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Purpose: To provide an overview of factors influencing the acceptance of electronic tech-

nologies that support aging in place by community-dwelling older adults. Since technology

acceptance factors fluctuate over time, a distinction was made between factors in the pre-

implementation stage and factors in the post-implementation stage.

Methods: A systematic review of mixed studies. Seven major scientific databases (including

MEDLINE, Scopus and CINAHL) were searched. Inclusion criteria were as follows: (1) original

and peer-reviewed research, (2) qualitative, quantitative or mixed methods research, (3)

research in which participants are community-dwelling older adults aged 60 years or older,

and  (4) research aimed at investigating factors that influence the intention to use or the

actual  use of electronic technology for aging in place. Three researchers each read the articles

and  extracted factors.

Results: Sixteen out of 2841 articles were included. Most articles investigated acceptance of

technology that enhances safety or provides social interaction. The majority of data was

based on qualitative research investigating factors in the pre-implementation stage. Accep-

tance  in this stage is influenced by 27 factors, divided into six themes: concerns regarding

technology (e.g., high cost, privacy implications and usability factors); expected benefits of

technology (e.g., increased safety and perceived usefulness); need for technology (e.g., per-

ceived need and subjective health status); alternatives to technology (e.g., help by family or

spouse), social influence (e.g., influence of family, friends and professional caregivers); and

characteristics of older adults (e.g., desire to age in place). When comparing these results
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to qualitative results on post-implementation acceptance, our analysis showed that some

factors are persistent while new factors also emerge. Quantitative results showed that a

small number of variables have a significant influence in the pre-implementation stage.

Fourteen out of the sixteen included articles did not use an existing technology acceptance

framework or model.

Conclusions: Acceptance of technology in the pre-implementation stage is influenced by

multiple  factors. However, post-implementation research on technology acceptance by

community-dwelling older adults is scarce and most of the factors in this review have not

been  tested by using quantitative methods. Further research is needed to determine if and

how  the factors in this review are interrelated, and how they relate to existing models of

technology acceptance.

© 2014 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ireland Ltd. All rights reserved.
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1.  Introduction

The majority of older adults prefer to live independently for
as long as they possibly can [1–4]. Supporting older adults to
remain in their own homes and communities is also favored
by policy makers and health providers to avoid the costly
option of institutional care [5]. Research shows that several
interrelated factors can challenge the independence of
older adults: primarily functional and cognitive impairment,

chronic diseases, a diminishing social network, and a low level
of physical activity [6–9]. Technology might provide a solu-
tion for some of these challenges, and particularly in the last
decade, much effort has been invested in the development
of technology to support aging in place, such as sensor-
based networks for activity monitoring, fall and wandering
detection, and various e-health applications. However, older
adults explicitly reserve the right to decide for themselves
what they allow into their own homes [10], and questions have
been raised on the readiness of community-dwelling older
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