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Abstract 

Background: Digital health technologies present significant opportunities to enhance neurorehabilitation 

services by improving accessibility, personalizing interventions, and optimizing resource allocation. 

However, despite substantial research demonstrating their efficacy, adoption into routine clinical practice 

remains suboptimal. 

Objective: To critically synthesize existing evidence regarding factors influencing adoption and 

implementation of digital and technology-based interventions in neurorehabilitation practice. 

Methods: A narrative review was conducted, synthesizing evidence from 71 peer-reviewed studies 

published primarily between 2017 and 2026, identified through searches of PubMed, Scopus, Web of 

Science, and specialized rehabilitation databases. Evidence was organized thematically across multiple 

levels of influence: individual, organizational, and system-level factors. Implementation science 

frameworks including TAM, UTAUT, CFIR, and NASSS were used to structure the synthesis. 

Results: Major barriers include clinician-related factors (technology anxiety, limited training, workflow 

disruption), patient-related factors (digital literacy gaps, cognitive impairment, accessibility challenges), 

organizational barriers (infrastructure deficits, insufficient financial resources, leadership gaps), 

technology-related challenges (usability issues, poor interoperability), and policy obstacles 

(reimbursement uncertainty, regulatory ambiguity). Key facilitators encompass co-design and stakeholder 

engagement, adequate training, perceived utility, organizational readiness, user-friendly design, hybrid 

care models, and clear reimbursement pathways. Implementation science frameworks provide valuable 

structure for understanding adoption. 

Conclusions: Successful adoption requires systems-level approaches addressing concurrent barriers 

across individual, organizational, and policy domains. Future research must prioritize longitudinal 

implementation studies  and equity-focused investigation in low-resource settings. 

 

Keywords: Digital health technology; Neurorehabilitation; Technology adoption; Implementation 

barriers; Implementation science; Telerehabilitation; Technology acceptance; Clinical translation 

 

 

http://www.ijfmr.com/


 

International Journal for Multidisciplinary Research (IJFMR) 
 

E-ISSN: 2582-2160   ●   Website: www.ijfmr.com       ●   Email: editor@ijfmr.com 

 

IJFMR260379481 Volume 8, Issue 3, May-June 2026 2 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Neurological disorders constitute a major burden of disability globally, affecting over 1 billion people and 

contributing substantially to premature mortality and reduced quality of life.1 Stroke, traumatic brain 

injury, Parkinson disease, spinal cord injury, and cerebral palsy represent common conditions requiring 

intensive rehabilitation to optimize functional recovery.2 

Digital health technologies—encompassing telerehabilitation, virtual reality, wearable sensors, artificial 

intelligence tools, and robotics-assisted interventions—offer significant potential to enhance 

neurorehabilitation delivery.3,4 Evidence demonstrates technology-enhanced neurorehabilitation can 

deliver equivalent or superior outcomes compared with conventional care.5,6 The COVID-19 pandemic 

further accelerated adoption, demonstrating feasibility of technology-enabled service delivery.7 

Despite favourable efficacy evidence, a significant implementation gap exists: technology-based 

interventions remain poorly integrated into routine rehabilitation practice.8,9 Studies document low 

utilization rates, high abandonment, and substantial heterogeneity in implementation success across 

settings.10 This implementation gap reflects well-established challenges in healthcare technology 

translation. 

The reasons are multifactorial: clinicians may lack technology confidence; patients may struggle with 

digital literacy;11,12,13 organizations often lack infrastructure and resources; policy-level barriers—

including reimbursement ambiguity and regulatory uncertainty—create systemic obstacles.14,15 

Implementation science frameworks provide powerful theoretical approaches to address adoption 

barriers.16,17,18 Models such as TAM, UTAUT, CFIR, and NASSS offer structured approaches to 

understanding technology adoption determinants. Yet despite their utility in healthcare, these frameworks 

remain underutilized in rehabilitation research.19 

This narrative review critically synthesizes evidence regarding factors influencing adoption and 

implementation of digital health technologies in neurorehabilitation. The review addresses: What barriers 

hinder adoption? What facilitators enable implementation? How do individual, organizational, and policy-

level variables interact? Which implementation science frameworks guide technology development? What 

evidence gaps exist? This synthesis informs healthcare professionals, technology developers, 

administrators, and policymakers regarding evidence-based adoption strategies. 

