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ABSTRACT

Digital platforms characterized by network effects enable provisioning of various types of services and provide
a mechanism for linking producers and consumers. Identifying the key Quality of Service attributes of such
platforms is vital for their continued success and growth. In this paper, a set of quality attributes for platforms
is first extracted from different extant quality models. Then actual user feedback data from three platform
providers are analysed and mapped against the set of quality attributes to determine the key attributes that
are relevant. These findings are corroborated with qualitative data from interviews of different stakeholders.
The results show that service quality characteristics are important to the success of platforms. Functional charac-
teristics of platforms assume importance where the digital contributions of the platform is higher. Apart from
these, ‘fitness for use’ as a major determinant of quality is also important in digital platforms.
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I . Introduction

A platform is “a business based on enabling val-
ue-creating interactions between external producers
and consumers” (Parker et al., 2016, p. 5). Platforms
which use digital infrastructure as a base for the
interaction, either wholly or partly (‘digital plat-
forms’) are considered in this paper.” Such platforms
are disrupting businesses like never before (Hagiu
and Rothman, 2016, p. 1), and are set for tremendous
growth (Changing Gears, 2017; Moazed, 2018; Online
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Education Market in India, 2016). Platforms
have the following primary stakeholders: (i) a
platform provider, who is the owner of the platform;
(ii) the end-user, who is the primary consumer of
the interactions on the platform; and (iii) one or
more service providers who provide services to end
users.”

Digital platforms are characterized by both direct
and cross-side network effects (Gawer and Cusumano,
2014). Researchers have argued that platform quality,

and associated consumer expectations, also play a
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crucial role in growth and sustainability of platforms
(Zhu and Iansiti, 2017). Tellis et al.,, state that quality
in certain instances are more important than network
effects for the success of platforms (Tellis et al., 2009,
p- 147). Hence it is important to assess the significant
factors which affect the Quality of Service (QoS)
of these platforms as perceived by its users (Ruutu
et al,, 2017, p. 123). In this paper, the term QoS
is used in the context of capturing the quality of
the provisions of the platform in its entirety.
The existing literature on platforms has mainly
focused on quality assurance in software ecosystems
(Axelsson and Skoglund, 2016); value creation and
distribution in platforms (Haile and Altmann, 2016);
design and configuration of digital payment platforms
(Kazan and Damsgaard, 2016) and evaluation of
e-learning platforms (Ouadoud et al., 2016).
Quality has been defined in many ways, most nota-
bly by (Crosby, 1980; Juran and Godfrey, 2000), how-
ever the ISO definition of quality as “entirety of
features and characteristics *-+ of a product or service
-++ that bear on its ability to satisfy stated or implied
needs” (ISO 5127:2001), is the definition taken for
this paper. Recent literature on quality in platforms
relate to quality in software architecture (Kaur and
Singh, 2015; Franga and Soares, 2015), quality of
Decision Support Systems (Igbal and Babar, 2016),
and quality in crowdsourced systems (Allahbakhsh
et al., 2013; Kulkarni et al., 2012). However, study

1) This paper is largely drawn from (Nandakishore K N, 2018).

2) Some literature (for example, Kim and Kim, 2016), describe,
in addition to the platform provider, a ‘platform sponsor’
who may be responsible for decision-making regarding
platform technology or other aspects. In this paper, all such
entities are ignored and only the ‘platform provider' is
considered, as a platform representative distinct from
demand-side ‘end-users’ and supply-side ‘service providers'.
Also note that the platform provider may also be a service
provider (for example, in an initial phase of operation) but
technically not the reverse.

on quality attributes that impact customer satisfaction
in digital platforms in scarce. Specifically, in this
paper it is attempted to answer the following research
question:

What are the key quality attributes that are important
in digital platforms and their impact on customer

satisfaction?

In this study, we specifically focus on the study
of platforms in the area of education (aka. EdTech)
and healthcare (HealthTech) sectors. In EdTech plat-
forms, the platform providers are typically companies
or universities who offer digital courses or online
teaching services. End-users are individuals or groups
who consume these offerings. Service providers may
be personnel who provide the educational content
/ material in any form, faculty or other personnel
who actually deliver the content on the platform,
or IT companies who may provide some infra-
structure components to the platform provider for
the educational exchange.

