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Abstract  53 

Background: Innovation in healthcare technologies can result in more convenient and effective 54 

treatment that is less costly, but a persistent challenge to widespread adoption in health and social 55 

care is end user acceptability. The purpose of this study was to capture UK public opinions and 56 

attitudes to novel healthcare technologies (NHTs), and to better understand the factors that 57 

contribute to acceptance and future use.  58 

Methods: An online survey was distributed to the UK public between April and May 2020. 59 

Respondents received brief information about four novel healthcare technologies (NHTs) in 60 

development: a laser-based tool for early diagnosis of osteoarthritis, a virtual reality tool to support 61 

diabetes self-management, a non-invasive continuous glucose monitor using microwave signals, a 62 

mobile app for patient reported monitoring of rheumatoid arthritis. They were queried on their 63 

general familiarity and attitudes to technology, and their willingness to accept each NHT in their 64 

future care. Responses were analysed using summary statistics and content analysis.  65 

Results: Knowledge about NHTs was diverse, with respondents being more aware about the health 66 

applications of mobile apps (66%), followed by laser-based technology (63.8%), microwave signalling 67 

(28%), and virtual reality (18.3%). Increasing age and the presence of a self-reported medical 68 

condition favoured acceptability for some NHTs, whereas self-reported understanding of how the 69 

NHT works resulted in elevated acceptance scores across all NHTs presented. Common contributors 70 

to hesitancy were safety and risks from use. Respondents wanted more information and evidence to 71 

help inform their decisions, ideally provided verbally by a general practitioner or health professional. 72 

Other concerns, such as privacy, were NHT-specific but equally important in decision-making.  73 

Conclusions: Early insight into the knowledge and preconceptions of the public about NHTs in 74 

development can assist their design and prospectively mitigate obstacles to acceptance and 75 

adoption. 76 

 77 
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Background 105 

In the United Kingdom there are approximately 12 million older people (age 65+), of which 40% live 106 

with a longstanding, limiting disease (1). An increase in physical disability and chronic disease among 107 

younger adults is expected to raise future demand for social care and disability benefits (2). 108 

Furthermore, the annual National Health Service (NHS) costs attributable to excess weight, a 109 

modifiable risk factor for multiple noncommunicable diseases, are projected to reach £9.7 billion by 110 

2050 (3). The economic burden of disease prevention and treatment has been further amplified by 111 

the COVID-19 pandemic (4,5).  112 

 113 

To mitigate the rising costs of health and social care, in 2011 the Department of Health released a 114 

new strategy that placed technological innovation at the forefront of policy making (6). The 115 

strategy’s objective was to harness the potential of technology to propel improvements in quality 116 

and efficiency (7). Areas where technological innovation proved to be particularly valuable include 117 

enabling early diagnosis (e.g., Healthy.io;(8)), empowering patients to gain control and choice in 118 

their treatment (e.g., Freestyle Libre; (9)), and facilitating remote monitoring for timely intervention 119 

(e.g., Video consultations; (10)).  120 

 121 

Despite the advantages offered by implementing technological innovation in health and care, uptake 122 

in routine clinical practice has been generally poor. From 2009 to 2014, only 34% of technologies 123 

presented to the UK’s National Institute for Health and Care Excellence were recommended for NHS 124 

adoption (11). Adoption and diffusion of approved technologies is often slow, disrupted, and 125 

inequitable (12,13). For example, videoconferencing for remote consultations and monitoring is not 126 

new, but nation-wide attempts to its implementation prior to the COVID-19 pandemic have had 127 

limited success (14).  128 
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Successful implementation of innovative healthcare technology is dependent on its acceptability by 129 

health professionals and service users (15). Considering that the average lag time for technological 130 

innovation to be translated into routine practice is 17 years (16) and that this process requires 131 

significant investment, obtaining an early understanding of attitudes towards a technology in 132 

development can guide process evaluations and strategies to enhance and accelerate future 133 

acceptability of such technology. This will maximise the impact of initial investment and mitigate the 134 

risk of the technology becoming obsolete by the time it is adopted in routine care.   135 

Research on digital health interventions (17,18) additionally shows that acceptability is highly variant 136 

between different groups of patients and the public, and it is heavily influenced by knowledge about 137 

the technology, perceived quality of the technology, and how the technology is endorsed. For 138 

example, uptake of tracking apps during COVID-19 was poor, despite the widespread use of mobile 139 

apps that normally monitor the user’s location, and this phenomenon was partially attributable to 140 

public distrust (19). Existing physical activity interventions utilising digital technology have been 141 

found to be much less effective in low compared to middle-high socioeconomic groups (20). 142 

As researchers strive to create innovative technologies that enable targeted and timely interventions, 143 

the present study aimed to capture UK public opinions and attitudes to a range of novel healthcare 144 

technologies (NHTs). The specific objectives were: i) evaluate the public’s acceptability of these 145 

technologies in their future care; ii) discern the breadth of diversity in self-reported predispositions 146 

towards these technologies; and iii) seek initial insight into how these technologies could be 147 

introduced to patients in the future. Unlike previous research, we presented four different 148 

technologies in development, and asked respondents the same set of questions. By facilitating 149 

comparability between technologies, this study attempted to explore whether knowledge, attitudes 150 

and beliefs towards the introduction of new technology can be generalised to all NHTs or is 151 

contingent on the technology and its proposed application.  152 

 153 
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Methods 154 

Study design and setting 155 

A cross-sectional online survey. 156 

 157 

Population, sampling, and data collection 158 

The survey was distributed online and managed by PureProfile, a professional social research 159 

company with over 140,000 registered individuals with a range of characteristics representative of 160 

the UK population geographically and demographically. Members of the public registered with 161 

PureProfile were eligible to participate if they were aged 18 years or above and lived in the UK. The 162 

survey was open for recruitment from the 30 April 2020 to 20 May 2020.  163 

 164 

Ethical approval 165 

Ethical approval was obtained from the Faculty of Health Sciences Research Ethics Committee, 166 

