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27 Abstract

28 There is a growing interest to investigate the feasibility of using voice user interfaces as a 

29 platform for digital therapeutics in chronic disease management. While mostly deployed as 

30 smartphone applications, some demographics struggle when using touch screens and often 

31 cannot complete tasks independently. This research aimed to evaluate how heart failure patients 

32 interacted with a voice app version of an already existing digital therapeutic, Medly, using a 

33 mixed-methods concurrent triangulation approach. The objective was to determine the 

34 acceptability and feasibility of the voice app by better understanding who this platform is be best 

35 suited for. Quantitative data included engagement levels and accuracy rates. Participants (n=20) 

36 used the voice app over a four week period and completed questionnaires and semi-structured 

37 interviews relating to acceptability, ease of use, and workload. The average engagement level 

38 was 73%, with a 14% decline between week one and four. The difference in engagement levels 

39 between the oldest and youngest demographic was the most significant, 84% and 43% 

40 respectively. The Medly voice app had an overall accuracy rate of 97.8% and was successful in 

41 sending data to the clinic. Users were accepting of the technology (ranking it in the 80th 

42 percentile) and felt it did not require a lot of work (2.1 on a 7-point Likert scale). However, 13% 

43 of users were less inclined to use the voice app at the end of the study. The following themes and 

44 subthemes emerged: (1) feasibility of clinical integration: user adaptation to voice app’s 

45 conversational style, device unreliability, and (2) voice app acceptability: good device 

46 integration within household, users blamed themselves for voice app problems, and voice app 

47 missing desirable user features. The voice app proved to be most beneficial to those who: are 
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48 older, have flexible schedules, are confident with using technology, and are experiencing other 

49 medical conditions. 
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50 Introduction

51 Background

52 Chronic diseases are the leading cause of death and disability worldwide, with over 41 million 

53 people dying each year due to these diseases (1). Cardiovascular diseases, such as heart attacks 

54 and high blood pressure are responsible for most chronic disease deaths (17.9 million people) 

55 (1). Patient self-care is considered to be essential in the prevention and management of chronic 

56 diseases (2) as studies have shown the benefits of this approach, which include improved health 

57 outcomes, decreased clinic visits, and decreased health costs (3). Mobile health, also referred to 

58 as mHealth, is a type of digital health technology that involves the use of mobile devices for 

59 medical and public health practice (4), and enables the integration of self-care support into a 

60 patient’s routine (5). While mHealth apps are one of the most popular tools for helping patients 

61 with chronic conditions manage their health at home (6), there is research to suggest voice apps 

62 are an emerging platform that will create alternative interaction models that some patient 

63 demographics may find more accessible. 

64 Voice user interfaces (VUIs) are becoming more prevalent in the healthcare field for a variety of 

65 different purposes. With VUIs the user is able to interact with a computing system using only 

66 speech, with voice apps being one example of this technology. The primary advantage of 

67 implementing VUIs in any environment is simplicity, since it does not require the user to interact 

68 with a hand-held technology, as we are typically accustomed to. So far, VUIs have been used to 

69 help those who have speech or hearing difficulty, to improve patient engagement, as well as 

70 aging in place (7). This technology has also been used in the clinical setting by supporting 
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71 physician note transcription and the patient registration process (7). Devices that offer VUI 

72 capability are also continuing to gain popularity in consumer households and are becoming more 

73 integrated into our daily lifestyles due to their convenience, ease of use, and affordability. As a 

74 result, there is growing interest to investigate the feasibility of using smart speakers to improve 

75 patient engagement, with a specific focus on chronic disease management.

76 Heart Failure

77 Previous research has begun to investigate the potential for patients to manage their heart failure 

78 (HF) using a voice app (publication pending). HF is a condition that develops after the heart 

79 muscle becomes damaged or weak due to cardiovascular diseases, such as heart attacks and high 

80 blood pressure. When the heart muscle becomes damaged or weakens, it is unable to pump 

81 enough blood to meet the body’s needs for blood and oxygen (8). Medly is an evidence-based, 

82 HF self-management program that has been developed by the University Health Network (UHN) 

83 and is implemented as part of the standard of care at UHN’s Ted Rogers Center of Excellence for 

84 Heart Failure clinic (9). This program is currently available to patients through a smartphone app 

85 and enables them to log clinically relevant physiological measurements and symptoms, which is 

86 then used in the Medly algorithm to generate an automated self-care message. A voice app 

87 version of Medly has already been built as part of previous work, and a usability study has been 

88 performed with the voice app at UHN’s Heart Failure Clinic.