In HealthTech, platform providers may be again
companies or individuals who sponsor the platform
as a business. Users are individuals or groups who
consume the platform provisions. Service providers
may be doctors, pharmacists or other medical pro-
fessionals, or may provide digital infrastructure to
the platform provider.

This paper is organized as follows: The next section
examines platform and associated quality attributes.
This is followed by the research methodology, data
collection and the results. The final section contains
research conclusions, limitations and scope for fur-
ther work.
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II. Platform and Quality Attributes
2.1. Categories of Platforms

There are varying degrees of digitization in plat-
forms for communication and provisioning of serv-
ices, ranging from minimal to full, and can be ar-
ranged on a continuum as shown in <Figure 1>.

An indicative example of a platform along with
the industry vertical is shown in the figure. At one
end are the largely ‘physical’ businesses where the
digital interaction is less. For example, in the hospital-
ity-related businesses, booking can be through an
online platform but the user moves through or occu-

- In travel/transportation, applications play a key
role in accessing the concerned physical element
(like a taxi or an airplane), but subsequently,
the service quality too is important.

- Human workers carry out jobs but work can
be allotted or done online.

- Healthcare is mostly about doctors, nurses and
pharmacists providing medical services. The ini-
tial contact may be online or offline, and likewise,
though the service is mostly offline, it is possible
to have digital elements. There can also be other
types of digital healthcare-related platforms.

- The education technology (EdTech) providers
are another example where there may be a digital

PLATFORMS

Ola MTurk

Labor

services

Food, | Travel/

Healthcare

Whatsapp
Amazon
Gaming, OS,
E-commerce | Finance /Entertainment| web services
}. F b &

Lodging| Transportation
& —

'S

EdTech

Social media
L I o

ll . i 2 v L
! Digital interaction between Service Provider and End-User !

Fully physical

AWS ]

Fully digital

<Figure 1> Platform Continuum

pies physical space with material elements in it, and
hence the service quality or ambience then comes
into play. At the other extreme are activities like
virtual gaming (where the user is in contact solely
with the digital platform) or essentially computer
elements like Operating Systems or Web services
(‘platforms providing platforms’) whose users con-
sume digital elements and physical interaction with
service providers is minimal.

Along this continuum, the different types of in-
dustry verticals can be arranged®):

3) It must be emphasized that the aim of this paper is not
to accurately locate the various platforms on this continuum.
This construct is used to bring out the crucial differences
in the types of platforms.

interface providing content or optionally in-
structors guiding students through course mate-
rial or giving lectures.
- E-commerce chiefly involves shopping online
and receiving the product or service at one’s
doorstep.
Financial transactions are done online, triggered

or set up by humans.

Social media and entertainment involves social

connections between humans digitally and con-

sumption of digital entertainment content.

It is also of note that the position of a platform
on the continuum is not fixed; it can vary depending
on the degree of ‘physical’ vs ‘digital’ components
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in that specific case. For example, the Healthcare
vertical is positioned towards the left on the con-
tinuum since the vertical typically involves healthcare
providers treating patients physically, but a platform
which connects doctors and hospitals for manage-
ment of electronic health records is likely to lie further
along (to the right side of) the continuum due to
the digital nature of the activities involved. In this
study, we analyze a sample of two platforms in
HealthTech and EdTech that are positioned almost
at the middle of the above scale.

2.2. Quality Model and Attributes

Quality models for digital platforms are inherently
not much different from software quality models
and can be seen to have the same characteristics.
ISO offers several quality models, out of which ISO
25010:2011 is selected as a base model in this paper
for evolving the quality attributes as it has evolved
from various software models and is an international
standard. It has been used as a starting model in
various research papers and dissertations (for exam-
ple, Hasan and Al-Sarayreh, 2015; Parnanen, 2016).