 

BACKGROUND 

Digital health technologies in neurorehabilitation span diverse applications. Telerehabilitation platforms 

enable remote assessment and intervention delivery.20 Virtual reality systems create immersive 

environments leveraging neuroplasticity principles.21 Robotics-assisted devices provide high-repetition, 

precisely-calibrated movements with real-time biofeedback.22 

Wearable devices provide continuous objective data regarding movement patterns and activity levels.23 

Artificial intelligence and machine learning algorithms extract meaningful patterns from large datasets, 

supporting clinical decision-making.24 Mobile health applications deliver rehabilitation through 

smartphone platforms with gamification and social support features.25 

Global trends demonstrate exponential growth in digital health technology development. The World 

Health Organization identifies digital health as a strategic priority for strengthening health systems.26 The 

COVID-19 pandemic accelerated adoption timelines, demonstrating feasibility of technology-enabled 

delivery.27,28 
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Rehabilitation services face concurrent pressures including aging populations, limited workforce 

availability, geographic disparities, and escalating costs. Digital technologies potentially address multiple 

pressures simultaneously by extending clinician reach, enabling personalized approaches, and reducing 

barriers to access. 

 

METHODS 

This narrative review synthesized qualitative and quantitative evidence regarding technology adoption and 

implementation in neurorehabilitation. Narrative reviews offer advantages for complex topics requiring 

synthesis across heterogeneous evidence types and theoretical frameworks. 

Search Strategy 

Searches were conducted in PubMed, Scopus, Web of Science, CINAHL, and Google Scholar for peer-

reviewed literature published primarily between 2017 and 2026. Boolean search strategies combined terms 

related to digital health technologies, neurorehabilitation, and implementation factors. 

Inclusion Criteria 

Included studies reported qualitative, quantitative, or mixed-methods evidence regarding technology 

adoption, implementation, acceptability, or usability in rehabilitation settings. Priority was given to 

systematic reviews, implementation science studies, and qualitative stakeholder research. 

Data Synthesis 

Findings were organized thematically, coded inductively into meaningful categories, then organized 

around key implementation themes. Implementation science frameworks—TAM, UTAUT, CFIR, and 

NASSS—provided deductive coding structures permitting theory-informed synthesis. 

 

THEMATIC FINDINGS 

Clinician-Related Barriers 

Healthcare professionals frequently report psychological and cognitive barriers to technology adoption. 

Technology anxiety—discomfort with digital systems and fear of errors—significantly inhibits adoption 

across career stages.29,30 

Inadequate training and insufficient technical support create substantial barriers. Multiple studies identify 

lack of training as the most frequently cited barrier to effective technology use.31,32 

Facilitators of Adoption 

Co-design and stakeholder engagement emerge as powerful facilitators. When developers actively involve 

end-users throughout design, adoption likelihood increases substantially, and stakeholder ownership 

promotes commitment.33,34 

Adequate training and technical support demonstrate strong facilitation effects. Structured training 

programs addressing both technical competency and clinical integration improve adoption and sustained 

use.35,36 

Leadership endorsement and organizational commitment significantly enable adoption. When senior 

leaders visibly support technology integration and allocate resources, frontline staff demonstrate higher 

adoption rates.37,38 

Perceived clinical utility and demonstrated effectiveness represent fundamental facilitators. Clinicians 

more readily adopt technologies demonstrating clear benefits for patient outcomes and workflow 

efficiency.39,40,41 
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DISCUSSION 

Technology adoption in neurorehabilitation is determined by complex, multifactorial interactions across 

individual, organizational, and policy levels.42,43 

Individual-level factors contribute to adoption barriers, yet addressing these in isolation proves 

insufficient. Comprehensive approaches must simultaneously modify organizational contexts, improve 

technical support, and adjust policy environments.44,45 

Organizational readiness significantly influences implementation outcomes. Organizations lacking 

infrastructure, leadership commitment, or change management capacity experience poor adoption 

regardless of technology quality.46,47 

Policy-level barriers—reimbursement ambiguity, regulatory uncertainty, licensure questions, data privacy 

complexities—create systemic obstacles largely outside individual control, yet remain under addressed in 

rehabilitation research.48,49 

Future Directions 

Longitudinal implementation science studies represent critical priorities. Most existing research examines 