University of Bristol (Ref: 94502).  167 

 168 

Survey development 169 

Preliminary interviews were conducted by co-authors (HC, SG, BS, TP, SS, AV) with 12 healthcare 170 

professionals (HCPs) with diverse expertise, seniority, degree of patient contact. These interviews 171 

explored participants’ views and experiences of implementing NHTs in the UK national healthcare 172 

system, barriers and facilitators.  173 

 174 

Finding from these interviews were used to draft the survey by all co-authors; an interdisciplinary 175 

team with expertise across the translational pathway of health technology development and 176 

implementation evaluation. Grounded on insight from the interviews, ‘novelty’ could be attributed 177 

to the actual technology underpinning a medical device or the health application of an existing 178 

technology. Four NHTs targeting well known and common chronic conditions were used in the 179 
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survey as case studies. All were either being researched or commercial development phase at the 180 

time the survey was distributed. Table 1 displays technologies selected and differences/overlaps 181 

between them (See Supplementary Material 1 for details on the case studies). 182 

 183 

 NHT ‘type’ Function Technology Medical condition  Anticipated resistance to 

acceptance prior to the 

survey. 

Laser-based tool for early 

diagnosis 

Completely new Early diagnosis  Nonlinear 

microscopy 

Osteoarthritis 

(1 in 10 adults in 

UK;(21))  

No cure exists for this 

condition.  

Virtual reality to support 

self-management 

Novel application, 

existing 

technology. 

Treatment Virtual reality Diabetes 

Mellitus/Obesity 

(7% of UK (22)/ 

28% of adults in 

England(23))  

Public ‘anxiety’ around 

gaming.  

Ownership of data. 

Expectations of dizziness 

and tiredness from use.  

Continuous glucose 

monitoring using microwave 

signals (Heungjae, 2015)  

Completely new Self-monitoring Microwaves Diabetes Mellitus 

(7% of UK 

population (22)) 

Public ‘anxiety’ around 

microwave exposure 

Myth of microwaves 

causing cancer 

Relational memory linked 

to using domestic 

microwave ovens 

Mobile app for patient 

reported monitoring  

Novel application, 

existing 

technology. 

Self-monitoring Smartphone 

application 

Rheumatoid 

arthritis 

(1% of UK 

population (24) 

Ownership of data 

Privacy 

Table 1. Characteristics of NHTs included in the survey.  184 

 185 

The structure of the survey comprised both multiple-choice and open questions across the following 186 

sections (See Supplementary Material 1): 187 

 188 

• Familiarity with technology: Questions targeted overall technology use as well as use of 189 

technologies to manage own health.  190 

• Presentation of case studies of the NHTs: First, survey items captured preliminary knowledge 191 

and predispositions towards the technology. Second, respondents were asked to indicate 192 

(on a Likert Scale) how likely they would agree to the use of the NHT after reading a) 193 

information about the NHT and its proposed application, b) the benefits, c) the risks. Three 194 

separate agreement scores were provided for each NHT, ranging between 1 (“Strongly 195 

Agree”) and 5 (“Strongly Disagree”). Finally, survey items captured respondent’s views on 196 

who and how the NHTs should be introduced to them.   197 
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• Experience with monitoring technology: Data were captured on use of this technology, 198 

opinions regarding access to information collected by the technology, and comfort in sharing 199 

sensitive information via the technology.  200 

• Sociodemographic characteristics: Age, gender, ethnicity, index of maximal deprivation, 201 

education, general health.  202 

 203 

Prior to launching the survey, an NIHR Bristol Biomedical Research Centre Patient and Public 204 

Involvement group piloted the survey and provided feedback. Two group sessions were run. The 205 

information was collated and incorporated in subsequent iterations of the survey.  206 

 207 

The final draft of the survey was digitalised by the PureProfile team and piloted on 100 participants 208 

via their online platform. Modifications were made to the layout, format and logic of the questions 209 

prior to launch. The survey was distributed randomly by PureProfile, but quotes were applied for age 210 

and gender to ensure responders were a nationally representative sample. Respondents were 211 

provided with £2.10 payment by PureProfile for the time taken to complete the survey. Anonymised 212 

survey data were provided to the study team for analysis and the final sample size included the pilot 213 

responses.  214 

 215 

Statistical analysis 216 

Summary statistics show participant responses to survey questions. For case study responses, a 217 

single agreement score was calculated by averaging the three agreement scores provided. A lower 218 

agreement score was indicative of a higher degree of agreement to accepting the NHT in their future 219 

care. All three scores were required to calculate the average, otherwise the agreement score was 220 

left missing for the participant.  Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) Quintile was determined from 221 

responders’ postcodes provided in the survey (See Supplementary Material 2 for details).  222 
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Two open-ended questions were included in the survey to explore respondents’ reluctance to accept 223 

the NHTs presented in the case studies and views on how health professionals should introduce the 224 

presented NHTs to patients in the future.  These open-ended free text questions were analysed 225 

using content analysis. The first 50 responses to the two questions were coded independently by the 226 

research team (SS, AV, HC, TP for question 1; SS, SeS, HC, GL for question 2). A coding framework 227 

was developed, after which researchers coded the remaining responses. SS further coded 10% of all 228 

responses to check for consistency. Frequency that codes emerged in responses were calculated. 229 

Data were provided from PureProfile in IBM SPSS Statistics 25 and all descriptive analyses were 230 

undertaken in this package. 231 

Results  232 

Preliminary interviews with HCPs revealed that the survey would have to provide participants with a 233 

definition of ‘Novel Healthcare Technology’ and that the technology should be presented alongside 234 

its proposed application (i.e., the medical condition). HCPs highlighted that at present there is a lack 235 

of standard procedure through which patients are introduced to NHTs and there is a need to identify 236 

and adequately train the key people involved in this process. This information was used to shape the 237 

survey and incorporate additional questions around respondents’ views on how NHTs should be 238 

introduced to future patients. 239 

 240 

Sample 241 

A total of 1,450 people responded to the survey. Median time taken to complete the survey was 242 

