as
described in the following sections). In this way, both descriptive
and contextual information facilitated a better comprehension
of eHealth design and its features. In total, the study analyzed

70 design features from 10 different CVD eHealth technologies.
Multimedia Appendix 1 presents a detailed overview of the
included technologies and their design features.

Organization
The organization stage aimed to connect a list of 11 empirically
validated patient values to the eHealth design features by means
of deductive coding. A usability study and a follow-up survey
study generated and validated the list of values [19]. The first
study consisted of 10 interviews within the context of patients’
usability tests with the online BENEFIT Personal Health
Platform, which aims to support the adoption and maintenance
of healthy lifestyles [19]. The second study distributed an online
survey to panel members of Harteraad, a Dutch patient
association for cardiac diseases (in total, the survey had 710
respondents) [19]. In this survey, the respondents rated the
values identified in the first study according to their importance
for themselves, which aimed to estimate relevance and
generalizability of the values in a larger population. To prepare
the codebook for this study, BEB and JW translated the list of
values from the Dutch language into English. Table 1 presents
the list of values in their final form as the codebook for this
study.

Table 1. Codebook with list of patient values and their definitions.

Value definitionValue labelNumber

Having confidence in the doctors and the treatment they prescribe or having the
feeling that patients are capable of following the treatment plan or have the ability
to achieve their goals

To have confidence and self-efficacy in treatment and
ability to achieve goals

1

Not constantly feeling that they are a patient with a disease but also still being
able to be a human without their illness

To be seen as a person rather than a patient2

Not having to worry about their physical condition, being provided coping
strategies or information that helps them feel safe or less anxious

To not feel fear, anxiousness, or insecurity about their
health

3

Having a feeling of being in control of their life (eg, being able to make their own
decisions)

To preserve a sense of autonomy over their life4

Feeling heard, supported, and understood by the people that surround them (eg,
family and friends) and having the feeling that they have somewhere or someone
to go to when they need a sympathetic ear (eg, via a virtual coach or a chat)

To receive social support5

Maintaining or changing their lifestyle in such a way that new incidents are pre-
vented and they (re)gain health

To have or maintain a healthy lifestyle6

Having a central source where they have insight into their personal health data or
condition (eg, measured values or any insights into physical and mental well-being
and health)

To have an overview of personal health data7

Being helped or treated quickly and easily, at a health care organization or at
home; being facilitated to manage their own disease and take action

To perceive low thresholds to access health care8

Being extrinsically motivated to do or accomplish things, such as their treatment
or activities for a healthy lifestyle (eg, via social pressure)

To be extrinsically motivated to accomplish goals or
activities (related to health/lifestyle)

9

Having understandable, relevant information and advice that is scientifically
proven and recommended by the clinical team (ie, evidence-based information)

To have reliable information and advice10

Receiving a personal approach in which their opinion and preferences are taken
into account (eg, personalization or tailoring of treatment choices or features)

To receive personalized care11

RRCM, BEB, and JW independently performed the coding of
the eHealth design features. All coders are experts in eHealth
research and development, having overall conducted various
studies focused on eHealth design and evaluation involving
multiple stakeholders’ perspectives (eg, end users such as

patients or expert stakeholders such as health care providers).
The researchers first conducted a pilot of the coding using design
features of a technology that was not included in the systematic
review (the Care4myHeart app [29,30]). Minor adjustments
were made to the codebook based on the resulting discrepancies.
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During coding, each researcher could characterize the connection
between a specific design feature and a patient value as follows:
(1) “Yes,” if the design feature directly and clearly accomplishes
or contributes to a value; (2) “Maybe,” if the design feature
accomplishes or contributes to a value only indirectly or if the
information is unclear; and (3) “No,” if the design feature clearly
does not accomplish or contribute to a value.

In addition to the deductive coding stage, RRCM invited authors
of publications related to the included technologies via email
to fill in a self-assessment form that asked about the relationship
between their technology and the list of patient values. The
self-assessment form posed 2 questions: (1) “Do you consider
that your intervention accomplishes or contributes to any of the
patient values listed below?” and (2) “When applicable, can
you specify which feature or part of the intervention you
consider seeks to accomplish or contribute to the corresponding
patient value?” Finally, respondents could also freely state if
other patient values outside the list provided were considered
targets of the technology. In this way, it was expected that
authors could link their technology and one or multiple design
features to one of the values in the codebook. Multimedia
Appendix 2 presents the self-assessment form that authors were
invited to fill in. During the coding stage, the research team was
blinded to any self-assessment sent by the researchers or
developers of technologies.

Analysis and Reporting
To analyze the results, simple agreements (percent agreements)
and the interrater reliability resulting from the deductive coding
were calculated. Krippendorff alpha (KALPHA) was used as
the measure of interrater reliability because, among other things,
it takes into account the expected disagreement and not only
the observed disagreement [25,31]. Values of KALPHA range
from 0 to 1, where 0 is perfect disagreement and 1 is perfect
agreement. Although it depends on the context, an alpha >0.80
is usually ideal, and a minimum level of acceptance is typically
0.667 [25].

Although independent coding performed by the research team
led the search for potential connections, the input received from
researchers and developers of technologies could support the
identification when full agreement was not achieved. Therefore,
the positive identification of a potential connection had to meet
1 of 2 criteria. The first and main criterion was to have full
agreement on a connection among the 3 coders (ie, 3 out of 3
agreed on a feature-value connection). However, a potential
connection was also recorded when the input by researchers
and developers of technologies suggested it, as long as there
was also partial agreement between coders (ie, 2 out of 3 agreed
independently on a feature-value connection).

To report the results, the connections were first summarized at
the level of the technologies. This first summary is reported
because it is important to understand—and later to discuss—the
surrounding context of the design features, which could have a
relationship with their potential connections with patient values

(eg, the intended goals of technologies that led design choices).
Next, the design features that were connected with values were
grouped according to their objectives and functionalities (eg,
grouping different design features that relate to
“self-monitoring” support, as with the previously mentioned
“log” and “assessment” design features). By grouping specific
design features according to their common characteristics, it
was easier to identify potential differences in their design and
their potential connections to values. For example, 2 different
self-monitoring support design features could still be distinct
enough that one could potentially contribute directly and clearly
to a value while another one does so indirectly. This meant that
some types of design features could entail both direct and
indirect pathways toward a value. When relevant, some
outstanding design features were textually described (eg,
features that contributed to largely unaddressed values).

Results

Deductive Coding
In total, 70 design features from 10 different eHealth
technologies were used for the content analysis (see Multimedia
Appendix 1 for the full overview). To recall, each design feature
was coded according to its potential connection with 11 different
values (as “Yes,” “Maybe,” or “No”). Table 2 presents a
summary of the percent agreements that resulted from the
independent deductive coding. As can be observed in Table 2,
41 direct and clear connections between design features and
patient values were identified in this way (ie, the ones with full
agreement on “Yes”). In addition, 4 pairings were characterized
as indirect or unclear (ie, the ones with full agreement on
“Maybe”).

The KALPHA coefficient for all data was 0.4536 (95% CI
0.4087-0.4978), which is low (0.667 is typically the minimum
acceptable level [25]). KALPHA was computed using an ordinal
measurement level that treated the potential connection between
a design feature and a patient value as increasing from “No”
(0) to “Maybe” (1) and “Yes” (2).

At the start, as can be seen in Table 2, 44 connections (41 “Yes”
and 4 “Maybe”) were identified through deductive coding.
However, after integrating the input of researchers and designers
of the reviewed technologies, the inferred connections between
eHealth design features and patient values increased up to a
total of 98 connections. Of the 45 researchers invited to complete
the form, 6 individuals returned it (6 more also responded but
redirected the request to a co-author who ultimately responded).
Each form received related to a different technology; therefore,
input was received for 6 of the 10 reviewed technologies:
Engage [27], HeartMapp [28,32,33], HOME BP [34-38],
PATHway [39,40], SMART-PSMS [41-46], and SUPPORT-HF
[47-50]. For the remaining technologies, the authors either
declined the invitation or did not respond after several
reminders: MedFit [51-53], MyHeart [54-56], SMASH [57-62],
and Mock-Up by Baek et al [63].
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Table 2. Summary of percent agreements from deductive coding of 70 eHealth design features according to the potential connection with 11 different
patient values, resulting in 770 possible connections between a design feature and a patient value.

Results, n (%)Level of agreement

502 (65.2)Connections with full agreement (ie, 3 out of 3)

Responses for connections with full agreement (ie, 3 out of 3)

41 (8.2)Yes

4 (0.8)Maybe

457 (91.0)No

209 (27.1)Connections with partial agreements (ie, 2 out of 3)

Responses for connections with partial agreements (ie, 2 out of 3)

48 (23.0)Yes

10 (4.8)Maybe

151 (72.2)No

59 (7.7)Null agreement (ie, 0 out of 3)

Contributions of Existing eHealth Technologies to
Patient Values
The design features reviewed in this study were not created in
isolation. Their surrounding context was an overarching eHealth
technology with specific goals that led design choices. Because
such context is important, it is also relevant—although not the
focus of the study—to report the identified connections between
eHealth technologies and patient values. The 98 connections
suggest that some of the values are addressed by a majority of
the 10 eHealth technologies. For instance, all of the technologies
were connected with the patient value of “having or maintaining
a healthy lifestyle.” Similarly, the following values were
connected with 8 different technologies: “having an overview
of personal health data,” “having reliable information and
advice,” “being extrinsically motivated,” and “receiving
personalized care.” Less frequently, the “perceiving low
thresholds to access health care” value was connected with 6
different technologies.