89 Objectives

90 The results from a previous usability study show promise that a voice app for chronic disease 

91 management, such as HF, is feasible to deploy and acceptable by patients (publication 
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92 forthcoming). With these findings, we sought to perform a more in-depth clinical evaluation by 

93 using Medly as a case study, with 20 HF participants. The goal of this study is to determine if 

94 voice apps can be a practical alternative of enabling patients to receive a digital therapeutic. The 

95 following research question will be investigated:

96 What is the acceptability of a voice application for patients, through the use of a smart 

97 speaker, for a home chronic disease management platform?

98 Through this research we hope to uncover whether deploying a voice app version of Medly adds 

99 any benefit to the current model of interaction and care.

100 Methods

101 Participant Recruitment

102 HF patients were asked to participate in this study and interact with the Medly voice app while in 

103 their homes for a four week period. Participants were considered eligible if they had been 

104 diagnosed with HF by a physician at UHN’s HF clinic, and were prescribed the Medly program. 

105 Participants were also required to speak and read English adequately to understand the voice 

106 prompts in the Medly application. The Medly nurse coordinator first provided a brief overview of 

107 the research study to interested patients prior to introducing them to the study coordinator. If they 

108 agreed to participate, informed written consent was obtained by the study coordinator prior to 

109 onboarding.

110 A total of 20 participants were recruited for this study, based on findings from the literature 

111 which suggested that a sample size between 10 and 30 users (10) is appropriate to use for pilot 
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112 studies. To help mitigate potential bias, we aimed to recruit both participants who were ‘new’ to 

113 Medly (less than 2 month since being onboarded to the program), and also those who were 

114 ‘existing’ (more than 2 months since being onboarded) Medly patients. In the end we recruited a 

115 total of 7 new and 13 existing Medly patients. 

116 Recruited participants were required to perform a double-entry of their Medly measurements for 

117 the four week duration, more specifically they were asked to first input their Medly 

118 measurements on the smartphone app prior to interacting with the voice app. Each participant 

119 received a gift card to compensate them for their time participating in the study. Ethics approval 

120 was obtained from the University Health Network (UHN) Research Ethics Board (20-6095). 

121 Study Outcome Measures

122 The evaluation of the Medly voice app was influenced by two frameworks: Proctor et al.’s 

123 Implementation Outcomes (11) and Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology 2 

124 (UTAUT2) (12). The outcomes listed below were selected from both frameworks to help guide 

125 the quantitative and qualitative data that was gathered to determine the acceptability of the Medly 

126 voice app. 

127 Table 1. Definitions of the selected outcomes chosen from frameworks to identify the 

128 acceptability of using the Medly voice app.

Proctor et al.’s Implementation Outcomes
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Acceptability The perception among patients that the Medly voice app is 

agreeable or satisfactory.

Feasibility The extent to which the Medly voice app can be successfully 

used by patients.

Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology 2 (UTAUT2)

Effort expectancy The degree of ease associated with using the Medly voice app.

129 Questionnaires and semi-structured interview questions were influenced by the System Usability 

130 Scale (SUS) (13) and NASA Task Load Index (TLX) (14) standardized assessment tools. 

131 Quantitative data was also gathered through semi-structured interviews by asking participants 

132 how often the voice app misheard their measurements, how many times they were required to 

133 correct wrongly recorded data, and how many times they missed inputting their measurements 

134 and why (engagement levels). Accuracy rates were calculated by comparing the measurements 

135 inputted on the smartphone app versus the voice app.

136 Data Collection

137 The study coordinator performed an onboarding session over the phone with each participant to 

138 help them set-up and access the Medly voice app, and provided them with an instructions manual 
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139 (Fig S1, Multimedia Appendix 1). Participants were also required to answer a baseline 

140 questionnaire (Table S1, Multimedia Appendix 2) to help the study coordinator understand their 

141 comfort levels with using technology. Participants were made aware that they needed to perform 

142 a double entry of their Medly measurements for the four week duration and were told to prioritize 

143 the Medly smartphone app, namely to input measurements on the phone first, and to only follow 

144 guidance from the smartphone app.  