implementation at single timepoints; longitudinal studies tracking adoption trajectories would 

substantially advance knowledge.50,51 

Equity-focused research addressing digital health adoption in low-resource settings and rural areas is 

urgently needed. Understanding context-specific barriers and developing culturally-adapted 

implementation strategies would promote equitable distribution.52,53 

Framework-driven technology development represents an underexploited opportunity. Future innovations 

grounded explicitly in implementation science frameworks from conception would ensure consideration 

of adoption determinants.54,55 

Limitations 

As a narrative review, this synthesis employed non-systematic methods potentially subject to selection 

bias. Heterogeneity in study designs limits quantitative synthesis.56,57 

The review may overrepresent published English-language research and high-income country evidence, 

limiting generalizability to low- and middle-income settings.58,59 

 

CONCLUSION 

Digital health technologies possess significant potential to enhance neurorehabilitation. Realizing this 

potential requires addressing the implementation gap through systematic application of implementation 

science principles.60,61 

Successful adoption demands systems-level approaches addressing concurrent barriers across individual, 

organizational, and policy levels. Coordinated, multifaceted strategies tailored to local context while 

grounded in implementation science frameworks offer the greatest promise.62,63 

By systematically addressing implementation barriers while leveraging evidence-based facilitators, 

healthcare systems can successfully integrate technology into clinical practice, ultimately advancing 

patient outcomes and equitable access to high-quality neurorehabilitation services.64,65 

 

REFERENCES 

1. Feigin VL, Stark BA, Johnson CO, et al. Global, regional, and national burden of neurological 

disorders, 1990-2016: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study 2016. Lancet 

Neurol. 2019;18(5):459-480. doi:10.1016/S1474-4422(18)30499-X 

http://www.ijfmr.com/


 

International Journal for Multidisciplinary Research (IJFMR) 
 

E-ISSN: 2582-2160   ●   Website: www.ijfmr.com       ●   Email: editor@ijfmr.com 

 

IJFMR260379481 Volume 8, Issue 3, May-June 2026 5 

 

2. Feigin VL, Brainin M, Norrving B, et al. World Stroke Organization (WSO): Global Stroke Fact Sheet 

2022. Int J Stroke. 2022;17(1):18-29. doi:10.1177/17474930211049020 

3. Jarvis K, Thetford C, Turck E, Ogley K, Stockley R. Understanding the barriers and facilitators of 

digital health technology implementation in neurological rehabilitation: an integrative systematic 

review. Health Serv Insights. 2024;17:11786329241229917. doi:10.1177/11786329241229917 

4. Murphy M, Pradhan S, Levin MF, Hancock NJ. Uptake of technology for neurorehabilitation in 

clinical practice: a scoping review. Phys Ther. 2023;103(12):pzad140. doi:10.1093/ptj/pzad140 

5. Broderick M, O'Shea R, Burridge J, Demain S, Johnson L, Bentley P. Examining usability, 

acceptability, and adoption of a self-directed, technology-based intervention for upper limb 

rehabilitation after stroke: cohort study. JMIR Rehabil Assist Technol. 2023;10:e45993. 

doi:10.2196/45993 

6. Klaic M, Galea M. Using the Technology Acceptance Model to identify factors that predict likelihood 

to adopt tele-neurorehabilitation. Front Neurol. 2020;11:580832. doi:10.3389/fneur.2020.580832 

7. Uddin M, Ganapathy K, Syed-Abdul S. Digital technology enablers of tele-neurorehabilitation in pre- 

and post-COVID-19 pandemic era – a scoping review. Int J Telerehabil. 2024;16(1):6611. 

doi:10.5195/ijt.2024.6611 

8. Bower KJ, Verdonck M, Hamilton A, Williams G, Tan D, Clark R. What factors influence clinicians' 

use of technology in neurorehabilitation? A multisite qualitative study. Phys Ther. 

