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ABSTRACT

Self-management of type 1 diabetes (T1D) involves multiple factors,
frequent anticipation of changes in blood glucose, and complex
decision-making. ML-based blood glucose predictions (BGP) may
be valuable in supporting T1D management. However, it may be
difficult for people with T1D to integrate BGP into their decision-
making due to prediction uncertainty and interpretation. In this
study, we investigate the lived experience of people with T1D focus-
ing on their needs and expectations in using apps that provide BGP.
We designed MOON-T1D, an app that shows simulated BGP and
conducted a five-day study using the Experience Sampling Method
coupled with semi-structured interviews with 15 individuals with
T1D who used MOON-T1D. A reflexive thematic analysis of our
data revealed implications for the design and use of BGP, including
the complex role of emotions and trust surrounding predictions,
and ways in which BGP may ease or complicate T1D management.
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« Human-centered computing — Human computer interac-
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1 INTRODUCTION

Type 1 diabetes (T1D) accounts for approximately 5% of diabetes
cases, affecting nearly 9 million people worldwide [116]. It is a
chronic autoimmune disease in which beta cells, insulin-producing
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cells in the pancreas, are destroyed by the body’s immune sys-
tem [39]. As insulin is a vital hormone that transfers glucose from
the blood to the body’s cells, individuals with T1D have a life-
long dependence on exogenous insulin supplementation [116]. The
goal of T1D self-management is to keep blood glucose (BG) values
within a pre-defined target range through the use of insulin. Fail-
ure to do so leads to out-of-range BG, known as hyperglycemia
(higher than target BG) or hypoglycemia (lower than target BG).
Out-of-range BG can result in severe symptoms including loss
of consciousness [32], diabetes-induced coma, and in rare cases
death [78]. Long-term health complications include end-stage renal
disease, cardiovascular disease, and necrosis in lower extremities
leading to amputation [115]. T1D self-management is complex and
burdensome [38], as BG is affected by a multitude of interdepen-
dent factors, such as carbohydrate intake, insulin, physical activity,
and stress. Effective management of T1D is therefore crucial but
assessing immediate and long-term health outcomes is challenging,
and many individuals fail to stay within clinical BG guidelines [79].

Anticipating undesirable health states and taking steps to avoid
them are integral parts of chronic disease self-management. Auto-
matically generated blood glucose predictions (BGP) could provide
information about future BG levels, and therefore serve as a power-
ful tool in T1D management. Through recent advances in analysis
of health data [117], the prediction of BG through machine learning
(ML) offers new opportunities to reduce the burden of T1D manage-
ment [3, 106, 118]. Advances in self-monitoring technologies enable
individuals to benefit from the abundant personal health data now
available [100]. Additionally, ML can facilitate the personalized and
predictive analysis of large quantities of data [16, 38, 56, 80, 117].
BGP for T1D management has shown to be beneficial in reducing
nocturnal hypoglycemia through insulin pump suspension [25] and
compensating for time delays that occur with modern continuous
glucose monitoring (CGM) systems [99].

Although the accuracy of ML models for generating BGP is key
to their value for T1D self-management, it is also important to
understand how people engage with and respond to BGP such that
they can be integrated into technologies in a way that is beneficial
to people. The design of BGP technologies is often done without the
involvement of end users [57], and there has been little exploration
of how BGP affects the lived experience of individuals with T1D.
To better understand the role that BGP might play in the lived
experience, we conducted a study in which we aim to understand:

e How individuals integrate BGP into their awareness and
understanding of the condition
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e How BGP may affect T1D self-management practices, and
e How individuals with T1D want to engage with BGP

Our research focuses on human-centered aspects of BGP with
an eye towards informing the design of future T1D support tech-
nologies that provide BGP. A crucial first step towards this goal
is exploring how people comprehend and respond to BGP, and
how they might integrate BGP into decisions surrounding self-
management. Additionally, we consider the impact that BGP can
have on people’s self-perception and emotions surrounding T1D,
and how BGP could be integrated into technologies in a way that
is sensitive and appropriate to individual needs and practices.

To gain insight into the lived experience of engaging with BGP,
we created a mobile application, MOON-T1D, for T1D management
that integrated BGP based on simulated BG data and provided it
to 15 individuals with T1D for a five-day period. We conducted
semi-structured interviews before and after the deployment to un-
derstand their existing self-management practices and expectations
regarding BGP, and their experiences with BGP. During the de-
ployment we also conducted Experience Sampling Method (ESM)
surveys to collect their in-situ responses to receiving BGP and reflec-
tions on how it would affect their practices. We analyzed the data
using reflexive thematic analysis and derived important implica-
tions regarding the value of BGP in T1D self-management. The key
findings of our study point to situations in which BGP could support
self-management decision-making, considerations for how to en-
gender trust, agency, and understanding in regard to BGP, the poten-
tial positive and negative emotional impacts of showing BGP, and
how people would like to interact with technologies that provide
BGP. Reflecting on these findings, we also introduce several consid-
erations for the design of decision support systems involving BGP.

In this paper, we contribute an in-depth study on the lived expe-
rience of individuals with T1D using a BGP simulation, focusing on
their needs, expectations, and changes to existing practices. Second,
we present a novel application that integrates nutrition and insulin
tracking, BG, and BGP. Third, we present four key themes involving
1) perceived constraints of T1D self-management and how BGP
may address them, 2) the importance and impact of trust in BGP,
3) BGP and emotions involved in self-management, and 4) desired
engagement with BGPs. Finally, we offer a discussion that presents
several cross-theme design considerations for future applications
that integrate BGP to support T1D self-management.

2 BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK
2.1 T1D Self-management and Self-tracking

Self-management and self-management education are important
aspects of living with diabetes. In T1D, self-management revolves
around the use of insulin in combination with other practices to
keep BG levels within a predefined target range. Factors that in-
crease BG include food consumption, stress, and pain, and factors
that reduce BG include insulin injections, physical activity, and
alcohol consumption. Failing to keep BG within range can have
serious long and short-term consequences such as eye, nerve, or
kidney damage, cardiovascular problems [35], and cognitive im-
pairment [19, 92, 93].

People with T1D rely on various technologies to track these fac-
tors and their subsequent impact on BG. Of the factors that raise BG,
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carbohydrate intake has the most significant impact, particularly
concerning postprandial BG [43]. Weighing meal ingredients before
cooking is the most accurate method of determining a meal’s carbo-
hydrate content [41]. However, as weighing food is time-intensive
and not always convenient, people often simply estimate the carbo-
hydrate content of a meal instead. This practice is error-prone, and
studies have shown that individuals with T1D have a mean error
of about 20% when estimating carbohydrates. Although nutrition
tracking applications that rely on food databases or image-based car-
bohydrate estimations can be useful, they are also subject to signif-
icant inaccuracy [69] and may contribute to disordered eating [44].

Physical activity has been linked to decreased risk of cardiovas-
cular disease, reduced need for insulin, and increased psychological
well-being in people with T1D [29]. Despite these benefits, individ-
uals with T1D engage less frequently in physical activity. This is
often due to fear of exercise-related hypoglycemia and the difficulty
of managing BG before, during, and after exercise [21].

BG levels can be measured using a portable glucometer or a con-
tinuous glucose monitor (CGM) device. Glucometer use requires
blood extraction, usually via a finger prick. It provides accurate
measurements of BG concentration at the time of measurement.
CGM systems require the patient to wear an intradermal dispos-
able sensor that measures glucose concentration in the interstitial
fluid [12]. Measurements derived from interstitial fluid typically
reflect BG levels from 6 and 10 minutes prior [10]. CGM measure-
ments are taken automatically and usually transmitted to a smart-
phone at intervals of one to five minutes or as requested by the
patient. CGM use has been shown to have a positive effect on
HbA1c (a biomarker for long-term glycemic control) and reduce
hypoglycemic events [13, 67]. Some CGMs provide trend arrows
that reflect the rate of glucose change. Although these arrows can
help people anticipate future BG, they differ from BGP in that they
are a snapshot of the current trend rather than a prediction of the
future. Moreover, unlike BGP, the BG rate-of-change shown by
CGM trend arrows does not factor in influences such as insulin,
food intake, and physical activity [2]. Nonetheless, Lawton et al.
[63] found that using trend arrows enabled predictive short-term
planning and preventative actions for self-management.

Individuals with T1D can administer insulin either through injec-
tions or through a continuous subcutaneous insulin infusion called
“insulin pump therapy”. The body’s normal insulin secretion in-
volves continuous low-level basal insulin secretion which stabilizes
fasting BG levels, and postprandial (post-meal) bolus insulin secre-
tion for carbohydrates in meals. Pump therapy offers automatic
low-level basal secretion, while individuals who do not use pumps
rely on multiple daily injections. With either approach individuals
must still manually administer bolus insulin in conjunction with
meals. More recently, insulin pump therapy has been combined
with CGM systems to achieve more automated administration of
basal insulin [12], an approach known as a hybrid closed-loop sys-
tem (also referred to as “artificial pancreas”). With these systems,
bolus insulin administration cannot be automated due to insulin’s
slow onset and long-lasting effect. Hybrid closed-loop systems have
been shown to reduce hyperglycemia, hypoglycemia, and HbA1C
concentrations [110].

Increased time-in-range achieved with hybrid closed-loop sys-
tems stems mostly from their effectiveness at night [22, 109].
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Overnight management is important as individuals have reduced
ability to respond to out-of-range values during sleep. It differs from
daytime management as some factors with a high impact on BG lev-
els such as food intake or physical activity are less relevant at night.

Despite their benefits, hybrid closed-loop systems remain un-
common as they are expensive and cumbersome, requiring frequent
adjustments based on individual lifestyle factors [22]. With the in-
creased commercial availability of hybrid closed-loop systems, they
may gain wider adoption particularly in countries where commer-
cial systems are accessible and affordable.

In response to the slow pace and high cost of commercial in-
novations in T1D care, motivated and tech-savvy members of the
diabetes community have established the #WeAreNotWaiting move-
ment. This has led to various platforms and projects including the
do-it-yourself (DIY) remote monitoring system NightScout [64],
replacement of CGM transmitter batteries [81], and DIY artificial
pancreas [65]. Among the most commonly used DIY artificial pan-
creas systems are Open APS [34], AndroidAPS [6], and Loop [68]
which served as an inspiration for our app design. While DIY sys-
tems setup is time-consuming, non-trivial, and requires technical
knowledge, the #WeAreNotWaiting movement emphasizes the ur-
gency of innovation in diabetes management and the motivation
of the T1D community.

2.2 Al in Healthcare: Predictions and T1D

Predictions such as BGP have become increasingly important in
healthcare. Predictive applications have addressed various health-
care issues such as mood [56], physical functioning in multiple scle-
rosis [7], exacerbation episodes in chronic obstructive pulmonary
disease [98], and COVID-19 hospital admissions [14]. In recent
years, the use of ML to support T1D self-management has gained
prominence in research [3, 106, 118]. Diabetes-specific applications
of ML include food classification and recommendation [102], classi-
fication and association of specific behaviors with health outcomes,
association of GPS location with BG variability [40, 84], decision
support [42, 112], bolus recommendation [97], hypo- and hyper-
glycemia prediction [36], and BGP [91, 119].

T1D and T2D can differ substantially regarding cause (autoim-
mune vs. resistance), typical onset (childhood vs. adulthood), insulin
dependence (always vs. sometimes and may be addressable by diet,
physical activity, etc.), as well as preventability [111]. As a result,
cohorts and self-management practices can differ substantially be-
tween T1D and T2D patients. Compared to T1D, there has been
considerably more investigation of how technology can support
people with type 2 diabetes (T2D) in the HCI research commu-
nity. Of particular note, Desai et al. [38] investigated personalized
mealtime predictions for individuals with T2D. Their work found
that forecasts were useful for immediate meal decisions and meal
planning. ML-based methods to support the prediction of BG tra-
jectories can also benefit individuals with T1D. Battelino et al. [11],
for example, reported that using predictions of low BG to initiate
insulin secretion in continuous subcutaneous insulin infusion sys-
tems can significantly decrease the occurrence of hypoglycemia in
patients with T1D. Additionally, using BGPs may compensate for
the inaccuracies and time delays associated with CGMs, particularly
during periods of rapid BG fluctuation [99].
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Current system designs for T1D self-management often require
users to interpret their own health data rather than explicitly provid-
ing actionable insights or recommendations [60]. Individuals must
consider their situational context [82], such as running a marathon,
and time-based changes in the condition [61] to draw insights from
their data. However, adapting to the changing personal needs and
abilities of users is often unsuccessful [94]. Recommendations based
on BGP may relieve some of this user burden. However, Stawarz
et al. [103] found that people with T1D rejected the idea of ML-
based decision support for everyday situations, as individuals had
greater trust in their own experience. Moreover, most commercially
available apps for glucose monitoring do not yet provide BGPs.
The few that do require users to manually log meals and other
management related data consistently for a prolonged period of
time before providing users with any prediction at all. It therefore
remains unclear how predictions should support T1D management,
how users will integrate predictions into their daily management,
and what benefits they could provide.

2.3 T1D Sensemaking and Personal Informatics

As the amount of personal data available for T1D self-management
increases, interpretation and decision-making based on this data
become increasingly complex [74]. The term "personal informatics”
refers to the research field that focuses on the analysis and creation
of technologies using personal data [66]. The question of how Al
may or should influence the field of personal informatics, particu-
larly in chronic disease management remains an open one in the
HCI research community [70]. Personal informatics systems usu-
ally encourage self-reflection and awareness, but how and whether
ML can support self-reflection remain open questions [70].
Self-management is highly specific to the lives of affected indi-
viduals [17, 28, 52-54]. As more than 95% of self-management in
T1D is done by the patients themselves [52], patients deal with their
condition by learning to make sense of their own experiences. The
importance of sensemaking is reflected in the fact that the American
Diabetes Association included it as one of the 7-stages for diabetes
self-management [4]. Hill-Briggs and Gemmell [55] showed an as-
sociation between sensemaking and better HbA1c levels, and Schu-
mann et al. [96] suggested that decision-making could be facilitated
by problem-solving interventions to support sensemaking. Peo-
ple rely on experiential learning to interpret health outcomes in
chronic conditions by drawing links to past actions [71, 75, 89]. It
is therefore important to understand whether individuals with T1D
interpret BGPs as possible health outcomes and can connect them
to past actions, thus making them useful in T1D self-management.
Mamykina et al. [76] introduced sensemaking as a theoretical frame-
work to describe experiential learning and understanding in chronic
disease management. They differentiate between two modes of di-
abetes self-management: habitual and sensemaking. In the habitual
mode, pre-existing mental models can be used to incorporate new
experiences, making them more implicit and passive. The sense-
making mode requires individuals to engage analytically with new
experiences in a more explicit and active fashion. Both modes can
be broken down into three activities: 1) Perceiving new information
that may lead to gaps in understanding, 2) Drawing inferences based
on existing knowledge and reflection on experiences, and 3) Action
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based on a selection of the most plausible explanation [76]. In a
study of context-enhanced visualizations, Raj et al. [88] found that
counterintuitive insights impeded trust in data, and large amounts
of data may result in an inability to identify trends and draw in-
sights from the data [88]. As the inclusion of BGPs in T1D self-
management tools contributes to both the amount of data provided
and the effort necessary to interpret it, it is important to understand
how individuals with T1D experience and understand them.

