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Abstract

Telemedicine is viewed as a crucial tool for addressing the challenges of limited medical resources at
healthcare facilities. However, its adoption in healthcare is not entirely realised due to perceived
barriers. This systematic review outlines the critical facilitators and barriers that influence the
implementation of telemedicine in the Indian healthcare system, observed at the infrastructural,
socio-cultural, regulatory and financial levels, from the perspectives of healthcare providers, patients,
patient caregivers, society, health organisations and the government. This review complies with the
current PRISMA-P protocol. 1200 peer-reviewed studies published from December 2016 to December
2021 in the PubMed, Cochrane, Scopus, Web of Science, CINAHL, MEDLINE and PsycInfo databases
were considered for the title and abstract screening, after which 157 articles were chosen for the full-
text review. In the end, 26 studies were selected for data synthesis. Data privacy and security
concerns, doctor and patient resistance to information and communications technology (ICT), poor
infrastructure, and lack of ICT training were considered significant barriers to implementing
telemedicine. However, reduced healthcare delivery costs, improved patient access to healthcare in
remote areas, and reduced patient waiting times all helped promote telemedicine implementation.
The review outcomes also revealed that the barriers and facilitators at the regulatory and financial
level largely influenced the adoption of telemedicine systems in India, with 59% (n=20) articles citing
a reduction in healthcare delivery costs as the critical facilitator and 59% citing fear of violation of
patient privacy and security as the significant barrier.
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1. Introduction

Today, one of India's most challenging problems is delivering affordable healthcare to its population
1. In 2019, around 66% of the Indian population lived in rural areas >3, and there was a severe lack of
17,459 specialists, 3,184 radiographers, 1,484 doctors, 6,412 nursing staff, 6,743 auxiliary nurse
midwives, and 12,065 lab technicians in the rural public health system %. However, reforming the
Indian healthcare system is challenging due to considerable inequities in medical resource distribution
across rural and urban parts of India. There are no simple solutions to India's healthcare problems;
nevertheless, harnessing India's developments in information and communications technology (ICT)
in healthcare delivery through telemedicine presents one potential approach towards reducing these
healthcare delivery and quality disparities.

WHO has defined telemedicine as "the delivery of health care services, where distance is a critical
factor, by all health care professionals using information and communication technologies for the
exchange of valid information for diagnosis, treatment and prevention of disease and injuries,
research and evaluation, and for the continuing education of health care providers, all in the interests
of advancing the health of individuals and their communities" °. Telemedicine-based consultation has
been shown to diagnose and treat diseases at lower healthcare delivery costs °.

In 2000, the Indian government adopted telemedicine for healthcare delivery. Kerala, Maharashtra,
Punjab, and Tamil Nadu launched a telemedicine project in early 2000 to enhance rural healthcare
access by connecting multispecialty hospitals to the Department of Information Technology (DIT). DIT
connects several medical research centres and tertiary care hospitals, including AlIMS Delhi, SGPGIMS,
and PGIMER Chandigarh 7. In 2001, The Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO) connected Apollo
Hospitals in Chennai and Chittoor to deliver telemedicine, and currently, 205 rural hospitals, 245
hospitals, and 40 super-specialty hospitals are part of ISRO's telemedicine network. In recent years,
the Indian government has initiated several new telemedicine projects, such as the National Cancer
Network (ONCONET), the National Rural Telemedicine Network, the telemedicine initiative in North
East India by the North Eastern Space Applications Centre, and the Integrated Disease Surveillance
Project 8. Additionally, some private hospitals, such as Apollo Hospitals, Amrita Institute of Medical
Sciences, Asia Heart Foundation, Aravind Eye Care, Escorts Heart Institute, and Narayana Hrudayalaya,
have also reported using telemedicine for healthcare °. Further, in response to the COVID-19
pandemic, the Indian Ministry of Health and Family Welfare issued guidelines on March 25, 2020,
allowing a registered medical practitioner (RMP) to practise telemedicine and defined the functions
of RMPs, healthcare providers, and technological platforms to ensure the continued delivery of

healthcare services to the public 191,

With regard to the literature associated with the practice of telemedicine in India, after the onset of
COVID-19, the literature primarily comprised narrative articles about the telemedicine framework and
the challenges in its implementation (Agarwal and Biswas '%; Dash, Aarthy 13; Garg, Gangadharan
4. Dinakaran, Manjunatha %°). A few studies also focused on the scope of the telemedicine
framework for patient care in specific clinical specialties, such as neurology (Appireddy, Bendahan 1),
abortion (Chandrasekaran, Chandrashekar ’), dentistry (Deshpande, Patil ), child and adolescent
healthcare (Galagali, Ghosh °), sleep medicine (Gupta, Kumar 2°), ophthalmology (Jayadev,
Mahendradas ?; Sharma, Jain 2?), dermatology (Pasquali, Sonthalia %3), psychiatry (Dinakaran,
Basavarajappa 2°; Vadlamani, Sharma 2°), psychiatric rehabilitation (Jayarajan, Sivakumar '), diabetes
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(Pradeepa, Rajalakshmi 28), and ICU Services (Ramakrishnan, Tirupakuzhi Vijayaraghavan 2°) among
others.

Additionally, some reviews have also reported the benefits and barriers to telemedicine
implementation in India. Sharma and Prashar 3° summarised the merits and challenges of
implementing eHealth systems in India pertaining to healthcare administration, finance, and
healthcare delivery from multiple perspectives through a narrative literature review. Verma,
Krishnan 3! systematically reviewed the literature on telemedicine systems in India and elaborated
on the pitfalls and barriers that limit its utility among the general public and healthcare providers.
Chandwani and Dwivedi 32 presented their viewpoints on the scope of telemedicine systems and
the observed barriers at the policy, socio-cultural, and resources level that impacts its diffusion.
However, none of these reviews discussed the barriers and facilitators to various modes of
telemedicine that are observed at different healthcare delivery tiers and from multiple perspectives
in the Indian healthcare system.