In contrast, other values connected with only a minority of the
reviewed eHealth technologies. For instance, only 3 of 10
technologies were connected with the patient value of “receiving
social support”: PATHway [40], MedFit [51-53], and HOME
BP [34-38]. Likewise, only 3 different technologies were
connected with the patient value of “not feeling fear,
anxiousness, or insecurity about health”: SMASH [57,61],

HOME BP [34-38], and SUPPORT-HF [47,49]. Only 2
technologies were connected with the patient value of
“preserving a sense of autonomy”: Engage [27] and the SMART
PSMS [43,44]. Only the “On-screen positive reinforcement”
design feature of the PATHway technology was connected with
the patient value of “having confidence and self-efficacy in the
treatment and the ability to achieve goals” [39,40]. Similarly,
only the “culturally-attuned motivational and reinforcement
SMS messages” design feature of the SMASH technology was
connected with the patient value of “being seen as a person
rather than a patient” [58,61,62].

Contributions of eHealth Design Features to Patient
Values
The eHealth design features could be grouped according to their
similar objectives and functionalities (ie, what they aim to do
and how they try to do it). In total, the analysis identified 13
distinguishable “types” of design features: educational support,
self-monitoring support, behavioral assessment support,
behavioral planning support, behavioral performance support,
feedback on monitored data, feedback during behavior
performance, motivational incentives, prompts or cues,
reminders, peer-based support, expert-based support, and the
personalization of the system’s design features. Textbox 1
presents descriptions and examples of the types of eHealth
design features.
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Textbox 1. Types of design features of eHealth technologies that support self-management of cardiovascular disease (CVD).

• Educational support: Features that enable the patients to access educational materials on various topics (eg, the “Heart Failure (HF) Info” feature
of HeartMapp [28,32,33]); educational information could be presented with text, audio, or videos.

• Self-monitoring support: Features that facilitate the patient’s monitoring of various types of data (eg, the “log” feature of Engage [27]), for
instance, monitoring symptoms, weight, or self-management behaviors.

• Behavioral planning support: Features that facilitate selection and action-planning of health maintenance behaviors (eg, the “goal” feature of
Engage [27]), for instance, to decide when and how to exercise based on long-term goals that were either self-set or agreed upon with health care
providers.

• Behavioral performance support: Features that provide information, guidance, or support for the actual performance of health maintenance
behaviors (eg, the “exercise” feature of MedFit [51-53]), for instance, an animated deep breathing practice or a list of guided exercise classes;
the features can include real-time feedback or self-evaluation options (eg, rating performance or intensity).

• Behavioral assessment support: Features that assess a patient’s readiness to change a selected behavior (eg, PATHway’s “behavioral change
assessment” and “good habits visualization” [40]); they can lead to a visual display of risk factors or recommended priorities for behavior change.

• Feedback on monitored data: Features that present graphs, charts, or written reports of a patient’s data over time (eg, “statistics/stats” feature of
HeartMapp [28,32,33]); the data can be about symptoms, behaviors, or the progress toward a desired performance.

• Feedback during behavior performance: Features that provide real-time feedback during the performance of health maintenance behaviors (eg,
the “on-screen positive reinforcement” feature of PATHway [39,40]), for instance, to incentivize the correct execution of physical rehabilitation
exercises.

• Motivational incentives: Features that incentivize engagement with the technology by using metaphors such as “missions,” “medals,” or “cards”
(eg, the “deck of cards” feature of Engage [27]); they can be personalized according to a prescribed treatment, self-set goals, or automatic analyses
of data collected.

• Cues: Features that provide prompts or cue to actions (eg, the “behavior change notifications” feature of PATHway [40]); they are directed to
specific behaviors and can be personalized to a patient’s preferences.

• Reminders: Features that provide reminders to facilitate adherence to medication (eg, the “medication tray reminder signals” of SMASH [59-61]);
they can include the demand of an action or a request for additional input such as a reason for not conducting the behavior (eg, report the intake
of medication as prescribed or a reason for skipping it).

• Peer-based human support: Features that facilitate interaction with peers (eg, the “multiplayer class” feature of PATHway [40]), for instance,
through online platforms that allow data comparison between individuals or make it possible to plan activities with others.

• Expert-based human support: Features that focus on the interaction or involvement of health care providers (eg, the “contact” feature of
SUPPORT-HF [47-49]); they can include a communication channel with an expert or support team and be linked to a clinical team module or a
back-end alarm system that prompts interaction.

• System personalization features: Features that aim to (de-)activate the system’s modules based on individual needs (eg, the “remote system
refinements and features activation” feature of SUPPORT-HF [48,49]); personalization can occur at the initial introduction of the technology or
as a response to the evolving situation of the individual.

The results of the content analysis revealed that different (types
of) design features from existing eHealth technologies could
be connected with values of patients with a CVD. Figures 1 and
2 present overviews of how the different types of eHealth design
features connected with one or more patient values. Both figures
summarize the cases where at least one specific design feature
connected with a value and mark whether that connection was
inferred to be direct or indirect. To recall, a direct connection
referred to a clear and potentially positive relationship between

a design feature and a patient value, leading to an increase or
maintenance of motivation for self-management. In contrast,
an indirect connection referred to an instance where the positive
relationship required some assumptions to be made on behalf
of the research team (eg, because information about a design
feature’s functionality was unclear or unavailable). Moreover,
both figures also show that, in some cases, design features within
the same category could have different connections (ie, one
direct and another indirect).
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Figure 1. Overview of the types of eHealth design features that were most frequently connected with values of patients with a cardiovascular disease.

Figure 2. Overview of the types of eHealth design features that were least frequently connected with values of patients with a cardiovascular disease.

Figure 1 summarizes the patient values most frequently
connected with the eHealth design features analyzed in this
study. As can be seen in Figure 1, 5 of the 11 patient values
were extensively connected with multiple design features with
distinct characteristics and objectives. An apparent exception

is the “to have reliable information and advice” value, which
was connected with 3 types of design features (educational
support, self-monitoring support, and feedback on monitored
data). However, even in that case, the total amount of specific
design features was relatively high (13 in total). Beyond
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frequencies, Figure 1 also visualizes potential clusters of design
feature types in relation to patient values. For instance, several
features providing feedback on monitored data connected with
the value of “having an overview of personal health data.”
Likewise, motivational incentives, cues, and reminders most
frequently connected with the value of “being extrinsically
motivated.”

In contrast to the aforementioned results, Figure 2 summarizes
the patient values least frequently connected with the eHealth
design features analyzed in this study. Figure 2 shows that, for
the remaining 6 patient values, the amount of connected design
features is fewer, also varying less in their functionalities or
objectives. In comparison with Figure 1, the values presented
in Figure 2 connected only, at most, with 2 different types of
eHealth design features. Beyond mere frequencies, Figure 2
shows that both human peer–based and expert-based support
clustered toward a couple of the values in Figure 2. Namely,
the values of “perceiving low thresholds to access health care”
(5 specific features) and “receiving social support” (4 specific
features). The rest of the values in Figure 2, however, connected
only to a maximum of 2 specific features. Finally, the values
of “having confidence and self-efficacy” and “being seen as a
person rather than a patient” connected only with a single feature
each.

Discussion

Principal Findings
This study sought an answer to the research question “what
eHealth design features can be connected with the values of
patients with a CVD?” To approach an answer, the study
explored potential connections between 11 empirically validated
values of patients diagnosed with a CVD and 70 design features
of 10 existing eHealth technologies that aim to support this
population. In total, 98 connections—both direct and
indirect—were inferred between the design features and the
values included in the analysis. On the one hand, some design
features connected with multiple values. On the other hand,
some values were less frequently connected, with a couple
remaining largely unaddressed.

Principally, the results of the study show that design features
of existing eHealth technologies could already be connected
with values of individuals with a CVD (see Figures 1 and 2).
The findings add up to the general literature about value
sensitive studies of chronically ill populations and the design
of self-management eHealth solutions. The connections between
design features and values inferred by this study are still
hypothetical, but the knowledge generated can be used to
suggest new approaches for the development of personalized
and tailored eHealth. The following discussion centers on the
arguments that underlie outstanding cases among the 98 inferred
connections, as well as some of their potential applications to
the design of eHealth for self-management support.

Inferred Connections Between eHealth Design Features
and Patient Values

Supporting Patients Who Value “a Healthy Lifestyle”
It comes arguably without surprise that the most frequently
connected patient value was “to have or maintain a healthy
lifestyle” (see Figure 1). Design features such as goal setting,
suggestions, or reminders have been identified as key
components of eHealth technologies that aim to promote healthy
lifestyles [64]. Figure 1 reflects a similar variety in the types of
eHealth design features connected with this value (eg, all forms
of behavioral support). Outstandingly, design features related
to behavioral planning support, behavioral performance support,
and the provision of feedback during behavior performance
directly connected with this value. However, the analysis
identified only 2 examples of real-time feedback features during
performance. Specifically, the “on-screen positive
reinforcement” feature of PATHway [38,39] and the
“upper-limb rehabilitation” feature of the SMART PSMS stroke
module [46]. Similarly, the PATHway “behavioral change
assessment” feature stood out as a way to potentially and
indirectly honor this value [40]. The aforementioned features
could represent untapped design opportunities to support
individuals who highly value the maintenance of a healthy
lifestyle (full details and references to specific features can be
found in Multimedia Appendix 1).