145 A one week check-in was scheduled with all participants over the phone. During this check-in, 

146 the study coordinator asked each participant about their experience so far and collected the 

147 quantitative data described above. Following the week one check-in, participants were emailed a 

148 questionnaire at the end of week two. The questions were influenced by the frameworks and 

149 standardized assessment tools mentioned earlier in order to gauge the participant’s thoughts and 

150 opinions of using the voice app thus far. As part of each participant’s offboarding, the 

151 questionnaire was sent out again (to see if thoughts or opinions changed), and a semi-structured 

152 interview took place with the study coordinator over the phone.

153 Study Analysis

154 Descriptive statistics for the standardized questionnaire responses were performed and recorded 

155 using Microsoft Excel. Graphical representations of engagement levels were also created using 

156 Excel. The responses from the System Usability Scale questionnaire were analyzed as per 

157 standard protocol (13) and averages were calculated for the NASA-TLX and UTAUT2 

158 questionnaires, both overall and question specific. Data was categorized in different ways using 

159 various characteristics and then analyzed to identify any trends or commonalties. 
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160 The quantitative data was then triangulated with the qualitative data findings, namely from the 

161 semi-structured interviews. Interview transcripts were analyzed by the study coordinator (AB) 

162 using an deductive approach. Specifically, the transcripts were analyzed under the guidance of 

163 Proctor et al.’s Implementation Outcomes framework, with a focus on the acceptability and 

164 feasibility constructs. Sub-themes were then identified to better describe the study findings. The 

165 transcripts and coding was organized using Microsoft Word. 

166 Results

167 Characteristics of Study Participants

168 A total of 20 patients were recruited for the study, with a fairly even split among genders 

169 (females: 9/20, 45%, male: 11/20, 55%) and an average age of 57.8 (SD 13.1) years. All patients 

170 who were recruited were required to be enrolled in the Medly program, with a mix between those 

171 who have just recently (defined as less than 2 months since the time of recruitment) been 

172 onboarded to the program (7/20 patients, 35%) and those who have been enrolled in the program 

173 for longer (13/20 patients, 65%). Other patient characteristics were also collected for the 

174 purposes of this study, such as: comfort levels with technology and whether or not they have 

175 used a smart speaker before through a baseline questionnaire (18 out of the 20 participants 

176 returned this questionnaire). The statistics for each of these characteristics can be seen in Table 

177 2.

178 Table 2. Patient characteristics used to categorize and sort data in the study.
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Characteristics Statistics

Age (years), mean (SD) 57.8 (13.1)

Age (years; categorical), n (%)

20 or younger 0 (0.0)

21 - 40 2 (10.0)

41 - 60 7 (35.0)

61 - 80 11 (55.0)

81 or older 0 (0.0)

Sex, n (%)

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 10, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.06.22273509doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.06.22273509
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


12

Female 7 (35.0)

Male 13 (55.0)

Interacted with smart speaker before, n (%)

Yes 7 (35.0)

No 11 (55.0)

Comfort level with technology, n(%)

Very uncomfortable 1 (5.0)

Somewhat uncomfortable 0 (0.0)

Neutral 6 (30.0)

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 10, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.06.22273509doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.06.22273509
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


13

Somewhat comfortable 2 (10.0)

Very comfortable 9 (45.0)

179 Quantitative Data

180 Engagement Levels and Accuracy Rates

181 The overall engagement level for the entire study population during the four week period was 

182 73%, with noticeable drops in engagement as the weeks progressed (Table 3) and an overall 

183 decline of 14% when comparing week one and four averages.

184 Table 3. Overall and weekly average engagement levels over the four week study duration.

Overall engagement level/SD (%) 73.4 / 9.5

Week # Average (%) Average Days Missed SD (%)

1 80.7 1.4 11.3

2 75.0 1.8 5.8

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 10, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.06.22273509doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.06.22273509
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


14

3 70.7 2.0 7.9

4 67.1 2.3 8.1

185 In addition to calculating the overall engagement levels, patient characteristics from Table 3 

186 were also used to group the study population and compare the results among sub-groups to 

187 identify any noticeable trends. These results can be seen in Table S1, Multimedia Appendix 3. 

188 In summary, there were no noticeable trends when comparing voice app engagement levels 

189 among new and existing Medly patients, with an ~1% difference overall. Similar to the findings 

190 related to the entire study population, engagement levels were lower in week four when 

191 compared to week one for both of these groups. 

192 In contrast, engagement levels when compared to the different age groups showcased more 

193 obvious trends. Overall, average engagement levels increased as the age groups increased, with 

194 the oldest demographic (61-80 year olds) having the best engagement level of 84.1%, almost 

195 double the overall engagement level when compared to the youngest age group in the study. 