Most of the studies discussed here, and the others in the telemedicine literature, only reported the
barriers and facilitators to a particular mode of telemedicine with regard to a specific clinic specialty
in a single centre and corresponded to a homogeneous target population. Besides, the studies also
did not analyse the perceptions of all stakeholders regarding the barriers and facilitators, which might
have omitted certain factors that could have a significant impact on the adoption and acceptance of
telemedicine, as the perceptions and preferences of all the stakeholders must be incorporated to
implement effective telemedicine systems. Therefore, to the best of our knowledge, no published
systematic review provides a comprehensive summary of the barriers and facilitators to various
modes of telemedicine in the Indian healthcare system from multiple stakeholder perspectives. Thus,
this review bridges this vital gap and contributes to the literature through a systematic review of the
infrastructural, socio-cultural, regulatory and financial facilitators and barriers to various modes of
telemedicine systems from multiple stakeholder perspectives and settings in the Indian context.

2. Methods

2.1 Protocol Registration

This review protocol is registered with PROSPERO International prospective register of systematic
reviews (CRD42022306271) 3.

2.2 Review Framework

A rapid systematic review was conducted with the PICO (Population, Intervention, Comparison and
Outcomes) framework 3* to assess the recent facilitators and barriers influencing the implementation
of telemedicine systems in India.

Nature of Population

Studies in which the participants undertook monitoring/screening/diagnostic tests/treatment in
telemedicine-based intervention in India's primary, secondary, and tertiary healthcare systems were
included. The viewpoints of telemedicine providers or experts in Indian medical centres or hospitals
were also included in the review.

Type of Intervention
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All studies that considered the provision of healthcare via telemedicine, regardless of any specific
intervention or clinical specialty, were included.

Comparator System

The obstructors and facilitators for the adoption of the telemedicine framework within the traditional
healthcare system in India were analysed.

Review Outcomes

The review's primary outcomes are the recent facilitators and barriers to adopting telemedicine
systems in India from the perspectives of healthcare providers, patients, patient caregivers, society,
health organisations and government. In this review's context, the factors that helped the relevant
stakeholders (e.g., patients or providers) to adopt telemedicine systems are referred to as facilitators,
and the factors that obstructed stakeholders from adopting telemedicine are referred to as barriers.

The authors aim to address the following research questions (RQ) through this systematic review:

RQ1: What are the critical infrastructure, socio-cultural, regulatory and financial facilitators,
and barriers to implementing telemedicine in Indian healthcare facilities?

RQ2: What are the significant facilitators and barriers to different modes of telemedicine
consultation in primary, secondary, and tertiary healthcare sectors from multiple stakeholder
perspectives?

2.3 Search Strategy

Seven digital databases — PubMed, Cochrane, Scopus, Web of Science, CINAHL, MEDLINE and PsycInfo
were selected for retrieving studies using six groups of keywords and all their relevant words
comprising MeSH (Medical Subject Headings) and title and text keywords. Different combinations of
keyword groups were assessed, and the best combination that retrieved the maximum number of
relevant studies from the databases was selected for further review. Additionally, the following
restrictions were also included to refine search outcomes from the databases,

Articles in English; Articles published during the review period (2016 December to 2021 December);
Peer-reviewed articles; Articles with full-text availability; Articles dealing with human population;
Search with different variations of the keywords

All the restrictions were not added at once; only those relevant to a specific database were included
in the search query. The literature search of chosen databases was conducted between December
2021 and February 2022, and 1726 articles published during the review period were selected.
Furthermore, references from all selected studies were also screened to gather additional publications
that the search query may have missed.

The keyword groups, database search queries, and search results from the databases for the review
period have been included in the supplementary filel.

2.4 Study Screening

The initial search yielded 1726 articles in total. Following de-duplication, 526 duplicate articles were
removed, and 1200 studies remained for further review. One author (AV) reviewed the titles and
abstracts of the publications for inclusion. Following the title and abstract screening, 1043 articles
were excluded owing to irrelevance to this review, leaving 157 for the next step. In the second
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screening step, two authors (AV and NF) examined these articles' titles, abstracts, and contents to
determine their relevance to the research question, narrowing the results to 59.

2.5 Study Eligibility Criteria

The inclusion and exclusion criteria were then applied to the remaining 59 articles. The selection
procedure is illustrated as a PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-

t35

Analyses) flowchart > in Figure 1.

Inclusion Criteria
Articles with the following attributes were included in the review:

1. Peer-reviewed articles in English with a full text published between December 2016 to December
2021.

2. Articles with telemedicine intervention dealing with patient health in any clinical specialty in India
36,37

3. Reviews and narrative articles including opinions of healthcare providers/patients/health experts

in a medical centre/hospital in India 2232,

Exclusion Criteria
The following types of articles were excluded:

1. Articles not directly associated with patient health but with staff training, health education, medical
administration, medical records, digital health, health information systems, and telemedicine

framework 38.

2. Articles with telemedicine interventions not concerning patient healthcare services such as
monitoring/screening/diagnostic tests/treatment but only dealing with communication among staff
and service delivery. However, if the articles focussed on telemedicine interventions for patient
healthcare along with some of the excluded areas in (a) and (b), then those articles were considered
for full-text screening .

3. Articles about barriers or facilitators for telemedicine systems not based in India %°.

4. If research outcomes of articles did not address barriers or facilitators to adopting telemedicine
systems 41,

Two authors (AV and NF) independently analysed the full text of 59 articles obtained after the second
screening process. Any unresolved differences of opinion between the authors regarding the selection
were resolved through discussions in meetings until a consensus was reached. In the end, 26 articles
were finalised for data synthesis. Additionally, 8 more articles were also included for review from the
search of references of all the selected studies.
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Figure 1: Article selection procedure flowchart.

The 131 rejected studies and their exclusion criteria are outlined in Supplementary File 2.