Supporting Patients Who Value “an Overview of
Personal Health Data”
The study also connected several eHealth design features with
the value of “having an overview of personal health data”
(Figure 1). These included all types of feedback provision but
also self-monitoring support, behavioral assessment support,
and even motivational incentives. That the agreed connections
went beyond the “typical” feedback features (eg, statistics
charts) could arguably hint toward ways to resolve the
challenges reported by patients for the sensemaking of their
health data [65,66]. Sensemaking is considered the explicit and
effortful approach of individuals to analytically engage with a
situation, in order to construct explanations that allow them to
select appropriate actions [65]. For example, the “good habits
visualization” feature of PATHway [40] is a behavioral
assessment feature that not only delivers an overview of data
but also suggests areas that need to be improved. Similarly, the
self-monitoring features connected with this value included a
follow-up overview of monitored data. Specifically, the
“self-management” feature of mock-up by Baek et al [63]
directly provides an overview of data, while the “log” feature
of Engage [27] indirectly does so by requiring a few actions to
access one. The “walking re-education and foot placement”
feature of the SMART PSMS stroke module is the single
motivational incentive feature connected with this value [44,45].
The overview provided by this feature emphasizes a feeling of
progress and reward [45]. Studies from the sensemaking
perspective support the notion that data-driven features can
engage patients in different ways, by providing external
motivational incentives, facilitating goal setting, or, in a lesser
degree, allowing open exploration of their health data (ideally
triggering sensemaking) [67,68].
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Supporting Patients Who Value “Reliable Information
and Advice”
Unsurprisingly, multiple educational support features connected
with the value of “having reliable information and advice”
(Figure 1). Additionally, self-monitoring and monitored data
feedback features connected with this value by guiding correct
monitoring procedures and providing quick practical advice.
For example, the “assessment” feature of HeartMapp goes
beyond just self-monitoring support by classifying patients
according to safety levels and delivering behavioral actions
[28]. Importantly, some features connected also with other less
frequently addressed values, such as “not feeling fear, anxiety,
or insecurity” or “having confidence and self-efficacy.” The
struggles of patients in their transition from hospital-based care
to self-managing at home are widely acknowledged [69]. The
ability to access reliable information and advice during and after
this transition could underlie the aforementioned feature-value
connections but also a relation between patient values.

Supporting Patients Who Value “Extrinsic Motivation”
The study also connected multiple eHealth design features with
the value of “being extrinsically motivated to accomplish goals
or activities related to healthy lifestyles” (Figure 1). Cues,
reminders, peer-based support, and motivational incentives
directly connected with this value. These connections could be
supported by the available evidence on the positive effects of
social support [70] and of features that prompt immediate
behavioral action [71], remind patients about key activities [29],
or aim to motivate self-management in general [57,72]. In this
regard, the “culturally-attuned motivational and reinforcement
SMS messages” of the SMASH technology stood out because
it also directly connected with other values, including the least
frequently addressed value of “being perceived as a person
rather than a patient” [57,58,61]. Finally, the “goal” feature of
Engage was the only behavioral planning feature indirectly
connected with the “extrinsic motivation” value [27]. The
argument for the indirect connection is its integration with the
“deck of cards” motivational feature [27].

Supporting Patients Who Value “Personalized Care”
As with the previous cases, the study connected several eHealth
features with the value of “receiving personalized care” (Figure
1). These included educational support features; behavioral
planning and performance support; and motivational incentives,
cues, and reminders. As an example, the “optional lifestyle
changes” educational feature of HOME BP allows patients to
personally request additional content [34-38]. Alternatively, the
“exercise” feature of MedFit automatically updates the list of
guided exercise classes based on the evaluation of classes
performed earlier [51-53]. Outstandingly, 2 overarching system
personalization features connected with this value. On the one
hand, the “my stroke” feature of the SMART PSMS permitted
the customization of the system during its deployment, with the
involvement of both the patient and health care provider [43,44].
On the other hand, the “remote system refinements and features
activation” of SUPPORT-HF connected indirectly because the
personalization seemed to be exclusively controlled by clinicians
[48,49]. Both features exemplify what appear to be still untapped

opportunities in terms of modular customization of eHealth
technologies for individual cases.

Supporting Patients Who Value “Low Thresholds to
Health Care”
In contrast to the previous values, only 5 human expert–based
support features and a single self-monitoring support feature
connected with the value of “perceiving low thresholds to access
health care” (Figure 2). The connections with expert-based
support features align with literature highlighting the
irreplaceable role of health care providers, especially when it
comes to remote support [66,73]. In this regard, front-end
support features permitting the patients to trigger, request, or
receive advice from professionals connected directly with this
value. For example, the “contact” feature of SUPPORT-HF
allows patients to contact the support team [47,48,50]. In
comparison, back-end features exclusively available to health
care providers connected only indirectly, for example, the
“clinical team module” of the HeartMapp application [33].
Standing on its own, the “today’s exercise” self-monitoring
feature of the SMART PSMS stroke module also connected
indirectly with this value [43,45]. This specific connection was
argued on the integration of a preliminary check of symptoms
and mood, which, if necessary, prompts patients to call the
hospital for assistance before initiating exercises [43,45].

Supporting Patients Who Value “Social Support”
Expectedly, 3 peer-based support features connected with the
value of “receiving social support” (Figure 2). PATHway’s
“multiplayer class” and “calendar for events/exercise” features
[40] as well as MedFit’s “social interaction” feature connected
directly with this value [51-53]. Perhaps more surprising in this
case is that the expert-based “behavioral support (via health
care provider)” feature of HOME BP connected with this value
[34-38]. This feature gives patients the option to request
face-to-face or telephone-based behavioral support for
self-monitoring and lifestyle modifications [34-38]. The
underlying argument for this connection was the implementation
of a training protocol for caregivers called “congratulate, ask,
reassure, encourage” or CARE [34-38]. Although patients’
families and peers are typically the expected sources of social
support, a recent study acknowledged that health care providers
can also play significant roles in this regard [74].

Supporting Patients Who Value “a Sense of Autonomy”
This study only connected 3 eHealth design features with the
value of “preserving a sense of autonomy” (Figure 2). The
“goal” feature of Engage [27] and the “my exercises” feature
of the SMART PSMS stroke module [43,44] connected directly
by allowing patients to create their own self-management action
plans. Indirectly connected, Engage’s “log” self-monitoring
feature allows patients to select and record the performance of
activities based on a predetermined set of recommended actions
[27]. Supporting this connection, recent works ascertained how
the support for autonomy can also promote the patients’
individual responsibility for their own care [71,73]. The
aforementioned features exemplify how eHealth might be able
to promote autonomy, that is, by providing options and thus
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avoiding fixed or generic recommendations for
self-management.

Supporting Patients Who Value “Not Feeling Fear,
Anxiety, or Insecurity”
The study directly connected only 1 eHealth design feature with
the value of “not feeling fear, anxiousness, or insecurity about
health” and 2 more indirectly (Figure 2). The “education about
medication titration” feature of HOME BP connected directly
because it addressed potential concerns about the side effects
of medication [34-38]. The “how to keep healthy” educational
feature of SUPPORT-HF connected indirectly by its presentation
of videos depicting other patients’ stories [47,49]. The “clinical
inertia alarms (to health care providers)” feature of SMASH
[57,61] also connected indirectly. In this regard, a study has
reported how awareness of such links with health professionals
can generate feelings of safety in patients [75]. The small
amount of features connected with this value is worrying in
consideration of the feelings of fear, anxiety, and hopelessness
that are commonly reported by patients with a CVD [69,76].
Therefore, it seems important that future eHealth technologies
aim to assist the patient’s control over these emotions. Although
not reviewed by this study, there are some design examples that
go beyond those already mentioned, such as feedback during
behavior performance based on optimal training zones identified
through heart rate monitoring (eg, during cycling [77]).

Supporting Patients Who Value “Confidence in
Treatment and for Goal Achievement”
The “on-screen positive reinforcement” of PATHway is the
only feature connected with the value of “having confidence
and self-efficacy in the treatment and the ability to achieve
goals” [39,40] (Figure 2). This specific finding could represent
an important gap in eHealth design, as self-efficacy is known
to be a key influencing factor for self-management behaviors
[78,79]. Future eHealth technologies could attempt to integrate
principles of evidence-based approaches such as motivational
interviewing [80]. Alternatively, it could be explored why
previous design approaches seem to fall short in boosting
self-efficacy, that is, because a recent scoping review of digital
games aiming to support CVD self-management concluded that
they failed to improve the self-efficacy of patients [81].

Supporting Patients Who Value “Being Seen as a Person
Rather Than a Patient”
Finally, this study connected only the “culturally-attuned
motivational and reinforcement SMS messages” feature of
SMASH with the value of “being seen as a person rather than
a patient” [58,61] (Figure 2). This feature delivers motivational
and reinforcement messages tailored to the patient’s values,
beliefs, and short- or long-term life goals [62]. This is arguably
an important yet challenging objective for value sensitive design.
The shift from hospital- to home-based care could be
accompanied by a change in perspective about how individuals
are treated. Novel eHealth design approaches could take into
consideration recent studies that explored ways to identify,
elicit, and communicate about the values of individuals with
multiple chronic conditions [82-85].

Applications and Challenges of Value Sensitive eHealth
Design for Self-management
The potential connections described in the previous sections
represent only a first step toward a value sensitive approach to
the design of eHealth for CVD self-management support.
Operationalizing value sensitive design will certainly require
more than making one-to-one connections between features and
values, mainly because self-management is a naturalistic,
dynamic, and complex decision-making process [4,86].
Self-management entails distinct and often conflicting goals
[86] (eg, health goals vs personal life goals [87,88]), intricate
interactions between different actors (eg, patients, families,
caregivers [88,89]), and many influencing factors (eg, skill,
motivation, confidence [86]). eHealth must aim to facilitate
self-management processes, whether it is by delivering only
key information, allowing care customization, or addressing
person-specific barriers [88].