15.60 minutes (range: 4.77 mins to 1958.5 minutes). Respondents were based across the United 243 

Kingdom, though most were from London (13.2%) and the South East England (13.9%).  244 

 245 

Mean age of participants was 46.4 years (SD: 17.13) and 50.6% were female. The majority of 246 

respondents were British White (80.1%) and the overall distribution of the sample paralleled 247 
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population data on ethnicity collected by the Office of National Statistics (ONS, 2011). Most 248 

respondents were in active paid work (56.4%), 32.1% held a University degree, and IMD score was 249 

evenly spread across quantiles. Respondents mainly rated their general health as ‘Good’ (57.2%), 250 

and only 3.5% indicated ‘Bad’ or ‘Very Bad’. 63.9% of participants indicated they had no health 251 

condition, with most participants who reported a health condition classifying it as ‘long-term illness, 252 

disease or condition’ (14.4%). (Supplementary Material 2 for details). 253 

 254 

Knowledge and use of NHTs 255 

Overall, a large majority of participants indicated they were frequent users of technology in their 256 

everyday life (82.6%), though only 9.4% reported that novel technologies were being used for 257 

management of their health. Of respondents who had previously used NHTs (n = 225), most made 258 

use of these technologies every few months (25.3%) or once every few years (27.1%).  259 

 260 

Regarding the NHT case studies included in the survey, Table 2 displays participants’ previous 261 

understanding of how the actual technology works. Self-reported knowledge on laser-based and 262 

microwave-based technology primarily ranged between ‘some understanding’ to ‘never heard of 263 

them’, while responses were more diverse for mobile app and virtual reality technology. Yet, 264 

awareness of the use of these technologies in healthcare was highest for mobile apps (66%), 265 

followed by laser-based technology (63.8%), microwave technology (28%) and lastly virtual reality 266 

(18.3%).  267 

 268 

 269 

 270 

 271 

 272 

Item Category 
Laser-based 

tool for early 

Virtual reality 

to support 

Continuous 

glucose 

Mobile app for 

patient 
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diagnosis self-

management 

monitoring 

using 

microwave 

signals 

reported 

monitoring  

    n  %  n  %  n  %  n  %  
                    

How much do you 

understand?  

Never heard of them  437 30.1  196 13.5 609 42.0 317 21.9 

Have heard but don't 

understand  
411 28.3  246 17.0 322 22.2 157 10.8 

Have some 

understanding  
499 34.4  601 41.4 343 23.7 395 27.2 

Understand quite well  85 5.9  306 21.1 138 9.5 333 23.0 

Understand and could 

explain to others.  
18 1.2  101 7.0 38 2.6 248 17.1 

             

Are you aware of use 

in healthcare?  
Yes  925 63.8  266 18.3 406 28.0 957 66.0 

No  525 36.2  1184 81.7 1044 72.0 493 34.0 

             

 Table 2: Previous awareness or use of the NHTs included in the survey case studies  273 

 274 

Acceptability of NHTs in future care 275 

After reading information about the NHTs and the proposed health application, including associated 276 

benefits and risks, median acceptance score provided by respondents was 2.0 for virtual reality to 277 

support self-management (Interquartile Range (IQR): 1.3-3.0) and continuous glucose monitoring 278 

using microwave signals (IQR: 1.3-2.3), and 1.7 for laser-based technology for early diagnosis (IQR: 279 

1.3-2.0) and mobile app for patient reported monitoring (IQR: 1.0-2.0). Agreement scores ranged 280 

between 1 “Strongly Agree” to 5 “Strongly disagree”. Table 3 for details.  281 

 282 

Acceptability according to individual characteristics 283 

Using cross tabulation, several patterns were detected in acceptance according to respondent 284 

characteristics. Increasing age was linked with an increased willingness to adopt laser-based 285 

technology for early diagnosis and a mobile app for patient reported monitoring (Figure 1). Age had 286 

no effect on acceptance scores for the other NHTs. Presence of a self-reported condition followed a 287 

similar pattern, having a positive effect on acceptance in the case studies depicting laser-based 288 

technology and mobile apps, but not the other NHTs (Figure 2). A gender difference was only found 289 
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in acceptance of mobile apps for patient reported monitoring, being slightly elevated in females 290 

(median: 1.3; IQR: 1.0-2.0) compared to males (median: 1.7; IQR: 1.0-2.0). Agreement ratings 291 

towards the mobile apps were also closer to “Strongly Agree” for those aware of the use of these 292 

apps in healthcare (median: 1.3; IQR: 1.0-2.0) compared to those not aware (median: 2.0; IQR: 1.0-293 

2.3). These patterns were not observed for the other NHTs (Supplementary Material 3).  294 

 295 

 296 

 297 
Figure 1: Degree of agreement to accept the laser-based technology and mobile apps in future care 298 

according to respondents’ age. Agreement score ranges between 1 “Strongly Agree” to 5 “Strongly 299 

disagree”. Circles indicate mild outliers (between 1.5 and 3 interquartile ranges away from the 75
th

 300 

percentile) and stars indicate extreme outliers (greater than 3 interquartile ranges away from the 301 

75
th

 percentile). Laser-based tool for early diagnosis n = 1139.  Mobile app for patient reported 302 

monitoring n = 1093.  303 
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 304 

Figure 2: Degree of agreement to accept laser-based technology and mobile apps in future care, split 305 

by respondents who reported having a medical condition and those who didn’t. Agreement score 306 

ranges between 1 “Strongly Agree” to 5 “Strongly disagree”. Circles indicate mild outliers (between 307 