3. Results

The selected articles were summarised by outlining the study participants, study perspective,
healthcare system tier, clinical specialty, mode of delivery of telemedicine intervention, and the
facilitators and barriers to implementation, which have been included in the supplementary filel.

3.1 Study perspectives and survey population demographics

Out of the 34 selected studies, six outlined the barriers and facilitators from doctors' views, and one
outlined the perspectives of health workers and other technical staff. Likewise, six studies outlined
the perspectives of patients, and two studies dealt with the viewpoints of patients and their
caregivers. Furthermore, seven studies narrated the most observed barriers and facilitators, which
were considered the viewpoints of the society in this review. The remaining twelve articles
summarised the barriers and facilitators from multiple perspectives, which included healthcare
providers, patients, patient caregivers, society, health organisations and government. The
interventions in the selected studies were implemented in several North Indian, South Indian, and
West Indian states. Most of the studies were conducted in North Indian states and Karnataka, and
none of the telemedicine interventions are from the Eastern states of India.

A total of 18 studies interpreted the barriers and facilitators for telemedicine interventions through
primary data gathered from the surveys of healthcare providers and patients. Among these, six studies
collected data exclusively from physicians, healthcare providers, and other technical staff. Likewise,

6
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eight studies utilised data collected through surveys of patients and their caregivers only, and the
remaining four articles collected data from a mixed group of respondents.

From Table |, it can be observed that most study participants were male and aged between 18 and 67
years. Most patients belonged to the lower or middle socioeconomic class (modified Kuppuswamy's
class %), with approximately 60% from rural regions. Patient caregivers were primarily females
belonging to the age group of 26 to 52 years. Likewise, the data collected from doctors, other
healthcare providers, and technical staff in the articles showed that the doctors aged between 34 to
45 years with an experience of 8 to 12 years. Resident doctors below 30 years of age had an experience
of fewer than five years. Similarly, other healthcare providers and technical staff were aged 25 to 56
years with an experience of 3 to 7 years. Doctors, healthcare providers, and technical staff practised

various clinical specialties in different clinical settings.

Table I: Study perspectives and population demographics in the selected articles.

S. No. Study Perspective & Population Demographics Count References
1 Doctors
Age 34 - 45 years; below 30 years
Designation / Private and government hospital doctors, Residents,
Specialty Psychiatrists, Neurologists, and General physicians 430
6 §
Experience 8 to 12 years; less than 5 years (residents)
North India (Haryana, Himachal Pradesh, Jammu &
Geography Kashmir, National Capital Territory of Delhi, Punjab,
Uttar Pradesh), South India
2 Healthcare providers and technical staff
ASHA workers, nodal officers for administrative
. management and approvals, laboratory technicians,
Occupation X . 1 49
chemists, inventory managers, data entry operators,
and ambulance operators
Geography North India (Rajasthan)
3 Patients
Age 18 - 50 years; 1 month - 18 years®
Gender Average of 68.09% (SD=13.4) male patients
Educational 31% postgraduates, 39% graduates, 16%
qualifications™ | undergraduates, Formal education
English 6 37,50-54
language Intermediate English proficiency”
proficiency
Socio-Economic . . . .
70% in the middle or lower socioeconomic class
Class®
Urban-Rural
. 61% from rural areas
Classification
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Geography

North India, South India (Karnataka - Bengaluru,
Manipal), West India (Maharashtra)

Patients and their caregivers

Patient's Age 42 - 68 years
Caregiver’s Age | 26 - 52 years
2 19,55
72% of patients were male, and 62% of caregivers
Gender
were female
Geography South India (Karnataka - Bengaluru, Manipal)
society 7 27,29,31,56-59
Mixed perspectives (healthcare providers, patients, patient
caregivers, society, health organisations and government)
Healthcare providers
Age 25-56 years
Gender 58% of the healthcare providers were female
Physiotherapists, respiratory care therapists,
pulmonary care physicians, rehab nurses, specialty
nurses, Rheumatology consultants, Rheumatology
fellows, Dentists, Ophthalmologists, super-specialists’,
. resident doctors, general surgeons, general
Occupation - - . .
physicians, telemedicine coordinators, medical
officers, district or city medical officers, district
executive health officer, health visitors, senior 11,16,22,26,30,36,60-
treatment supervisors, counsellors, pharmacists, data 12 o
managers, support staff
Experience 3 -7 years
Patients
Age 18 - 67 years
Gender 58% of the patients were male
Educational Undergraduates, and an average of 37.8% (SD=5.37)

qualifications™

patients without formal education

Socio-Economic
Class®

90% of the patients in the lower class

Geography

North India (Uttar Pradesh - Lucknow), South India
(Karnataka, Puducherry, Tamil Nadu (Chennai,
Vellore)), West India (Maharashtra - Mumbai)

“Formal education refers to schooling above 8" grade; Undergraduates are pursuing or have not completed their
undergraduate degree; Graduates are possessors of undergraduate degrees; Postgraduates are possessors of a
postgraduate degree.
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#Participants can understand English and provide opinions and brief explanations of topics. They can also write
simple, connected text on familiar topics.

"As per Modified Kuppuswamy socio-economic status 2019 scale %2,

'Specialist doctors working in a particularly narrow clinical sub-specialty.

3.2 Clinical specialty and healthcare sector

Out of 34 articles, seventeen focused on primary healthcare, ten on secondary and seven on tertiary
care, as indicated in Table Il. The clinical specialties observed in the articles included teleneurology
(n=1), telemedicine for stroke management (n=1), telerehabilitation (including stroke rehabilitation)
(n=3), teledentistry (n=1), teleurology (n=1), telepsychiatry (including geriatric psychiatry) (n=4),
dementia care (n=1), telerheumatology (n=1), tuberculosis care (n=2), tele-ICU (n=1),
teleophthalmology (n=2), telepaediatrics (including paediatric HIV care, child and adolescent
healthcare) (n=3), telehepatology (n=1), and surgical endocrinology (n=1). One article focussed on
triaging using telemedicine. The other ten articles did not emphasise any clinical speciality and
outlined the barriers and facilitators to all telemedicine interventions.