Moreover, studies involving patients with multiple chronic
conditions have also shown the challenges in the identification
and conceptualization of their values [90,91]. For example, a
study has shown that values can be explicitly or implicitly stated
by patients, be also in conflict in with each other, and extend
across several conceptual domains [91]. Therefore, value
sensitive design is in itself a complex approach and cannot be
expected to account for all the challenges ascribed to eHealth
self-management solutions. However, its importance lies in the
premise that it aims to maximize the patients’ motivation to
engage in their own care. Some of its methodological challenges
are worth discussing: first, the required methods for the
elicitation and translation of values to eHealth design; second,
the strategies to simultaneously personalize eHealth to both
self-management needs and patient values; third, the underlying
research and development approaches through which the
aforementioned challenges can be tackled.

Elicitation and Translation of Values to Design as a
Collaborative Task
The elicitation and translation of values to eHealth design is a
task that demands the involvement of multiple stakeholders,
including health care providers, patients, and their families
[82,83]. The findings of this study represent only hypothetical
connections that must be validated in consideration of the key
elements of a patient’s work system (ie, the persons, tasks, tools,
and surrounding contexts) [89]. For example, studies involving
informal (family) caregivers report the feelings of stress and
anxiety caused by a patient’s discharge from a hospital [92].
Both patients and caregivers alike expressed the need for more
involvement of health care providers in this follow-up process
[92]. Although this study identified features that connect with
similar values such as “having reliable information and advice,”
it is unclear if the conceptualization accurately expresses the
interests and needs of informal caregivers. It is necessary to
validate all observed connections with the actors that become
implicit participants by eHealth design (eg, expert-based support
features imply the involvement of clinicians and nurses). At
early stages of eHealth development, human-centered [93] or
holistic approaches to eHealth [18] could be instrumental for
the elicitation and translation of patient values (ie, a
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consideration of perspectives from diverse stakeholders and
scientific disciplines).

Personalizing eHealth Design to Self-management
Needs and Patient Values
The 98 connections suggest different ways in which eHealth
design could be personalized to keep patients motivated and
engaged in self-management. However, in naturalistic settings,
it is necessary to consider many more influencing factors before
settling for a personalization strategy. For example, older adult
patients, a majority in chronically ill populations, often
experience cognitive decline [94], have to deal with
comorbidities [95], and might require training in the use of
technologies [10]. For these patients, traditional educational
strategies tend to be ineffective [94] while high levels of
comorbidity decrease their self-efficacy. This study suggests
design choices such as providing feedback during
self-management performance or those argued before as capable
to support sense-making. In short, it could be hypothesized that
older adult patients who highly value “feeling confident” will
benefit more from features sensitized to such value. This
requirement also makes apparent that overarching remote system
personalization features are vital for proper and on-the-go
personalization to individual cases (eg, as done by the SMART
PSMS [43,44] or the SUPPORT-HF intervention [48,49]).

Research and Development Approaches to Aid Value
Sensitive Design
To ensure its successful operationalization, value sensitive
design must be integrated with both existing and novel
approaches of eHealth research and development. On the one
hand, value sensitive design aims to sensitize researchers and
developers to value-centered work, from theory to practice and
vice versa [96]. On the other hand, what is also needed are
underlying approaches that guide the actual design processes
of value sensitive technologies. In eHealth, user- or
human-centered frameworks stand out as widely accepted
practices for development [93]. However, the practical
challenges and pitfalls of these approaches are seldomly reported
in published literature [97]. Challenges can come in formative,
design, and evaluation stages or as recurrent processes [97]. On
top of that, to validate value sensitive eHealth, it will be
necessary to test the differences in actual effectiveness trials.
Methodologies such as the Multiphase Optimization Strategy
(MOST) could be most suitable [98]. MOST’s fundamental
idea is that interventions should be optimized to meet specific
criteria before conducting a large-scale randomized control trial
[98]. Given the motivational aim of value sensitive design,
eHealth technologies could be optimized based on multiple
criteria of self-management engagement or its health-related
outcomes.

Future Work
Future studies in the area of value sensitive eHealth design
should seek to explore and confirm the connections made by
this study. Primarily, studies could pursue further validation of
the value conceptualizations in CVD populations. If validated,
future studies could then seek the integration of other values
identified in similar populations (eg, other chronic conditions

such as diabetes or chronic obstructive pulmonary disease).
Similarly, future studies could revise or expand the
categorization of eHealth design features proposed by this study
(ie, according to what they aim to do or how they try to do it)
[23]. Certainly, design work is and should always be
context-specific, and so the operationalization of design features
even for similar objectives might never be exactly the same.
However, by refining value conceptualizations and by clustering
specific design features within identifiable categories, new
hypotheses and guidelines could be tested in order to advance
value sensitive design across different eHealth applications and
contexts.

Strengths and Limitations
The hypothetical connections identified by this study can be
debated from multiple perspectives. For instance, there is a
number of caveats that concern the clarity and reliability of the
inferred connections. To recall, the connections are the result
of combining a content analysis performed by the authors of
this study with the input received from researchers and designers
of 6 of the 10 reviewed technologies. On the one hand, the
deductive coding of the content analysis shows that all 3 raters
agreed most of the time (65.2%, see Table 2). Additionally,
one-third of the time, 2 of 3 raters agreed (27.1%), and for 7.7%
of the total pairings, there was no agreement at all. On the other
hand, the KALPHA coefficient for all data was low (0.4536;
95% CI 0.4087-0.4978). However, it must be considered that
KALPHA is a strict coefficient that accounts for the expected
disagreement and not only the observed disagreement [25,31].
Therefore, the measure punishes when agreements were not
achieved by the challenging, interpretative task of linking design
features—described as best as possible with the available
information—and a set of values, which are, by definition,
subjective. Despite this, the hypothetical connections brought
forward by the study must also be valued in light of the aims
of the study, namely that it was not the objective to immediately
agree on a characterization of values and their potential
contributions. In fact, the reliability and lack of agreement were
deemed relatively negligible given that the next objective of
the project is to validate the presumed connections with
individuals in the target group. Thus, the most obvious limitation
that the study confronts is that all inferences are still hypothetical
and expert-based. In other words, the connections between
design features and values must continue to be tested, refined,
and generalized.

Conclusions
This study identified 98 connections between design features
of existing eHealth technologies and a set of empirically
validated values of individuals living with a CVD. Although
existing eHealth technologies were already found to have design
features that could align well with patient values, some values
were not frequently addressed. These results shed light on the
importance of value sensitive design for future eHealth
technologies. By and large, what this study adds are explicit
and specific design hypotheses for future study that still require
validation but, nevertheless, promise to advance the uptake and
effectiveness of eHealth self-management support for
individuals with a CVD.

JMIR Cardio 2021 | vol. 5 | iss. 2 | e31985 | p. 12https://cardio.jmir.org/2021/2/e31985
(page number not for citation purposes)

Cruz-Martínez et alJMIR CARDIO

XSL•FO
RenderX

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


Acknowledgments
This study was funded by the Mexican National Council for Science and Technology (CONACYT in Spanish).

Authors' Contributions
RRCM led and was involved throughout all stages of the study. JW and BEB participated in the coding and analysis of results.
RS and JEWCGP provided feedback for the analysis, results, and discussion. All authors critically evaluated the manuscript
multiple times and gave their final approval before submission.

Conflicts of Interest
None declared.

Multimedia Appendix 1
eHealth technologies and design features included in the content analysis.
[DOCX File , 57 KB-Multimedia Appendix 1]

Multimedia Appendix 2
Self-assessment form.
[DOCX File , 36 KB-Multimedia Appendix 2]

References

1. Barlow J, Wright C, Sheasby J, Turner A, Hainsworth J. Self-management approaches for people with chronic conditions:
a review. Patient Educ Couns 2002;48(2):177-187. [doi: 10.1016/s0738-3991(02)00032-0] [Medline: 12401421]

2. Bandura A. The primacy of self-regulation in health promotion. Applied Psychology 2005 Apr;54(2):245. [doi:
10.1111/j.1464-0597.2005.00208.x]

3. Roth GA, Johnson C, Abajobir A, Abd-Allah F, Abera SF, Abyu G, et al. Global, regional, and national burden of
cardiovascular diseases for 10 causes, 1990 to 2015. J Am Coll Cardiol 2017 Jul 04;70(1):1-25 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1016/j.jacc.2017.04.052] [Medline: 28527533]

4. Riegel B, Moser DK, Buck HG, Dickson VV, Dunbar SB, Lee CS, American Heart Association Council on Cardiovascular
and Stroke Nursing, Council on Peripheral Vascular Disease, Council on Quality of Care and Outcomes Research. Self-care
for the prevention and management of cardiovascular disease and stroke: A scientific statement for healthcare professionals
from the American Heart Association. J Am Heart Assoc 2017 Aug 31;6(9):1 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1161/JAHA.117.006997] [Medline: 28860232]

5. van Gemert-Pijnen L, Kip H, Kelders SM, Sanderman R. Introducing eHealth. In: van Gemert-Pijnen L, Kelders SM, Kip
H, Sanderman R, editors. eHealth Research, Theory and Development. Oxfordshire, England: Routledge; 2018:23-46.