3 METHOD

To understand the perspectives and experiences surrounding BGP,
we deployed a prototype that integrated simulated BGP to indi-
viduals with T1D, and conducted a study using semi-structured
interviews and experience sampling.

3.1 Participants

A total of fifteen people participated in the study. Participants were
required to have been diagnosed with T1D at least one year prior to
the study, be primarily responsible for their T1D management, use
an Android or i0S Smartphone, have internet connectivity, and be
proficient in English or German. We recruited people by distribut-
ing flyers to 17 local endocrinology practices, a medical newsletter,
a center for endocrinology, and through Prolific, an online recruit-
ment platform. We received approval from our institution’s ethics
board and obtained informed consent digitally from participants.
As an incentive, participants received $150, with a portion allocated
to cover Prolific fees.

There were five (33.3%) male, ten (66.7%) female, and no (0%) non-
binary participants. The mean age was 37.9 years (+12.7), and the
average time since diagnosis was 16.4 years (+13.4). Two (13.3%)
participants used a glucometer, and 13 (86.7%) a CGM for BG moni-
toring. Eight (53.3%) participants were on multiple-dose injection
insulin therapy, and seven (46.7%) were on insulin pumps of whom
four (26.7%) were using a hybrid closed-loop system.

3.2 Study Procedure and Data Collection

To understand the lived experience of individuals with T1D, we
conducted a study with three phases. Before beginning the study,
we conducted a pilot study to test MOON-T1D’s functionalities and
the flow of the interview protocol.

The first phase consisted of a semi-structured interview (~30
min, online or in person based on participants’ preferences) to
understand participants’ current T1D self-management practices
and their potential influence on BGPs (see Appendix A.2). Before
starting the first interview, participants signed the consent form
and completed a short online demographic questionnaire (see Ap-
pendix A.1), with the option of opting out. This data can be found
in Table 1. After the first interview, we introduced participants
to MOON-T1D and its features. During this process, we informed
participants repeatedly that MOON-T1D showed simulated data
and that the BGPs they would see were based on this simulated
data, and not on their actual BG. We guided participants’ through
the installation process and provided an instructional document
detailing the functionalities of MOON-T1D.

The second phase of the study started the day after the initial
interview and consisted of an Experience Sampling Method [113]
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study (5 days) using MOON-T1D. The goal of the second phase was
to understand the situational importance of BGPs in participants’
everyday lives and environments. Participants were asked to record
aspects of their food intake, insulin injections, and exercise via the
app at various points throughout the day. To capture situational con-
text, participants received individually scheduled and unannounced
prompts to complete a short questionnaire (~5 min) in MOON-T1D
(see Appendix A.3). Although people with T1D typically view their
BG levels many times throughout the day, we opted for 2-3 prompts
per day such that there would be multiple sample points but the bur-
den of completing questionnaires would be kept to a manageable
level in line with recommendations by Van Berkel et al. [113]. The
questionnaire was designed to capture preferences regarding BGP
and uncertainty. It also included questions about the participant’s
current situation (e.g., “What is your current mood?” “What are
you doing right now?”) and current willingness to provide input for
the predictions (e.g., recording food intake.) Questions about the
participants’ situations were intended to prime their thinking about
how they would hypothetically respond to seeing BGP in real-life
contexts. Excerpts of the questionnaire are shown in Figure 1 (also
see Appendix A.3).

The third phase of the study was a semi-structured interview
(~45 min), in person or online based on participant’s preference),
conducted the day after the completion of the second phase. The
interview questions were designed to gather participants’ percep-
tions and experiences with MOON-T1D and the simulated BGPs it
provided, for example: “What was your experience using MOON-
T1D over the past few days?”, “Did seeing the predictions change
your perception of your blood glucose in any way?”, “Are there
things you do to anticipate your BG?” (also see Appendix A.4).

3.3 Simulated Data

In designing our study, we considered the tradeoffs of using actual
CGM data versus simulated data on which to base the BGP. We
opted to use simulated data; our main consideration in this decision
was the safety and privacy of our participants.

First, BG is sensitive personal health data which we felt we
should not collect from participants at this early stage of research.
As our study was intended to be a qualitative first exploration of
people’s general response to seeing BGP to understand whether
it is a valuable direction to pursue in T1D management, we opted
to remain conservative in our data collection, starting with sim-
ulated BGP, and saving studies with real medical data for future,
more targeted investigations. Second, we also felt it would be safest
in this early stage for participants to reflect on what they would
hypothetically do in response to BGP, rather than actually inte-
grating real predictions into their self-management. As we did not
know how people might interpret the predictions they received, or
whether the information they provided to the app was sufficient
and accurate enough to yield accurate BGP, we did not feel it would
be safe to provide predictions to participants and have them base
their self-management decisions and actions on them. By doing so,
participants might run the risk of negative health consequences
stemming from actions they might not have otherwise taken in
their T1D self-management.
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Table 1: Demographic Information of the Study Participants

ID | Age | Gender Nationality Years Lived | CGM or Pump or Pen (Insulin)
with T1D Glucometer
1 ? Female Switzerland 9 CGM Pump (Hybrid Closed-Loop)
2 53 Male Switzerland 27 CGM Pen
3 67 Male Switzerland 52 CGM Pump (Hybrid Closed-Loop)
4 39 Female United Kingdom 31 CGM Pen
5 34 Female United Kingdom ? CGM Pen
6 33 Male Germany 9 CGM Pump
7 44 Female United Kingdom 11 Glucometer Pen
8 53 Female United States 15 CGM Pump (Hybrid Closed-Loop)
9 23 Male United Kingdom 2.5 CGM Pen
10 41 Female United Kingdom 25 CGM Pen
11 29 | Female United States 2 CGM Pen
12 29 Female United Kingdom 19 CGM Pump
13 23 | Female Germany 18 CGM Pump (Hybrid Closed-Loop)
14 22 Male Poland 8.5 CGM Pump
15 41 Female United States 1 Glucometer Pen

The drawback of this approach is that the predictions based on
simulated data may not reflect the participant’s actual situation (e.g.,
receiving a low BGP while the participant is experiencing high BG).
Unrealistic or illogical predictions may emphasize the simulated
nature of the experience for participants, potentially causing them
to feel less invested in the study than they would if they were
engaging with their real health data.

However, as previously described in Section 2.1, the T1D pop-
ulation has a strong intrinsic motivation for finding solutions for
self-management, and the problem is of great personal urgency.
Given the problems importance for study participants, we believe
that they were highly engaged and invested in the study, despite
the fact that they were seeing simulated data. The high rate of
survey return (99%) and the general enthusiasm for the idea of BGP,
described in Section 5, is evidence of their engagement.

To simulate BG data, we determined a set of requirements that
we thought would yield a realistic experience for the participants:

(1) Granularity: BG values should be generated every 5 min-
utes to reflect CGM measurement frequency.

(2) Non-Extremes: Extreme (low/high) BG values that reflect
highly dangerous situations should be avoided. The target
range is between 4.0 mmol/L and 10.0 mmol/L.

(3) Value-Change Control: BG level change must be natural,
without extreme jumps, usually less than + 1.0 mmol/L every
5-minute interval.

(4) Insulin-Responsiveness: BG values should respond to par-
ticipants’ actual insulin entries, considering individuals’ in-
sulin sensitivity.

(5) Carbohydrate-Responsiveness: BG values should respond
to participants’ actual carbohydrate entries, consider indi-
viduals’ BG change for every gram of carbohydrates, and
account for different meal absorption rates.

Our BG-simulation approach responds to carbohydrate entries by
leveraging Loop’s algorithm [68], calculating a linear carbohydrate
effect. Also, to calculate the active insulin after a bolus is delivered

we utilize an exponential decay curve, similar to Loop [68]. Please
refer to Appendix B for more details.

3.4 Blood Glucose Prediction

In selecting the ML model used to generate BGP based on the
simulated BG data, we identified requirements to ensure the model’s
quality and appropriateness for our app:

(1) Model Compatibility: The prediction model should have
been trained on a large, accurate, and complete real-world
data set of CGM data, insulin, and carbohydrate entries of
individuals with T1D.

(2) Prediction Horizon: The prediction horizon must be at
least one hour, with predicted intermediate values for every
10 minutes.

(3) Instant Response: Participants’ actual insulin and carbo-
hydrate entries should instantly affect the simulated BGP,
with a prediction speed of less than 1 second to guarantee
uninterrupted user flow.

The simulated BGP we used for this work is based on the model
by Freiburghaus et al. [50]. The ML model matches all requirements,
including CGM data, basal/bolus insulin, as well as meal/carbohydrate
values. Freiburghaus et al. [50] trained the model on the OhioT1DM
dataset, with 134’790 training examples from 12 individuals with
T1D [77]. This dataset includes eight weeks of CGM entries col-
lected every 5 minutes, bolus and basal insulin doses as delivered by
their pumps, and self-reported meal entries[77]. Missing BG values
were mitigated by a simple linear interpolation scheme.

3.5 Data Analysis

To analyze our survey and questionnaire data, we conducted a six-
phase reflexive thematic analysis [20]. Being type 1 diabetic helped
the first author relate to participants and supported our understand-
ing of their experiences. However, due to subjectivity potentially
resulting in some participants’ statements resonating more with the
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Figure 1: An extract of the ESM questionnaire (see Appen-
dix A.3). On the left is a visualization of the past two hours of
simulated BG values with a single select question on what ac-
tions they would take. In the middle is the same visualization
but with a prediction one hour into the future, asking the
same question about action. Additionally, there is a single
select radio button question on prediction accuracy. On the
right, options for what actions participants could take are
shown.

first author, continuous self-challenging and reflecting on subjectiv-
ity with the other authors of this paper was an essential part of our
analysis. The transcripts were coded and iteratively refined by the
authors using a systematic inductive coding approach. Sub-themes
relevant to BGPs were selected during the process. During theme
and sub-theme development we focused on whether participants en-
gaged in sensemaking and focused on the three essential activities
1) perception, 2) inference, and 3) action [76]. For the perception ac-
tivity we focused on gaps in understanding resulting from BGP, and
in particular gaps related to hypoglycemic and hyperglycemic BGPs.
For the inference activity, we focused on participants’ reactions to
low and high simulated BGPs and what efforts they associated with
including BGP in their self-management. For the action activity,
we focused on how participants thought they would change their
actions based on BGPs. This approach resulted in the four themes
presented in our findings.

4 PROTOTYPE

To give participants exposure to BGP in a contextualized way that
reflected potential real-world use of predictions, we created a T1D
self-management app that incorporated BGP simulation. This sec-
tion provides an overview of design choices and functionalities of
the MOON-T1D prototype.

4.1 Design Process

The design targets for MOON-T1D were mainly based on a review
of related literature and the analysis of existing apps for T1D man-
agement. Along these lines, we followed the principle of having
an encompassing view of four main factors that influence decision-
making, as desired by participants in a related study [37]. After the
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analysis of design targets, we conducted an iterative design pro-
cess, including feedback rounds with visualization experts. Some of
the refinement of MOON-T1D was also inspired by a professional
visualization workshop on Dashboard Design Patterns [8].

4.2 Components

As a general design principle, MOON-T1D always shows the BG
level factor in blue, active carbohydrates (food) in green, active in-
sulin in yellow, and the activity history in red. The four main compo-
nents of MOON-T1D are presented in Figure 2. The Overview is cen-
tered around BG values, augmented and aligned with active carbo-
hydrates and active insulin information. The three remaining com-
ponents are Meal Diary, Insulin History, and Activity History, each
of which allows for the entering and analysis of data. In these com-
ponents, the addition of event data by users automatically triggers
the re-calculation of associated factors, and updates the overview.

Overview. The Overview in Figure 2 (A) provides views for BG
and two other factors (food, insulin) that influence decision-making.
Because of the strong temporal dependencies between these factors,
time is always mapped to an absolute x-axis and aligned with all
factors in a juxtaposed way: the BG (upper part), active carbohy-
drates (center), and active insulin (lower part). In addition, all views
feature a vertical gray line which corresponds to the current point
in time. The display of previous values is common in current CGMs
and helps users understand factors that influence the current state
and its trajectory. The display of future values (i.e., predictions) can
help users understand how their actions could affect their future
state, potentially facilitating the prevention of hypoglycemia or
hyperglycemia. Finally, users can switch between the mmol/L and
mg/dL units to allow users to use the units that they are accustomed
to for management.

In line with most CGMs, we show the current BG (6.26 mmol/L
in the figure) and the predicted BG levels (5.3-7.3 mmol/L) as textual
elements. Below, MOON-T1D shows a light blue band that repre-
sents the default BG target range (4.0 mmol/L-10.0 mmol/L) [5].
On the left of the current point in time, a blue line chart displays
the simulated BG values (see Section 3.3). On the right, a blue area
chart shows BGP [107] predicted by the ML model (see Section 3.4).
Below, a green area chart represents the amount of active carbo-
hydrates (in grams) remaining to be absorbed by the body. The
yellow area chart represents how much active insulin remains to

be absorbed by the body.

Meal Diary. The food/meal component of MOON-T1D, shown in
Figure 2 (B), offers a meal diary to facilitate the assessment of active
carbohydrates. We deliberately did not show any caloric values
associated with the foods to avoid exacerbating or contributing to
disordered eating behaviors associated with nutrition tracking [44].
MOON-T1D also allows users to add new meal entries to the diary
using a search functionality for existing foods based on two food
databases: Open Food Facts [83] and FoodData Central [1]. As an
alternative approach, users can add a self-defined meal by speci-
fying name, nutritional values, serving size, number of servings,
time of consumption, and an estimate of how long it will take for
the body to absorb the carbohydrates.
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Figure 2: The design of our prototype MOON-T1D used during the ESM study - A) Screen showing the Overview component.
Simulated present and future BG in textual form at the top (e.g., present: 6.25 mmol/L, predicted: 5.3-7.3 mmol/L), below a BG
line chart including a BGP area chart. In the middle an area chart of active carbohydrates and at the bottom an area chart of
active carbohydrates B) Screen showing the Meal Diary component. Search bar to search for meals in the food database on
top. Just below, a calendar where users can select which day to view. Below the calendar, a list of meal entries separated by
meal type, including meal name, time of consumption, and number of carbohydrates consumed. C) Screen showing the Insulin
History component. On top, a button for adding new insulin injections, followed by a calendar where users can select a day
to view. Just below, a history of insulin injections, including insulin type, injection time, and units. D) Screen showing the
Activity History component. On top, a button to add new activities, followed by a calendar enabling users to select which day
they would like to view. below the calendar a history of activities performed, including information on activity type, duration,

start time, and intensity.