1.5 and 3 interquartile ranges away from the 75
th

 percentile) and stars indicate extreme outliers 308 

(greater than 3 interquartile ranges away from the 75
th

 percentile). Laser-based tool for early 309 

diagnosis n = 1139.  Mobile app for patient reported monitoring n = 1093. 310 

 311 

As shown in Figure 3, being a frequent user of technology in everyday life impacted acceptability of 312 

all NHTs except for continuous glucose monitoring using microwave signals. Respondents’ self-313 

reported understanding on how the various NHTs work was also linked to acceptability. Across all 314 

NHTs, those responders with a self-reported higher baseline understanding (i.e., “Understand and 315 

could explain to others”) about how the technology worked were more likely to “Strongly Agree” to 316 

their use when compared to other responders.  (Figure 4).  317 

 318 
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 319 

Figure 3: Agreement to accepting laser-based technology, virtual reality and mobile apps in future 320 

care, split by respondents who reported being frequent users of technology in everyday life and 321 

those who were not frequent users. Agreement score ranges between 1 “Strongly Agree” to 5 322 

“Strongly disagree”. Circles indicate mild outliers (between 1.5 and 3 interquartile ranges away from 323 

the 75
th

 percentile) and stars indicate extreme outliers (greater than 3 interquartile ranges away 324 

from the 75
th

 percentile). Laser-based tool for early diagnosis n = 1139. Virtual reality to support self-325 

management n = 1089. Mobile app for patient reported monitoring n = 1093. 326 

 327 

 328 
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329 
  330 

Figure 4: Agreement to accepting NHTs in future care according to respondents’ perceived 331 

understanding of how the technology works. Agreement score ranges between 1 “Strongly Agree” to 332 

5 “Strongly disagree”. Circles indicate mild outliers (between 1.5 and 3 interquartile ranges away 333 

from the 75
th

 percentile) and stars indicate extreme outliers (greater than 3 interquartile ranges 334 

away from the 75
th

 percentile). Laser-based tool for early diagnosis n = 1139, Virtual reality to 335 

support self-management n = 1089, Continuous glucose monitoring using microwave signals n 336 

= 1119, Mobile app for patient reported monitoring n = 1093. 337 

 338 

No patterns were observed in acceptability in relation to ethnicity, IMD quintile, education, self-339 

reported general health, and self-reported experience with NHTs for health management 340 

(Supplementary Material 3). 341 

 342 

Reluctance to accept 343 

When querying reluctance to accept the NHTs after providing information, risks and benefits of each 344 

NHT and its proposed application, differences were found between case studies in the reasons for 345 
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expressing hesitation (Table 3). Between 10% (virtual reality) and 27% (mobile app) of respondents 346 

did not know why they were unwilling to accept the technology after reading the information 347 

provided. Overall, participants wanted more information about the NHTs, expressed concerns 348 

regarding the risks and safety of using the NHTs, and wanted more scientific and clinical evidence 349 

before they would be willing to accept them as part of their care.  350 

 351 

Item Category 
Laser-based tool 

for early diagnosis 

Virtual reality to 

support self-

management 

Continuous 

glucose 

monitoring using 

microwave signals 

Mobile app for 

patient reported 

monitoring 

    n % n % n % n % 

If you would still not use the 

technology, why not? 

Don't know 62 18% 58 10% 87 15% 70 27% 

                  

Provided a reason:                 

More info 61 18% 106 18% 60 11% 56 21% 

Safety 46 13% 67 12% 138 25% 1 0% 

Evidence 28 8% 67 12% 67 12% 1 0% 

Risks 71 21% 23 4% 52 9% 6 2% 

Long term 11 3% 2 0% 88 16% 0 0% 

Side Effects 18 5% 47 8% 29 5% 1 0% 

Other 7 2% 60 10% 2 0% 11 4% 

Test Technology 0 0% 45 8% 20 4% 1 0% 

Privacy 0 0% 1 0% 1 0% 60 23% 

Trust 3 1% 27 5% 5 1% 10 4% 

Cost 12 3% 25 4% 3 1% 3 1% 

HCP info 15 4% 13 2% 9 2% 4 2% 

Individual risk 9 3% 13 2% 1 0% 6 2% 

Access 0 0% 4 1% 0 0% 24 9% 

Adjunct 0 0% 17 3% 0 0% 3 1% 

Intrusive 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 6 2% 

 

Table 3. Reasons (frequency of mention) for not accepting the NHTs as part of their care. Bold 352 

denotes most frequent reason provided. 353 

 354 

For the laser-based technology, the most common concern was the risk attached to undergoing 355 

surgery. Respondents questioned whether “benefits would outweigh the risks” (P622), the “risk 356 
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associated when not used properly” (P1400), and “risk of localised damage” (P1435). Respondents 357 

therefore also requested more detailed information on the procedure, effectiveness, and risks 358 

involved.  359 

The most frequent concern expressed by participants regarding the use of virtual reality to support 360 

self-management was the need of additional information about the technology and how it worked. 361 

Some respondents struggled to see the benefits of using the NHT, or the added value to more 362 

traditional approaches to diabetes management, “I don't understand what is involved, the time 363 

commitment, why it is better than me just eating less and exercising more or the evidence of efficacy” 364 

(P764). Respondents expressed wanting more evidence regarding its effectiveness and 365 

implementation. Concerns were also raised about safety, with participants being weary of the 366 

possibility of feeling “nauseous”, “sick”, “dizziness” and “disorientated” when using virtual reality. 367 