2021;101(4):pzab031. doi:10.1093/ptj/pzab031 

9. Pearce L, Costa N, Sherrington C, Hassett LM. Implementation of digital health interventions in 

rehabilitation: a scoping review. Clin Rehabil. 2023;37(8):1151-1169. 

doi:10.1177/02692155231172299 

10. Mitchell J, Shirota C, Clanchy K. Factors that influence the adoption of rehabilitation technologies: a 

multi-disciplinary qualitative exploration. J NeuroEng Rehabil. 2023;20(1):82. doi:10.1186/s12984-

023-01194-9 

11. Nascimento I, Abdulazeem H, Vasanthan L, et al. Barriers and facilitators to utilizing digital health 

technologies by healthcare professionals. NPJ Digit Med. 2023;6(1):202. doi:10.1038/s41746-023-

00899-4 

12. Ferreira-Brito F, Alves S, Guerreiro T, et al. Digital health and patient adherence: a qualitative study 

in older adults. Digit Health. 2024;10:20552076231223805. doi:10.1177/20552076231223805 

13. Hepburn J, Williams L, McCann L. Barriers to and facilitators of digital health technology adoption 

among older adults with chronic diseases: an updated systematic review. JMIR Aging. 

2025;8(1):e80000. doi:10.2196/80000 

14. van Kessel R, Roman-Urrestarazu A, Anderson M, et al. Mapping factors that affect the uptake of 

digital therapeutics within health systems: scoping review. J Med Internet Res. 2023;25:e48000. 

doi:10.2196/48000 

15. Navigating the U.S. regulatory landscape for neurologic digital health technologies. Busis NA, 

Marolia D, Montgomery R, et al. NPJ Digit Med. 2024;7(1):98. doi:10.1038/s41746-024-01098-5 

16. Alotaibi N, Wilson C, Traynor M. Enhancing digital readiness and capability in healthcare: a 

systematic review of interventions, barriers, and facilitators. BMC Health Serv Res. 2025;25:663. 

doi:10.1186/s12913-025-12663-3 

17. Wang M, Huang K, Li X, et al. Health workers' adoption of digital health technology in low- and 

middle-income countries: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Bull World Health Organ. 2024;102 

http://www.ijfmr.com/


 

International Journal for Multidisciplinary Research (IJFMR) 
 

E-ISSN: 2582-2160   ●   Website: www.ijfmr.com       ●   Email: editor@ijfmr.com 

 

IJFMR260379481 Volume 8, Issue 3, May-June 2026 6 

 

(12):846-859. doi:10.2471/blt.24.292157 

18. Zhou C, Ai YT, Wang S, et al. Barriers and facilitators to participation in electronic health 

interventions in older adults with cognitive impairment: an umbrella review. BMC Geriatr. 

2024;24:645. doi:10.1186/s12877-024-05645-3 

19. Patel SB, Iqbal F, Lam K, et al. Characterizing behaviors that influence the implementation of digital-

based interventions in health care: systematic review. J Med Internet Res. 2025;27:e56711. 

doi:10.2196/56711 

20. Tyagi S, Lim D, Ho WH, et al. Acceptance of tele-rehabilitation by stroke patients: perceived barriers 

and facilitators. Arch Phys Med Rehabil. 2017;99(12):2472-2480.e5. doi:10.1016/j.apmr.2018.04.033 

21. Arntz A, Weber F, Handgraaf M, et al. Technologies in home-based digital rehabilitation: scoping 

review. JMIR Rehabil Assist Technol. 2022;9(2):e43615. doi:10.2196/43615 

22. Bonner S, McNair K. Using constructs from the Diffusion of Innovation theory and Consolidated 

Framework for Implementation Research to evaluate and implement rehabilitation technology in 

neurologic rehabilitation: a commentary. Assist Technol. 2025;17(1):2498657. 

doi:10.1080/10400435.2025.2498657 

23. Miao M, Morrow R, Salomon A, et al. Digital health implementation strategies coproduced with adults 

with acquired brain injury, their close others, and clinicians: mixed methods study with collaborative 

autoethnography and network analysis. J Med Internet Res. 2023;25:e46396. doi:10.2196/46396 

24. Wittich L, Rödiger H, Rombey T, et al. Navigating the complexities of digital health technology 

implementation: a scoping review of barriers and facilitators. Implement Sci Commun. 2026;7:9. 

doi:10.1186/s43058-026-00892-4 

25. Oudbier SJ, Souget-Ruff SP, Chen BSJ, et al. Implementation barriers and facilitators of remote 

monitoring, remote consultation and digital care platforms through the eyes of healthcare 

professionals: a review of reviews. BMJ Open. 2024;14(3):e075833. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2023-