Insulin History. Using the insulin history in Figure 2 (C) users
have a record of their daily insulin injections with details on insulin
type, number of units, and time of injection. When recording a new
injection users can also specify the administration location.

Activity History. The activity history component in Figure 2 (D)
allows users to view activities from the past two days. The activity
history includes type, start time, duration, and intensity of the
activity. Users provide this information when adding a new activity
in MOON-T1D using the control at the top.

It is important to note that although MOON-T1D was designed
with careful consideration of its features, content, and interaction,
the primary purpose of our study was not to evaluate the app or
its design. Rather, the app was intended primarily as a vehicle for
the naturalistic delivery of simulated BGP via a T1D support tool
such that we could gain insights on the potential role and impact
of BGP in T1D self-management.

5 FINDINGS

Participants’ responses to the simulated BGPs were overwhelm-
ingly positive, and our study revealed myriad ways in which they

wanted to make use of the predictions, and how they thought hav-
ing BGP would affect various aspects of their T1D management.
Based on the analysis of our ESM and interview data, we report
on how participants wanted to integrate BGP into their actions,
why they thought predictions would be particularly useful in these
situations, and in what aspects of management they felt BGP would
have the biggest impact. We subsequently discuss the four main
themes we derived through reflexive thematic analysis [20] which
point to critical considerations regarding the use of BGP for T1D
management.

Participants filled out the ESM questionnaire 181 times in total
(completion rate of 99%), an average of 12 times per person over
the five days. Concerning the perceived usefulness of the simulated
BGP, 178 responses were positive (98.3%), and only three were nega-
tive (1.7%). Two of the latter were due to the participants not seeing
the BGP visualization, and one because of a mismatch between the
simulated value and the participant’s actual BG. Participants were
enthusiastic about the idea of receiving BGP and integrating the
information into their understanding and self-management, with
P7 describing it as being "like a glimpse into the future” (P7).
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Participants felt that BGP would influence their self-management
in several ways: 1) guiding action “I can see it’s level but light ac-
tivity may mean I need to eat soon” (P5), 2) informing adjustments
to one’s behavior “it tells me that whatever I ate should be adjusted
next time my [BG] gets too low to prevent spiking” (P11), 3) support-
ing better understanding of BG “it helps me to understand patterns
in the rise and fall of glucose levels” (P11), 4) feeling reassured:
“it allows me to keep gardening without any worries” (P7), and 5)
avoiding undesirable situations (e.g., hypoglycemia): “I know even
though I'm going low it will pick up.” (P10).

During the interviews, participants highlighted specific situa-
tions in which they thought that taking action based on predictions
could be particularly beneficial for self-management. The situation
mentioned most frequently was when engaging in physical activity:

“Yes, before physical activity would be great, since
well my problem with physical activity is that I have
to always eat a lot beforehand just to get through that
activity at all” (P6)

Using predictions for planning was important to many participants:

“I can plan better since I just know where it [BG] will
go in the next few hours.” (P13)

Similar to findings discussed in Stawarz et al. [103], participants
thought BGP was especially useful in non-routine situations.

“If you are home later than you normally would be,
if you miss a meal, I think it [BGP] would be really
useful for that” (P7)

This is in contrast to routine activity in which participants rely
primarily on their own knowledge about their BG. Finally, partici-
pants thought that if their BG was in an ambiguous state predictions
could help inform difficult decisions:

“If [BG] goes up, then I ask myself, is it going up now
because blood sugar has to go up after I eat, or did I
inject incorrectly [too little]? For things like that, I
would be very interested in a prediction.” (P1)

5.1 Theme 1: Facilitating Everyday Activity and
Management Choices

Participants expressed how T1D impacts every aspect of their
lives, be it dealing with out-of-range BG values in public or ad-
justing diet and lifestyle to improve disease management, as has
also been found previously [76]. Participants felt constrained in
everyday life choices by T1D management and thought BGP could
address or alleviate these constraints in certain situations.

Using BGP for Situations with Constraints to Management Prac-
tices. Participants expressed a desire for BGP in situations in which
they are unable to view data needed for self-management decision-
making. One prominent scenario in which participants felt BGP
would be helpful was regarding sleep:

“So I would always like to know in the evening before
I go to sleep how [BG] will be when I get up in the
morning.” (P2)

“If I had a prediction at 8:00 PM till midnight that told
me, ohh by 11:30 you may be dropping. I would know
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ohh okay, maybe I need a snack before bed to kind of
stop that happening”(P4)

Many participants mentioned fearing nocturnal hypoglycemia, as
prolonged nocturnal hypoglycemia can result in seizures and, in
rare cases, death [24].

Participants explained that BGP would be desirable for decision-
making in situations in which they need to remove their insulin
pump:

“I anticipate my glucose level, especially before train-
ing [...] because I need to know if [BG] will go lower
[...] Because yeah when I'm playing football, I need to
disconnect my pump because I can damage the pump.”
(P14)

Similarly, participants wanted BGP in contexts in which they re-
frained from using their self-management devices for social reasons:

“IfTwas like going into a meeting at work, for example,
and [my BG was predicted to drop] I would probably
have something sweet just to avoid the risk of having
a hypo in the meeting” (P9)

Others refrained from using their devices to avoid making others
uncomfortable:

“It’s hard as a teacher [...] I don’t like to [measure BG]
in front of my class because my students get a little
freaked out about it” (P15)

O’Kane et al. [82] found previously that most individuals with
T1D have at some point hidden their medical devices during social
situations [82], pointing to the potential value of having access to
predictions ahead of such situations.

Informing and Supporting Decisions. Participants thought that
BGP could inform and support decision-making in everyday situa-
tions, particularly for preventing and accounting for out-of-range
BG values. In taking action to avoid out-of-range BG values, some
went as far as not going out due to the potential of out-of-range BG.
Participants’ thus felt that BGPs would empower them to engage
in social activities without worrying about their BG levels:

“It was just a worry and a fear, and you know I was

always panicky because I didn’t know if could go out

with my friends and what would happen. [BGP] will

show you that you can go out because you can see

what your prediction of your [BG] is going to be - so

it takes away a lot of stress.” (P10)
Participants also believed that BGP would help them make choices
about what and when to eat, particularly when BG was on the lower
or higher side:

“I think that’s actually pretty cool [BGP] because you
make a more precise decision about what you eat.
And I think that especially when you’re in the border
regions of blood sugar, you make a more conscious
decision to eat or drink.” (P6)

Similarly, P9 believed that he would adjust his portion size if what
he was planning to eat would send his BG out-of-range:

“And if I knew beforehand that if I have two handfuls
of sweets, it was going to send me to 21 [mmol/L] or



Exploring the Role of Blood Glucose Prediction Technologies for Type 1 Diabetes Self-Management

something like that, then I'd probably just stop at the
one handful” (P9)

Participants expressed how BGPs could also be reassuring when
their BG was out of range, for example by indicating when it was
expected to return to target range. P1 believed that when she was
hyperglycemic, BGP could help prevent her from taking additional
insulin prematurely, thus potentially avoiding hypoglycemia:

“So I sometimes had very high values [...] then of
course I would ask myself whether the blood sugar
goes down in the next hour or in the next 4 hours. [...]
But there I would have liked to know [BGP] whether
it [BG] was already decreasing or if I should be pa-
tient because the insulin would start working in 1.5
hours, causing my blood sugar to drop completely
[hypoglycemia] if I acted too rashly” (P1)

5.2 Theme 2: Trust and Control

Participants discussed how BGP may engender trust while still al-
lowing them to feel in control of their condition. However, they also
expressed thoughts about situations in which they might not trust
BGP or how it could contribute to feelings of not being in control. P8
pointed out that predictions that contradict individual knowledge
might lead them to disregard the prediction in self-management:

“[On the topic of why she stopped using BGP] Like
now I'm looking at the Loop app [which shows BGP].
It’s telling me I'm going to be dropping to 2.7 [hy-
poglycemia] like I don’t believe that’s true. I haven’t
taken any insulin. 'm not doing anything.” (P8)

However, many participants also expressed that they would trust

BGP:

“I wouldn’t even think about whether that [BGP]
would be trustworthy and I would rely on it 100%”
(P2)
It should be noted that such a high level of trust may not always
be desirable. For example, one participant stated:

“A lot of the time I'll just take something [to eat] out
with me when I walk in case of lower BG, but if I relied
on this thing [BGP app] and I trusted the prediction
and T knew that I wasn’t going to have a hypo it would
save me carrying a backpack around.” (P9)

Such a decision goes against the medical recommendation that
people with T1D have food or sugar tablets with them at all times
in case of unexpected hypoglycemia.

Informing the Technology Engenders Trust. In situations in which
participants doubted the correctness of the prediction, some men-
tioned that they would have liked to provide the system with more
information to see if the BGP would align more closely with their
BG expectations. P9 for example wanted to enter more detailed
exercise information to improve the BGP simulation shown in our
app:

“I feel like I couldn’t get the BGP [to be] accurate. Just
because sometimes it would be a relaxed walk for 45
minutes, then other times would be like a bit more
intense. But because there are only three categories
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[low, medium and intense exercise], like, it was hard
to say [that to the app].” (P9)

Similarly, P1 mentioned that she would want to provide more details
about her actions to receive more accurate predictions:

“One thing I would add would be the possibility to
give the app more information about times when you
eat something but you do not inject any insulin, or
if you do sports but do not turn off the pump, so the
prediction would be better” (P1)

Participants also wanted to understand the quality of the predic-
tions they received to help calibrate their trust in the predictions in
general, and so they would know if they were providing sufficient
input to generate good predictions:

“[1 would like if] I could actually see, [...] if 'm in-
putting everything correctly, see how close [accu-
rately] the readings can predict” (P4)

Some participants also expressed a desire to improve the accuracy
of the predictions by calibrating the predictions with their real BG:

“Especially if there was the option to calibrate [BGP]
with what ends up happening [with BG] so that way
it can get an even better sense of accuracy [of BGPs]”
(P11)

The notion of calibration in T1D management comes from CGM
sensors that rely on users entering glucometer data to transform
the sensor’s signal to the patient’s BG [31]. Patient-calibrated CGM
devices give the patient a sense of control over the accuracy of the
CGM they use [47]. Similarly, allowing individuals with T1D to
calibrate BGP by using their glucometer data as feedback could
help increase the accuracy of future predictions and engender trust.

Uncertainty Engenders Trust. When discussing how predictions
were displayed, participants mentioned that they preferred visual-
izations that communicated a degree of uncertainty as they thought
they would be less likely to be outright incorrect than visualizations
that expressed BGP as a single value:

“People might think [single value predictions are]
inaccurate - more so than they really are and then
people might judge [BGP] as not useful” (P11)
“[single value predictions] look a little bit more definite
[...] I don’t know with a prediction if that’s as good
because it’s not like 100% accurate” (P15)

On a similar note, when asked whether they would prefer to see
a trend over time or a single point in time prediction, participants
expressed a preference for trends:

“I would probably focus too much on [a single point]
and then if [my BG] was outside that [uncertainty]
range then I'd kind of get frustrated. [If that happens]
I probably see myself not needing to use it [BGP].
(P5)

>

5.3 Theme 3: Interplay of Emotions

Participants highlighted the importance of emotions in self-
management and discussed how BGP could foster both negative
and positive emotions. They also described and how these emotions
could affect their self-management practices.
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Addressing Negative Emotions. Participants frequently described
experiencing negative emotions such as guilt, fear, and self-
consciousness, and how BGP could foster or alleviate these emo-
tions. P12 mentioned that she felt self-reproachful about eating
choices that resulted in high BG:

“And then it did send me too high, I was at 13 [mmol/L],
and then I’'m annoyed about the fact that I've eaten
the raisins and didn’t inject.” (P12)

After using the simulated BGP in MOON-T1D, P12 mentioned the
potential for BGP to help her deal with self-blame:

“You know, so you’ve had something that’s sweet and
it instantly made your BG go high. But then you see
that the projection is showing you that it’s going to
come back down to a normal range. I think that would
make me less likely to be like ohh well, I'm just, you
know, shit at this.” (P12)

Some participants described how previous negative self-
management experiences resulted in fear of future instances of
these experiences, which in turn affected their self-management.
For example, P9 described fearing hypoglycemia to the extent that
he sometimes avoided taking insulin even when in hyperglycemia:

“If my blood sugars are like say 14 or 15 [mmol/L],
so generally quite high, [...], 'm not as keen to inject
just because it increases my chance to hypos.” (P9)

In some cases, fear of out-of-range BG values led participants’ to
avoid taking any insulin at all:

“One time I just dropped all the way to like 3.3 [mmol/L],
which is really low for me. So, um, it was pretty scary
and it kind of made me wary of using my [insulin-]
pens” (P11)

These examples mirror previous findings about the negative impact
that fear of hypoglycemia can have on BG levels [18] and quality
of life [87].

BGP could be highly valuable in addressing these fears. For ex-
ample, after using the simulated BGP in MOON-T1D P11 described
how predictions could reduce fear by allowing her to safely explore
the potential outcomes of hypothetical actions:

“[...] or add [insulin to the app] before I take it just
to see where the prediction ends up at. So that way I
can adjust it accordingly before I take those actions.
I'd rather not learn from a mistake or learn after the
fact that I shouldn’t have done something” (P11)

Participants also mentioned ways in which BGP might be valuable
for relieving negative emotions related to out-of-range BG values
in general. P7, for example, thought that seeing BGP could help
relieve stress after actions with potential negative effects on BG:

“I think with the predictions that allow you just to
think, OK, it’s not a complete disaster. My level’s
gonna stay at this until I can get something to eat.
So it would calm me down a little bit” (P7)

Although BGP has great potential for supporting T1D self-
management, it should be noted that out-of-range predictions in
particular may result in negative emotions and risky decisions. P1
described that out-of-range BGPs provided by MOON-T1D led her
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to feel stressed, even though she was aware that the predictions
were based on simulated data:

“Even though it wasn’t my own BG level when it
showed a not good value, that was stressful for me.”
(P1)

Careful consideration of how and when to convey information
about out-of-range BG is necessary to minimize negative effects.