3.3 Mode of delivery of telemedicine interventions

The Indian telemedicine framework permits the exchange of medical information for telemedicine
consultations via multiple real-time and asynchronous communication media and channels, such as
text communication (e.g., SMS, email), audio, and video. This includes messaging applications,
websites set up expressly for telemedicine care, phone calls, video on chat platforms, email, and fax
10_1n this review, the modes of telemedicine delivery in the articles were categorised into Tele/Video
and mHealth, as shown in Table IIl. Mobile health (m-Health) refers to the use of mobile phones for
healthcare delivery and is further categorised into mobile teleconsultation and non-smartphone-
based technology in this review. Similarly, Tele/Video is further classified into video teleconferencing
and teleconsultation modes.

The definition adopted for classifying the selected articles to these delivery modes is elucidated as
follows:

e Teleconsultation: A broad term representing one-on-one audio/video communication
between primary physicians/medical specialists and patients through an ICT medium,
introduced to account for studies where the delivery medium is not clearly specified.

e Video teleconferencing: Video communication between multiple stakeholders such as super-
specialists, primary physicians, resident doctors, patients, patient caregivers and technical
coordinators (at the hospital site).

e Mobile teleconsultation: Use of mobile phones for communication between healthcare
providers and patients via video calls, voice calls, messages, video and audio instructions for
patients, real-time sharing of medical data like photographs and prescriptions, and
smartphone applications for delivery of healthcare.

e Non-smartphone-based technology: Use of cell phones with no internet connectivity for
communication between healthcare providers and patients to deliver healthcare services via
voice calls and messages.

A total of 22 articles disclosed their mode of telemedicine intervention, among which five articles
focussed on video teleconferencing. A large proportion of articles (n=10), categorised as 'mHealth’,
highlighted the use of mobile phones for teleconsultation, among which nine articles utilised
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smartphones (two studies operated their unique mobile applications 2%37), and one study used non-
smartphone-based technology in their telemedicine interventions. Seven studies that employed
audio/video communication between providers and patients but did not disclose the delivery medium
were categorised into 'teleconsultation' in this review. Furthermore, a total of ten narrative articles
did not provide details regarding the mode of telemedicine intervention, and the remaining two
studies dealt with barriers and facilitators for e-health systems in their narration.

Table II: Clinical Specialties and healthcare sectors addressed in the selected studies.

Healthcare L. . Number of
Clinical Speciality . References
Sector articles
Dementia care 1 a4
Telepsychiatry 4 26,51,56,61
Primary Telemedicine 10 30,31,43,46-50,57,58
Tuberculosis care 1 2
Triaging 1 65
Teleneurology 1 16
Telerehabilitation 1 36
Telepaediatrics 3 11,19,54
Telemedicine for stroke a5
Secondary 1
management
Teledentistry 1 60
Teleophthalmology 2 22,59
Tuberculosis care 1 63
Teleurology 1 37
Telerehabilitation 2 27,55
Telerheumatology 1 62
Tertiary
Tele-ICU 1 2
Telehepatology 1 53
Surgical endocrinology | 1 64

Table lll: Modes of telemedicine delivery in the review articles.

Mode of Delivery | Type Count References
Teleconsultation 7 27,44,47,50,56,60,61
Tele/Video
Video teleconferencing 5 16,19,26,54,64
mHealth Mobile teleconsultation 9 22,36,37,45,52,53,55,62,65

10
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Non-smartphone-based o3
1
technology

3.4 Facilitators and barriers for telemedicine interventions

Among the 34 selected articles, 59% reported a reduction in healthcare delivery costs as one of the
significant facilitators of telemedicine systems in India. Likewise, nearly 50% of the articles preferred
telemedicine for follow-up consultations and highlighted telemedicine's role in enhancing access to
medical services in remote areas. Around 40% of the selected articles emphasised the importance of
teleconsultations in saving time and reducing the frequency of hospital visits. Furthermore, 35% of
the studies reported that telemedicine reduced the commute to hospitals for consultations, and 30%
of the articles reported ease of consultation using telemedicine systems as one of its facilitators.

Likewise, 59% of the articles identified the fear of violating privacy and the security of patients' medical
information as the most significant barrier to adopting telemedicine systems at healthcare facilities in
India. Patients' preconceived doubts regarding the quality and efficacy of virtual consultation and their
suitability as an alternate mode of healthcare delivery were the other barriers identified by 56% of the
articles. Similarly, 47% of the articles reported ambiguities concerning the regulations in the Indian
telemedicine framework and legal liabilities and lower technology literacy in rural and remote areas
as crucial factors for poor adoption of telemedicine systems. Unavailability of technological resources
and inadequate internet connectivity were also identified as barriers to the implementation of
telemedicine systems by about 40% and 32% of the articles, respectively. Similarly, the lack of
dedicated and trained workforces for telemedicine interventions and the requirement of physical
assessments over virtual consultations in certain medical specialties were highlighted as barriers to
telemedicine systems in 29% of the articles.

Furthermore, although 59% of the articles identified reduction in treatment costs as one of the
significant facilitators of telemedicine systems, 35% of the studies reported that telemedicine systems
were a financial burden to healthcare providers and patients. Therefore, the barriers and facilitators
were categorised and analysed further by study perspective, health system tier, and mode of
telemedicine delivery to understand the impact of various factors on the adoption of telemedicine in
the Indian healthcare system.

A list of barriers and facilitators categorised by the articles in which they are mentioned is included in
the supplementary filel.

4. Discussion - Categorisation of barriers and facilitators

The contents of the included articles were analysed to identify the significant factors that influence
the implementation of telemedicine systems, and the facilitators and barriers were grouped into three
categories of factors: (a) infrastructural factors, (b) socio-cultural factors, and (c) regulatory and
financial factors.