196 Those in the 61-80 age group were also the most consistent throughout the four week duration 

197 and had the smallest difference between the different engagement week averages. 

198 A similar trend was observed when comparing participants based on their reported comfort 

199 levels with technology. Those who were very confident consistently used the technology more 

200 through the four weeks than those who reported less confidence (13.6% overall difference). 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 10, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.06.22273509doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.06.22273509
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


15

201 There were also consistently higher engagement levels with the group that had never interacted 

202 with smart speakers before when compared to those who have (7.6% difference). Both groups 

203 steadily declined in engagement as the weeks progressed, with similar overall differences 

204 between week one and four averages. 

205 Over the four week duration (28 days), nine entries (out of 411) were incorrect measurements 

206 that were submitted using the Medly voice app, indicating an overall accuracy rate of 97.8%. The 

207 errors varied between weight and blood pressure. A small subset of participants (four) were not 

208 able to successfully submit their correct readings which led to the nine errors that were recorded.

209 Acceptability of the Medly Voice App

210 Findings from the SUS questionnaire paired with the findings from the semi-structured 

211 interviews were used to better understand the acceptability of using a voice app version of the 

212 Medly program. 

213 The responses from the SUS questionnaire from week two resulted in an overall average score of 

214 69 (out of 100), ranking it in the 53rd percentile based on previous studies. In contrast, the 

215 average score from week four results is 77 (out of 100), ranking it in the 80th percentile based on 

216 previous studies. This data indicates an overall increase in the level of satisfaction of using the 

217 Medly voice app (by 27%) from the study population. The difference in averages for each 

218 individual question between weeks two and four was also calculated, with the last question in the 

219 survey having the biggest difference of 13%. Participants felt that as time went on they needed to 

220 learn more things about the voice app to successfully interact with it (consistent with NASA 
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221 TLX cognitive load results). Response distributions for week two and four results were fairly 

222 similar for all of the questions (Fig S1, Multimedia Appendix 4). 

223 Average SUS scores were also calculated based on the different patient characteristics (age, 

224 Medly status, comfort levels, and interaction with smart speaker familiarity). Overall the scores 

225 were similar in range for all of the characteristics. The largest range in data however, was 

226 identified in the age groups, with the oldest (61-80 years) demographic providing the lowest 

227 score (72 out 100), ranking it in the 62nd percentile, while the middle-age demographic provided 

228 an average score of 87.5 out of 100, ranking it in the 96th percentile. The average score from the 

229 youngest demographic was 77.5, ranking it in the 80th percentile.

230 Feasibility of Medly Voice

231 The NASA-TLX was used in this study to better assess the perceived workload when using the 

232 Medly voice app by the study participants. A 4% increase was seen in average scores between 

233 week two and four results, indicating a slightly higher workload. While the averages for each of 

234 the questions were fairly low, questions relating to: 1) success rates, 2) how hard they needed to 

235 work to accomplish the task, and 3) feeling of discouragement, irritation and stress scored the 

236 worse when compared to the rest of the questions. These results can be seen in Fig S2, 

237 Multimedia Appendix 4. Participants also felt less successful with using the Medly voice app at 

238 the end of the study than they did at the end of week two (22% difference in results). 

239 When analyzing the scores based on the different age groups, it was found that the youngest 

240 demographic felt they needed to work the most (highest average of 2.67) when compared to the 

241 middle-age (average of 1.61) and oldest demographics (average of 2.12). It was also found that 
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242 those who were new to Medly specifically felt more rushed when using the voice app and less 

243 successful when inputting their measurements, when compared to those who have been on the 

244 Medly program for a longer time (~15% difference in scores for each question). The difference in 

245 average scores for those who described themselves as less confident when using technology 

246 consistently gave poorer scores for each of the questions, indicating they had a more difficult 

247 time than those who described themselves as confident (Table S1, Multimedia Appendix 4). 

248 In summary, the youngest age group felt they needed to work the most, the study population 

249 collectively felt they needed to provide slightly more effort as time went on, and those who were 

250 less familiar with technology had more difficulty using the voice app when compared to those 

251 who were more confident. 

252 The UTAUT2 questionnaire was used to better understand participants' thoughts regarding 

253 facilitating conditions, effort expectancy, habit, and behavioral intention when it comes to using 

254 the voice app. The biggest difference between week two and four results was with whether they 

255 would use the Medly voice app in the future, with a 13% decline in the average score. The oldest 

256 demographic was the least keen on using it in the future, while the middle-aged demographic 

257 was the most interested in future use. When asked if the voice app became a habit, those who 

258 used the technology before agreed more than those who did not have experience using the device 

259 (19% difference in responses).