T1D Fatigue. Participants described fatigue-like states in which
they knew what to do regarding self-management but could not
execute these actions because of lack of energy or mental capacity, a
phenomenon known as "diabetes fatigue" [51, 59]. P12 for example
stated how she felt overwhelmed by having to take her menstrual
cycle into account in self-management:

“The amount [of insulin] that I'm being sort of given
per hour massively varies especially because of the
impact of my menstrual cycle as well. I know that I
need to have different basal rates for different times of
the month. But to be honest, I just don’t have the men-
tal capacity or time to figure that out at the minute.”
(P12)

After using MOON-T1D, P12 thought that BGP helped her en-
gage with self-management more without feeling overwhelmed:

“I think it [BGP] definitely helped me engage a bit
more with my diabetes. As I said previously, I have
been quite burnt out with it all and a bit lost. So you
know engaging with it [BGP] kind of allowed me to
bring that conscious attention to what I was doing,
which I think was helpful” (P12)

Similarly, P10 described diabetes management as a constant battle:

“I have dawn phenomena. So as soon as my feet hit
the floor, my blood sugars rise. I'm then having fast-
acting insulin, just to combat that rise. But by the
time it comes to breakfast, I'm high, and my blood
sugars continue to rise. And so then I'm battling all
day trying to get my bloods in range. So it’s a very
trying time at the moment.” (P10)

The dawn phenomenon affects approximately 54% of individuals
with T1D and is an increased need for insulin in the morning that
often leads to hyperglycemia [27]. After using MOON-T1D P10
thought that BGP could help her with the effects of the dawn phe-
nomenon and reduce her stress:

“I've got two toddlers and I can wake up in a hypo,
and then if I over-treat that hypo I end up sleepy and
tired and not fully with it. So for me to be able to see
that yes so far now I'm going into a hypo but then I
know in an hour it’s telling me my bloods are going
to reach 14 [mmol/L] just by waking up that will help
me preempt that [hyperglycemia] and hopefully bring
myself into a nice steady range.” (P10)

While BGPs have the potential to reduce stress and negative
emotions, it is important to consider whether BGP may also increase
the cognitive load on individuals or exacerbate fatigue by providing
more information to consider for decision-making.
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Reassurance in Self-management. Participants brought up the
potential for BGP to reassure them of their management practices
and provide them with positive feedback. P10 mentioned that BGPs
would serve this purpose:

“It just gives you massive like reassurance in what
you’re doing with your body and your diabetes man-
agement and so for me, that was a big eye-opener”
(P10)

The fact that people found value in seeing within-range predictions
is particularly interesting as most studies focus primarily on the
value of BGP in the context of hypo or hyperglycemia avoidance [33,
36]. Participants also felt that BGP could serve as a backup to their
own understanding of their BG:

“I think that is just about—when you have [T1D] for
years, then you develop a gut feeling [of where your
BG is]. But of course, it would be better to have some-
thing [BGP] that assures you what’s what. So you
won’t make a mistake with this, and you can plan
better” (P13)

5.4 Theme 4: Engagement and Support

Participants discussed how they would like to interact with and
be supported by an app that shows BGPs. Some participants, for
example, stated that seeing the BGP simulations would motivate
them to pay more attention to diabetes management overall:

“[BGP] was useful for me and a pleasant way to pay
more attention to my diabetes.” (P1)

Sometimes paying more attention to their diabetes management
was situation-dependent, such as before physical activity:

“I think it would definitely help me to probably care a
little more. Maybe give a little more attention, espe-
cially before activity.” (P8)

Proactive and Reactive Management Approaches. Our analysis
revealed two distinct approaches to T1D self-management a proac-
tive approach and a reactive approach. These different perspectives
also affected how participants wanted to interact with BGP. The
proactive approach is characterized by active checking of BG or
BGP without any specific trigger for the interaction.

“Yes, so [ actively go to the app and look for informa-
tion” (P1)

“And what I do maybe once every hour is just scan
and see where I am [BG-wise] in which direction it
[BGP] goes compared to how I feel” (P2)

In contrast, a reactive approach entails participants engaging with
their devices based on some prompt or signal. Some participants
generally did not look at their BG unless the pump indicated an
out-of-range BG:

“Mostly it looks like me just going about my day-to-
day business and checking my CGM information if
I get a notification on my phone to tell me that I'm
high or low, then I do whatever I need to do to treat
that situation. Otherwise, that’s it. I don’t do a whole
lot of stuft” (P8)
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“I mean I must really say that I only really look at it
[BG] if it [pump] signals me.” (P13)

In their current self-management practices participants varied in
the extent to which they relied on proactive versus reactive manage-
ment, with some relying mainly on one or the other. Reacting after
the fact, for example to a signal indicating high BG, may be too late
to prevent negative effects. BGP notifications could therefore be ben-
eficial, particularly for people who rely primarily on reactive self-
management by alerting the individual and triggering action early
enough to prevent a dangerous state. One drawback of the reactive
approach to self-management is that it may result in individuals
having a less comprehensive picture of their condition. BGP’s poten-
tial to support a good understanding of BG even if used in a reactive
management approach was also discussed by our participants:

“I think it would make me more self-aware and able
to take into account what’s going to happen rather
than just wait for it to happen and then try to deal
with it” (P11)

BGP Reminders, Notifications, and Suggestions. Our participants
reflected on the potential benefits and drawbacks of BGP notifica-
tions, reminders, and suggestions in regard to self-management.
Being reminded to interact with our app and view the simulated
BGP by the ESM questionnaire was perceived as beneficial as it
increased participants’ engagement in their self-management:

“I automatically became more intensively involved
with it [diabetes].” (P2)

Some participants even wished for similar daily prompts to record
their values and look at BGPs. P11 stated that receiving reminders
to complete the ESM questionnaire led to her being more consis-
tent about logging information and expressed a desire for similar
reminders in the future:

“I learned that I really don’t pay enough attention
to my blood sugar unless somebody is prompting
me with surveys 3 times a day. So at least make a
notification once in a while to remind me to keep up
with logging everything” (P11)

CGMs already provide alarms to notify patients about out-of-range
BG values; participants thought having similar alarms for out-of-
range BGP would allow them to take preventative actions:

“Especially if I had like a notification feature to say,
hey, look, your glucose in the next three hours is going
to be trending low or trending high” (P8)

Similarly, Reddy et al. [90] showed that CGMs that alerted users
of out-of-range BG values led to a reduction in hypoglycemia and
raised hypoglycemia awareness when compared to systems that did
not [90]. BGPs also have the potential to help individuals with T1D
take preemptive actions to avoid out-of-range BG values. Active
notifications from technologies have been shown to be beneficial
for supporting self-management. For example, Bentley and Tollmar
[15] showed how prompts lead to increased logging activities by
users.

However, participants also mentioned some negative effects of
active notifications. In the context of BGP, participants reflected
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upon how certain an out-of-range prediction would need to be for
them to appreciate notification and not be overwhelmed by it:
“I wouldn’t want it so often that it would be like, it
would make me start ignoring it because I'd be sick
of it” (P8)
Similarly, some participants mentioned disabling the aforemen-
tioned CGM notifications to sleep:

“It beeped throughout the night and then I could not

sleep” (P1)
Others cited the general frequency of out-of-range notifications or
incorrect low BG notifications as reasons why they disabled them.

Participants also expressed a desire for concrete suggestions

based on BGP and their current situation, rather than only showing
the prediction:

“It could say "oh you had less than six hours of sleep

last night. Your insulin resistance might be up today"

or I'm gonna go for a walk at 3 pm and it’ll [app] say

"Okay make sure that when you eat lunch at one do a

little bit less insulin" I think I would find that useful

for managing my diet and nutrition and exercise and

diabetes overall.” (P5)

While clear guidance in the form of suggestions may be desirable,
good recommendations are dependent on the user consistently en-
tering relevant information which requires effort. Our participants
also mentioned the burden of logging and how outside of the study
setting they would be less consistent:

“The only problem with that [BGP] and the other apps

T use is that 'm very inconsistent, like way more than

I was with this [app] about logging the insulin I take

and the food I eat” (P11)

Additionally, the individuality of the condition would require sug-
gestions to be highly personalized, accounting for physical and
emotional differences. For example, psychological factors such as
fear of hypoglycemia might affect how a suggestion is perceived
and what actions the individual takes in response.

Awareness and Contextualization. Participants try to contextu-
alize BGP in their current situations and this act of contextual-
ization raises their awareness about self-management practices.
They expressed how seeing the simulated BGP and contextualizing
the predicted value with factors such as insulin or carbohydrates
helped them understand how those factors affected their BG levels
in general:

“I think it [BGP] makes you more aware of what you're

eating, what you'’re drinking and how it can affect

your [BG] levels” (P7)
They also felt that seeing predictions might help to improve their
awareness of the impact of nutrition on their BG, and how much
insulin to take in response:

“Maybe to what extent the BG can change through the
food - so I found it a bit easier to see; ah I might need
a little more [insulin] or maybe a little less [insulin],
simply because I had this prediction.” (P13)

While heightened awareness of the factors that affect BG was
desired by some participants, others believed that they may not

Barth et al.

need to rely as much on their understanding of the effects of food
and insulin as BGP would be sufficient:

“I sometimes have like a poor idea of how foods are
going to affect me because I'm just not a nutritionist,
but if I had a way to see a prediction of what they
would do to me, I could determine whether I want to
be in that state of health” (P11)

6 DISCUSSION

As BGP introduces new information to individuals with T1D, many
aspects of our themes fit well with the sensemaking framework pre-
sented by Mamykina et al. [76]. Predictions of out-of-range values
may yield gaps in understanding, especially if they are unexpected.
In our findings, participants discussed how constructing explana-
tions for out-of-range BGP could cause feelings of self-blame and
self-consciousness. Participants thought that even simulated BGP
helped them understand the effects of food and insulin on their
BG levels, thus supporting the inference activity. However, it is
important to note that if individuals rely on BGP to support deci-
sions, this may reduce important self-reflection in the inference
stage, as has been discussed previously by Mamykina et al. [70].
Finally, participants often discussed how BGP could help them take
informed actions, such as eating less to avoid hyperglycemia.

6.1 Shifting Perception from Past- to
Future-Focused Management

Participants mentioned that viewing the simulated BGP in the
app instigated a shift towards a more future-oriented approach to
self-management. Every participant expressed an intention to in-
corporate BGP into their decision-making process. However, we ob-
served varying levels of emphasis placed on BGP when participants
were making decisions. Some participants mentioned the value of
incorporating past, present, and predicted future BG values into
decision-making. Others, however, were primarily future-focused
(i-e., expecting to rely mainly on BGP and their notifications). The
use of BGP may cause a shift from a past- and present-focused
management perspective to a more future-focused one.

The three different temporalities can provide users with different
insights. Viewing past BG values enables patients to consider BG
changes when making decisions, leading to more informed choices
about background insulin dosing and mealtime control [63]. Seeing
past and future BG provides users with information about what
might influence their BG and thus BGP, engendering trust through
increased understanding. Viewing current BG helps people assess
their current state and immediate actions needed, e.g. correcting
an out-of-range BG.

Although a future-focused perspective on BG management may
be desirable for hypo- and hyperglycemia avoidance, it may intro-
duce some drawbacks. Being overly fixated on one’s predicted BG
could result in unjustified negative emotions about T1D manage-
ment. Some participants, for example, expressed feeling stressed
about the simulation of a hypoglycemic BGP.

When designing technologies that provide BGP, it is important
to consider individual differences in the perception of and degree
of focus on predicted BG. People with a more future-oriented per-
spective may be more proactive about planning and thinking ahead,
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but might also miss crucial past information that could be relevant
for decision-making. People who are less future-oriented in their
management may profit less from BGPs, but may have a better
grasp on basing management decisions on past and present BG.
This spectrum of temporal focus could be addressed through design
by personalizing how implicitly or explicitly the BGP is communi-
cated. For example, a more implicit BGP notification might state,
“Your BG is rising and could become too high in the next hour”,
while a more explicit notification might state, “Your BG is predicted
to be between 11.0 - 13.0 mmol/L in one hour”.

6.2 Personalizing the Delivery of BGP Design

In analyzing our findings, it became clear that people’s T1D manage-
ment practices and their responses to simulated BGP were idiosyn-
cratic and varied greatly between participants. Our participants
described individual preferences pertaining to interaction, engage-
ment, and visualization for predictions. Our study also showed
highly individual preferences of interaction, e.g., the frequency of
reminders depending on whether people took a more reactive or
proactive management approach. Participants’ desire to inform
BGP with their experiential knowledge highlights the importance
of accounting for the very personal nature of T1D self-management
exemplified by the comment from P1:

“So whenever I go to the doctor, he also tells me that I
am the expert when it comes to my diabetes. I mean,
compared to the doctor, because you have it every
day” (P1)

Other preferences that varied among participants pertained to the
desired degree of control, degree of prediction uncertainty shown,
and impact of emotions on information perception. These variations
suggest that future technologies that incorporate BGP should be
personalizable to address individual needs and preferences.
Several other studies investigating applications for T1D self-
management have also highlighted the importance of personaliza-
tion. Storni [104] for example, assessed designs of self-care technolo-
gies and found that personalization for diabetes management would
be desirable to address conflicting practices and perspectives [104].
Chen [28] investigated the use of health information systems for
diabetes management. They found that patients with diabetes had
unique approaches to management, and suggested that system
design should address individual differences [28], not currently
applied in research on BGP [57]. Mamykina et al. [72, 73] investi-
gated the use of MAHI to foster positive self-image in patients with
diabetes, which was bound to their individual needs. Situational
differences in diabetes self-management were discussed by O’Kane
et al. [82]. They found that there were individual differences in tech-
nology use and concealment of its use in certain situations [82].
Personalization in the context of BGP has mostly focused on
adapting algorithms to account for individual physiological differ-
ences [114]. However, most BGP approaches do not account for the
range of factors affecting glycemic control [114], nor do they con-
sider how BGP should be presented, based on the individual user.
Our findings show that these two aspects of BGP are important
areas for personalization. However, we believe that personalization
of technologies for chronic disease management should be based
not only on user preferences but on clinical guidelines to protect
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their safety, e.g., to prevent personalization of information display
in a way that might exacerbate an eating disorder.

6.3 Mindful BGP Design

Analyzing the four themes, the need for the mindful design of BGP
interactions, feedback, notifications, and information delivery was
apparent. BGP design can have a positive or negative impact on
participants’ self-management practices, often driven by emotion.
Participants frequently mentioned receiving feedback that felt neg-
ative, such as simulated out-of-range BGP or BGP notifications,
and how the way in which the feedback was presented influenced
their emotional state and self-management agency. In the context
of new T1D technologies, specifically hybrid closed-loop systems,
there has been an interest in evaluating their psychological effects
including impact on quality of life, diabetes distress, and fear of
hypoglycemia [45, 48, 49]

Emotions related to new information like BGP impact every
stage of the sensemaking process. Participants discussed how ad-
ditional cognitive load or lack of trust may lead to the dismissal
of new information such as BGP, thus stopping the sensemaking
process at the perception stage or considerably changing the pro-
gression through subsequent stages. BGP-associated emotions may
affect what internal representations are activated, which in turn
may affect the selection of the most plausible action, potentially
in a negative fashion. Our participants for example discussed how
hypoglycemic BGP may surface their fear of hypoglycemia.