In this review's context, the factors that persuade policymakers and healthcare organisations to accept
telemedicine as an effective approach to patient treatment and consequently finance telemedicine
are the regulatory and financial factors. The factors influencing healthcare staff and patients to
embrace the concept and technological skills necessary to access telemedicine are categorised as
socio-cultural and infrastructural factors.

11


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.04.23.23288980
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.04.23.23288980; this version posted April 24, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

4.1 Infrastructural factors

The core infrastructure for telemedicine encompasses both technological and human resources. The
function of technology resources in a telemedicine system is to act as an effective communication
medium for human stakeholders to facilitate the transfer of medical information 4. The availability of
infrastructure, professional knowledge, and training all impact the implementation of telemedicine in
India. All the infrastructural barriers and facilitators are reported from the perspectives of doctors,
health workers, technical staff, patients, and their caregivers.

Barriers

The unavailability of reliable internet connectivity and hardware infrastructure was reported as a
critical barrier to telemedicine adoption in primary healthcare systems and all modes of real-time

del ivery 26,30,31,47,49,50,52,58,61,65

. The concerns with internet quality (e.g., slow speeds, poor
connectivity, and high costs) have been highlighted in the literature as a continuing challenge for the
operation of telemedicine systems. Most telemedicine applications require a reliable internet
connection for real-time teleconsultations. Due to the unavailability of high-speed internet
connectivity in rural and remote locations, the likelihood of utilising telemedicine-based consultations
was lower 2°. Also, many state-of-the-art telemedicine equipments become obsolete as telemedicine
advances, and the stakeholders cannot afford to replace the outdated technologies 2. The failure of
the telemedicine network in Madhya Pradesh illustrates how ISRO-sponsored telemedicine
equipment became obsolete and non-functional over time. The telemedicine network in the state
collapsed as the government could not repair or replace the equipment due to the high cost of

infrastructure ©°.

Additionally, we also identified the lack of training and awareness regarding the usage of telemedicine
and the associated equipment among patients and providers as a significant barrier to the adoption
of telemedicine systems in primary and secondary healthcare 26:30:31,36,:44,45,49,56,58,61,65 This may
probably be due to the limited dissemination of information regarding telemedicine through
workshops, conferences, seminars, and other platforms. A study °° reported that this lack of technical
awareness of telemedicine negatively impacts the patient's willingness to adopt telemedicine. Few
studies also reported that the patients expressed concern regarding the dearth of availability and

expertise in telemedicine interventions 36:°8,

Facilitators

The inherent benefits of employing telemedicine may be realised if the process is convenient for the

practitioners and patients. Accordingly, studies 1644305262

reported the factors related to
convenience in consultation as the critical facilitators at this level in all three healthcare tiers. One of
the significant facilitators of telemedicine systems is their ability to save time for healthcare providers
and patients. Online consultation is also reported to increase convenience by minimising patient
waiting time at specialist consultations and outpatient units. Telemedicine also reduces the travel
burden on patients and their families by reducing the number of in-person visits and the associated

costs.

Studies with video teleconferencing and mobile consultation interventions stated that telemedicine

11,19,22,59,60,63 29,37,53,64

saves time, travel, and effort 22:27:31:53,55,58,64 iy secondary and tertiary care and

reduces the hospital visits where an in-person consultation is not warranted.
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4.2 Socio-cultural factors

The socio-cultural factors relate to the prevailing conventions that influence health-seeking behaviour
in a population. This research highlights various social and cultural factors that may impact
telemedicine adoption in India. All the barriers and facilitators at the socio-cultural level are reported
from the perspectives of doctors, health workers, technical staff, patients, and their caregivers.

Barriers

Patients' preconceived doubts regarding the quality and efficacy of the virtual consultations provided
by telemedicine and their suitability as an alternate mode of healthcare delivery were identified as
one of the most critical barriers at the socio-cultural level 22-31,36,47,56,58,63 Thjs was a significant barrier
to the adoption of telemedicine in secondary care 16:22364554596063  Aq reported in 224>°%, it
appeared to be challenging for patients to accept that telemedicine can adequately replace in-person
examinations. Patients preferred in-person consultations for various reasons, such as their conviction
that the physical presence of a healthcare practitioner would lead to a better interpretation of body
ailments or because they lacked confidence in performing a self-exam and reporting it as per the

doctors' recommendations or simply because it was their preference.

Even some healthcare providers thought that patient consultation and therapy should involve a
physical examination and in-depth observation rather than remote consultation via telemedicine
11,46,57,58 This attitude towards telemedicine represents a potential barrier to further advancements
36,37,52,53,56,64 Healthcare providers acknowledged the technical ease of virtual consultations but
expressed doubts about the quality of virtual examinations since the patients may not be
technologically competent. The practitioners were also concerned that the patients' temporary
eyesight and hearing impairment might lead to erroneous virtual tests and improper compliance with
instructions 44,

Another significant barrier at this level was the lack of ICT literacy and knowledge of its application in
healthcare, particularly in primary healthcare. According to some doctors, this poor technological

literacy creates resistance to adopting change 43>8

and poses a critical barrier to the acceptance and
development of telemedicine. Meanwhile, some studies identified resistance to telemedicine
implementation by doctors and patients as a cultural barrier 1%1930:31,36:4449,58 The end-user
resistance to telemedicine could at least partially be attributed to their lack of technology-related
knowledge, expertise, and experience, which can also affect their perceptions and willingness to adopt
telemedicine. They will be less likely to accept the technology if they cannot comprehend its potential

benefits.