260 Overall, all participants felt the voice app required low effort to use, and that it was easy for them 

261 to operate. They were less certain with whether or not using the voice app had become a habit for 

262 them (this can be supported with engagement levels), and were least certain about whether they 

263 would use the voice app in the future, as seen in Table S2, Multimedia Appendix 4. 
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264 Qualitative Data

265 Interview themes were classified using Proctor et al.’s Implementation Outcomes, specifically 

266 focusing on the feasibility and acceptability constructs to better understand which patient 

267 demographics would benefit from using the voice app. The themes: (1) feasibility of clinical 

268 integration and (2) voice app acceptability are presented below, each with their own set of 

269 accompanying sub-themes. 

270 Feasibility of Clinical Integration

271 The feasibility of providing patients with the option of accessing DTx through voice apps in the 

272 clinic first involves understanding how patients interact with the technology, as well as the 

273 technology’s reliability when being used. Subthemes for this section include (a) users adapted to 

274 voice app’s conversational style, and (b) device unreliability. 

275 Users Adapting to Voice App’s Conversational Style

276 Most participants found the device set-up and instructions fairly straightforward, but at times 

277 struggled to successfully log their measurements on the Medly voice app. When participants 

278 struggled, they adjusted the way they spoke instead of continuing in their natural manner in 

279 hopes that the voice app would understand them better. 

280 “I learned how to get into her rhythm as opposed to her getting into my rhythm.” 

281 [Participant 04]
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282 Specific strategies were employed to change their speaking style and most often involved 

283 modifying the volume, tone, pace, and style they spoke at. Different strategies seemed to work 

284 better for different participants, specifically with the pace at which they spoke at. 

285 “Now I just say 116.4 pounds (faster) and there's absolutely no issues with her now.” 

286 [Participant 12]

287 “Of course I would either make sure to be speaking directly at it or elevate my voice or 

288 something like that.” [Participant 15]

289 “I want to record one hundred, but it's very typical to say 'a hundred’ and not ‘one 

290 hundred’, but I notice it doesn't pick up on that.” [Participant 17]

291 Once participants changed their conversational tone when speaking to the voice app, they began 

292 to notice difficulties in the interaction since it no longer felt like a natural conversation. 

293 “It’s like when you talk to someone foreign or you know from another country or another 

294 language and you try to say a few words for them to understand it.” [Participant 12]

295 “I try to, like, separate each word, almost like I had to speak robotic.” [Participant 18]

296 “I have to be serious, slow and sure of how I say the numbers.” [Participant 17]

297 Another interaction strategy employed by most participants involved using the device’s 

298 touchscreen capabilities. In most cases this alternative input was the favorable approach over 

299 using voice since it was simpler to use and most importantly, faster.
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300 “I got into a routine which allowed me to go through it as quickly as possible, and that 

301 routine would be that I would speak the results for weight, blood pressure and heart rate, 

302 and then I would interact directly on the touch screen for symptoms so we didn't have to 

303 wait for her. So yes, every time I use the touch screen it works fine and the fact that I 

304 could use a touch screen and it would work even though she hadn't finished speaking is a 

305 big plus for me.” [Participant 15]

306 Interactions were found to be most successful when participants did not multitask on other items.

307 “You can multitask if you really want to, but that's what I think mistakes can be made 

308 easier.” [Participant 02]

309 “I knew the questions that were going to be asked after a while, but I still listened. Only 

310 because you know I'd rather do it right than wrong if I can.” [Participant 08]

311 Despite the learning curve experienced by most participants, the mitigation strategies described 

312 above support the feasibility of deploying a voice app, such as Medly, in the clinic due to the 

313 perseverance displayed by these participants to make the interaction easier for themselves as 

314 time went on. 

315 Device Unreliability

316 Almost all participants experienced some level of difficulty when they interacted with the voice 

317 app. Sometimes the voice app froze and the session ended abruptly, and other times it would not 

318 provide the user with an opportunity to correct any of the wrong measurements. 
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319 “You can go back and correct it, right, but sometimes it gives you a little bit of a hassle 

320 so I have to start over.” [Participant 02]

321 “Then she just shut down … When she couldn't get the measurements or something, she 

322 would just turn off.” [Participant 04]

323 Participants also described instances where the voice app was not able to correctly pick up the 

324 information they were saying, making them feel frustrated, annoyed, panicked, and discouraged 

325 to the point where they no longer wanted to use the device that day. 