075833 

26. King BF, MacDonald J, Stoff LW, et al. Activity monitoring in Parkinson disease: a qualitative study 

of implementation determinants. J Neurol Phys Ther. 2023;47(4):291-300. 

doi:10.1097/npt.0000000000000451 

27. Roy I, Salles J, Neveu E, et al. Exploring the perspectives of health care professionals on digital health 

technologies in pediatric care and rehabilitation. J NeuroEng Rehabil. 2024;21:92. 

doi:10.1186/s12984-024-01431-9 

28. Hestetun-Mandrup AM, Hamre C, Lund A, et al. Exploring the influence of digitalization on 

multidisciplinary poststroke rehabilitation practice: qualitative study. JMIR Rehabil Assist Technol. 

2025;12:e77753. doi:10.2196/77753 

29. Borghouts J, Eikey E, Mark G, et al. Barriers to and facilitators of user engagement with digital mental 

health interventions: systematic review. J Med Internet Res. 2021;23(10):e24387. doi:10.2196/24387 

30. Jacob C, Sezgin E, Sanchez-Vazquez A, Ivory C. Sociotechnical factors affecting patients' adoption 

of mobile health tools: systematic literature review and narrative synthesis. JMIR Mhealth Uhealth. 

2022;10(3):e36284. doi:10.2196/36284 

31. Olsen S, Lim XML, Alder G, et al. Factors influencing adoption and sustained use of rehabilitation  

technologies: a scoping review and qualitative analysis. Disabil Rehabil Assist Technol. 

2024;19(8):2435571. doi:10.1080/17483107.2024.2435571 

http://www.ijfmr.com/


 

International Journal for Multidisciplinary Research (IJFMR) 
 

E-ISSN: 2582-2160   ●   Website: www.ijfmr.com       ●   Email: editor@ijfmr.com 

 

IJFMR260379481 Volume 8, Issue 3, May-June 2026 7 

 

32. Berardi C, Antonini M, Jordan Z, et al. Barriers and facilitators to the implementation of digital 

technologies in mental health systems: a qualitative systematic review to inform a policy framework. 

BMC Health Serv Res. 2024;24:42. doi:10.1186/s12913-023-10536-1 

33. Schreiter M, Hennrich J, Wolf AL, Eymann T. The influence of previous experience on virtual reality 

adoption in medical rehabilitation and overcoming knowledge gaps among health care professionals: 

qualitative interview study. J Med Internet Res. 2024;26:e62649. doi:10.2196/62649 

34. Brantnell A, Temiz S, Baraldi E, et al. Barriers to and facilitators of the implementation of digital 

mental health interventions as perceived by primary care decision makers: content analysis of 

structured open-ended survey data. JMIR Hum Factors. 2023;10(1):e44688. doi:10.2196/44688 

35. Figueiredo T, Alcântara L, Carrilho J, Paúl C, Costa E. Understanding adherence to digital health 

technologies: systematic review of predictive factors. J Med Internet Res. 2025;27:e77362. 

doi:10.2196/77362 

36. Whitehead L, Talevski J, Fatehi F, Beauchamp A. Barriers to and facilitators of digital health among 

culturally and linguistically diverse populations: qualitative systematic review. J Med Internet Res. 

2022;24(10):e42719. doi:10.2196/42719 

37. Seebacher B, Bergmann E, Geimer C, et al. Factors influencing the willingness to adopt 

telerehabilitation among rehabilitation professionals in Austria and Germany: a survey comparing data 

before and during COVID-19. Disabil Rehabil. 2023;45(18):2932-2945.  

doi:10.1080/09638288.2023.2193428 

38. Aytür YK. Prerequisites and barriers to telerehabilitation in patients with neurological conditions: a 

narrative review. NeuroRehabilitation. 2024;54(1):1-15. doi:10.3233/nre-240092 

39. Chan YK, Tang Y, Teng L. A comparative analysis of digital health usage intentions towards the 

adoption of virtual reality in telerehabilitation. Int J Med Inform. 2023;179:105042. 

doi:10.1016/j.ijmedinf.2023.105042 

40. Madanian S, Nakarada-Kordic I, Reay S, Chetty T. Patients' perspectives on digital health tools. PEC 

Innovation. 2023;2:100171. doi:10.1016/j.pecinn.2023.100171 

41. Te Boekhorst KE, Kuipers SJ, Ribbers G, Cramm JM. Exploring rehabilitation patients' perspectives 

on what matters for the adoption of home-based rehabilitation technology: Q-methodology study. 