ISO 25010:2011 contains a product quality model
and a “quality in use” model (ISO/IEC 25010:2011).
The product quality model consists of eight groupings
of characteristics with associated sub-characteristics,
giving a total of 39 attributes. Most of these attributes
describe the software technical aspects, however the
‘Functional Suitability’ and ‘Usability’ groups deal
with functional aspects and product attributes which
may be termed as being more ‘subjective’ in nature.

The “Quality in use” model has 11 attributes and
evaluates the product from the perspective of the
user while using the product. The characteristics in
this model are more subjective in nature. For example,
‘Trust’ or ‘Comfort’ are attributes which are not di-

rectly measurable and may vary in degree of impact
from person to person. Though some of the attributes
like ‘Completeness’ and ‘Efficiency’ have the same
terminology as those in product quality, the defi-
nitions and interpretations of the attributes are differ-
ent in the two models under ISO 25010:2011.

It should be mentioned that several of the attrib-
utes appear to be similar in their description, but
a closer look reveals subtle nuances. For example,
the attributes of Functional Suitability and Functional
Appropriateness appear to not be very different. But
where Functional Suitability concerns the provision
(or otherwise) of capabilities to meet users’ needs,
Functional Appropriateness evaluates the degree to
which the provided capabilities actually meet those
needs. Similarly, Learnability assesses the degree to
which the product or system’s learning goals can
be met (in other words, ease of learning to use the
system), whereas Operability is a measure of the
product or system’s attributes which make it easy
to operate and control.

Yet another category of attributes which need to
be considered in the quality model for digital plat-
forms is service quality. Services differ from goods
in terms of how they are produced, consumed and
evaluated (Zeithaml et al., 1990). Ten general di-
mensions of service quality have been proposed (ibid.,,
pp. 21-22).

A few other attributes which influence a user’s
satisfaction with the product or service, are consid-
ered in this paper. First of these is Affordability as
users seek value for money and hence this influences
customer satisfaction. ‘Capability’ and ‘Conformance’
are two subjective system aspects which are not di-
rectly addressed in the work of Zeithaml et al. (1990).
Capability is a measure of an entity’s ability to achieve
its objectives, especially from an overall mission

perspective. Conformance is basically a quasi-sub-
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jective confirmation that a product or service has
met some rule or best practice. The attributes of
Dependability, Robustness, Safety and Conciseness
are not included, or have a slightly different nuance
to their comparable equivalents, in ISO 25010: 2011
and the work of Zeithaml et al. (1990). Nevertheless,
these attributes might be significant; for example,
Kang et al. (2015) found that interpersonal trust sig-
nificantly affected learning satisfaction in online
communities. Hence these attributes are included
in this paper separately.

[lI. Methodology and Data collection
3.1. The Quality Attribute Set

Grouping together the characteristics from the
quality models as explained in the previous section
yields a set of 64 attributes in totald). A summary
of the 64 attributes is given in <Table 1> and shown

4) Attributes ‘Performance Efficiency’, ‘Security’ and ‘Reliability’
mentioned in the ISO 25010:2011 Product Quality model
are mentioned in the “Quality-in-use” and Service Quality
models as well and hence are counted only once.

Also, one attribute which has been ‘customised’ for this
paper is ‘Time-sensitiveness’. ISO 25010:2011 lists the
attribute of ‘Time behaviour’ but this definition, true to the
overall intent of the 25010 standard to define software
product quality, connotes machine performance. However
in service quality, there are often instances where it is
necessary to do things not at a fast pace, but at the required
pace. For instance, if a teacher is explaining new concepts
to a bunch of students, it may be necessary for the teacher,
on occasion, to slow the pace down so that a particular
concept can be fully understood.

Hence in this paper the definition of time behaviour is
broadened to allude to all such cases where the actor
(human or machine, as the case may be) meets the temporal
requirement in that particular instance. To distinguish it
from the existing term, the term ‘time-sensitiveness’ is used
instead of ‘Time behaviour’ in the rest of this paper, and
has been placed in the ‘Others’ category in <Table 1> and
<Figure 2>.

<Table 1> Summary of Attributes

No. of | Final no. for
Source Aspect . . .
attributes | consideration
I :
SO 25010:2011 Prodl.lct 39 -
model Quality
IS0 25010:2011 Qua.hty in
11 11
model Use
Zeithaml et al. Service 10 10
(1990) Quality
Others Cost, time and 8 8
others
Total 64

group-wise in <Figure 2>. The definitions of these
64 attributes are given in <Appendix A>.