T1D management places a high burden on individuals with T1D,
with continuous confrontation with negative and positive feedback
on BG control, e.g., conveyed via notifications [85]. While feedback
is essential for T1D self-management, frequent negative feedback
can be especially frustrating. BGP provides individuals with addi-
tional feedback about future BG values. Our participants discussed
positive feedback, e.g. a within-range prediction, being reassuring,
while negative feedback, e.g. an out-of-range prediction, causing
emotional distress. Conveying negative feedback while keeping
users engaged, has also been discussed by Katz et al. [60]. This may
be particularly true for BGP, as the outcome has a variable degree
of uncertainty associated. For example, should designers notify in-
dividuals with T1D about future hypoglycemia with 10% certainty
or only if the prediction is 95% certain? Our participants empha-
sized that they did not desire notifications about out-of-range BGP
that were not very certain, as it would cause them unnecessary
stress and in some cases surface their fear of hypoglycemia. The
need to find this balance between drawing participants’ attention
to negative information and not causing unnecessary stress was
also highlighted by Katz et al. [60] and may be highly individual.

The influence of emotional response to negative feedback on T1D
management is exemplified by diabetes distress and diabetes-related
fatigue, or diabetes-fatigue syndrome. The term “diabetes distress”
refers to the emotional burden, stressors, and frustration associated
with managing diabetes [101, 108]. Diabetes distress has an esti-
mated prevalence of 20 — 40% in individuals with T1D [46, 105] is
associated with elevated HbA1c levels [95], and has a significant im-
pact on diabetes outcomes [86, 105]. Engaging in the sensemaking
necessary for T1D management requires substantial effort, which
may lead to diabetes burnout [86]. Our participants discussed the
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cognitive load of T1D self-management and how BGP could relieve
or exacerbate that load. Our participants also discussed fatigue-like
states and how BGP helped them engage and pay attention to their
self-management without feeling overwhelmed.

To avoid inducing or exacerbating diabetes distress and diabetes
fatigue, it is important to consider the additional cognitive load
BGP could create, and how to design to minimize it. Understanding
which aspects of BGP may alleviate diabetes distress and fatigue
may also suggest future beneficial design directions.

6.4 Finding a Balance Between Human and
Machine Control

The self-management approach we explore in this research com-
bines ML-based simulated BGP with individuals’ personal expe-
rience and knowledge. This raises questions about how control
should be distributed between human and technology. For individu-
als with many years of experience managing the condition, trusting
ML-based approaches over their own experience may be difficult.
Participants found it difficult to trust predictions that did not align
with their experiential knowledge, leading to them to want more
control over the prediction.

In the sensemaking framework [76], BGP adds a new stream
of information that individuals must reconcile with their existing
experience to comprehend and trust. However, while Mamykina
et al. [76] discuss trying to make sense of factual information such
as an elevated BG measurement, it is important to recognize that
BGPs, by nature, are predictions rather than facts. This means that
trust plays an important role in sensemaking in the context of BGP.
When there is a significant discrepancy between an individual’s
understanding and the prediction, the individual can either trust
the BGP and try to understand what is lacking in their knowledge,
or decide that the prediction is incorrect and not to be trusted. This
can result in missed opportunities to understand T1D better or
engage in preventative actions.

At this point in the sensemaking process, participants wanted
the calculation of the BGP to reflect the activation of relevant ex-
periences. Being able to to reconcile discrepancies through the
integration of personal knowledge could help to engender trust and
increase the feeling of control in Al-powered solutions. Activating
past experiences is an integral part of sensemaking [76]. However,
relying on one’s memory to find similar past situations for decision-
making may be prone to errors. A previous study revealed that
diabetes educators are wary of reliance on experiential knowledge
as it may be grounded in incorrect beliefs and misinformation [30].
For these reasons, systems that allow individuals to include their
experiential knowledge while providing them with explanations of
why a current situation (e.g., BGP) may differ from their previous
experiences could be beneficial. Such a system could help individ-
uals to understand and accept predictions that diverge from their
expectations that they might otherwise discount.

Finding a balance that takes advantage of both human expertise
and machine capabilities is thus also dependent on engendering an
appropriate degree of trust in technology. However, it is also impor-
tant to keep the limitations of technology in mind when designing
to engender trust; technologies may not always be correct [26]

Barth et al.

and their ability to adapt in response to drastic change or novel
situations may be limited [58].

7 LIMITATIONS

In reflecting upon our research, we identified some limitations that
we address here. For the safety of our participants, we did not show
them predictions based on their actual BG, as described in the Meth-
ods section. However, although we feel this was the best choice
given the stage of the research and the privacy and safety of the
participants, we acknowledge that the use of simulated BGP may
have some effect on participants’ perceptions and responses to BGP,
compared to if they had been seeing predictions based on their ac-
tual BG. It should be noted though that our study pool of individuals
with T1D have a high degree of investment in T1D management.
This may make their data more reflective of real-world practice
than, for example, generic participants recruited to complete a ques-
tionnaire. To limit the burden of manually logging meals, insulin,
and activity, as well as answering the ESM questionnaires, we re-
stricted our study duration to five days. Although we feel that this
provided a valuable overview of participants’ situational context,
observing evolving needs and expectations of BGP in long-term use
was beyond the scope of this study. We do however believe that it is
important to understand short-term expectations and needs, as they
may either foster or present barriers to the adoption of BGP in gen-
eral. Finally, our participants were mostly from western European
countries due to the recruiting strategies we employed. This may
have an impact on our findings as models of care and degrees of T1D
knowledge, support, and resources available for self-management
differ by location. The role of additional social and societal factors,
such as social stigma and lack of diabetes awareness [9, 23], also
varies across the world.

8 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

BGP presents new opportunities to address the challenges of T1D
self-management. However, with the complexity and personal na-
ture of T1D self-management, having a clear understanding of the
needs and expectations of individuals with T1D is essential for
designing appropriate technologies. To investigate the needs and
expectations of BGP for individuals with T1D, we conducted an
ESM study using our BGP prototype, framed by two semi-structured
interviews with 15 individuals with T1D. Based on our findings,
we present four themes important to individuals with T1D in the
context of BGP: 1) potential of BGP to overcome constraints, 2) bal-
ancing trust in BGP with one’s experiential knowledge 3) emotional
reactions to BGP and their impact on self-management practices,
and 4) desired engagement depending on individuals’ management
approach. In light of our findings, we introduce broader cross-theme
considerations for future decision support systems involving BGP,
focusing on designing to 1) address a perspective shift from the
past/present to the future, 2) consider individual differences in
chronic disease self-management, 3) integrate BGP in a way that
is mindful of emotional response, and 4) foster an appropriate level
of trust by balancing control between human and machine. Our
findings point to challenges and opportunities for the design of
technologies to support the self-management of chronic conditions.
To this end, our future research entails additional studies of BGP
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including the careful use of real-world BG data over a longer time
period and analysis of their effects on health and self-management
practices, exploration of different approaches to visualizing BGP,
and the design of systems for T1D support that integrate BGP into
self-management in novel ways.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We want to thank our participants for their valuable time engage-
ment and insights, as well as Anton Fedosov, Daniel M. Russell
and Lukas Eggenberger for their guidance, support and insightful
feedback. This work was supported by the Digital Society Initiative
of the University of Zurich.

REFERENCES

[1] Agricultural Research Service. 2019. U.S. Department of Agriculture.

[11

[12

(13

[14

[15

]

]

http:
//fdc.nal.usda.gov/

Grazia Aleppo, Lori M. Laffel, Andrew J. Ahmann, Ir] B. Hirsch, Davida F. Kruger,
Anne Peters, Ruth S. Weinstock, and Dennis R. Harris. 2017. A practical approach
to using trend arrows on the Dexcom G5 CGM system for the management of
adults with diabetes. Journal of the Endocrine Society 1, 12 (2017), 1445-1460.
https://doi.org/10.1210/j5.2017-00388

Alessandro Aliberti, Irene Pupillo, Stefano Terna, Enrico Macii, Santa Di Cataldo,
Edoardo Patti, and Andrea Acquaviva. 2019. A multi-patient data-driven ap-
proach to blood glucose prediction. IEEE Access 7 (2019), 69311-69325.
American Association of Diabetes Educators. 2020. An Effective Model of Dia-
betes Care and Education: Revising the AADE7 Self-Care Behaviors®. The Dia-
betes Educator 46, 2 (1 2020), 139-160. https://doi.org/10.1177/0145721719894903
American Diabetes Association. [n.d.]. CGM & Time in Range. https://diabetes.
org/tools-support/devices-technology/cgm-time-in-range
AndroidAPS. 2018.  AndroidAPS Documentation.
readthedocs.io/de/latest/index.html

Anindya Das Antar, Anna Kratz, and Nikola Banovic. 2023. Behavior Modeling
Approach for Forecasting Physical Functioning of People with Multiple Scle-
rosis. Proceedings of the ACM on Interactive, Mobile, Wearable and Ubiquitous
Technologies 7, 1 (2023), 1-29. https://doi.org/10.1145/3580887

Benjamin Bach, Euan Freeman, Alfie Abdul-Rahman, Cagatay Turkay, Sai-
ful Khan, Yulei Fan, and Min Chen. 2022. Dashboard Design Patterns. IEEE
Transactions on Visualization and Computer Graphics 29, 1 (2022), 342-352.
https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2022.3209448

Sarita Bajaj, Fatema Jawad, Najmul Islam, Hajera Mahtab, Jyoti Bhattarai, Dina
Shrestha, Chandrika Wijeyaratne, DimuthuT Muthukuda, NiranjalaWeegoda
Widanage, ThanThan Aye, MoeWint Aung, Bharti Kalra, RM Anjana, Aswathy
Sreedevi, and Komal Verma. 2013. South Asian women with diabetes: Psy-
chosocial challenges and management: Consensus statement. Indian Journal of
Endocrinology and Metabolism 17, 4 (2013), 548. https://doi.org/10.4103/2230-
8210.113720

Ananda Basu, Simmi Dube, Michael Slama, Isabel Errazuriz, Jose Carlos
Amezcua, Yogish C. Kudva, Thomas Peyser, Rickey E. Carter, Claudio Co-
belli, and Rita Basu. 2013. Time lag of glucose from intravascular to inter-
stitial compartment in humans. Diabetes 62, 12 (2013), 4083-4087. https:
//doi.org/10.2337/db13-1132

Tadej Battelino, Thomas Danne, Richard M Bergenstal, Stephanie A Amiel, Roy
Beck, Torben Biester, Emanuele Bosi, Bruce A Buckingham, William T Cefalu,
and Kelly L Close. 2019. Clinical targets for continuous glucose monitoring data
interpretation: recommendations from the international consensus on time in
range. Diabetes care 42, 8 (2019), 1593-1603.

Roy W. Beck, Richard M. Bergenstal, Lori M. Laffel, and John C. Pickup. 2019.
Advances in technology for management of type 1 diabetes. , 1265-1273 pages.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(19)31142-0

Roy W Beck, Tonya Riddlesworth, Katrina Ruedy, Andrew Ahmann, Richard
Bergenstal, Stacie Haller, Craig Kollman, Davida Kruger, Janet B McGill, and
William Polonsky. 2017. Effect of continuous glucose monitoring on glycemic
control in adults with type 1 diabetes using insulin injections: the DIAMOND
randomized clinical trial. Jama 317, 4 (2017), 371-378.

René Bekker, Michiel uit het Broek, and Ger Koole. 2023. Modeling COVID-19
hospital admissions and occupancy in the Netherlands. European Journal of
Operational Research 304, 1 (2023), 207-218. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejor.2021.
12.044

Frank Bentley and Konrad Tollmar. 2013. The Power of Mobile Notifications to
Increase Wellbeing Logging Behavior. Association for Computing Machinery.
1095-1098 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/2470654.2466140

https://androidaps.

[16]

[17

[18]

[19

[20

[21

[22]

[23

[24

[25

[26

[27]

[28

[29]

[30

[31

[32

[33

[34]

[35

CHI ’24, May 11-16, 2024, Honolulu, HI, USA

Jurgen Bernard, David Sessler, Jorn Kohlhammer, and Roy A. Ruddle. 2019. Using
dashboard networks to visualize multiple patient histories: A design study on
post-operative prostate cancer. IEEE Transactions on Visualization and Computer
Graphics 25, 3 (2019), 1615-1628. https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2018.2803829
Thomas Bodenheimer, Kate Lorig, Halsted Holman, and Kevin Grumbach. 2002.
Patient Self-management of Chronic Disease in Primary Care. JAMA 288, 19
(11 2002), 2469-2475. https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.288.19.2469

P. Béhme, E. Bertin, E. Cosson, N. Chevalier, Fabrice Bonnet, Bogdan Catargi,
Fabienne Dalla-Vale, Rachel Desailloud, Anne Farret, Sébastien Fontaine, Sylvia
Franc, Samy Hadjadj, Claire Letallec, Francois Moreau, Jean Pierre Riveline,
Ronan Roussel, and Julien Vouillarmet. 2013. Fear of hypoglycaemia in patients
with type 1 diabetes: Do patients and diabetologists feel the same way? Diabetes
and Metabolism 39, 1 (2013), 63-70. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.diabet.2012.10.006
Augustina M A Brands, Geert Jan Biessels, Edward H F De Haan, L Jaap Kap-
pelle, and Roy P C Kessels. 2005. The effects of type 1 diabetes on cognitive
performance: a meta-analysis. Diabetes care 28, 3 (2005), 726-735.

Virginia Braun and Victoria Clarke. 2022. Thematic Analysis: A Practical Guide.
OMiP Bulletin 1, 33 (2022). https://doi.org/10.53841/bpsqmip.2022.1.33.46
Anne-Sophie Brazeau, Rémi Rabasa-Lhoret, Irene Strychar, and Hortensia
Mircescu. 2008. Barriers to physical activity among patients with type 1 diabetes.
Diabetes care 31, 11 (2008), 2108-2109.