The usage of telemedicine was also shown to be influenced by language distinctions and cultural
factors. Practitioners reported that due to the diversity of languages and cultural traits in India, virtual

assessment, in general, may become more complex and predisposed to erroneous judgments 463,

Age was also another socio-cultural factor. Some studies have reported that elderly patients are wary
of new technologies and are uncomfortable dealing with computers and other contemporary

technologies 1626,

Facilitators

Many articles with video teleconferencing and mobile consultation interventions reported

telemedicine as safe, acceptable, and effective for consultations in tertiary care 26:27:37,51,52,54,55,62,64
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despite preconceived doubts about the efficacy of telemedicine consultations. Another important

facilitator reported at this level is that telemedicine consultations helped reduce the caregiver burden
30,36,56

The review findings also suggested that stakeholders' families, neighbours, and peers influence the
intention to adopt telemedicine. A study ®3 found that social influence, through widespread adoption
and use of a telemedicine intervention (99DOTS) by colleagues and supervisors, boosted
communication among healthcare practitioners and improved their acceptance of the intervention.

4.3 Regulatory and financial factors

The regulatory level entails the protocols, procedures and functions that enable a telemedicine system
to deliver high-quality healthcare services to the community efficiently. This review reports the
regulatory and financial barriers and facilitators from all perspectives.

Barriers

Data privacy and security risks associated with telemedicine are the most widely reported barriers and
are reported as significant barriers to the delivery of primary and secondary care
26,30,31,43,46,48,51,52,56,58,61 iy 3| modes of real-time delivery. The adoption of telemedicine in India was
reported to be impacted by the security, safety, and confidentiality of patient data
11,30,31,43,46,48,51,52,55-58 | telemedicine systems, some patients expressed unwillingness to have their
pictures and videos taken due to discomfort with having their images taken, or reluctance to share
them with other healthcare providers or worry that their information might be misplaced, stolen, or
leaked on social media, or viewed by unauthorised individuals ®2. Most studies also indicate that
doctors are still unsure whether telemedicine is a secure method to communicate sensitive patient
data and records and are concerned that unauthorised parties could access the medical data.
Additionally, doctors also fear legal issues from the unintentional sharing of patient data. Thus,
another significant barrier reported by the stakeholders is the fear of legal liability from malpractice
due to the lack of detailed information concerning malpractice liability in the telemedicine guidelines
11,29-31,48,57,60,62 The articles dealing with teleconsultations and video teleconferencing interventions
indicate these ambiguities concerning the regulations in the Indian telemedicine framework and the
consequent legal liabilities as critical barriers.

In addition to the regulatory factors, financial factors also play a crucial role in telemedicine adoption.
Every component of the health system, including service delivery, human resources, technology,
products, and regulation, is supported by financing. Consequently, the financial impact of
telemedicine is influenced by various infrastructural, social, cultural, regulatory, and economic factors.
In this review, 35% of the included studies reported that telemedicine systems are perceived to be a
financial burden to healthcare providers and patients from all perspectives 2%30:36:50,57,58,64 The cost
of purchasing and maintaining equipment, training healthcare workers, and paying for recurrent
expenses like internet and electricity bills are cited as barriers to implementing telemedicine services.
It is perceived that providers typically require financial backing from the government or development
partners to make telemedicine operations sustainable, and without adequate support, telemedicine
initiatives may not succeed due to the high costs associated with purchasing, installing, and
maintaining the technology 3%®°. Some socio-cultural and infrastructural barriers like limited
telemedicine awareness among the patients and local healthcare professionals, low ICT literacy, and
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restricted access to infrastructure and technology are reported to be the reasons for the perception

that telemedicine is costly 11:22:26,29,30,36,50,58-61,64

Furthermore, some studies have also reported the lack of business and/or financial models to
integrate telemedicine into the existing healthcare system as a critical barrier to adopting
telemedicine systems at this level 4%°86467 Nevertheless, this study ** reported another interesting
finding from the survey of government and public hospital doctors in North India about doctors' belief
that other risks, such as privacy and security risk, social risk, and technological risk, far outweigh the
financial risk. The respondents in the study indicated that the perception of financial risk would not
prevent their adoption of telemedicine compared to the other risks.

Facilitators

The cost of telemedicine systems is reported as one of the significant facilitators and barriers from all
perspectives. 59% of the articles reported reduction in healthcare costs as one of the significant
facilitators of telemedicine adoption, especially in primary and tertiary healthcare systems, as

telemedicine saves time, travel, and the related costs when an in-person consultation is not warranted
11,16,26,27,30,31,46,49,51-58,61,62,64

Another important facilitator stated by the doctors and patients at this level is the extensive increase
in the accessibility of quality healthcare to patients through telemedicine. This enhanced patient
access to healthcare is reported as another critical facilitator to the adoption of telemedicine in
primary 263143444950,56-58 gnd tertiary healthcare tiers 27292564 delivered through mobile
consultation and video teleconferencing interventions. Access to specialist care is one of the key
facilitators to adopting telemedicine since it enhances patients' access to healthcare specialists
despite a dearth of specialists in some rural and remote regions. The respondents in this study %°
largely agreed that telemedicine would assist in delivering quality healthcare to rural and remote areas
of the country. Telemedicine is perceived to be a helpful mode of healthcare delivery in all three

healthcare tiers, where equitable healthcare services remain a challenge 2%26:29-31,49,57,58,64

Additionally, the safety of the patients and healthcare providers during a pandemic and the
consequent extensive outreach of the hospital due to telemedicine programmes is a facilitating factor
from the viewpoints of healthcare organisations 3.

Grouping the barriers and facilitators into multiple categories can help understand the factors
influencing telemedicine adoption. Table IV presents a synthesis of the key barriers and facilitators,
and Table V categorises barriers and facilitators by study perspective, healthcare tier, and mode of
delivery.

A summary of all barriers and facilitators categorised for the three healthcare sectors and delivery
modes is included in the supplementary filel.

Table IV: Summary of review outcomes.