6. Greenwood DA, Gee PM, Fatkin KJ, Peeples M. A systematic review of reviews evaluating technology-enabled diabetes
self-management education and support. J Diabetes Sci Technol 2017 Sep;11(5):1015-1027 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1177/1932296817713506] [Medline: 28560898]

7. Hanlon P, Daines L, Campbell C, McKinstry B, Weller D, Pinnock H. Telehealth interventions to support self-management
of long-term conditions: A systematic metareview of diabetes, heart failure, asthma, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease,
and cancer. J Med Internet Res 2017 May 17;19(5):e172 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.6688] [Medline: 28526671]

8. Jonkman NH, Groenwold RHH, Trappenburg JCA, Hoes AW, Schuurmans MJ. Complex self-management interventions
in chronic disease unravelled: a review of lessons learned from an individual patient data meta-analysis. J Clin Epidemiol
2017 Mar;83:48-56. [doi: 10.1016/j.jclinepi.2017.01.004] [Medline: 28126599]

9. Kebapci A, Ozkaynak M, Lareau SC. Effects of eHealth-based interventions on adherence to components of cardiac
rehabilitation: A systematic review. J Cardiovasc Nurs 2020;35(1):74-85. [doi: 10.1097/JCN.0000000000000619] [Medline:
31738217]

10. Kim BY, Lee J. Smart devices for older adults managing chronic disease: A scoping review. JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2017
May 23;5(5):e69 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/mhealth.7141] [Medline: 28536089]

11. Pfaeffli Dale L, Dobson R, Whittaker R, Maddison R. The effectiveness of mobile-health behaviour change interventions
for cardiovascular disease self-management: A systematic review. Eur J Prev Cardiol 2016 May;23(8):801-817. [doi:
10.1177/2047487315613462] [Medline: 26490093]

12. Triantafyllidis A, Kondylakis H, Votis K, Tzovaras D, Maglaveras N, Rahimi K. Features, outcomes, and challenges in
mobile health interventions for patients living with chronic diseases: A review of systematic reviews. Int J Med Inform
2019 Dec;132:103984. [doi: 10.1016/j.ijmedinf.2019.103984] [Medline: 31605884]

13. Villarreal V, Berbey-Alvarez A. Evaluation of mHealth applications related to cardiovascular diseases: a systematic review.
Acta Inform Med 2020 Jun;28(2):130-137 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.5455/aim.2020.28.130-137] [Medline: 32742066]

JMIR Cardio 2021 | vol. 5 | iss. 2 | e31985 | p. 13https://cardio.jmir.org/2021/2/e31985
(page number not for citation purposes)

Cruz-Martínez et alJMIR CARDIO

XSL•FO
RenderX

https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=cardio_v5i2e31985_app1.docx&filename=e965f98e14241dc6ce460b9f7609a496.docx
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=cardio_v5i2e31985_app1.docx&filename=e965f98e14241dc6ce460b9f7609a496.docx
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=cardio_v5i2e31985_app2.docx&filename=faaf5d07182dab9240d6105066bb11dd.docx
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=cardio_v5i2e31985_app2.docx&filename=faaf5d07182dab9240d6105066bb11dd.docx
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0738-3991(02)00032-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=12401421&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2005.00208.x
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0735-1097(17)37244-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jacc.2017.04.052
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28527533&dopt=Abstract
https://www.ahajournals.org/doi/10.1161/JAHA.117.006997?url_ver=Z39.88-2003&rfr_id=ori:rid:crossref.org&rfr_dat=cr_pub%3dpubmed
http://dx.doi.org/10.1161/JAHA.117.006997
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28860232&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/28560898
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1932296817713506
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28560898&dopt=Abstract
https://www.jmir.org/2017/5/e172/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.6688
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28526671&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2017.01.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28126599&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/JCN.0000000000000619
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31738217&dopt=Abstract
https://mhealth.jmir.org/2017/5/e69/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/mhealth.7141
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28536089&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2047487315613462
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26490093&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijmedinf.2019.103984
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31605884&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/32742066
http://dx.doi.org/10.5455/aim.2020.28.130-137
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32742066&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


14. Harvey J, Dopson S, McManus RJ, Powell J. Factors influencing the adoption of self-management solutions: an interpretive
synthesis of the literature on stakeholder experiences. Implement Sci 2015 Nov 13;10:159 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1186/s13012-015-0350-x] [Medline: 26566623]

15. Van Velsen L, Wentzel J, Van Gemert-Pijnen JE. Designing eHealth that matters via a multidisciplinary requirements
development approach. JMIR Res Protoc 2013 Jun 24;2(1):e21 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/resprot.2547] [Medline:
23796508]

16. Friedman B, Kahn P, Borning A, Huldtgren A. Value Sensitive Design and Information Systems. In: Doorn N, Schuurbiers
D, van de Poel I, Gorman M, editors. Early engagement and new technologies: Opening up the laboratory. Philosophy of
Engineering and Technology, vol 16. Dordrecht, Netherlands: Springer Netherlands; 2013:55-95.

17. Kip H, van Gemert-Pijnen L. Holistic development of eHealth technology. In: van Gemert-Pijnen L, Kelders SM, Kip H,
Sanderman R, editors. eHealth Research, Theory and Development. Oxfordshire, England: Routledge; 2018:151-186.

18. van Gemert-Pijnen JEWC, Nijland N, van Limburg M, Ossebaard HC, Kelders SM, Eysenbach G, et al. A holistic framework
to improve the uptake and impact of eHealth technologies. J Med Internet Res 2011 Dec 05;13(4):e111 [FREE Full text]
[doi: 10.2196/jmir.1672] [Medline: 22155738]

19. Bente BE, Wentzel J, Groeneveld RG, IJzerman RV, de Buisonjé DR, Breeman LD, et al. Values of importance to patients
with cardiovascular disease as a foundation for eHealth design and evaluation: Mixed methods study. JMIR Cardio 2021
Oct 22;5(2):e33252 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/33252] [Medline: 34677130]

20. Michie S, Wood CE, Johnston M, Abraham C, Francis JJ, Hardeman W. Behaviour change techniques: the development
and evaluation of a taxonomic method for reporting and describing behaviour change interventions (a suite of five studies
involving consensus methods, randomised controlled trials and analysis of qualitative data). Health Technol Assess 2015
Nov;19(99):1-188 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.3310/hta19990] [Medline: 26616119]

21. Oinas-Kukkonen H, Harjumaa M. Persuasive systems design: Key issues, process model, and system features. CAIS
2009;24:1. [doi: 10.17705/1cais.02428]

22. Michie S, Yardley L, West R, Patrick K, Greaves F. Developing and evaluating digital interventions to promote behavior
change in health and health care: Recommendations resulting from an international workshop. J Med Internet Res 2017
Jun 29;19(6):e232 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.7126] [Medline: 28663162]

23. Cruz-Martínez RR, Wentzel J, Asbjørnsen RA, Noort PD, van Niekerk JM, Sanderman R, et al. Supporting self-management
of cardiovascular diseases through remote monitoring technologies: Metaethnography review of frameworks, models, and
theories used in research and development. J Med Internet Res 2020 May 21;22(5):e16157 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.2196/16157] [Medline: 32436852]

24. Cruz-Martínez RR, Noort PD, Asbjørnsen RA, van Niekerk JM, Wentzel J, Sanderman R, et al. Frameworks, models, and
theories used in electronic health research and development to support self-management of cardiovascular diseases through
remote monitoring technologies: Protocol for a metaethnography review. JMIR Res Protoc 2019 Jul 16;8(7):e13334. [doi:
10.2196/13334]

25. Krippendorff K. Content Analysis: An Introduction to Its Methodology. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc;
2004:18-241.

26. Elo S, Kääriäinen M, Kanste O, Pölkki T, Utriainen K, Kyngäs H. Qualitative content analysis. SAGE Open 2014 Feb
11;4(1):2158244014522633. [doi: 10.1177/2158244014522633]

27. Srinivas P, Cornet V, Holden R. Human factors analysis, design, and evaluation of Engage, a consumer health IT application
for geriatric heart failure self-care. Int J Hum Comput Interact 2017 Sep;33(4):298-312 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1080/10447318.2016.1265784] [Medline: 30429638]

28. Athilingam P, Clochesy JM, Labrador MA. Intervention mapping approach in the design of an interactive mobile health
application to improve self-care in heart failure. Comput Inform Nurs 2018 Feb;36(2):90-97. [doi:
10.1097/CIN.0000000000000383] [Medline: 28901967]

29. Woods LS, Duff J, Roehrer E, Walker K, Cummings E. Patients' experiences of using a consumer mHealth app for
self-management of heart failure: Mixed-methods study. JMIR Hum Factors 2019 May 02;6(2):e13009 [FREE Full text]
[doi: 10.2196/13009] [Medline: 31045504]

30. Woods L, Duff J, Roehrer E, Walker K, Cummings E. Design of a consumer mobile health app for heart failure: Findings
from the nurse-led co-design of Care4myHeart. JMIR Nurs 2019 Sep 23;2(1):e14633 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/14633]
[Medline: 34345774]

31. Krippendorff K. Agreement and information in the reliability of coding. Communication Methods and Measures 2011
Apr;5(2):93-112. [doi: 10.1080/19312458.2011.568376]

32. Athilingam P, Labrador MA, Remo EFJ, Mack L, San Juan AB, Elliott AF. Features and usability assessment of a
patient-centered mobile application (HeartMapp) for self-management of heart failure. Appl Nurs Res 2016 Nov;32:156-163.
[doi: 10.1016/j.apnr.2016.07.001] [Medline: 27969021]