Sue A. Brown, Boris P. Kovatchev, Dan Raghinaru, John W. Lum, Bruce A.
Buckingham, Yogish C. Kudva, Lori M. Laffel, Carol J. Levy, Jordan E. Pinsker,
R. Paul Wadwa, Eyal Dassau, Francis J. Doyle, Stacey M. Anderson, Mei Mei
Church, Vikash Dadlani, Laya Ekhlaspour, Gregory P. Forlenza, Elvira Isganaitis,
David W. Lam, Craig Kollman, and Roy W. Beck. 2019. Six-Month Randomized,
Multicenter Trial of Closed-Loop Control in Type 1 Diabetes. New England
Journal of Medicine 381, 18 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1056/nejmoa1907863
Jessica L. Browne, Adriana Ventura, Kylie Mosely, and Jane Speight. 2014.
‘T'm not a druggie, I'm just a diabetic’: A qualitative study of stigma from
the perspective of adults with type 1 diabetes. BMJ Open 4, 7 (2014). https:
//doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2014-005625

Bruce Buckingham, Darrell M. Wilson, Todd Lecher, Ragnar Hanas, Kevin
Kaiserman, and Fergus Cameron. 2008. Duration of nocturnal hypoglycemia
before seizures. Diabetes Care 31, 11 (2008). https://doi.org/10.2337/dc08-0863
Bruce A. Buckingham, Fraser Cameron, Peter Calhoun, David M. Maahs, Dar-
rell M. Wilson, H. Peter Chase, B. Wayne Bequette, John Lum, Judy Sibayan,
Roy W. Beck, and Craig Kollman. 2013. Outpatient safety assessment of an
in-home predictive low-glucose suspend system with type 1 diabetes subjects at
elevated risk of nocturnal hypoglycemia. Diabetes Technology and Therapeutics
15, 8 (2013), 622-627. https://doi.org/10.1089/dia.2013.0040

Michelle S. Carlson, Munjal Desai, Jill L. Drury, Hyangshim Kwak, and Holly A.
Yanco. 2014. Identifying factors that influence trust in automated cars and
medical diagnosis systems. In AAAI Spring Symposium - Technical Report, Vol. SS-
14-04.

Mary F. Carroll and David S. Schade. 2005. The dawn phenomenon revisited:
Implications for diabetes therapy. https://doi.org/10.4158/EP.11.1.55

Yunan Chen. 2010. Take It Personally: Accounting for Individual Difference
in Designing Diabetes Management Systems. In Proceedings of the 8th ACM
Conference on Designing Interactive Systems (DIS 10). Association for Computing
Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 252-261. https://doi.org/10.1145/1858171.
1858218

M Chimen, A Kennedy, K Nirantharakumar, T T Pang, R Andrews, and P
Narendran. 2012. What are the health benefits of physical activity in type
1 diabetes mellitus? A literature review. Diabetologia 55, 3 (2012), 542-551.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00125-011-2403-2

Suyoung Choi, Misoon Song, Sun Ju Chang, and Se An Kim. 2014. Strategies for
enhancing information, motivation, and skills for self-management behavior
changes: A qualitative study of diabetes care for older adults in Korea. Patient
Preference and Adherence 8 (2014). https://doi.org/10.2147/PPA.S58631

C. Choleau, J. C. Klein, G. Reach, B. Aussedat, V. Demaria-Pesce, G. S. Wilson,
R. Gifford, and W. K. Ward. 2002. Calibration of a subcutaneous amperometric
glucose sensor: Part 1. Effect of measurement uncertainties on the determination
of sensor sensitivity and background current. Biosensors and Bioelectronics 17, 8
(2002). https://doi.org/10.1016/S0956-5663(01)00306-2

Germany: Institute for Quality Cologne and Efficiency in Health Care (IQWiG).
2007. Hyperglycemia and hypoglycemia in type 1 diabetes. https://www.ncbi.
nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK279340/

Daniel J. Cox, Linda Gonder-Frederick, Lee Ritterband, William Clarke, and
Boris P. Kovatchev. 2007. Prediction of severe hypoglycemia. Diabetes Care 30,
6 (2007). https://doi.org/10.2337/dc06-1386

Dana Lewis & the #OpenAPS community. [n.d.]. What is #OpenAPS? https:
//openaps.org/

Denis Daneman. 2006. Type 1 diabetes. The Lancet 367, 9513 (2006), 847-858.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(06)68341-4



CHI ’24, May 11-16, 2024, Honolulu, HI, USA

(36]

(37

@
&

[39

(40

[41

(42

(43]

(44

(45

[46

(47

[48

[49

[54

Darpit Dave, Daniel J. DeSalvo, Balakrishna Haridas, Siripoom McKay, Akhil
Shenoy, Chester J. Koh, Mark Lawley, and Madhav Erraguntla. 2020. Feature-
Based Machine Learning Model for Real-Time Hypoglycemia Prediction. Jour-
nal of Diabetes Science and Technology 15, 4 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1177/
1932296820922622

Pooja M Desai, Matthew E Levine, David J Albers, and Lena Mamykina. 2018.
Pictures Worth a Thousand Words: Reflections on Visualizing Personal Blood
Glucose Forecasts for Individuals with Type 2 Diabetes. In Proceedings of the
2018 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. Association for
Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3173574.3174112

Pooja M Desai, Elliot G Mitchell, Maria L Hwang, Matthew E Levine, David J
Albers, and Lena Mamykina. 2019. Personal Health Oracle: Explorations of
Personalized Predictions in Diabetes Self-Management. In Proceedings of the
2019 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. Association for
Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3290605.3300600

diabetesschweiz. 2022. Diabetes Typ 1. https://www.diabetesschweiz.ch/ueber-
diabetes/diabetesformen/diabetes-typ-1.html

Sean T. Doherty. 2012. Exploring blood glucose variation over geographical
space. Diabetes Technology and Therapeutics 14, 3 (2012). https://doi.org/10.
1089/dia.2011.0159

Michael Domhardt, Martin Tiefengrabner, Radomir Dinic, Ulrike Fotschl, Gertie J
Oostingh, Thomas Stiitz, Lars Stechemesser, Raimund Weitgasser, and Simon W
Ginzinger. 2015. Training of carbohydrate estimation for people with diabetes
using mobile augmented reality. Journal of diabetes science and technology 9, 3
(2015), 516-524.

Klaus Donsa, Stephan Spat, Peter Beck, Thomas R. Pieber, and Andreas Holzinger.
2015. Towards personalization of diabetes therapy using computerized de-
cision support and machine learning: Some open problems and challenges.
Lecture Notes in Computer Science (including subseries Lecture Notes in Ar-
tificial Intelligence and Lecture Notes in Bioinformatics) 8700 (2015). https:
//doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16226-3{ }10

P A Dyson, T Kelly, T Deakin, A Duncan, G Frost, Z Harrison, D Khatri, D Kunka,
P McArdle, D Mellor, L Oliver, ] Worth, and on behalf of Diabetes UK Nutrition
Working Group. 2011. Diabetes UK evidence-based nutrition guidelines for
the prevention and management of diabetes. Diabetic Medicine 28, 11 (2011),
1282-1288. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-5491.2011.03371.x

Elizabeth V. Eikey and Madhu C. Reddy. 2017. "It’s definitely been a journey": A
qualitative study on how women with eating disorders use weight loss apps. In
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems - Proceedings, Vol. 2017-May.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025591

Lucia Ferrito, Stefano Passanisi, Riccardo Bonfanti, Valentino Cherubini, Nicola
Minuto, Riccardo Schiaffini, and Andrea Scaramuzza. 2021. Efficacy of advanced
hybrid closed loop systems for the management of type 1 diabetes in children.
https://doi.org/10.23736/S2724-5276.21.06531-9

Lawrence Fisher, William H. Polonsky, Danielle M. Hessler, Umesh Masharani,
Ian Blumer, Anne L. Peters, Lisa A. Strycker, and Vicky Bowyer. 2015. Under-
standing the sources of diabetes distress in adults with type 1 diabetes. Journal
of Diabetes and its Complications 29, 4 (2015). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdiacomp.
2015.01.012

Gregory P. Forlenza, Taisa Kushner, Laurel H. Messer, R. Paul Wadwa, and Sriram
Sankaranarayanan. 2019. Factory-calibrated continuous glucose monitoring:
How and why it works, and the dangers of reuse beyond approved duration of
wear. https://doi.org/10.1089/dia.2018.0401

Roberto Franceschi, Francesca Micheli, Enza Mozzillo, Vittoria Cauvin, Alice
Liguori, Massimo Soffiati, and Elisa Giani. 2021. Intermittently Scanned and
Continuous Glucose Monitor Systems: A Systematic Review on Psychological
Outcomes in Pediatric Patients. https://doi.org/10.3389/fped.2021.660173
Roberto Franceschi, Enza Mozzillo, Francesca Di Candia, Evelina Maines,
Letizia Leonardi, Martina Girardi, Ludovica Fedi, Francesco Maria Rosanio, and
M. Loredana Marcovecchio. 2023. A systematic review on the impact of commer-
cially available hybrid closed loop systems on psychological outcomes in youths
with type 1 diabetes and their parents. https://doi.org/10.1111/dme.15099
Jonas Freiburghaus, Aicha Rizzotti-Kaddouri, and Fabrizio Albertetti. 2020. A
deep learning approach for blood glucose prediction of type 1 diabetes. In CEUR
Workshop Proceedings, Vol. 2675.

Cynthia Fritschi and Laurie Quinn. 2010. Fatigue in patients with diabetes: A
review. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2010.01.021

Martha Mitchell Funnell and Robert M Anderson. 2000. The Problem With
Compliance in Diabetes. JAMA 284, 13 (10 2000), 1709. https://doi.org/10.1001/
jama.284.13.1709-JMS1004-6-1

Martha M Funnell and Robert M Anderson. 2004. Empowerment and Self-
Management of Diabetes. Clinical Diabetes 22, 3 (2004), 123-127. https://doi.
org/10.2337/diaclin.22.3.123

Paul Glasziou, Les Irwig, and David Mant. 2005. Monitoring in chronic disease:
a rational approach. BM7J 330, 7492 (2005), 644-648. https://doi.org/10.1136/
bmj.330.7492.644

[55]

[56

[57

[58]

[59

[60

[61

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

[67

[68
[69

[70

[71

[72

[73

Barth et al.

Felicia Hill-Briggs and Leigh Gemmell. 2007. Problem solving in diabetes self-
management and control. The Diabetes Educator 33, 6 (2007), 1032-1050.
Victoria Hollis, Artie Konrad, Aaron Springer, Matthew Antoun, Christopher
Antoun, Rob Martin, and Steve Whittaker. 2017. What Does All This Data
Mean for My Future Mood? Actionable Analytics and Targeted Reflection for
Emotional Well-Being. Human-Computer Interaction 32, 5-6 (2017). https:
//doi.org/10.1080/07370024.2016.1277724

Kori Inkpen, Michael Veale, Stevie Chancellor, Munmun De Choudhury, and
Eric P.S. Baumer. 2019. Where is the human? Bridging the gap between AI and
HCL. In Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems - Proceedings. 1-9.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290607.3299002

Sam James, Miranda Armstrong, Zahraa Abdallah, and Aisling Ann O’Kane.
2023. Chronic Care in a Life Transition: Challenges and Opportunities for
Artificial Intelligence to Support Young Adults With Type 1 Diabetes Moving to
University. In Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems - Proceedings.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3544548.3580901

Sanjay Kalra and Rakesh Sahay. 2018. Diabetes Fatigue Syndrome.
//doi.org/10.1007/s13300-018-0453-x

Dmitri S Katz, Blaine A Price, Simon Holland, and Nicholas Sheep Dalton.
2018. Data, Data Everywhere, and Still Too Hard to Link: Insights from User
Interactions with Diabetes Apps. In Proceedings of the 2018 CHI Conference on
Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI ’18). Association for Computing
Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3174077
Predrag Klasnja, Logan Kendall, Wanda Pratt, and Katherine Blondon. 2015.
Long-Term Engagement with Health-Management Technology: a Dynamic
Process in Diabetes. AMIA ... Annual Symposium proceedings. AMIA Symposium
2015 (2015).

David C. Klonoff and David Kerr. 2017. A Simplified Approach Using Rate of
Change Arrows to Adjust Insulin With Real-Time Continuous Glucose Moni-
toring. https://doi.org/10.1177/1932296817723260

J. Lawton, M. Blackburn, J. Allen, F. Campbell, D. Elleri, L. Leelarathna, D. Rankin,
M. Tauschmann, H. Thabit, and R. Hovorka. 2018. Patients’ and caregivers’
experiences of using continuous glucose monitoring to support diabetes self-
management: Qualitative study. BMC Endocrine Disorders 18, 1 (2018). https:
//doi.org/10.1186/512902-018-0239-1

Joyce M. Lee, Mark W. Newman, Achamyeleh Gebremariam, Preciosa Choi,
Dana Lewis, Weston Nordgren, John Costik, James Wedding, Benjamin West,
Nancy Benovich Gilby, Christopher Hannemann, Josh Pasek, Ashley Garrity,
and Emily Hirschfeld. 2017. Real-World Use and Self-Reported Health Outcomes
of a Patient-Designed Do-it-Yourself Mobile Technology System for Diabetes:
Lessons for Mobile Health. Diabetes Technology and Therapeutics 19, 4 (2017).
https://doi.org/10.1089/dia.2016.0312

Dana Lewis. 2018. History and Perspective on DIY Closed Looping. Journal of
Diabetes Science and Technology 13, 4 (10 2018), 790-793. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1932296818808307

Tan Li, Anind Dey, and Jodi Forlizzi. 2010. A stage-based model of personal
informatics systems. In Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems -
Proceedings, Vol. 1. 557-566. https://doi.org/10.1145/1753326.1753409

Marcus Lind, William Polonsky, Irl B Hirsch, Tim Heise, Jan Bolinder, Sofia
Dahlqvist, Erik Schwarz, Arndis Finna Olafsdéttir, Anders Frid, and Hans Wedel.
2017. Continuous glucose monitoring vs conventional therapy for glycemic con-
trol in adults with type 1 diabetes treated with multiple daily insulin injections:
the GOLD randomized clinical trial. Jama 317, 4 (2017), 379-387.