The conceptual basis of synthesizing from the dif-
ferent models stems from the nature of stakeholder
interaction on platforms. Users and service providers
interact in value-creating ways, hence the service
quality characteristics also need to be considered.
Examples of such ‘customization’ of a quality model
exist, see for instance (Behkamal et al., 2009). Also,
other parameters like price, time pressure and con-
formance influence user decisions in selecting and
using a platform (Moon et al,, 2015; Suri and Monroe,
2003).

3.2. Analysis and Validation

Actual feedback data from end-users of digital
platforms were mapped to the set of 64 quality attrib-
utes so defined, and analyzed along with data from
service providers and platform providers, to extract
the key quality attributes. Implications for platform
providers were also distilled from the findings. An
intercoder reliability exercise was conducted to avoid
any bias affecting the findings. A diagrammatic repre-
sentation of the research methodology is given in
<Figure 3>.
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<Figure 3> Research Methodology

Empirical data was obtained from three platforms
- two education technology (EdTech) providers
(UpGrad and Coursera) and one Healthcare access

provider (Practo). EdTech and Healthcare are two
platform verticals which lie roughly in the middle
of the platform continuum explained earlier and
hence they were good choices to assess the quality

of platforms, by virtue of not being extreme cases,
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<Table 2> Details of UpGrad Data

Batch 1(Cohort1)

Totel number of Total usable Breakup of the 4125 records as per feedback rating given by user
records(after
feedback _
. removing blank | Rating of 1 | Rating of 2 | Rating of 3 | Rating of 4 | Rating of 5
received . .
or junk entries)
28133 4125 287 369 1066 1234 1219
No. selected for sampling 72 62 60 56 60 =310 total
Batch 2(Cohort2)
Totel number of Total usable Breakup of the 3891 records as per feedback rating given by user
records(after
feedback .
. removing blank | Rating of 1 | Rating of 2 | Rating of 3 | Rating of 4 | Rating of 5
received . .
or junk entries)
23451 3891 121 185 1201 1202 1182
No. selected for sampling 56 62 59 ‘ 61 ‘ 62 ‘ =300 total

hence allowing an examination of both physical and
digital aspects of the platforms. Also digjtal platforms
on these two verticals are newly emerging (unlike,
say, e-commerce which has had a considerable history
of platform activity in India) and it was felt research-
ing these verticals is of current interest. The two
EdTech platforms are slightly different from each
other in terms of the niche market they address and
hence offer some variety (UpGrad mainly offers on-
line courses with certification to selected students
while Coursera is a one-to-many course provider).

Two datasets (from two different Cohorts®)) con-
taining user feedback on various courses and modules
were obtained from UpGrad. These datasets con-
tained user rating for each course/module on a scale
of 1 to 5, as well as feedback in text form. Systematic
stratified sampling was used to generate the final

5) A ‘Cohort’ refers to a batch of students starting a course
together

sample data (310 and 300 feedback records from
Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 respectively) for analysis (see
<Table 2>). The details of sample size calculations
and sampling techniques used are mentioned in Sec
3.4.

For Coursera, user feedback for its various courses
is available on its website and this data was used
for analysis through a process of cluster sampling.
Only courses taught in English with subtitles in
English were picked for analysis due to language
constraints. Random courses from random pages
were selected, the only criteria being that the course
have entries in the ‘Ratings and Reviews’ field. As
the data was being captured manually, courses were
selected which had a moderate number of reviews
(10 to 50) for ease of capture. At least one course
was picked from each of the ten course areas listed
(Business, Data science, Computer science, Physical

science and engg, Social sciences, Personal Development,

100 Asia Pacific Journal of Information Systems
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<Table 3> Details of Coursera Data

<Table 4> Details of Practo Data

Details of chosen coures for feedback data
s1 Final nos
No Coures area gafter. remo@g
invalid entries)
1 Computer secience 24
2 | Physical science and engineering 25
3 | Personal developmnet 29
4 Life Sciences 29
5 Language Learning 10
6 | Math and Logic 38
7 Business 20
8 Data Science 9
9 Social Science 40
10 | Computer Science 39
11 | Arts and Humanities 41
total 304

Life Sciences, Arts and Humanities, Language
Learning, Math and Logic) so as to provide a dataset
having maximum variation in terms of courses and
without being biased towards any particular domain.