1. Ease of consultation using telemedicine systems (all healthcare
Infrastructural . tiers)
Key Facilitators
factors 2. Reduced commute to hospitals for consultations (all healthcare
tiers)
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3. Reduction in travel time and effort from telemedicine
appointments (secondary and tertiary tiers)

Lack of reliable internet connectivity and hardware infrastructure

Key Barriers
¥ (primary healthcare, all modes of real-time delivery)

Telemedicine was acceptable and effective for consultations (tertiary
Key Facilitators | pegithcare)

Socio-cultural 1. Patients' lack of trust in the reliability of the virtual assessment

factors (secondary healthcare)
Key Barriers
2. Preconceived doubts regarding the quality and efficacy of virtual

consultations (video teleconferencing and mobile consultations)

1. Reduction in healthcare delivery costs from telemedicine (all
stakeholder perspectives, primary and tertiary tiers, all modes of
Key Facilitators real-time delivery)

Regulatory and 2. Enhanced access to healthcare for patients in remote areas (all
financial healthcare tiers)
factors

1. Telemedicine is reported as a financial burden (all stakeholder

perspectives)
Key Barriers
2. Fear of violation of the privacy and security of the patient's medical

data (primary and secondary tiers)

4.5 Key insights and future research directions

In this review, it could not be established whether certain factors were facilitators or barriers. For
instance, it could be rationalised that patients and doctors who reported telemedicine as acceptable
and effective may still prefer in-person services, in which case acceptability alone may not facilitate
telemedicine adoption. Thus, these factors cannot be considered facilitators or barriers to adoption
until practitioner and patient perspectives on how individual factors impact telemedicine adoption
are researched.

Another significant issue concerning financial factors is that, since most of the included articles are
studies/pragmatic viewpoints of telemedicine barriers and facilitators, the selected studies do not
elaborate on the direct and indirect medical and non-medical costs and benefits of telemedicine
systems in government and private medical institutions. Consequently, there is no clarity as to what
is making telemedicine less affordable or if telemedicine is reducing healthcare costs for patients and
providers. These undisclosed costs and benefits might lead to the perception that telemedicine is
expensive even when it is not. However, economic assessments of telemedicine systems are outside
the scope of this review. Therefore, we could not arrive at a fair characterisation of the conditions
under which the cost of telemedicine is a barrier or facilitator, as the reviewed articles do not provide
a sufficiently detailed delineation of the costs and benefits of incorporating telemedicine into clinical
practice.

Further, some studies in the review outlined their viewpoints on the barriers and facilitators to
telemedicine among healthcare professionals without mentioning an existing telemedicine
intervention in their study settings. Such studies make it difficult to ascertain the experiential or
empirical basis for their viewpoints. Also, most of the studies in this review did not include the opinions

16


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.04.23.23288980
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.04.23.23288980; this version posted April 24, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

of healthcare administrators or clinical managers of telemedicine programs whose responses might
have altered the current review findings.

There are also no established classifications of barriers and facilitators or nomenclatures for modes of
telemedicine delivery. Therefore, it is difficult to organise the results of the selected studies to
prioritise  commonly occurring barriers and facilitators in different telemedicine systems.
Furthermore, the existing research has not answered a lot of essential questions regarding the
telemedicine systems which would impact its adoption, such as whether a combination of in-person
and telemedicine consultations would be most effective for patient care or the type of patient care
services (e.g., preliminary diagnosis, treatment planning, medication review, etc.) that would be
benefited from the implementation of telemedicine systems. Determining the answers to these and
other such unanswered questions could significantly impact the adoption of telemedicine systems by
the stakeholders.

Therefore, future work can focus on conducting studies with a substantial sample of telemedicine
stakeholders to obtain their unbiased, comprehensive opinions about the various facets of real-world
telemedicine systems discussed above.
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Table V: Facilitators and barriers for telemedicine systems observed from different perspectives at various levels, healthcare tiers, and modes of delivery

. Doctors & Healthcare Patients & Patient . Healthcare
Factors Facilitators . . Society L. Government
Providers Caregivers Organisations
Time-saving v (T),(VTC) v'(H),(VTC,MC) v (P,T),(C)
Less commute v(S,T),(VTC) v'(H),(VTC,MC) v'(P,T),(C)
Reduced hospital visits for patients v'(H),(C,VTC,MC) v'(H),(D) v (H),(C)
Ease of consultation for doctors/patients v (H),(C,VTC,MC) v'(H),(C,MC)
Infrastructural
uctu Access to high-speed internet and other v )

technology at the healthcare facilities
Requires only minimal equipment/ User-

- Y auipment/ v(P,S),(MC)
friendly technology
Reduced waiting times for the patient v'(P,S),(C) v(S),(C,VTC)
Lesser chances of contracting hospital-acquired | v(P),(MC) v'(P,S),(C,VTC,MC)
infections
Convenient for differently abled v (S),(VTC) v (P)
Financial risk did not affect the adoption v (P),(C) v (T),(MC)
Technology issues and language barriers did

Socio-Cultural &y ) guag o v (T),(MC)

not affect the adoption of telemedicine
Safe, acceptable, and effective v(S,T),(VTC,MC) v'(H),(VTC,MC) v'(P,T),(C)

Higher patient satisfaction

v(S),(vTC)

Improved patient's mental and physical quality
of life

v/(S,T),(VTC,MC)
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Physicians' habit of providing in-person
consultations does not affect the adoption of
telemedicine

Patients' habit of seeking in-person
consultations does not affect the adoption of
telemedicine

v(P),(C)