33. Di Sano S, Perez A, Labrador MA, Athilingam P, Giovannetti F. HeartMapp: a mobile application to improve CHF outcomes
and reduce hospital readmissions. Demonstration paper: HeartMapp; 2015 Presented at: WH '15: Proceedings of the
conference on Wireless Health; October 14-16, 2015; Bethesda, MD URL: https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/2811780.2811914
[doi: 10.1145/2811780.2811914]

JMIR Cardio 2021 | vol. 5 | iss. 2 | e31985 | p. 14https://cardio.jmir.org/2021/2/e31985
(page number not for citation purposes)

Cruz-Martínez et alJMIR CARDIO

XSL•FO
RenderX

https://implementationscience.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13012-015-0350-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13012-015-0350-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26566623&dopt=Abstract
https://www.researchprotocols.org/2013/1/e21/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/resprot.2547
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23796508&dopt=Abstract
https://www.jmir.org/2011/4/e111/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.1672
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22155738&dopt=Abstract
https://cardio.jmir.org/2021/2/e33252/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/33252
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=34677130&dopt=Abstract
https://doi.org/10.3310/hta19990
http://dx.doi.org/10.3310/hta19990
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26616119&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.17705/1cais.02428
https://www.jmir.org/2017/6/e232/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.7126
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28663162&dopt=Abstract
https://www.jmir.org/2020/5/e16157/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/16157
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32436852&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/13334
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2158244014522633
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/30429638
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10447318.2016.1265784
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=30429638&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/CIN.0000000000000383
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28901967&dopt=Abstract
https://humanfactors.jmir.org/2019/2/e13009/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/13009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31045504&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/34345774
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/14633
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=34345774&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19312458.2011.568376
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apnr.2016.07.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27969021&dopt=Abstract
https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/2811780.2811914
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2811780.2811914
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


34. Band R, Bradbury K, Morton K, May C, Michie S, Mair FS, et al. Intervention planning for a digital intervention for
self-management of hypertension: a theory-, evidence- and person-based approach. Implement Sci 2017 Feb 23;12(1):25
[FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/s13012-017-0553-4] [Medline: 28231840]

35. Band R, Morton K, Stuart B, Raftery J, Bradbury K, Yao GL, et al. Home and Online Management and Evaluation of Blood
Pressure (HOME BP) digital intervention for self-management of uncontrolled, essential hypertension: a protocol for the
randomised controlled HOME BP trial. BMJ Open 2016 Nov 07;6(11):e012684 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1136/bmjopen-2016-012684] [Medline: 27821598]

36. Bradbury K, Morton K, Band R, May C, McManus R, Little P, et al. Understanding how primary care practitioners perceive
an online intervention for the management of hypertension. BMC Med Inform Decis Mak 2017 Jan 09;17(1):5 [FREE Full
text] [doi: 10.1186/s12911-016-0397-x] [Medline: 28069041]

37. Bradbury K, Morton K, Band R, van Woezik A, Grist R, McManus RJ, et al. Using the Person-Based Approach to optimise
a digital intervention for the management of hypertension. PLoS One 2018;13(5):e0196868 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1371/journal.pone.0196868] [Medline: 29723262]

38. Morton K, Dennison L, Bradbury K, Band R, May C, Raftery J, et al. Qualitative process study to explore the perceived
burdens and benefits of a digital intervention for self-managing high blood pressure in Primary Care in the UK. BMJ Open
2018 May 08;8(5):e020843 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-2017-020843] [Medline: 29739782]

39. Triantafyllidis A, Filos D, Buys R, Claes J, Cornelissen V, Kouidi E, et al. Computerized decision support for beneficial
home-based exercise rehabilitation in patients with cardiovascular disease. Comput Methods Programs Biomed 2018
Aug;162:1-10. [doi: 10.1016/j.cmpb.2018.04.030] [Medline: 29903475]

40. Walsh D, Moran K, Cornelissen V, Buys R, Claes J, Zampognaro P, et al. The development and codesign of the PATHway
intervention: a theory-driven eHealth platform for the self-management of cardiovascular disease. Transl Behav Med 2019
Jan 01;9(1):76-98. [doi: 10.1093/tbm/iby017] [Medline: 29554380]

41. Bartlett YK, Haywood A, Bentley CL, Parker J, Hawley MS, Mountain GA, et al. The SMART personalised self-management
system for congestive heart failure: results of a realist evaluation. BMC Med Inform Decis Mak 2014 Nov 25;14:109 [FREE
Full text] [doi: 10.1186/s12911-014-0109-3] [Medline: 25421307]

42. Burns WP, Davies RJ, Nugent CD, McCullagh PJ, Zheng H, Black ND, et al. A Personalised Self-Management System
for Chronic Heart Failure. 2010 Presented at: 2010 Computing in Cardiology; September 26-29, 2010; Belfast, UK.

43. Mawson S, Nasr N, Parker J, Davies R, Zheng H, Mountain G. A personalized self-management rehabilitation system with
an intelligent shoe for stroke survivors: A realist evaluation. JMIR Rehabil Assist Technol 2016 Jan 07;3(1):e1 [FREE Full
text] [doi: 10.2196/rehab.5079] [Medline: 28582250]

44. Mawson S, Nasr N, Parker J, Zheng H, Davies R, Mountain G. Developing a personalised self-management system for
post stroke rehabilitation; utilising a user-centred design methodology. Disabil Rehabil Assist Technol 2014 Nov;9(6):521-528.
[doi: 10.3109/17483107.2013.840863] [Medline: 24131371]

45. Parker J, Mawson S, Mountain G, Nasr N, Davies R, Zheng H. The provision of feedback through computer-based technology
to promote self-managed post-stroke rehabilitation in the home. Disabil Rehabil Assist Technol 2014 Nov;9(6):529-538.
[doi: 10.3109/17483107.2013.845611] [Medline: 24131369]

46. Parker J, Mawson S, Mountain G, Nasr N, Zheng H. Stroke patients' utilisation of extrinsic feedback from computer-based
technology in the home: a multiple case study realistic evaluation. BMC Med Inform Decis Mak 2014 Jun 05;14(1):46
[FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/1472-6947-14-46] [Medline: 24903401]

47. Chantler T, Paton C, Velardo C, Triantafyllidis A, Shah SA, Stoppani E, et al. Creating connections - the development of
a mobile-health monitoring system for heart failure: Qualitative findings from a usability cohort study. Digit Health 2016
Oct 10;2:2055207616671461 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1177/2055207616671461] [Medline: 29942568]

48. Rahimi K, Velardo C, Triantafyllidis A, Conrad N, Shah SA, Chantler T, SUPPORT-HF Investigators, et al. A user-centred
home monitoring and self-management system for patients with heart failure: a multicentre cohort study. Eur Heart J Qual
Care Clin Outcomes 2015 Nov 01;1(2):66-71 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1093/ehjqcco/qcv013] [Medline: 29474596]

49. Triantafyllidis A, Velardo C, Chantler T, Shah SA, Paton C, Khorshidi R, SUPPORT-HF Investigators. A personalised
mobile-based home monitoring system for heart failure: The SUPPORT-HF Study. Int J Med Inform 2015
Oct;84(10):743-753. [doi: 10.1016/j.ijmedinf.2015.05.003] [Medline: 26037921]

50. Triantafyllidis A, Velardo C, Shah SA, Tarassenko L, Chantler T, Paton C, et al. Supporting heart failure patients through
personalized mobile health monitoring. 2015 Presented at: 4th International Conference on Wireless Mobile Communication
and Healthcare - Transforming Healthcare Through Innovations in Mobile and Wireless Technologies (MOBIHEALTH);
November 3-5, 2014; Athens, Greece. [doi: 10.4108/icst.mobihealth.2014.257217]

51. Duff O, Walsh D, Malone S, McDermott L, Furlong B, O'Connor N, et al. MedFit app, a behavior-changing, theoretically
informed mobile app for patient self-management of cardiovascular disease: user-centered development. JMIR Form Res
2018 Apr 27;2(1):e8 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/formative.9550] [Medline: 30684426]

52. Kuklyte J, Gualano L, Prabhu G, Venkataraman K, Walsh D, Woods C, et al. MedFit: A Mobile Application for Patients
in CVD Recovery. 2017 Presented at: 2nd International Workshop on Multimedia for Personal Health and Health Care;
Mountain View, CA; October 23, 2017. [doi: 10.1145/3132635.3132651]

JMIR Cardio 2021 | vol. 5 | iss. 2 | e31985 | p. 15https://cardio.jmir.org/2021/2/e31985
(page number not for citation purposes)

Cruz-Martínez et alJMIR CARDIO

XSL•FO
RenderX

https://implementationscience.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13012-017-0553-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13012-017-0553-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28231840&dopt=Abstract
https://bmjopen.bmj.com/lookup/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=27821598
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2016-012684
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27821598&dopt=Abstract
https://bmcmedinformdecismak.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12911-016-0397-x
https://bmcmedinformdecismak.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12911-016-0397-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12911-016-0397-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28069041&dopt=Abstract
https://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0196868
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0196868
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29723262&dopt=Abstract
https://bmjopen.bmj.com/lookup/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=29739782
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2017-020843
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29739782&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cmpb.2018.04.030
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29903475&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/tbm/iby017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29554380&dopt=Abstract
https://bmcmedinformdecismak.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12911-014-0109-3
https://bmcmedinformdecismak.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12911-014-0109-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12911-014-0109-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25421307&dopt=Abstract
https://rehab.jmir.org/2016/1/e1/
https://rehab.jmir.org/2016/1/e1/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/rehab.5079
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28582250&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/17483107.2013.840863
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24131371&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/17483107.2013.845611
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24131369&dopt=Abstract
https://bmcmedinformdecismak.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1472-6947-14-46
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1472-6947-14-46
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24903401&dopt=Abstract
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/2055207616671461?url_ver=Z39.88-2003&rfr_id=ori:rid:crossref.org&rfr_dat=cr_pub%3dpubmed
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2055207616671461
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29942568&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/29474596
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ehjqcco/qcv013
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29474596&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijmedinf.2015.05.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26037921&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.4108/icst.mobihealth.2014.257217
https://formative.jmir.org/2018/1/e8/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/formative.9550
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=30684426&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3132635.3132651
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