326 “Yeah, I'd wake up in a great mood and oftentimes it was so frustrating that it made me 

327 cranky afterwards. Yeah, it really switched my mood. One time she repeated it to me and 

328 I thought she got it alright and then she repeated it and said that I fainted and I had not 

329 fainted, so I panicked.” [Participant 18]

330 When the voice app was not able to pick up the correct measurements, participants often felt the 

331 need to speak louder. This was considered to be specifically problematic in situations where a 

332 participant may not be feeling well and does not have the ability to project their voice. As 

333 explained by one participant, with the smartphone they are able to share information without 

334 needing to exert a lot of energy: 

335 “I would never want it to not be on my phone when I go into the hospital and I have a 

336 hard time talking. If my blood pressure is through the roof or it's way too low from 

337 retaining water, it’s so hard to speak and I love that I could just throw my phone at the 

338 doctor and be like “look, this was [my data] two days ago.” … I really like that.” 

339 [Participant 18]
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340 Although the voice app seems feasible to deploy from a patient interaction perspective, users 

341 also experienced difficulties when interacting with the device for various tech-related reasons. 

342 Understanding the causes and frequencies of these malfunctions will help identify when and 

343 where it is appropriate to use voice apps like Medly. 

344 Voice App Acceptability

345 This theme describes the extent to which the study participants found the Medly voice app 

346 satisfactory. This level of acceptability includes not only the participant’s thoughts, but also 

347 other factors that may influence their experience as described by the following subthemes: (1) 

348 device integrated well within household and user lives, (2) users blamed themselves when 

349 problems arose with the voice app, (3) voice app missing specific features desired by users. 

350 Device Integration in Household

351 In addition to using the device to access the Medly voice app, many participants also found they 

352 used it for other things during their time on the study. Over the four weeks some participants 

353 described the device as a companion, with one participant noting:

354 “She became like a buddy. I know it’s little quirks, specifically when it makes mistakes… 

355 I would say for people that live on their own or whatever it can become like a friend, 

356 right?” [Participant 08]

357 Some participants also described their experience as “pleasant” when interacting with the device, 

358 and others specifically feeling the need to use manners and to be polite while conversing with it: 
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359 “And I've gotten along with Alexa just fine. It was so cute. I was inputting on Medly and 

360 I did it with Alexa at the same time and at the end I said ‘Alexa, thank you’ and she said 

361 ‘you bet’… One night I said, ‘oh Alexa goodnight’ and she said ‘night night, sleep 

362 well’.” [Participant 08]

363 Not only did the device become a companion for the user, but for other family members and 

364 friends as well:

365 “She did give my granddaughter a knock knock joke the other night. [The grandkids] 

366 have fun with her by asking what the weather is or something like that.” [Participant 10]

367 This interaction is an example of how easily the device can fit in and become integrated within a 

368 space in the household. While in common areas, users have noted using the device for other 

369 activities, such as:

370 “I let it play music for me or I ask what's the weather like today and I do the CTV News 

371 first thing in the morning, so yeah, I think it’s a great thing.” [Participant 02]

372 Having the device in common spaces also served as a reminder for some participants who have 

373 difficulty remembering to perform their Medly measurements. Others also mentioned that 

374 because the device was sitting in a common space, they would be more inclined to use Medly on 

375 it: 

376 “Seeing the monitor right there on the counter I feel like it definitely encourages and 

377 motivates me and is a visual reminder as opposed to the app on the phone to actually do 

378 it.” [Participant 11]
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379 “At first I thought it would be my phone. But probably you know, now it's Alexa. She sits 

380 right there, so probably Alexa.” [Participant 02]

381 Some participants also situated the device in other places in their house, such as the bedroom. In 

382 these cases they also found the set-up to be useful: 

383 “I use it at night time when I’m going to bed like you know, relaxing music.” [Participant 

384 06]

385 And even in some cases, more preferred when compared to the smartphone: 

386 “I'm in my bedroom and I have a bathroom in the room, so when I go in the bathroom to 

387 weigh myself, I do my blood pressure at the same time. So ideally that is where I talk to 

388 [Alexa]... over the last week it's been working and I really like that because then I'm done 

389 and then I can go right back to bed after I take my pills so it doesn't make my mind wake 

390 up.” [Participant 03]

391 “I'm sort of having concussion symptoms and the phone makes me nauseous. So at the 