The data was retrieved on 8-Sep-2017 from the
Coursera website (https://www.coursera.org). A total
of 304 feedback was captured for analysis as summar-
ized in <Table 3> and explained further in Sec 3.4.

For Practo, user (patient) feedback is available
on its website (https://www.practo.com) and this data
was used for analysis through a process of cluster
sampling. Names of doctors by specialty were picked
at random from the website, the only criteria being
that the doctors have entries under both ‘Overall
rating’ and ‘Feedback received’ fields in the portal.
As the data was being captured manually, the names
picked were initially restricted to a moderate number
(< 50) of textual feedback for ease of data capture.
As many specialties and range of doctor’s ratings

as possible was picked so as to provide a dataset

No. of No. of
Speciality doctors feedl?ack
received
Andrologist 1 2
Ayurveda 1 5
Cardiologist /Cardiothoracic and 5 &7
Vascular Surgeon
Dentist /Dental surgeon 3 12
Dermatologist 1 7
Endocrinologist 2 20
ENT /Otorhinolaryngologist 1 3
Gastroenterologist 1 9
General Physician 3 62
Geriatric Physiotherapist 5 .
[Psychiatrist
Gynecologist 2 7
Internal Medicine 1 21
Neurosurgeon /Spine surgeon 1 4
Opthalmologist /Eye surgeon 1 5
Orthopedist 2 17
Pediatrician 5 30
Physiotheraist 1 12
Plastic surgeon 1 4
Pulmonologist 1 4
Urologist 1 8
total 326

having maximum variation in terms of ratings and
medical domains.

The data was retrieved over a period of several
days between March and October 2017. A total of
326 feedback was captured for analysis as summarized
in <Table 4> and explained further in Sec 3.4.

3.4. Details of Sample Size Calculations
and Sampling Technique

For analysis, a minimum sample size of 300 was

Vol. 30 No. 1
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considered suitable based on a 6% sampling error
tolerance on a 50-50 chance of the sample having
atleast one of the key attributes identified earlier
(from Fowler’s Tables as cited in Creswell (2002,
<Table B.1>, <Appendix B>). The aforementioned
source gives values for a 95% confidence interval.
Hence, the data sample size was 310 and 300 (for
each UpGrad cohort respectively), 304 for Coursera
and 326 for Practo.

On a first examination of the UpGrad dataset,
it was found that the textual feedback in the cases
where the ratings were 1 or 2 generally had more
details and hence ‘disproportionate sampling’ (Gray
et al, 2007, p. 109) has been used so as to try and
capture as many quality attributes as possible. Further,
since the goal was only to extract the quality attributes
and not estimate a population characteristic, no

weightage correction factor has been used.

3.5. Coding and Mapping Attributes

For each of the four datasets, a quantitative coding
process as mentioned in (Emerson et al., 1995) was
used, wherein key words in the textual feedback were
identified by ‘data simplification and reduction’ fol-
lowed by ‘interpretation’ (Coffey and Atkinson,
1996). Then these keywords were mapped to one
or more of the 64 identified attributes (see Sec 3.1)
for each individual feedback. Then, to these mapped
attributes, ratings were assigned on a Likert scale
of 1 to 5 (1 = very dissatisfied, 5 = very satisfied)
based on the emotions emergent in the user’s text
feedback. For example, if the text feedback contained
very negative indictment of any aspect, the assigned
rating would be 1, versus a less strongly expressed
dissatisfaction, which would be assigned a rating of
2. A similar gradation of positive feedback was the
difference between ratings of 4 and 5. Moderate sat-

isfaction or ‘ok’ statements would result in a rating
of 3. A single feedback was thus mapped to one
or more attributes, with separate ratings (which could
be the same or different, depending on the emotion
for that attribute) in case of multiple attributes.
Coding examples are given in <Appendix B>.