JMIR Rehabil Assist Technol. 2025;12:e71515. doi:10.2196/71515 

42. Seegan PL, McGuire J. Provider and patient barriers and facilitators to integration of digital mental 

health applications in routine clinical care. J Affect Disord. 2024;358:166-176.  

doi:10.1016/j.jad.2024.07.089 

43. Mair J, Hashim J, Thai L, et al. Understanding and overcoming barriers to digital health adoption: a 

patient and public involvement study. Transl Behav Med. 2025;15(2):ibaf010.  

doi:10.1093/tbm/ibaf010 

44. Wilson S, Tolley C, Mc Ardle R, et al. Recommendations to advance digital health equity: a systematic 

review of qualitative studies. NPJ Digit Med. 2024;7(1):177. doi:10.1038/s41746-024-01177-7 

45. Mittermaier M, Venkatesh KP, Kvedar J. Digital health technology in clinical trials. NPJ Digit Med. 

2023;6(1):38. doi:10.1038/s41746-023-00841-8 

46. Bertolazzi A, Quaglia V, Bongelli R. Barriers and facilitators to health technology adoption by older 

adults with chronic diseases: an integrative systematic review. BMC Public Health. 2024;24:1036. 

doi:10.1186/s12889-024-18036-5 

http://www.ijfmr.com/


 

International Journal for Multidisciplinary Research (IJFMR) 
 

E-ISSN: 2582-2160   ●   Website: www.ijfmr.com       ●   Email: editor@ijfmr.com 

 

IJFMR260379481 Volume 8, Issue 3, May-June 2026 8 

 

47. Panzavolta A, Arighi A, Guido E, et al. Patient-related barriers to digital technology adoption in 

Alzheimer disease: systematic review. JMIR Aging. 2025;8(1):e64324. doi:10.2196/64324 

48. Conway A, Ryan A, Harkin D, et al. A review of the factors influencing adoption of digital health 

applications for people living with dementia. Digit Health. 2023;9:20552076231162985. 

doi:10.1177/20552076231162985 

49. Svendsen M, Wood K, Kyle J, et al. Barriers and facilitators to patient uptake and utilisation of digital 

interventions for the self-management of low back pain: a systematic review of qualitative studies. 

BMJ Open. 2020;10(12):e038800. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2020-038800 

50. Martinsen L, Østerås N, Moseng T, Tveter A. Usage, attitudes, facilitators, and barriers toward digital 

health technologies in musculoskeletal care: survey among primary care physiotherapists in Norway. 

JMIR Rehabil Assist Technol. 2024;11:e54116. doi:10.2196/54116 

51. Rodrigues DA, Roque M, Mateos-Campos R, et al. Barriers and facilitators of health professionals in 

adopting digital health-related tools for medication appropriateness: a systematic review. Digit Health. 

2024;10:20552076231225133. doi:10.1177/20552076231225133 

52. Li C, Wang H, Yuan J, et al. Current status of older people with chronic diseases adopting digital 

health technologies: a scoping review. Digit Health. 2025;11:20552076251348578. 

doi:10.1177/20552076251348578 

53. Lennon MR, Bouamrane M, Devlin A, et al. Readiness for delivering digital health at scale: lessons 

from a longitudinal qualitative evaluation of a national digital health innovation program in the United 

Kingdom. J Med Internet Res. 2017;19(4):e86. doi:10.2196/jmir.6900 

54. Tan MMT, Wong R, Goh WJW, Hilal S. Facilitators and barriers for use of digital technology in 

chronic disease management. Sci Rep. 2025;15:5549. doi:10.1038/s41598-025-15549-w 

55. Veldanova M, Glazkova P, Krasilnikova E, et al. Barriers and facilitators of digital transformation in 

health care: mixed methods study. J Particip Med. 2025;17(1):e83551. doi:10.2196/83551 

56. Liu F, Yin X, Huang Y, Zhu X. Barriers and facilitators to bridging the healthcare digital divide for 

the older adults: a qualitative research from patients in China. Jpn J Nurs Sci. 2024;21(1):e12626. 

doi:10.1111/jjns.12626 

57. Kaboré SS, Ngangue P, Soubeiga D, et al. Barriers and facilitators for the sustainability of digital 

health interventions in low and middle-income countries: a systematic review. Front Digit Health. 