Less caregiver burden v (P,S),(C,VTC,MC) v'(P,T),(C)
Reduced stigma in certain clinical specialties v'(P) v'(P),(C)
Reduced healthcare costs v' (H),(C,VTC,MC) v' (H),(C,VTC,MC) v(P,T),(C) v'(P) v'(P)
Reduced possibility of medical data omission v(P)
Enhanced quality of care and effectiveness v(S),(NC) v(S),(VTC) v'(P)
Improved patient-provider relationship v'(S),(NC) v (P)
Improved patient access to quality healthcare
provecp sy v (H)(CVTC,MC) v (HLVTC,MO) v(H) v(P)
in remote areas
Regulatory &
Fi ial Improved patient access to healthcare
nancta proves P v (H),(CVTC,MC) VH(CVTEME) | V(PT),(C)
(especially follow-up)
Simultaneous and easy delivery of information v (PLIO)
and instructions to several caregivers ’
Enhanced safety for patients and healthcare v(P)
providers
Increased reach to hospital v'(P)
. Doctors & Healthcare | Patients & Patient . Healthcare
Factors Barriers . . Society L Government
Providers Caregivers Organisations
Infrastructural | Time-consuming %x(P,S),(MC,NC) x(P,S),(MC)
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Unavailability of technology resources %(P,S),(C,MC) %(P,S),(D) %(P,T),(C,VTC) %(P)
Inadequate internet connectivity x(P,S),(MC) %x(H),(VTC,MC) %x(H),(VTC) x(P)
Technology issues (system installation and
hnology issues (sy %(P,S),(C,MC) %(P,S),(C,VTC) %(P,T),(VTC)
maintenance issues)
Lack of awareness and expertise among health
. P 8 %(P,S),(C,VTC,MC) (5),(MC) x(P)
professionals
Lack of skilled professionals x(P,S),(MC) x(P,S),(C,VTC) x(P,T),(C,VTC) x(P)
Lack of availability and expertise in
VaTaBHIY and =® x(5),(MC) x(P)
telemedicine interventions
Need for physical examination and closer
Py %(P,S),(C,VTC) %(P,S),(CVICMC)  [x(P,T),(C)

observation
Poor health/technology literacy (in remote and

/ By fiteracy { %(P,S),(C,VTC,MC) (H),(VTC,MC) %(H),(C) %(P)
rural areas)
Patient socioeconomic factors x(S)
Demotivated patients %(S),(MC)
Cultural and language barriers %(S),(MC) x(H),(VTC,MC) x(P,T),(C,VTC) x(P)

Socio-Cultural [ "Need for social acceptance of telemedicine %(P),(C) x(P,T),(C,VTC)
Patients' doubts about virtual assessment
. %(S),(MC) %(H),(C,vTC,MC) %(H),(C,vVTC)

quality and acceptance
Healthcare providers' beliefs about efficacy of
telemedicine: e.g., not an adequate substitute %x(P,S),(C,VvTC,MC) x(S,T),(VTC,MC)
for in-person evaluations after the pandemic
Resistance to change %x(P),(MC) %x(P),(MC) x(P) x(P)
Doubts regarding ease of e-consultations x(P),(C)
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Less family support for telemedicine
. Y stpp %(5),(MC)
interventions

Lack of solutions to integrate telemedicine into
existing healthcare system despite x(P,T),(VTC) x(P,T),(C)
overcrowded outpatient services

Patient 'no shows' x(T),(VTC)
Financial burden x(P,S),(C,VvTC,MC) x(P,S),(C,VTC,MC) x(H),(C,VTC) x(P) x(P)
Regulatory & Fear of violation of data privacy and security x(P,S),(MC) x(H),(C,vTC,MC) x(H),(C)
Financial Practitioner credibility and licensing issues x(P)
Legal liability for healthcare providers x(P,S) x(P),(C)

Lack of external reward (government initiatives
x(S),(C,MC)
and schemes)

(x) - healthcare tier(s)

(x),(y) — (healthcare tiers),(modes of delivery)

P-Primary, S-Secondary, T-Tertiary, H-All three healthcare tiers

C- Teleconsultation, VTC-Video Teleconferencing, MC-Mobile Teleconsultation, NC- Non-smartphone-based Technology, D-All four delivery modes
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5. Limitations

Although this review contributes to the current literature by emphasising recent facilitators and
barriers for telemedicine systems in India from different perspectives and contexts, it has limitations.
This review is predisposed to bias due to the limited number of relevant published studies and has
restrictions arising from the chosen studies' heterogeneity. The various types of publications
considered in this review, such as expert opinions and narrative reviews that primarily provide
descriptive data or viewpoints lack established methodologies for assessing bias. Thus, we selected
the articles after verifying that a reference or clear rationale supported the results. Since human
evaluations may have induced bias when publications were evaluated for selection criteria, we
addressed this selection bias objectively by having two reviewers (AV and NF) independently analyse
each publication, followed by consensus meetings to ensure that only articles with relevant attributes
were included.

Another potential drawback of this review is that the COVID-19-related psychosocial problems may
have influenced the opinions in studies published during the COVID-19 lockdown. However, since we
conducted an article search from 2016, 20% (n=7) of the selected studies were based on telemedicine
interventions implemented before COVID-19.

Furthermore, since we obtained heterogeneous qualitative outcomes from the studies, we could not
conduct a meta-analysis, and the rationales behind the reported barriers and facilitators could not be
compared. We performed only a descriptive and interpretative analysis of the data. Thus, further
research can be carried out to quantitatively substantiate the outcomes of this review by analysing
the facilitators and barriers through data collection and surveys of the stakeholders' experiences in
telemedicine in hospital settings.

6. Conclusion

Telemedicine can potentially have a significant and long-term impact on India's healthcare systems.
Despite the ostensible benefits of telemedicine applications (e.g., reduced healthcare expenditures
and improved patient accessibility), telemedicine remains underdeveloped. Because it is widely
acknowledged that telemedicine-based programmes have enormous potential to enhance existing
healthcare settings in developing countries, this study aims to fill a vital literature gap by identifying
and categorising barriers to telemedicine that must be resolved to ensure successful implementation
by utilising the broad range of recognised facilitators. Patients and their caretakers, RMPs, nurses, and
healthcare and technology providers are the major stakeholders of this system, and their awareness
and perceptions of telemedicine might be the key to adopting telemedicine as a fundamental
healthcare option. This review will help inform telemedicine stakeholders and will assist relevant
policymakers, regulators, and other researchers in identifying gaps in the Indian research and policy
landscape around telemedicine that need to be addressed as part of evolving an effective framework
for the successful implementation and evaluation of telemedicine systems in the Indian context. These
review outcomes may also apply to other developing countries with healthcare delivery landscapes
similar to India.
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