Consequently, the opportunity to test this technology played a more important role in the decision-368 

making around acceptability: “I would base my final decision on the results of a demonstration and 369 

further information” (P308) 370 

Similarly, reluctance to accept continuous glucose monitoring using microwave signals was primarily 371 

attributable to perceived safety and the long-term effects. Participants expressed particular concern 372 

about the impact of microwaves on health. However, respondents also demonstrated that evidence 373 

would be an important factor in their decision-making: “I would like more research done first to show 374 

me it’s safe” (P518) 375 

In the use of mobile apps for patient reported monitoring, concerns about privacy were the most 376 

frequently reported reason for non-acceptance, which were not present with the other NHTs.  377 

Respondents expressed “reservations about data security” (P207), “privacy concerns over who would 378 

have access to the information” (P881) and “using of personal information without 379 

acknowledgement” (P1386). Again, respondents indicated that more information would need to be 380 
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provided before they would accept this NHT (%): “I would use it if someone took time to explain it 381 

fully to me” (P291) 382 

Approaches to introduce NHTs to patients 383 

Across all NHTs, most participants (range 53.6% to 65%) preferred receiving information about the 384 

NHT verbally, with respondents wanting the information to come from a healthcare specalist or a 385 

general practitioner (see Table 4). The second most preferred form of receiving information was via 386 

a webpage across all NHTs except virtual reality, where providing information via a visual 387 

demonstration was selected to a similar degree to having a verbal conversation about the NHT.  388 

 389 

  390 
Item Category 

Laser-based 

tool for early 

diagnosis 

Laser-based 

tool for early 

diagnosis 

Virtual 

reality to 

support 

self-

manageme

nt  

Continuous 

glucose 

monitoring 

using 

microwave 

signals 

  n % n % n % n % 

          

How would you like 

to receive 

information? (Can 

select multiple 

options) 

Verbal conversation 845 58.3 777 53.6 942 65.0 868 59.9 

Website 640 44.1 591 40.8 631 43.5 705 48.6 

Visual demonstration 505 34.8 725 50.0 606 41.8 597 41.2 

Leaflet 518 35.7 421 29.0 492 33.9 470 32.4 

Other 28 1.9 31 2.1 23 1.6 25 1.7 

          

Who should first tell 

you about this 

healthcare 

technology? 

Health professional 791 54.6 723 49.9 551 38.0 564 38.9 

 General practitioner 482 33.2 482 33.2 535 36.9 558 38.5 

 Healthcare specialist 81 5.6 71 4.9 177 12.2 126 8.7 

 Other 70 4.8 120 8.3 65 4.5 107 7.4 

 Family/Friend 55 3.8 38 2.6 56 3.9 77 5.3 

 Don’t know 47 3.2 65 4.5 52 3.6 44 3.0 

 Nurse 0 0.0 0 0.0 102 7.0 86 5.9 

 N/A 32 2.2 31 2.1 55 3.8 63 4.3 

 Website 20 1.4 21 1.4 8 0.6 25 1.7 

 Pharmacist 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.1 6 0.4 

 Researcher 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.1 0 0.0 

 Physiotherapist 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.1 

Table 4. Method and ideal person to introduce a NHT to future patients. 391 

 392 

 393 

 394 
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Discussion 395 

Acceptance of an innovative technology is contingent on the attitudes of those who will be using the 396 

technology (25,26). This survey accrued the public’s attitudes towards NHTs in development; a laser-397 

based tool for early diagnosis, a virtual reality tool to support self-management, a non-invasive 398 

continuous glucose monitor using microwave signals, a mobile app for patient reported monitoring. 399 

Responses showed that self-reported knowledge about NHTs is diverse, with baseline awareness 400 

being highest for mobile apps, followed by laser-based technology, microwave technology and lastly 401 

virtual reality. Acceptability of future use varied across the four NHTs, with the highest median 402 

acceptability scores achieved for the mobile app and the laser-based technology. Respondents’ self-403 

reported understanding of how the various NHTs worked increased acceptability across all 404 

technologies, and frequent users of novel technologies also displayed greater acceptability in all 405 

NHTs except for the microwave-based technology. Hesitation about adopting the NHTs was 406 

expressed by some participants.  Key concerns related to the risks associated with the NHTs and 407 

safety. For those respondents who remained hesitant about adopting the NHTs, more information 408 

was needed to help inform their decisions, with scientific and clinical evidence the most commonly 409 

requested evidence.   410 

Aligned with the literature (17), respondents who reported greater understanding of how a 411 

particular NHT works also provided higher acceptance scores to that NHT. Similarly, respondents 412 

were more familiar with the healthcare application of laser-based technology and mobile apps, 413 

which were also the NHTs that received the highest acceptance scores. These findings parallel 414 

research conducted with HCPs showing that perceived lack of technical competency and 415 

unfamiliarity generates reluctance to try novel digital solutions (13), and providing ‘how-to’ 416 

knowledge at early stages of innovation should be reinforced to enable implementation success (27). 417 

The application of knowledge transfer strategies as done at an organisational level (e.g., 27) is likely 418 

to be valuable to stimulate a positive attitude towards NHTs. 419 
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In contrast to previous work on digital health (e.g., 17) no trends were found in acceptance scores 420 

when considering respondents’ ethnicity, socioeconomic status or level of education. Acceptability 421 

scores were higher for female respondents and those who reported frequent use of technology only 422 

in some case studies. Further, there was greater acceptability for the mobile app and laser-based 423 

technology among the older respondents, who are typically associated with adversity to technology 424 

(29). These findings suggest that we cannot make assumptions about prospective acceptability of a 425 

premature NHT based on evidence of similar, existing solutions. The discrepancy between results 426 

obtained in this study and previous research may reflect the importance of perceived usefulness and 427 

‘felt need’ on older adults’ valuation of NHTs (29–31); arthritis is generally an age-related disease for 428 

which there is no cure but the proposed NHTs can help slow down its progression through timely 429 

action. Though older adults may be more adverse to technological solutions, the elevated perceived 430 

threat of arthritis may make them more likely to accept NHTs that directly target this condition.  431 