392 moment, I prefer only having to do it with Alexa.” [Participant 14]

393 In addition to the benefits of the device integrating well within different spaces in the household, 

394 there are also drawbacks that can exist when keeping the device in a public space. Most 

395 participants noted the importance of having a quiet space to focus and successfully submit 

396 readings:

397 “Honestly like I did it more often when I didn't have my son because everything here he 

398 likes to speak over me... He would repeat ‘Alexa’ behind me.” [Participant 18]
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399 “Like if my husband would walk into the kitchen as I was doing it, I would shoo him 

400 away, literally.” [Participant 08]

401 Users Blamed Themselves When Voice App Problems Arose

402 Although frustration was experienced by some participants when the device abruptly stopped 

403 working or incorrectly heard them, often times (especially in the first week) users felt like it was 

404 their fault when a mistake was made: 

405 “I wasn't annoyed by it. I just thought, oh, I'm not speaking clearly or loudly enough, or 

406 you know.” [Participant 08]

407 “Well again, I go back to the learning curve in the first week. There was some frustration, 

408 but you can't blame that on Alexa, that was all me.” [Participant 05]

409 These reflections indicate that users were generally understanding of the voice app and had some 

410 patience when interacting with it. 

411 Missing, but Desired Voice App Features

412 Participants shared some of the features they value in devices that can offer programs such as 

413 Medly on. In particular, users would prefer to interact with a device that is fast and can quickly 

414 record their data for the day. In some instances users compared the voice app to Bluetooth 

415 capability, indicating the latter is a much faster and more simpler process: 
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416 “It's just really cumbersome, like the whole process. And I guess part of that is because 

417 the [smartphone] app is so easy. And I think it could get even easier if I got the Bluetooth 

418 blood pressure and scale.” [Participant 04]

419 “To me, honestly, because they want it in the morning, the smartphone is much faster.” 

420 [Participant 09]

421 Most users also expressed concern about how they would use the voice app should they go on an 

422 overnight trip. A device that is small enough in size to be portable when traveling was desired 

423 and often mentioned. 

424 “The only thing I don't like about it is it is big and bulky so it is not something I would be 

425 too inclined to want to travel with. So yeah, so for me the mobility issue would be a bit of 

426 a concern if I had to rely on it.” [Participant 13]

427 Discussion

428 Principal Findings

429 This manuscript presents the findings from a clinical pilot study for a voice app, designed for HF 

430 patients, using a mixed methods approach. To our knowledge, this has been the first clinical pilot 

431 evaluation of a voice app used for helping patients manage an advanced chronic condition at 

432 home. So far, studies have only reported on accuracy and acceptability levels in a controlled lab 

433 environment, however these findings are still consistent with the results presented in this paper 

434 (15,16). This study indicates the level of acceptability and feasibility of a voice app for patient 

435 self-management by measuring engagement levels. Our findings show that there was a 14% 
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436 decline in engagement levels between week one and week four levels. Despite engagement 

437 decreasing as the weeks progressed, participants became more accepting of the technology as 

438 time went on (higher SUS scores when compared to week two). The workload associated with 

439 using the voice app was not seen as problematic based on NASA-TLX scores, although 

440 participants reported needing to use a higher cognitive load in week four when compared to 

441 week two data (4% increase). Regardless of these positive results however, there were 13% more 

442 participants who stated they were less interested in using in the future when compared to week 

443 two results. 

444 Aside from understanding the acceptability and feasibility of using the voice app as an 

445 alternative input for chronic disease management, we also sought to identify who this technology 

446 would be best suited for. Similar to the findings presented by Ware et al., engagement levels 

447 were highest in the older age group demographic, and progressively lower in younger age groups 

448 (17). While the oldest group had the highest engagement levels, the middle-aged demographic 

449 (41-60 year old’s) had the highest SUS average score, indicating they were the most accepting of 

450 the voice app. 

451 One of the most common responses provided by participants during the interview was the notion 

452 that the voice app takes a long time to complete, and in particular, takes longer than the Medly 

453 smartphone app. Users would often describe being rushed out the door in the mornings, in which 

454 case they appreciated being able to use the smartphone app to quickly input their measurements. 