53. Prabhu G, Kuklyte J, Gualano L, Venkataraman K, Ahmadi A, Duff O, et al. Design and development of the medFit app:
A mobile application for cardiovascular disease rehabilitation. 2017 Presented at: 7th International Conference on Wireless
Mobile Communication and Healthcare; November 14-15, 2017; Vienna, Austria. [doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-98551-0_3]

54. Villalba E, Salvi D, Peinado I, Ottaviano M, Arredondo MT. Validation Results of the User Interaction in a Heart Failure
Management System. 2009 Presented at: International Conference on eHealth, Telemedicine, and Social Medicine; February
1-7, 2009; Cancun, Mexico. [doi: 10.1109/etelemed.2009.41]

55. Villalba E, Arredondo M, Ottaviano M, Salvi D, Hoyo-Barbolla E, Guillen S. Heart failure monitoring system based on
wearable and information technologies. JCM 2007 Mar 01;2(2):1. [doi: 10.4304/jcm.2.2.10-21]

56. Villalba Mora E, Salvi D, Ottaviano M, Peinado I, Waldmeyer MTA. Iterative user interaction design for wearable and
mobile solutions to assess cardiovascular chronic diseases. In: Pavlidis I, editor. Human Computer Interaction. London,
England: IntechOpen; 2008:335-354.

57. Chandler J, Sox L, Kellam K, Feder L, Nemeth L, Treiber F. Impact of a culturally tailored mHealth medication regimen
self-management program upon blood pressure among hypertensive Hispanic adults. Int J Environ Res Public Health 2019
Apr 06;16(7):1 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.3390/ijerph16071226] [Medline: 30959858]

58. Davidson TM, McGillicuddy J, Mueller M, Brunner-Jackson B, Favella A, Anderson A, et al. Evaluation of an mHealth
medication regimen self-management program for African American and Hispanic uncontrolled hypertensives. J Pers Med
2015 Nov 17;5(4):389-405 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.3390/jpm5040389] [Medline: 26593951]

59. McGillicuddy JW, Gregoski MJ, Weiland AK, Rock RA, Brunner-Jackson BM, Patel SK, et al. Mobile health medication
adherence and blood pressure control in renal transplant recipients: A proof-of-concept randomized controlled trial. JMIR
Res Protoc 2013 Sep 04;2(2):e32 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/resprot.2633] [Medline: 24004517]

60. McGillicuddy JW, Weiland AK, Frenzel RM, Mueller M, Brunner-Jackson BM, Taber DJ, et al. Patient attitudes toward
mobile phone-based health monitoring: questionnaire study among kidney transplant recipients. J Med Internet Res 2013
Jan 08;15(1):e6 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.2284] [Medline: 23305649]

61. McGillicuddy JW, Gregoski M, Brunner-Jackson BM, Weiland AK, Patel SK, Rock RA, et al. Facilitating medication
adherence and eliminating therapeutic inertia using wireless technology: proof of concept findings with uncontrolled
hypertensives and kidney transplant recipients. 2012 Presented at: Conference on Wireless Health; October 23-25, 2012;
San Diego, CA. [doi: 10.1145/2448096.2448108]

62. Sieverdes J, Gregoski M, Patel S, Williamson D, Brunner-Jackson B, Rundbaken J, et al. mHealth medication and blood
pressure self-management program in Hispanic hypertensives: a proof of concept trial. Smart Homecare Technology and
TeleHealth 2013 Oct;1:1-10. [doi: 10.2147/SHTT.S49633]

63. Baek H, Suh J, Kang S, Kang S, Lim TH, Hwang H, et al. Enhancing user experience through user study: Design of an
mHealth tool for self-management and care engagement of cardiovascular disease patients. JMIR Cardio 2018 Feb 09;2(1):e3
[FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/cardio.9000] [Medline: 31758783]

64. Lentferink AJ, Oldenhuis HK, de Groot M, Polstra L, Velthuijsen H, van Gemert-Pijnen JEWC. Key components in eHealth
interventions combining self-tracking and persuasive eCoaching to promote a healthier lifestyle: A scoping review. J Med
Internet Res 2017 Aug 01;19(8):e277 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.7288] [Medline: 28765103]

65. Mamykina L, Smaldone AM, Bakken SR. Adopting the sensemaking perspective for chronic disease self-management. J
Biomed Inform 2015 Aug;56:406-417 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.jbi.2015.06.006] [Medline: 26071681]

66. Morton K, Dennison L, May C, Murray E, Little P, McManus R, et al. Using digital interventions for self-management of
chronic physical health conditions: A meta-ethnography review of published studies. Patient Educ Couns 2017
Apr;100(4):616-635 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.pec.2016.10.019] [Medline: 28029572]

67. Mamykina L, Heitkemper EM, Smaldone AM, Kukafka R, Cole-Lewis HJ, Davidson PG, et al. Personal discovery in
diabetes self-management: Discovering cause and effect using self-monitoring data. J Biomed Inform 2017 Dec;76:1-8
[FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.jbi.2017.09.013] [Medline: 28974460]

68. Turchioe M, Heitkemper E, Lor M, Burgermaster M, Mamykina L. Designing for engagement with self-monitoring: A
user-centered approach with low-income, Latino adults with Type 2 Diabetes. Int J Med Inform 2019 Oct;130:103941
[FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.ijmedinf.2019.08.001] [Medline: 31437618]

69. Nordfonn OK, Morken IM, Bru LE, Husebø AML. Patients' experience with heart failure treatment and self-care-A qualitative
study exploring the burden of treatment. J Clin Nurs 2019 May;28(9-10):1782-1793. [doi: 10.1111/jocn.14799] [Medline:
30667120]

70. Fivecoat HC, Sayers SL, Riegel B. Social support predicts self-care confidence in patients with heart failure. Eur J Cardiovasc
Nurs 2018 Oct;17(7):598-604 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1177/1474515118762800] [Medline: 29533083]

71. Vo V, Auroy L, Sarradon-Eck A. Patients' perceptions of mHealth apps: Meta-ethnographic review of qualitative studies.
JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2019 Jul 10;7(7):e13817 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/13817] [Medline: 31293246]

72. van Velsen L, Broekhuis M, Jansen-Kosterink S, Op den Akker H. Tailoring persuasive electronic health strategies for
older adults on the basis of personal motivation: Web-based survey study. J Med Internet Res 2019 Sep 06;21(9):11759
[FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/11759] [Medline: 31493323]

JMIR Cardio 2021 | vol. 5 | iss. 2 | e31985 | p. 16https://cardio.jmir.org/2021/2/e31985
(page number not for citation purposes)

Cruz-Martínez et alJMIR CARDIO

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-98551-0_3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/etelemed.2009.41
http://dx.doi.org/10.4304/jcm.2.2.10-21
https://www.mdpi.com/resolver?pii=ijerph16071226
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16071226
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=30959858&dopt=Abstract
https://www.mdpi.com/resolver?pii=jpm5040389
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/jpm5040389
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26593951&dopt=Abstract
https://www.researchprotocols.org/2013/2/e32/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/resprot.2633
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24004517&dopt=Abstract
https://www.jmir.org/2013/1/e6/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.2284
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23305649&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2448096.2448108
http://dx.doi.org/10.2147/SHTT.S49633
https://cardio.jmir.org/2018/1/e3/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/cardio.9000
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31758783&dopt=Abstract
https://www.jmir.org/2017/8/e277/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.7288
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28765103&dopt=Abstract
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S1532-0464(15)00116-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbi.2015.06.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26071681&dopt=Abstract
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0738-3991(16)30489-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2016.10.019
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28029572&dopt=Abstract
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S1532-0464(17)30217-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbi.2017.09.013
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28974460&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/31437618
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijmedinf.2019.08.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31437618&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jocn.14799
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=30667120&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/29533083
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1474515118762800
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29533083&dopt=Abstract
https://mhealth.jmir.org/2019/7/e13817/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/13817
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31293246&dopt=Abstract
https://www.jmir.org/2019/9/11759/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/11759
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31493323&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


73. Tadas S, Coyle D. Barriers to and facilitators of technology in cardiac rehabilitation and self-management: Systematic
qualitative grounded theory review. J Med Internet Res 2020 Nov 11;22(11):e18025. [doi: 10.2196/18025] [Medline:
33174847]

74. Won MH, Son Y. Perceived social support and physical activity among patients with coronary artery disease. West J Nurs
Res 2017 Dec 23;39(12):1606-1623. [doi: 10.1177/0193945916678374] [Medline: 27881811]

75. Middlemass JB, Vos J, Siriwardena AN. Perceptions on use of home telemonitoring in patients with long term conditions
- concordance with the Health Information Technology Acceptance Model: a qualitative collective case study. BMC Med
Inform Decis Mak 2017 Jun 26;17(1):89 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/s12911-017-0486-5] [Medline: 28651588]

76. Greenhalgh T, A'Court C, Shaw S. Understanding heart failure; explaining telehealth - a hermeneutic systematic review.
BMC Cardiovasc Disord 2017 Jun 14;17(1):156 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/s12872-017-0594-2] [Medline: 28615004]