Loop. [n.d.]. Welcome to Loop. ([n.d.]). https://loopkit.github.io/loopdocs/
Sepehr Makhsous, Mukund Bharadwaj, Benjamin E Atkinson, Igor V Novos-
selov, and Alexander V Mamishev. 2020. DietSensor: Automatic Dietary In-
take Measurement Using Mobile 3D Scanning Sensor for Diabetic Patients.
https://doi.org/10.3390/520123380

Lena Mamykina, Daniel A. Epstein, Predrag Klasnja, Donna Sprujt-Metz, Jochen
Meyer, Mary Czerwinski, Tim Althoff, Eun Kyoung Choe, Munmun De Choud-
hury, and Brian Lim. 2022. Grand Challenges for Personal Informatics and
Al In Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems - Proceedings. 1-6.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3491101.3503718

Lena Mamykina, Elizabeth M Heitkemper, Arlene M Smaldone, Rita Kukafka,
Heather J Cole-Lewis, Patricia G Davidson, Elizabeth D Mynatt, Andrea Cas-
sells, Jonathan N Tobin, and George Hripcsak. 2017. Personal discovery in
diabetes self-management: Discovering cause and effect using self-monitoring
data. Journal of Biomedical Informatics 76 (2017), 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jbi.2017.09.013

Lena Mamykina, Andrew D. Miller, Elizabeth D. Mynatt, and Daniel Greenblatt.
2010. Constructing identities through storytelling in diabetes management.
In Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems - Proceedings, Vol. 2.
1203-1212. https://doi.org/10.1145/1753326.1753507

Lena Mamykina, Elizabeth Mynatt, Patricia Davidson, and Daniel Greenblatt.
2008. MAHLI: Investigation of Social Scaffolding for Reflective Thinking in
Diabetes Management. In Proceedings of the SSIGCHI Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems (CHI ’08). Association for Computing Machinery, New

https:



York, NY, USA, 477-486. https://doi.org/10.1145/1357054.1357131

Lena Mamykina and Elizabeth D. Mynatt. 2007. Investigating and supporting
health management practices of individuals with diabetes. In HealthNet'07:
Proceedings of the 1st ACM SIGMOBILE International Workshop on Systems and
Networking Support for Healthcare and Assisted Living Environments. 49-54.
https://doi.org/10.1145/1248054.1248068

Lena Mamykina, Elizabeth D Mynatt, and David R Kaufman. 2006. Inves-
tigating Health Management Practices of Individuals with Diabetes. In Pro-
ceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems
(CHI *06). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 927-936.
https://doi.org/10.1145/1124772.1124910

Lena Mamykina, Arlene M Smaldone, and Suzanne R Bakken. 2015. Adopting
the sensemaking perspective for chronic disease self-management. Journal of
Biomedical Informatics 56 (2015), 406-417. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbi.2015.06.
006

Cindy Marling and Razvan Bunescu. 2020. The OhioT1DM Dataset for Blood
Glucose Level Prediction: Update 2020. Technical Report. CEUR workshop pro-
ceedings. 71-74 pages.

Janet B. McGill and Andrew Ahmann. 2017. Continuous glucose monitoring
with multiple daily insulin treatment: Outcome studies. Diabetes Technology
and Therapeutics 19 (2017). https://doi.org/10.1089/dia.2017.0090

Kellee M. Miller, Nicole C. Foster, Roy W. Beck, Richard M. Bergensta,
Stephanie N. DuBose, Linda A. DiMeglio, David M. Maahs, and William V.
Tamborlane. 2015. Current state of type 1 diabetes treatment in the U.S.: Up-
dated data from the t1d exchange clinic registry. Diabetes Care 38, 6 (2015).
https://doi.org/10.2337/dc15-0078

Elliot G. Mitchell, Elizabeth M. Heitkemper, Marissa Burgermaster, Matthew E.
Levine, Yishen Miao, Maria L. Hwang, Pooja M. Desai, Andrea Cassells,
Jonathan N. Tobin, Esteban G. Tabak, David J. Albers, Arlene M. Smaldone,
and Lena Mamykina. 2021. From reflection to action: Combining machine learn-
ing with expert knowledge for nutrition goal recommendations. In Conference
on Human Factors in Computing Systems - Proceedings. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3411764.3445555

Gerrit Niezen, Parisa Eslambolchilar, and Harold Thimbleby. 2016. Open-source
hardware for medical devices. BMJ Innovations 2, 2 (2016). https://doi.org/10.
1136/bmjinnov-2015-000080

Aisling Ann O’Kane, Yvonne Rogers, and Ann E Blandford. 2015. Concealing
or revealing mobile medical devices? Designing for onstage and offstage pre-
sentation. In Proceedings of the 33rd annual ACM conference on human factors in
computing systems. 1689-1698.

Open Food Facts. [n.d.]. Open Food Facts. https://ch.openfoodfacts.org/cgi/
search.pl?search_terms=apfel&search_simple=1&action=process

Peter Pesl, Pau Herrero, Monika Reddy, Nick Oliver, Desmond G. Johnston,
Christofer Toumazou, and Pantelis Georgiou. 2017. Case-Based Reasoning for
Insulin Bolus Advice: Evaluation of Case Parameters in a Six-Week Pilot Study.
In Journal of Diabetes Science and Technology, Vol. 11. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1932296816629986

John C. Pickup, Melissa Ford Holloway, and Kritika Samsi. 2015. Real-time
continuous glucose monitoring in type 1 diabetes: A qualitative framework
analysis of patient narratives. Diabetes Care 38, 4 (2015). https://doi.org/10.
2337/dc14-1855

William H. Polonsky, Barbara J. Anderson, Patricia A. Lohrer, Garry Welch,
Alan M. Jacobson, Jennifer E. Aponte, and Carolyn E. Schwartz. 1995. As-
sessment of diabetes-related distress. Diabetes Care 18, 6 (1995). https:
//doi.org/10.2337/diacare.18.6.754

Agnieszka Przezak, Weronika Bielka, and Piotr Moleda. 2022. Fear of hypo-
glycemia—An underestimated problem. https://doi.org/10.1002/brb3.2633
Shriti Raj, Joyce M. Lee, Ashley Garrity, and Mark W. Newman. 2019. Clinical
Data in Context: Towards Sensemaking Tools for Interpreting Personal Health
Data. Proceedings of the ACM on Interactive, Mobile, Wearable and Ubiquitous
Technologies 3, 1 (2019).

Shriti Raj, Mark W. Newman, Joyce M. Lee, and Mark S. Ackerman. 2017. Under-
standing individual and collaborative problem-solving with patient-generated
data: Challenges and opportunities. Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer
Interaction 1, CSCW (2017). https://doi.org/10.1145/3134723

M. Reddy, N. Jugnee, A. El Laboudi, E. Spanudakis, S. Anantharaja, and N. Oliver.
2018. A randomized controlled pilot study of continuous glucose monitoring
and flash glucose monitoring in people with Type 1 diabetes and impaired
awareness of hypoglycaemia. Diabetic Medicine 35, 4 (2018), 483-490. https:
//doi.org/10.1111/dme.13561

Harry Rubin-Falcone, Ian Fox, and Jenna Wiens. 2020. Deep Residual Time-
Series Forecasting: Application to Blood Glucose Prediction. In KDH@ECAL
105-109.

Christopher Ryan, Arthur Vega, and Allan Drash. 1985. Cognitive deficits in
adolescents who developed diabetes early in life. Pediatrics 75,5 (1985), 921-927.
C M Ryan, M O Geckle, and T J Orchard. 2003. Cognitive efficiency declines
over time in adults with Type 1 diabetes: effects of micro-and macrovascular
complications. Diabetologia 46, 7 (2003), 940-948.

[100

[101

[102

[103

[104

[105

[106

[107

[108

[109

[110

[111

[112

Exploring the Role of Blood Glucose Prediction Technologies for Type 1 Diabetes Self-Management

[94]

[95

[96

[97

[98]

[99

CHI ’24, May 11-16, 2024, Honolulu, HI, USA

Herman Saksono, Carmen Castaneda-Sceppa, Jessica Hoffman, Magy Seif El-
Nasr, Vivien Morris, and Andrea G. Parker. 2018. Family health promotion in
low-SES neighborhoods: A two-month study of wearable activity tracking. In
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems - Proceedings, Vol. 2018-April.
1-13. https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173883

C. B. Schmidt, B. J.Potter van Loon, A. C.M. Vergouwen, F. J. Snoek, and A. Honig.
2018. Systematic review and meta-analysis of psychological interventions in
people with diabetes and elevated diabetes-distress. https://doi.org/10.1111/
dme.13709

Kristina P Schumann, June A Sutherland, Haseeb M Majid, and Felicia Hill-
Briggs. 2011. Evidence-Based Behavioral Treatments for Diabetes: Problem-
Solving Therapy. Diabetes Spectrum 24, 2 (5 2011), 64-69. https://doi.org/10.
2337/diaspect.24.2.64

Monica Sebillo, Genny Tortora, Maurizio Tucci, Giuliana Vitiello, Athula Ginige,
and Pasquale Di Giovanni. 2015. Combining personal diaries with territorial
intelligence to empower diabetic patients. Journal of Visual Languages and
Computing 29 (2015). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvlc.2015.03.002

Syed Ahmar Shah, Carmelo Velardo, Andrew Farmer, and Lionel Tarassenko.
2017. Exacerbations in chronic obstructive pulmonary disease: Identification
and prediction using a digital health system. Journal of Medical Internet Research
19,3 (2017). https://doi.org/10.2196/jmir.7207

Viral N Shah, Lori M Laffel, R Paul Wadwa, and Satish K Garg. 2018. Performance
of a factory-calibrated real-time continuous glucose monitoring system utilizing
an automated sensor applicator. Diabetes technology & therapeutics 20, 6 (2018),
428-433.

Michael Shapiro, Douglas Johnston, Jonathan Wald, and Donald Mon. 2012.
Patient-Generated Health Data - White Paper. RTI Internation (4 2012), 814-
814.

T C Skinner, L Joensen, and T Parkin. 2020. PSAD Special Issue Paper Twenty-
five years of diabetes distress research. Diabet. Med 37 (2020), 393-400. https:
//doi.org/10.1111/dme.14157

Robert A. Sowah, Adelaide A. Bampoe-Addo, Stephen K. Armoo, Firibu K. Saalia,
Francis Gatsi, and Baffour Sarkodie-Mensah. 2020. Design and Development of
Diabetes Management System Using Machine Learning. International Journal of
Telemedicine and Applications 2020 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1155/2020/8870141
Katarzyna Stawarz, Dmitri Katz, Amid Ayobi, Paul Marshall, Taku Yamagata,
Raul Santos-Rodriguez, Peter Flach, and Aisling Ann O’Kane. 2023. Co-designing
opportunities for Human-Centred Machine Learning in supporting Type 1
diabetes decision-making. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies
173 (5 2023), 103003. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JJHCS.2023.103003

Cristiano Storni. 2014. Design Challenges for Ubiquitous and Personal Com-
puting in Chronic Disease Care and Patient Empowerment: A Case Study Re-
thinking Diabetes Self-Monitoring. Personal Ubiquitous Comput. 18,5 (6 2014),
1277-1290. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00779-013-0707-6

Jackie Sturt, Kathryn Dennick, Mette Due-Christensen, and Kate McCarthy.
2015. The Detection and Management of Diabetes Distress in People With Type
1 Diabetes. https://doi.org/10.1007/511892-015-0660-z

Qingnan Sun, Marko V Jankovic, Lia Bally, and Stavroula G Mougiakakou. 2018.
Predicting blood glucose with an Istm and bi-lstm based deep neural network.
In 2018 14th Symposium on Neural Networks and Applications (NEUREL). IEEE,
1-5.

S Tak, A Toet, and J van Erp. 2014. The Perception of Visual Uncertainty Rep-
resentation by Non-Experts. IEEE Transactions on Visualization and Computer
Graphics 20, 6 (2014), 935-943. https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2013.247
Rugqiya Shama Tareen and Kinza Tareen. 2017. Psychosocial aspects of diabetes
management: Dilemma of diabetes distress. https://doi.org/10.21037/tp.2017.
10.04

Martin Tauschmann, Janet M. Allen, Katrin Nagl, Maria Fritsch, James Yong,
Emily Metcalfe, Dominique Schaeffer, Muriel Fichelle, Ulrike Schierloh, Alena G.
Thiele, Daniela Abt, Harald Kojzar, Julia K. Mader, Sonja Slegtenhorst, Nicole
Barber, Malgorzata E. Wilinska, Charlotte Boughton, Gianluca Musolino, Judy
Sibayan, Nathan Cohen, Craig Kollman, Sabine E. Hofer, Elke Frohlich-Reiterer,
Thomas M. Kapellen, Carlo L. Acerini, Carine de Beaufort, Fiona Campbell,
Birgit Rami-Merhar, and Roman Hovorka. 2019. Home use of day-and-night
hybrid closed-loop insulin delivery in very young children: A multicenter, 3-
week, randomized trial. Diabetes Care 42, 4 (2019), 594-600. https://doi.org/10.
2337/dc18-1881

Martin Tauschmann, Hood Thabit, Lia Bally, Janet M Allen, Sara Hartnell,
Malgorzata E Wilinska, Yue Ruan, Judy Sibayan, Craig Kollman, and Peiyao
Cheng. 2018. Closed-loop insulin delivery in suboptimally controlled type 1
diabetes: a multicentre, 12-week randomised trial. The Lancet 392, 10155 (2018),
1321-1329.

The British Diabetic Association. 2018. Differences between type 1 and type 2 di-
abetes. https://www.diabetes.org.uk/diabetes-the-basics/differences-between-
type-1-and-type-2-diabetes

Nichole S. Tyler and Peter G. Jacobs. 2020. Artificial intelligence in decision
support systems for type 1 diabetes. https://doi.org/10.3390/s20113214



CHI ’24, May 11-16, 2024, Honolulu, HI, USA

[113

Niels Van Berkel, Denzil Ferreira, and Vassilis Kostakos. 2017. The experience
sampling method on mobile devices. ACM Computing Surveys (CSUR) 50, 6
(2017), 1-40.

Ashenafi Zebene Woldaregay, Eirik Arsand, Taxiarchis Botsis, David Albers,
Lena Mamykina, and Gunnar Hartvigsen. 2019. Data-Driven Blood Glucose
Pattern Classification and Anomalies Detection: Machine-Learning Applications
in Type 1 Diabetes. J Med Internet Res 21, 5 (2019), e11030. https://doi.org/10.
2196/11030

World Health Organization. 2016. Global Report on Diabetes. Technical Report.
WHO. https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789241565257

World Health Organization (WHO). 2021. Diabetes. https://www.who.int/news-
room/fact-sheets/detail/diabetes

T Zhu, L Kuang, K Li, ] Zeng, P Herrero, and P Georgiou. 2021. Blood Glucose
Prediction in Type 1 Diabetes Using Deep Learning on the Edge. In 2021 IEEE
International Symposium on Circuits and Systems (ISCAS). 1-5. https://doi.org/
10.1109/ISCAS51556.2021.9401083

Taiyu Zhu, Kezhi Li, Jianwei Chen, Pau Herrero, and Pantelis Georgiou. 2020.
Dilated recurrent neural networks for glucose forecasting in type 1 diabetes.
Journal of Healthcare Informatics Research 4, 3 (2020), 308-324.