When endorsing a NHT to a patient, information about the NHT should match the preconceptions 432 

and knowledge the individual might have of the technology. Safety was an important concern 433 

regarding both the laser-based and microwave-based technologies. However, while for laser-based 434 

technology participants wanted more information on the surgical procedure and its effectiveness, 435 

for the latter there was a call for more evidence on the wider effects of microwaves on human 436 

health. This may reflect the high prevalence of incorrect beliefs found on the causal impact of non-437 

ionizing electromagnetic frequencies on cancer risk (32); misconceptions about microwave signals 438 

could have impacted acceptability of its use for glucose monitoring as found in this study. The survey 439 

also showed that privacy concerns contribute to reluctance on accepting a novel intervention using a 440 

mobile app, but not one relying on virtual reality, which is also vulnerable to disclosure of personal 441 

data (33). The literature on these technologies applied to other health conditions shows a similar 442 

trend (see 33,34). Information provided about an NHT needs to be tailored to address existing 443 

preconceptions, rather than a brief outline as provided in this study.  444 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted December 7, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.05.21266892doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.05.21266892
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 

 

Public 

A considerable strength of this study is the use of a large-scale survey to obtain insight on attitudes 445 

towards innovative technological solutions that are still at early stages of development. Both the 446 

people designing and developing these NHTs (including authors of this manuscript) and 447 

implementation scientists can use results to prospectively mitigate obstacles to acceptance and 448 

adoption. For example, respondents who struggled to understand how the virtual reality works also 449 

showed greater reluctance to accept the technology when presented with its possible application to 450 

support diabetes self-management. Results from this survey suggest that enabling target 451 

beneficiaries to try the technology before beginning to use the intervention fully could increase 452 

acceptability. The value of inserting a ‘trial phase’ when implementing this technology aligns with 453 

evidence that older adults change their attitudes towards virtual reality after using it (34). Further, 454 

the survey evaluated four very different NHTs that target different healthcare challenges, enabling 455 

comparability between the technological solutions and highlighting the importance of NHT decision-456 

making to be conducted on a case-by-case basis (i.e., each technology and its application).  457 

There are, however, certain limitations that need to be considered. The technological solutions 458 

presented in this study varied across different factors (e.g., medical application, function). This study 459 

was based on an online survey, which means that the attitudes of people who do not normally use 460 

the internet were not captured. The majority of respondents did not report a diagnosis of the 461 

medical conditions presented, which is likely to influence how likely individuals would accept a 462 

technology if they were experiencing the adverse symptoms of a condition. The survey also explored 463 

attitudes and prospective acceptability of NHTs. Though acceptance is closely linked to behavioural 464 

intention of using technology (26), it cannot account for experienced usability (25,36). Further 465 

research is needed to evaluate how the outcomes from this survey reflect future adoption of the 466 

NHTs when implemented. 467 

 468 

  469 
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Practical Implications 470 

This study emphasises the complex task stakeholders face in the development and implementation 471 

of NHTs, where it is impossible to predict attitudes to future NHTs on the basis of existing solutions. 472 

Insight into the public’s attitudes towards proposed NHTs can guide product development and early 473 

identification of implementation strategies (12,37). Understanding public attitudes towards 474 

proposed technological solutions can assist funders and regulatory agencies in their decision-making, 475 

and the preparation of blueprints for introducing NHTs in routine practice that can adapt to the type 476 

of technology, its application and the users of the technology. It can also assist researchers ensure 477 

that innovation is inclusive, and that sustainable support is in place to assist future beneficiaries 478 

access the healthcare solution (13,38). Additionally, the relevance of an individual’s understanding 479 

of the NHTs and preference for direct conversations with health professionals strongly supports the 480 

adoption of shared decision-making practices (39) to increase acceptance of NHTs in health and 481 

social care.   482 

Conclusion 483 

This study examined UK public attitudes and opinions towards NHTs being used to address common 484 

chronic conditions. Responses suggest that the UK public is generally open to technological 485 

innovation in their future care but acceptability of a specific NHT is likely to vary. When considering 486 

factors that might explain such variation (e.g., age, gender, familiarity with technology), this study 487 

highlighted the need to avoid generalisations across technology; the relevance of individual/group 488 

characteristics on acceptability differed across case studies. Similarly, reluctance to accept the NHTs 489 

was driven by differing rationales, which might be linked to the individual’s understanding of the 490 

technology, or the perceived balance of benefits versus costs of using the NHT as a targeted solution 491 

for a specific clinical need. By adopting a research framework that encompasses several NHTs in 492 

development, this study evidences the complexity underpinning acceptability research in the field of 493 

healthcare technology innovation. A comprehensive evaluation of how future beneficiaries might 494 
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respond to a technological solution as it is being conceptualised, has potential to streamline the 495 

development and implementation processes and maximise its health and societal impact.  496 

List of Abbreviations 497 

NHT: Novel healthcare technology 498 

HCP: Healthcare professional 499 

IMD: Index of Multiple Deprivation 500 

Declarations 501 

Ethics approval and consent to participate 502 

Ethical approval was obtained from the Faculty of Health Sciences Research Ethics Committee, 503 

University of Bristol (Ref: 94502). Consent to participate was provided by respondents by completing 504 

the survey.  505 

Consent for publication 506 

Not applicable 507 

Availability of data and materials 508 

The datasets used and analysed during the current study are available from the corresponding 509 

author on reasonable request. 510 

Competing Interests 511 

The authors declare that they have no competing interests.  512 

Funding 513 

The study was funded by the GW4 Crucible Seed Funding Award (Ref. no: Cru19_2). Sarah Sauchelli 514 

is supported by the NIHR Bristol Biomedical Research Centre at University Hospitals of Bristol and 515 

Weston NHS Foundation Trust and the University of Bristol. Tim Pickles is supported by a NIHR 516 

Doctoral Fellowship, funded by the Welsh Government through Health and Care Research Wales (c). 517 