77. Geurts E, Haesen M, Dendale P, Luyten K, Coninx K. Back on bike: the BoB mobile cycling app for secondary prevention
in cardiac patients. 2016 Presented at: 18th International Conference on Human-Computer Interaction with Mobile Devices
and Services; September 6-9, 2016; Florence, Italy. [doi: 10.1145/2935334.2935377]

78. Huygens MWJ, Swinkels ICS, de Jong JD, Heijmans MJWM, Friele RD, van Schayck OCP, et al. Self-monitoring of health
data by patients with a chronic disease: does disease controllability matter? BMC Fam Pract 2017 Mar 20;18(1):40 [FREE
Full text] [doi: 10.1186/s12875-017-0615-3] [Medline: 28320330]

79. Riegel B, Dickson VV, Garcia LE, Masterson Creber R, Streur M. Mechanisms of change in self-care in adults with heart
failure receiving a tailored, motivational interviewing intervention. Patient Educ Couns 2017 Feb;100(2):283-288 [FREE
Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.pec.2016.08.030] [Medline: 27599712]

80. Vellone E, Paturzo M, D'Agostino F, Petruzzo A, Masci S, Ausili D, et al. MOTIVATional intErviewing to improve self-care
in Heart Failure patients (MOTIVATE-HF): Study protocol of a three-arm multicenter randomized controlled trial. Contemp
Clin Trials 2017 Apr;55:34-38. [doi: 10.1016/j.cct.2017.02.003] [Medline: 28185994]

81. Radhakrishnan K, Baranowski T, Julien C, Thomaz E, Kim M. Role of digital games in self-management of cardiovascular
diseases: A scoping review. Games Health J 2019 Apr;8(2):65-73 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1089/g4h.2018.0011] [Medline:
30199275]

82. Berry ABL, Lim C, Hartzler AL, Hirsch T, Ludman E, Wagner EH, et al. Eliciting values of patients with multiple chronic
conditions: Evaluation of a patient-centered framework. AMIA Annu Symp Proc 2017;2017:430-439 [FREE Full text]
[Medline: 29854107]

83. Berry ABL, Lim C, Hartzler AL, Hirsch T, Ludman E, Wagner EH, et al. Creating Conditions for Patients' Values to Emerge
in Clinical Conversations: Perspectives of Health Care Team Members. 2017 Presented at: Conference on Designing
Interactive Systems; June 10-14, 2017; Edinburgh, UK. [doi: 10.1145/3064663.3064669]

84. Berry ABL, Lim C, Hartzler AL, Hirsch T, Wagner EH, Ludman E, et al. How Values Shape Collaboration Between
Patients with Multiple Chronic Conditions and Spousal Caregivers Share on. 2017 Presented at: CHI Conference on Human
Factors in Computing Systems; May 6-11, 2017; Denver, CO. [doi: 10.1145/3025453.3025923]

85. Berry ABL, Lim CY, Hirsch T, Hartzler AL, Kiel LM, Bermet ZA, et al. Supporting Communication About Values Between
People with Multiple Chronic Conditions and their Providers. 2019 Presented at: CHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems; May 4-9, 2019; Glasgow, UK. [doi: 10.1145/3290605.3300700]

86. Riegel B, Jaarsma T, Strömberg A. A middle-range theory of self-care of chronic illness. ANS Adv Nurs Sci
2012;35(3):194-204. [doi: 10.1097/ANS.0b013e318261b1ba] [Medline: 22739426]

87. Cornet V, Voida S, Holden RJ. Activity theory analysis of heart failure self-care. Mind Cult Act 2018 Sep 21;25(1):22-39
[FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1080/10749039.2017.1372785] [Medline: 31105419]

88. Cornet VP, Daley C, Cavalcanti LH, Parulekar A, Holden RJ. Chapter 14 - Design for self-care. In: Sethumadhavan A,
Sasangohar F, editors. Design for Health: Applications of Human Factors. Cambridge, MA: Academic Press; 2020:277-302.

89. Holden R, Schubert C, Mickelson R. The patient work system: an analysis of self-care performance barriers among elderly
heart failure patients and their informal caregivers. Appl Ergon 2015 Mar;47:133-150 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1016/j.apergo.2014.09.009] [Medline: 25479983]

90. Lim CY, Berry ABL, Hartzler AL, Hirsch T, Carrell DS, Bermet ZA, et al. Facilitating Self-reflection about Values and
Self-care Among Individuals with Chronic Conditions. 2019 Presented at: CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems; May 4-9, 2019; Glasgow, UK. [doi: 10.1145/3290605.3300885]

91. Lim CY, Berry ABL, Hirsch T, Hartzler AL, Wagner EH, Ludman EJ, et al. Understanding what is most important to
individuals with multiple chronic conditions: A qualitative study of patients' perspectives. J Gen Intern Med 2017 Dec
28;32(12):1278-1284 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1007/s11606-017-4154-3] [Medline: 28849368]

92. Blair J, Volpe M, Aggarwal B. Challenges, needs, and experiences of recently hospitalized cardiac patients and their informal
caregivers. J Cardiovasc Nurs 2014 Mar 22;29(1):29-37 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1097/JCN.0b013e3182784123] [Medline:
23416934]

93. Burns C. Human centred design. In: van Gemert-Pijnen L, Kelders SM, Kip H, Sanderman R, editors. eHealth Research,
Theory and Development. Oxfordshire, England: Routledge; 2018:207-227.

94. Vaughan Dickson V, Lee CS, Riegel B. How do cognitive function and knowledge affect heart failure self-care? Journal
of Mixed Methods Research 2011 Mar 23;5(2):167-189. [doi: 10.1177/1558689811402355]

JMIR Cardio 2021 | vol. 5 | iss. 2 | e31985 | p. 17https://cardio.jmir.org/2021/2/e31985
(page number not for citation purposes)

Cruz-Martínez et alJMIR CARDIO

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/18025
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=33174847&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0193945916678374
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27881811&dopt=Abstract
https://bmcmedinformdecismak.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12911-017-0486-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12911-017-0486-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28651588&dopt=Abstract
https://bmccardiovascdisord.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12872-017-0594-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12872-017-0594-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28615004&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2935334.2935377
https://bmcfampract.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12875-017-0615-3
https://bmcfampract.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12875-017-0615-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12875-017-0615-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28320330&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/27599712
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/27599712
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2016.08.030
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27599712&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cct.2017.02.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28185994&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/30199275
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/g4h.2018.0011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=30199275&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/29854107
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29854107&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3064663.3064669
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025923
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300700
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/ANS.0b013e318261b1ba
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22739426&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/31105419
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10749039.2017.1372785
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31105419&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/25479983
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2014.09.009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25479983&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300885
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/28849368
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11606-017-4154-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28849368&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/23416934
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/JCN.0b013e3182784123
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23416934&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1558689811402355
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


95. Dickson VV, Buck H, Riegel B. Multiple comorbid conditions challenge heart failure self-care by decreasing self-efficacy.
Nurs Res 2013;62(1):2-9. [doi: 10.1097/NNR.0b013e31827337b3] [Medline: 23052421]

96. Hendry DG, Friedman B, Ballard S. Value sensitive design as a formative framework. Ethics Inf Technol 2021 Feb
26;23(1):39-44. [doi: 10.1007/s10676-021-09579-x]

97. Cornet VP, Toscos T, Bolchini D, Rohani Ghahari R, Ahmed R, Daley C, et al. Untold stories in user-centered design of
mobile health: Practical challenges and strategies learned from the design and evaluation of an app for older adults with
heart failure. JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2020 Jul 21;8(7):e17703 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/17703] [Medline: 32706745]

98. Collins LM. Optimization of Behavioral, Biobehavioral, and Biomedical Interventions: The Multiphase Optimization
Strategy (MOST). Cham, Switzerland: Springer; 2018:55-56.

Abbreviations
CeHRes: Center for eHealth Research
CVD: cardiovascular diseases
KALPHA: Krippendorf alpha
MOST: Multiphase Optimization Strategy

Edited by G Eysenbach; submitted 12.07.21; peer-reviewed by V Cornet, K Blondon; comments to author 03.08.21; revised version
received 16.08.21; accepted 03.10.21; published 01.12.21

Please cite as:
Cruz-Martínez RR, Wentzel J, Bente BE, Sanderman R, van Gemert-Pijnen JEWC
Toward the Value Sensitive Design of eHealth Technologies to Support Self-management of Cardiovascular Diseases: Content Analysis
JMIR Cardio 2021;5(2):e31985
URL: https://cardio.jmir.org/2021/2/e31985
doi: 10.2196/31985
PMID:

©Roberto Rafael Cruz-Martínez, Jobke Wentzel, Britt Elise Bente, Robbert Sanderman, Julia EWC van Gemert-Pijnen. Originally
published in JMIR Cardio (https://cardio.jmir.org), 01.12.2021. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the
Creative Commons Attribution License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution,
and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work, first published in JMIR Cardio, is properly cited. The complete
bibliographic information, a link to the original publication on https://cardio.jmir.org, as well as this copyright and license
information must be included.

JMIR Cardio 2021 | vol. 5 | iss. 2 | e31985 | p. 18https://cardio.jmir.org/2021/2/e31985
(page number not for citation purposes)

Cruz-Martínez et alJMIR CARDIO

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/NNR.0b013e31827337b3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23052421&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10676-021-09579-x
https://mhealth.jmir.org/2020/7/e17703/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/17703
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32706745&dopt=Abstract
https://cardio.jmir.org/2021/2/e31985
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/31985
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