2022;4:1014375. doi:10.3389/fdgth.2022.1014375 

58. Yew S, Trivedi D, Adanan NIH, Chew BH. Facilitators and barriers to the implementation of digital 

health technologies in hospital settings in lower- and middle-income countries since the onset of the 

COVID-19 pandemic: scoping review. J Med Internet Res. 2025;27(1):e63482. doi:10.2196/63482 

59. Hamasaki T, Briand C, Mahroug A, Sauvageau A. Digital health technology adoption factors: a rapid 

review of systematic reviews and checklist development. Disabil Rehabil Assist Technol. 

2025;20(1):e2526175. doi:10.1080/17483107.2025.2526175 

60. Eisner E, Faulkner SM, Allan S, et al. Barriers and facilitators of user engagement with digital mental 

health interventions for people with psychosis or bipolar disorder: systematic review and best-fit 

framework synthesis. JMIR Ment Health. 2025;12:e65246. doi:10.2196/65246 

61. Moccia M, Brigo F, Brennan S, Bonavita S. Editorial: digital technology in neurology: from clinical 

assessment to neurorehabilitation. Front Neurol. 2021;11:614074. doi:10.3389/fneur.2020.614074 

62. Fischer A, Sadler A, Mühlbacher A, Kohlmann T. Unraveling acceptance of healthcare innovations in 

neurorehabilitation: results from a discrete choice experiment. Eur J Health Econ. 2026;27:914.  

http://www.ijfmr.com/


 

International Journal for Multidisciplinary Research (IJFMR) 
 

E-ISSN: 2582-2160   ●   Website: www.ijfmr.com       ●   Email: editor@ijfmr.com 

 

IJFMR260379481 Volume 8, Issue 3, May-June 2026 9 

 

doi:10.1007/s10198-026-01914-7 

63. Fischer A, Mühlbacher A. Patient and public acceptance of digital technologies in health care: protocol 

for a discrete choice experiment. JMIR Res Protoc. 2023;12(1):e46056. doi:10.2196/46056 

64. Jacob C, Sanchez-Vazquez A, Ivory C. Social, organizational, and technological factors impacting 

clinicians' adoption of mobile health tools: systematic literature review. JMIR Mhealth Uhealth. 

2019;8(6):e15935. doi:10.2196/15935 

65. Tadas S, Coyle D. Barriers to and facilitators of technology in cardiac rehabilitation and self-

management: systematic qualitative grounded theory review. J Med Internet Res. 2020;22(11):e18025. 

doi:10.2196/preprints.18025 

66. Tilburg MLV, Spin I, Pisters MF, et al. Barriers and facilitators to the implementation of digital health 

services for people with musculoskeletal conditions in the primary health care setting: systematic 

review. J Med Internet Res. 2024;26(1):e49868. doi:10.2196/49868 

67. Yao R, Zhang W, Evans R, Cao G, Rui T, Shen L. Inequities in health care services caused by the 

adoption of digital health technologies: scoping review. J Med Internet Res. 2021;23(10):e34144. 

doi:10.2196/34144 

68. Berardi C, Hinwood M, Smith A, Melia A, Paolucci F. Barriers and facilitators to the integration of 

digital technologies in mental health systems: a protocol for a qualitative systematic review. PLoS 

ONE. 2021;16(9):e259995. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0259995 

69. Schreiter M, Hennrich J, Wolf AL, Eymann T. The influence of previous experience on virtual reality 

adoption in medical rehabilitation and overcoming knowledge gaps among health care professionals: 

qualitative interview study. J Med Internet Res. 2024;26:e62649. doi:10.2196/62649 

70. Powell BJ, Waltz TJ, Chinman MJ, et al. A refined compilation of implementation strategies: results 

from the Expert Recommendations for Implementing Change (ERIC) initiative. Implement Sci. 

2015;10:21. doi:10.1186/s13012-015-0209-1 

71. Proctor EK, Powell BJ, McMillen JC. Implementation strategies: recommendations for specifying and 

reporting. Implement Sci. 2013;8:139. doi:10.1186/1748-5908-8-139 

http://www.ijfmr.com/