Taiyu Zhu, Chukwuma Uduku, Kezhi Li, Pau Herrero, Nick Oliver, and Pantelis
Georgiou. 2022. Enhancing self-management in type 1 diabetes with wearables
and deep learning. npj Digital Medicine 5, 1 (2022), 78. https://doi.org/10.1038/
541746-022-00626-5

[114

[115

[116

[117

[118

[119

A INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

A.1 Demographic Questionnaire
(1) What is your age?
Input Type: Text input (ignorable)
(2) With which gender do you identify most?
Input Type: Single choice with optional text input
Input Options: female, male, non-binary, prefer to self de-
scribe [text input], prefer not to disclose
(3) What time do you usually eat breakfast?
Input Type: Text input
(4) What time do you usually eat lunch?
Input Type: Text input
(5) What time do you usually eat dinner?
Input Type: Text input
(6) How many years have you lived with type1 diabetes?
Input Type: I have lived [text input] years with type 1 dia-
betes.
(7) What is your target blood glucose range?
Input Type: My target blood glucose range is between [text
input] and [text input]mmol/L
(8) On average, what percentage of the time is your blood
glucose within your target range?
Input Type: My blood glucose is [text input]% of the time
within my target range.
(9) What is your insulin sensitivity factor?
Input Type: my insulin sensitivity factor is [text input]mmol/L
Reason: To adjust MOON-T1D settings.
(10) By how many units does one gram of carbohydrates
raise your blood glucose?
Input Type: When I eat 1 gram of carbohydrates my blood
glucose will raise by [text input]mmol/L
Reason: To adjust MOON-T1D settings.
(11) How do you usually take your insulin?
Input Type: Single choice with optional text input
Input Options: Tethered insulin pump, patch insulin pump,
Insulin pen, Insulin syringe, Other (please specify)[text in-
put]

Barth et al.

(12) How do you measure your blood glucose level?
Input Type: Single choice with optional text input
Input Options: Glucose meter(finger prick), Continuous glu-
cose monitoring (CGM), Other (please specify)[text input]

A.2 Interview 1

(1) What motivated you to participate in this study?

(2) Can you describe how you manage your diabetes on a
daily basis?

(3) How happy are you with your current diabetic control?

(4) How knowledgeable do you feel regarding your dia-
betes self-management?

(5) How knowledgeable do you feel regarding nutrition
related to diabetes management?

(6) How comfortable do you feel regarding nutritional
estimations of food?

(7) What are techniques you use to manage your nutrition
intake?

(8) What kind of diabetes-related technologies are you
currently using?

(9) What kind of diabetes-related apps are you currently
using?

(10) Are you content with the technologies that you are
currently using?

(11) How much time do you think you currently spend on
average per day taking care of diabetes-related activi-
ties?

(12) Do you feel like you have a good idea of how your
blood glucose levels change throughout the day?

(13) Are there things you do to anticipate your blood glu-
cose?

(14) Have you heard of blood glucose prediction, or even
used an app supporting blood glucose prediction?

(15) Do you think blood glucose prediction could be useful
for you?

A.3 ESM-study questions

(1) How do you feel physically right now?
Input Type: Likert scale
Input Options: Selection from very bad (1) to excellent (5)
(2) How do you feel emotionally right now?
Input Type: Single choice with optional text input
Input Options: relaxed, energetic, happy, stressed, tired,
down, sad, other (text input)
(3) What are you doing right now?
Input Type: text input
(4) What actions would you take given the above-indicated
blood glucose level? [see Figure 1 (left)]
Explanation: Please answer the question in light of your cur-
rent situation and the indicated blood glucose.
Input Type: Single choice with optional text input
Input Options: nothing, inject insulin, eat something, do phys-
ical activity, re-measure my blood glucose in the near future,
other (text input)
(5) Is the blood glucose prediction shown above useful to
you?
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Explanation: Please answer the question in light of your cur-
rent situation and the indicated blood glucose.
Input Type: Single choice with optional text input
Input Options: yes, no (follow-up question)
Follow-up question: Please explain your answer in a few
words. (text input)
Is the predicted blood glucose range between [current
blood glucose - 0.5] mmol/L and [current blood glucose
+ 0.5] mmol/L accurate enough for you? [see Figure 1
(center)]
Explanation: Please answer the question in light of your
current situation and the indicated blood glucose.
Input Type: Single choice with optional text input
Input Options: yes, no (follow-up question)
Follow-up question: I would prefer a blood glucose prediction
that is: +/- [text input] accurate.
Looking at the current and the predicted blood glucose,
what kind of actions would you take? [see Figure 1
(center)]
Explanation: Please answer the question in light of your
current situation and the indicated blood glucose.
Input Type: Single choice with optional text input
Input Options: Same as for question 4.
(8) What kind of prediction horizon would you like right
now?
Explanation: Please answer the question in light of your
current situation and the indicated blood glucose.
Input Type: Single choice with optional text input
Input Options: less than 30 minutes, 30 minutes, 1 hour, 2
hours, 3 hours, 4 hours, 5 or more hours
(9) Ifeel like my answers were influenced by the follow-
ing:
Input Type: Multiple choice with optional text input
Input Options: the blood glucose is stable, the blood glucose is
changing fast, the blood glucose is too low, the blood glucose
is too high, sports activity, carbohydrate consumption, feel-
ing uncomfortable, nothing in particular, other (text input)
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A.4 Interview 2

(1) What was your experience using MOON-T1D over the
past few days?

(2) Did you learn anything new while using the app?

(3) Were you able to navigate and use the app easily?

(4) Which of the functionalities of the app did you think
could be the most useful to you?

(5) How much time do you think you spend per day inter-
acting with the app?

(6) Would you keep using the app as is, if possible?

(7) Could you click around the app for me and point out
things that you liked or disliked about the app?

(8) What did you think about being able to see a prediction
of your blood glucose?

(9) Did seeing the predictions change your perception of
your blood glucose in any way?
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(10) While using the app, did you feel there were times
when you would have liked to see a prediction of your
blood glucose more than others?

(11) You mentioned you would like to see a prediction be-
fore you do [answer to previous questions] - how far
into the future would the prediction ideally be?

(12) When answering the ESM-study questionnaire, you
entered that you wanted to have a prediction horizon
[of, between]. Can you explain to me why you wanted
[this particular, different] prediction horizon(s)?

Figure 3: Participant preference for predictive glucose uncer-
tainty visualizations. During the second interview, partici-
pants were presented with two options for predictive glucose
uncertainty visualizations. Option A (left) displayed a pre-
diction horizon of 2 hours with a range of 7.0-11.0 mmol/L
meaning an accuracy of +/- 2 mmol/L. Option B (right) dis-
played a prediction horizon of 30 minutes with a tighter
range of 8.0-9.0 mmol/L and thus a greater accuracy of +/- 0.5
mmol/L.

(13) When filling out the ESM-study questionnaire, you said
that an accuracy of +/-[their answer] mmol/L would
be accurate enough for you - can you explain why?

(14) With blood glucose predictions, it is generally the case
that the further into the future we try to predict, the
greater the error we can expect. [Handing participants
Figure 3] Therefore, on the left you can see a predic-
tion horizon of 2 hours with a prediction between 7.0
mmol/L and 11.0 mmol/L, meaning +/- 2 mmol/L. On
the right you can see a prediction horizon of 30 minutes
into the future with a prediction between 8.0 mmol/L
and 9.0 mmol/L, meaning +/- 0.5 mmol/L. Which of
these 2 predictions would you prefer and makes more
sense regarding your daily management?

(15) Until now, you have always received a prediction based
on what you have entered. But now there is another
way I could make blood glucose predictions for you, it
is called “what if” predictions. I’ll explain it to you best
with an example. For example, “If I eat 2 [croissants]
now, what would my blood glucose be versus if I eat
one [croissant]?” If you had the option to have “what
if” predictions - would you prefer them?

(16) Did you like the design of the prediction?

B ALGORITHMS

This Appendix describes the algorithms that we used to create the
BG and BGP simulation. First, we describe how we modeled the
absorption of carbohydrates and insulin by the body. It’s neces-
sary to understand this description to understand the following
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algorithm on how we simulated BG values for our participants. All
implementations are based on the algorithms by the DIY artificial
pancreas algorithms of Loop [68].

B.1 Modelling Carbohydrate Absorption

While carbohydrates raise BG levels, the speed and degree to which
they get absorbed by users is highly variable. Since carbohydrate
absorption is variable and user-dependent, we allow users to input
how long they think it will take for the carbohydrates to be ab-
sorbed. Users can select between fast, medium, and slow absorption.
The time for fast (60min), medium (120min), and slow absorption
(360min) in keeping with Loop [68]. Taking a more conservative
approach, we extended the absorption time entered by users by
50% following the suggestions from Loop [68]. Thus, the minimum
absorption rate (MAR) is calculated using the following formula:
CHO

1.5xd W
where d is the absorption time in hours entered by the user and
CHO is the number of carbohydrates in grams, also entered by the
users.

MAR =

B.2 Modelling Insulin Absorption

—— rapid-acting
ultra-rapid-acting

0.007 4

0.006

0.005 4

0.004 +

0.003 +

0.002 +

0.001 4

0.000

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350

Figure 4: Exponential insulin activity curve (la;) for ultra-
rapid-acting insulin (orange) with a peak active time of 55
minutes, and rapid-acting insulin (violet) with a peak active
time of 75 minutes, both have an action duration of 360 min-
utes

We used the algorithm of Loop [68] to model the amount of active
insulin left in the body. Active insulin is modeled as an exponential
insulin curve with two user-adjustable inputs: 1) the insulin peak
time (PT) and 2) the duration of insulin action (DIA). The default
value for PT is 55 minutes for ultra-rapid-acting insulin (e.g. Fiasp)
and 75 minutes for rapid-acting insulin (e.g. Novorapid), in line
with [68]. The default value for DIA is 6 hours. The exponential
insulin activity curve Ia; (Figure 4) uses the following algorithm:
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PT is the insulin peak time in minutes after giving the dose
(55 minutes for Fiasp).
DIA is the total action duration of insulin activity in minutes

(360 minutes for both Fiasp and Novorapid).
_ Pr-(1-£L

1z 214~ the time constant of exponential decay in
~ DIA

minutes.

a= %; the rise time factor in minutes.

A

S=(-a+(1+a)-e r )~ !; the auxiliary scale factor.
td = t — tp; the number of minutes passed since insulin
injection.
Following from the insulin activity curve, the percentage of
insulin remaining in the body at time t (also called the Insulin On
Board; IOB) can be derived as follows:

td® td —td
DA (-a 1 Vertuo

Multiplying the IOB at time ¢ with the insulin injected at time o
results in the units of insulin remaining in the body.

I0B, =1-5-(1—a) - ((

B.3 Blood Glucose Simulation

To generate random but reasonable blood glucose values taking
into account carbohydrate consumption and insulin delivery the
algorithm needs to adapt to four different states; 1) only the current
blood glucose data is considered 2) the user consumed carbohy-
drates 3) the user injected insulin and 4) the user injected insulin
and consumed carbohydrates. A description of key requirements
can be found in Section 3.3.

State 1 - Default. To create the default BG simulation algorithm,
we decided to use a normal distribution. The semi-random BG level
was constructed as follows: Addressing the requirement that the BG
value change from time t to time t+1 must be reasonable, we created
a truncated normal distribution with the current blood glucose as
the mean (y) of the distribution and a standard deviation of o = 0.5
as well as a lower and upper bound of the current value +/- 1.0
mmol/L. We chose a value of +/- 1 mmol/L based on comparing
the highest rate of change used for visualizations by different CGM
manufacturers, which was between 0.1 and 0.2 mmol/L per minute
[62]. As we are generating a new BG value every 5 minutes, we
decided to use +/- 1 mmol/L. For example, if the previous blood
glucose value was BG;—1 = 7.0 mmol/L then the next blood glucose
value will lie between BG; C [6.0, 8.0] mmol/L. The distribution
of likelihood for the next value to be between [6.0, 8.0] mmol/L is
depicted in Figure 5. To address too high values, we implemented an
overall upper threshold of 25.0 mmol/L. If a value is generated that
is above 25.0 mmol/L then the upper bound of the distribution is set
to be equal to the mean (p), only allowing for smaller values to be
generated. Additionally, if the current value was above 25 mmol/L
we set the lower bound of that distribution to be 25.0 — 3 = 22
mmol/L. The same concept is applied to address too low blood
glucose values. If a generated blood glucose value falls below 2.0
mmol/L the lower bound is set to be equal to the mean (y) of the
distribution.

State 2 — Carbohydrate Consumption. The second state the al-
gorithm can be in is if the user consumed carbohydrates without
injecting insulin, only raising BG levels. To account for the effect
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Figure 5: Probability of the next blood glucose value. The x-
axis depicts the blood glucose value, while the y-axis depicts
the probability for each value to be sampled. In the middle,
there is the truncated normal probability with a mean ; of 7.0
mmol/L, standard deviation ¢ of 0.5 mmol/L, a lower bound of
7—1= 6 mmol/L, and an upper bound of 7+1 = § mmol/L. On
the left is the case depicted that the previous blood glucose
value was below 2.0 mmol/L. While o stays the same (0.5
mmol/L), the lower bound and p are set to the same value (2
mmol/L) while the upper bound is set a bit higher, namely
to 4.0 mmol/L. On the right is the probability of the next
blood glucose value if the previous blood glucose value was
above 25.0 mmol/L. The upper bound of the distribution is
set to equal its mean (25 mmol/L) while the lower bound is
decreased to 23.0 mmol/L.

carbohydrate consumption has on the BG level, the mean (ys+1)
used for generating the normal distribution to determine the BG
value at time t+1 is adapted according to the following formula:

n
pes1 = BGt + (D (COB(y41); — COB(y);) - CBGR)  (4)
i=1

where COB(t) are the carbohydrates on board at time t (see Appen-
dix B.1) and CBGR ( Carbohydrate Blood Glucose Raise), represents
how much the blood glucose is raised by one gram of carbohydrates
consumed. This value is individually different and was asked during
the demographic questionnaire in Appendix A.1. Additionally, we
increase the upper bound of our truncated normal distribution by
0.25 mmol/L to allow for a more rapid blood glucose raise.

State 3 — Insulin Injection. The third state the algorithm can be
in is if the user injected insulin without consuming carbohydrates,
only lowering the Bg levels. The following formula is used to ac-
count for the decrease in blood glucose:

n
pest = BGr = (Y (IA(rayi = TA(p);) - ISF) 6)
i=1

where IA(t) represents the remaining insulin in the body at time t
(see Section B.2) and ISF is the insulin sensitivity factor that repre-
sents how much the BG falls after injecting one unit of insulin. ISF
was individually different for each participant and was determined
in the demographic questionnaire (see Appendix A.1) Also, the
lower bound of the truncated normal distribution is decreased by
0.25 mmol/L, to allow for a faster fall of BG levels.

State 4 — Insulin and Carbohydrates. To address if there is insulin
and carbohydrates actively absorbed in the body, we chose to com-
bine the above two approaches leading to a proportional increase
or decrease of the BG depending on the effect of the amount of
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carbohydrates and amount of insulin being absorbed.

n
ies1 =BGy + () (COB(141); = COB(y);) - CBGR)

i=1

n
- (Z(IA(HI)i —IA(y);) - ISF)

i=1

(6)

The lower and upper bounds are both raised by 0.25 mmol/L to
account for the increased uncertainty usually associated with car-
bohydrate consumption and insulin administration.
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