Heungjae Choi was a Sr Cymru II Fellowship part-funded by the European Regional Development 518 

Fund through the Welsh Government (No. TG/KJB/VSM:1103515) and was supported by the 519 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted December 7, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.05.21266892doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.05.21266892
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 

 

Public 

Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council (EPSRC) under Grant GaN-DaME (EP/P00945X/1) 520 

during the duration of the project. Gemma Lasseter acknowledges support from the NIHR Health 521 

Protection Research Unit in Behavioural Science and Evaluation at University of Bristol. The views 522 

expressed are those of the authors and not necessarily those of the NIHR, the Department of Health 523 

and Social Care, or Public Health England. 524 

Authors’ contributions 525 

SS, TP, AV, HC, BS, JZ, SC, SG and GL conceptualised the research question, developed the study 526 

design, designed the survey and obtained funding to support the research activities. SS, TP, AV, BS 527 

and SG interviewed the semi-structured interviews that informed the survey, and SS ran the PPI 528 

activity. GL co-ordinated the acquisition of the data, while SS, TP, AV, HC, JZ and SS analysed the data. 529 

All researchers were involved in the interpretation of data. SS drafted the manuscript, and the rest 530 

of the team made substantial contributions to iterations of the manuscript.  All authors approve the 531 

submitted version and have agreed both to be personally accountable for their own contributions 532 

and ensuring that questions related to the accuracy or integrity of any part of the work are 533 

appropriately investigated, resolved and the resolution documented in the literature.  534 

Acknowledgements 535 

We thank the NIHR Bristol BRC Diabetes Patient and Public Involvement Group for their contribution 536 

to the design of the survey.  537 

 538 

 539 

 540 

 541 

 542 

 543 

 544 

 545 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted December 7, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.05.21266892doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.05.21266892
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 

 

Public 

References 546 

1.  Age UK. Later Life in the United Kingdom [Internet]. 2019 [cited 2021 Mar 19]. Available from: 547 

http://www.ageuk.org.uk/globalassets/age-uk/documents/reports-and-548 

publications/later_life_uk_factsheet.pdf 549 

2.  Snell T, Wittenberg R, Fernandez J-L, Malley J, Comas-Herrera A, King D. Projections of 550 

Demand for Social Care and Disability Benefits for Younger Adults in England Report of 551 

Research Conducted for the Commission on Funding of Care and Support. 2011.  552 

3.  Public Health England. Health matters: obesity and the food environment - GOV.UK [Internet]. 553 

2017 [cited 2021 Mar 19]. Available from: 554 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-matters-obesity-and-the-food-555 

environment/health-matters-obesity-and-the-food-environment--2 556 

4.  HM Treasury. Plan for Jobs. 2020.  557 

5.  HM Treasury. CP 297 – Winter Economy Plan – September 2020. 2020.  558 

6.  Department of Health. Innovation, Health and Wealth. Accelerating adoption and diffusion in 559 

the NHS. Department of Health, editor. London; 2011.  560 

7.  HEE. Preparing the healthcare workforce to deliver the digital future The Topol Review. An 561 

independent report on behalf of the Secretary of State for Health and Social Care. Nhs. 562 

2019;(February):102.  563 

8.  Shore J, Green M, Hardy A, Livesey D. The compliance and cost-effectiveness of smartphone 564 

urinalysis albumin screening for people with diabetes in England. Expert Rev 565 

Pharmacoeconomics Outcomes Res. 2020 Jul 3;20(4):387–95.  566 

9.  Bolinder J, Antuna R, Geelhoed-Duijvestijn P, Kröger J, Weitgasser R. Novel glucose-sensing 567 

technology and hypoglycaemia in type 1 diabetes: a multicentre, non-masked, randomised 568 

controlled trial. Lancet. 2016 Nov 5;388(10057):2254–63.  569 

10.  Thiyagarajan A, Grant C, Griffiths F, Atherton H. Exploring patients’ and clinicians’ experiences 570 

of video consultations in primary care: a systematic scoping review. BJGP Open. 2020 Apr 571 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted December 7, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.05.21266892doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.05.21266892
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 

 

Public 

1;4(1).  572 

11.  Campbell B, Dobson L, Higgins J, Dillon B, Marlow M, Pomfrett C. A new health technology 573 

assessment system for devices: The first five years. Int J Technol Assess Health Care. 574 

2017;33(1):19–24.  575 

12.  Shaw S, Wherton J, Vijayaraghavan S, Morris J, Bhattacharya S, Hanson P, et al. Health 576 

services and delivery research. 2018;6(21).  577 

13.  Jeffries M, Phipps D, Howard RL, Avery A, Rodgers S, Ashcroft D. Understanding the 578 

implementation and adoption of an information technology intervention to support medicine 579 

optimisation in primary care: Qualitative study using strong structuration theory. BMJ Open. 580 

2017;7(5):1–10.  581 

14.  Zanaboni P, Wootton R. Adoption of routine telemedicine in Norwegian hospitals: Progress 582 

over 5 years. BMC Health Serv Res. 2016 Sep 20;16(1):1–13.  583 

15.  Greenhalgh T, Shaw S, Wherton J, Vijayaraghavan S, Morris J, Bhattacharya S, et al. Real-584 

world implementation of video outpatient consultations at macro, meso, and micro levels: 585 

Mixed-method study. J Med Internet Res. 2018 Apr 1;20(4).  586 

16.  Morris ZS, wooding S, Grant J. The answer is 17 years, what is the question: Understanding 587 

time lags in translational research. J R Soc Med. 2011 Dec;104(12):510–20.  588 

17.  O’Connor S, Hanlon P, O’Donnell CA, Garcia S, Glanville J, Mair FS. Understanding factors 589 

affecting patient and public engagement and recruitment to digital health interventions: A 590 

systematic review of qualitative studies. Vol. 16, BMC Medical Informatics and Decision 591 