455 This type of lifestyle and response was observed less with the older demographics who generally 

456 seemed to have more patience and understanding when interacting with the voice app. There 

457 were also specific cases where the voice app actually proved to be more useful than the 
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458 smartphone. One participant was experiencing concussion-type symptoms, and as a result had 

459 limited screen time, so the voice app worked well for them. Another participant often felt fatigue 

460 as one of the side effects from their medications and experienced difficulties navigating the 

461 Medly smartphone app in the mornings. In this case, they also appreciated how much easier it 

462 was to perform the required tasks using the Medly voice app. Similar sentiments were echoed by 

463 other participants who came to the realization that they can successfully record their readings 

464 when speaking in a relaxed, non-strenuous manner. While this worked well for some, one 

465 participant in a similar situation had a different experience, specifically because the voice app 

466 was unable to decipher their speech when they were feeling unwell due to their weak and fragile 

467 voice. As a result, further advancements are required to better recognize sound, specifically when 

468 users are not able to exert large amounts of energy while speaking. Similar technical limitations 

469 have also been outlined by other voice app studies (18). 

470 The findings from this study also showcase how well integrated the device became in many 

471 households and the potential benefits this may have for participants. Because of the device’s 

472 versatility, it quickly became a part of many users’ daily routine, from listening to music to 

473 asking for dinner recipes, and started turning into a companion. Not only did the device provide 

474 social support, but it also served as a visual reminder to perform their Medly measurements. One 

475 participant also noted they would be more inclined to use the Medly voice app simply because it 

476 was in a common space they frequent in their house. Therefore, the natural integration of the 

477 device into users’ lives over the four weeks shows the possibility that it may make it more 

478 convenient for some to perform their Medly measurements, and may encourage and motivate 

479 others who often forget. 
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480 These findings help begin to uncover the “profile” of the patient demographic this technology 

481 would be most suitable for. Data from the clinical pilot show that those who feel more confident 

482 in using technology, have less busy schedules, as well as those who are older (60+ years) have an 

483 easier time, are more successful and consistent when interacting with the voice app. Also, those 

484 with multimorbidity can benefit from using this platform especially due to common side effects 

485 they may experience from their conditions.

486 Limitations

487 Multiple limitations were identified over the course of the study and as a result should be 

488 acknowledged to better understand the impact of the findings. 

489 First, because there were numerous questionnaires and interviews, the study team was mindful of 

490 the potential for social desirability bias (19). As a result, participants were encouraged to speak 

491 honestly and were given the opportunity to disclose their thoughts through questionnaires instead 

492 of over the phone. Second, our aim was to recruit 30 participants but only 20 patients were 

493 onboarded. Therefore, most of the findings and results were interpreted in a qualitative manner 

494 since they were not statistically powered. Third, specific study factors could have impacted the 

495 participant’s thoughts, experiences, and feedback. Users were aware that the study duration was 

496 only a four week period and as a result, may have had higher engagement levels than if they 

497 were asked to use it for a longer period of time. Participants were also required to perform a 

498 double entry of their measurements, which may have impacted some users’ routines had they 

499 only been required to use the voice app. Fourth, because the inclusion criteria was general 

500 enough to include any patient enrolled in the  program, selection bias likely occurred during 

501 recruitment. In this case, there may have been missed opportunities to include a greater variety of 
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502 demographics in the study, especially those who primarily spoke languages other than English. 

503 Lastly, because most participants from this study never interacted with a smart speaker before, 

504 their thoughts and feedback may be influenced by the fact that they were interacting with a novel 

505 technology. As a result, their thoughts on the device itself could be reflected in their responses, 

506 even though any voice user interface device could have been used for the study. 

507 Conclusions

508 This study utilized a mixed methods approach to investigate the acceptability and feasibility of 

509 deploying a voice app for DTx used in chronic disease management. Our findings were 

510 consistent with previous research when it came to engagement levels, with the oldest age group 

511 showcasing the best, most consistent results. We recommend this platform be offered to those 

512 who: are older (60+ years), have less busy schedules, exhibit high confidence levels when using 

513 technology, or experience symptoms (such as fatigue or headaches) from chronic conditions. 

514 While the technology could benefit from some advancements, participants were successful in 

515 finding ways to improve their conversational experience, proving that an app like this could be 

516 feasible to deploy in the clinic for future use. 
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590 Abbreviations

591 HF: heart failure

592 SUS: System Usability Scale

593 UHN: University Health Network

594 UTAUT2: Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology

595 VUI: voice user interface
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598 Multimedia Appendix 2 Table S1. Baseline questionnaire for participants. 
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601 Multimedia Appendix 4 Fig S1. SUS score distributions.

602 Multimedia Appendix 4 Fig S2. NASA-TLX score distributions from week two and four 
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