Making. BioMed Central Ltd; 2016. p. 120.  592 

18.  Hardiker NR, Grant MJ. Factors that influence public engagement with eHealth: A literature 593 

review. Vol. 80, International Journal of Medical Informatics. Elsevier; 2011. p. 1–12.  594 

19.  Budd J, Miller BS, Manning EM, Lampos V, Zhuang M, Edelstein M, et al. Digital technologies 595 

in the public-health response to COVID-19. Vol. 26, Nature Medicine. Nature Research; 2020. 596 

p. 1183–92.  597 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted December 7, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.05.21266892doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.05.21266892
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 

 

Public 

20.  Western MJ, Armstrong MEG, Islam I, Morgan K, Jones UF, Kelson MJ. Improving children’s 598 

fundamental movement skills through a family-based physical activity program: results from 599 

the “Active 1Y+YFUN” randomized controlled trial. Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act. 2021;18:148.  600 

21.  Swain S, Sarmanova A, Mallen C, Kuo CF, Coupland C, Doherty M, et al. Trends in incidence 601 

and prevalence of osteoarthritis in the United Kingdom: findings from the Clinical Practice 602 

Research Datalink (CPRD). Osteoarthr Cartil. 2020 Jun 1;28(6):792–801.  603 

22.  Whicher CA, O’Neill S, Holt RIG. Diabetes in the UK: 2019. Diabet Med. 2020 Feb 1;37(2):242–604 

7.  605 

23.  NHS Digital. Statistics on Obesity, Physical Activity and Diet, England, 2020 [Internet]. [cited 606 

2021 Nov 21]. Available from: https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-607 

information/publications/statistical/statistics-on-obesity-physical-activity-and-diet/england-608 

2020/part-3-adult-obesity-copy 609 

24.  National Institute for Health and Care Excellence. Rheumatoid Arthritis: How common is it? 610 

[Internet]. 2020 [cited 2021 Nov 18]. Available from: 611 

https://cks.nice.org.uk/topics/rheumatoid-arthritis/background-information/prevalence-612 

incidence/ 613 

25.  Kim HC. Acceptability engineering: The study of user acceptance of innovative technologies. J 614 

Appl Res Technol. 2015;13(2):230–7.  615 

26.  Holden RJ, Karsh BT. The Technology Acceptance Model: Its past and its future in health care. 616 

J Biomed Inform. 2010;43(1):159–72.  617 

27.  Kyratsis Y, Ahmad R, Holmes A. Technology adoption and implementation in organisations: 618 

Comparative case studies of 12 English NHS Trusts. BMJ Open. 2012;2(2):1–9.  619 

28.  Williams R, Sheikh A, Franklin BD, Krasuska M, Nguyen HT, Hinder S, et al. Using Blueprints to 620 

promote interorganizational knowledge transfer in digital health initiatives- A qualitative 621 

exploration of a national change program in English hospitals. J Am Med Informatics Assoc. 622 

2021;28(7):1431–9.  623 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted December 7, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.05.21266892doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.05.21266892
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 

 

Public 

29.  Hauk N, Hüffmeier J, Krumm S. Ready to be a Silver Surfer? A Meta-analysis on the 624 

Relationship Between Chronological Age and Technology Acceptance. Comput Human Behav. 625 

2018;84:304–19.  626 

30.  Chen K, Chan AHS. A review of technology acceptance by older adults. Gerontechnology. 627 

2011;10(1):1–12.  628 

31.  Mallenius S, Rossi M, Tuunainen V. Factors affecting the adoption and use of mobile devices 629 

and services by elderly people - results from a pilot study. In: 6th Annual Global Mobility 630 

Roundtable. Los Angeles; 2007.  631 

32.  Shahab L, McGowan JA, Waller J, Smith SG. Prevalence of beliefs about actual and mythical 632 

causes of cancer and their association with socio-demographic and health-related 633 

characteristics: Findings from a cross-sectional survey in England. Eur J Cancer. 634 

2018;103:308–16.  635 

33.  Miller MR, Herrera F, Jun H, Landay JA, Bailenson JN. Personal identifiability of user tracking 636 

data during observation of 360-degree VR video. Sci Rep. 2020;10(1):1–10.  637 

34.  Huygelier H, Schraepen B, van Ee R, Vanden Abeele V, Gillebert CR. Acceptance of immersive 638 

head-mounted virtual reality in older adults. Sci Rep. 2019 Dec 1;9(1):1–12.  639 

35.  Zhou L, Bao J, Watzlaf V, Parmanto B. Barriers to and Facilitators of the Use of Mobile Health 640 

Apps From a Security Perspective: Mixed-Methods Study. JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 641 

2019;7(4)e11223 https//mhealth.jmir.org/2019/4/e11223. 2019 Apr 16;7(4):e11223.  642 

36.  Garrett PM, White JP, Lewandowsky S, Kashima Y, Perfors A, Little DR, et al. The acceptability 643 

and uptake of smartphone tracking for COVID-19 in Australia. PLoS One. 2021;16(1 644 

January):1–23.  645 

37.  Bauer MS, Kirchner JA. Implementation science: What is it and why should I care? Vol. 283, 646 

Psychiatry Research. Elsevier Ireland Ltd; 2020. p. 112376.  647 

38.  Greenhalgh T, Robert G, Macfarlane F, Bate P, Kyriakidou O. Diffusion of innovations in 648 

service organizations: Systematic review and recommendations. Vol. 82, Milbank Quarterly. 649 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted December 7, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.05.21266892doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.05.21266892
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 

 

Public 

Milbank Memorial Fund; 2004. p. 581–629.  650 

39.  National Institute for Health and Care Excellence. Shared decision-making NICE guideline 651 

[NG197]. 2021.  652 

 653 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted December 7, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.05.21266892doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.05.21266892
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