A correlation analysis of the rating given by the
user, with the assigned rating(s) for the mapped at-
tribute(s) was done. The degree of association be-
tween user satisfaction (as represented by the
user-given rating), and each quality attribute was
measured. Overall alpha level was set at 0.05 (95%

confidence level).

3.6. Data from Platform and Service Providers

A total of seventeen interviews (N = 17) were
conducted with service providers (teachers and doc-
tors) and platform providers, spanning 5 EdTech
and 2 Healthcare platforms. The aim of these inter-
views was to firstly, elicit views of platform providers
during the initial stages of planning the research,
and secondly, to gauge the views of service providers
and understand the roles played by them in the plat-
form scenario. These interviewees were chosen by
a combination of convenience and snowball sampling,
Thirteen interviews were conducted face-to-face at
the office of the respondent and four were telephonic
interviews. The interviews were conducted in brief
periods in the months of Feb-2017, June-2017, and
Nov-2017 to March-2018. The duration of each of
the interviews varied mostly between 20 to 30
minutes. All but four of the respondents consented
to have the interviews recorded for later transcription
and analysis.

The interviews mostly consisted of a set of prepared
questions dealing with the respondent’s experience
of dealing with the concerned digital platform, only

102 Asia Pacific Journal of Information Systems
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occasionally veering away to pursue a certain line
of thought or insight arising during the conversation.
For the interviews which were recorded, transcripts
of the conversations were made for easier analysis.
These transcripts were then scrutinized multiple
times to gauge patterns or highlight individual experi-
ences, and studied in conjunction with the quantita-
tive results to draw meaningful conclusions. The set
of questions are given in <Appendix C>.

<Table 5> UpGrad Results - Cohort 1

IV. Data analysis and Results
4.1. Quantitative Analysis Results

The results of the correlation analysis are as shown
in the tables <Table 5> to <Table 8> below. Only
the statistically significant attributes are shown here
and listed alphabetically. The correlation coefficient
has been rounded to three decimal places. The third

column, N, is the number of user feedback having

Attribute Correlation Coefficient N Proportionality Index
Appropriateness recognizability 0.661 82 0.204
Competence 0.700 30 0.075
Functional appropriateness 0.549 136 0.339
Functional suitability 0.493 56 0.140
Time-sensitiveness 0.548 28 0.070
Usability 0.753 9 0.022
<Table 6> UpGrad Results - Cohort 2

Attribute Correlation Coefficient N Proportionality Index
Appropriateness recognizability 0.710 50 0.147
Competence 0.882 19 0.056
Functional appropriateness 0.486 152 0.446
Functional suitability 0.372 53 0.155
Time-sensitiveness 0.552 15 0.044
<Table 7> Coursera Results

Attribute Correlation Coefficient N Proportionality Index
Appropriateness recognizability 0.818 143 0.346
Competence 0.942 26 0.063
Functional appropriateness 0.732 9 0.022
Functional suitability 0.710 145 0.351
Time-sensitiveness 0.811 21 0.051
Usability 0.830 17 0.041
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<Table 8> Practo Results

Attribute Correlation Coefficient N Proportionality Index
Access 0.609 27 0.030
Appropriateness recognizability 0.328 146 0.164
Communication 0.565 168 0.189
Competence 0.293 120 0.135
Courtesy 0.665 133 0.150
Credibility 0.631 29 0.033
Responsiveness 0.637 30 0..034
Time-sensitiveness 0.564 33 0.037

the concerned attribute. The Proportionality Index
is the proportion in which that attribute occurs in
the entire list of attributes and has also been rounded
to three decimal places.

Hence the key quality attributes have been filtered
in a two-step process:

1) The 95% confidence level set ensures that the
correlation coefficient of the attributes in the sample
is representative of the correlation coefficient of the
population attributes.

2) Disregarding the statistically significant attrib-
utes which figure in lesser number of data records
(ie., a proportionality index of 0.02 or lesser) ensures
that any chance occurrence of the attribute rating
matching the user-given rating, is not considered.

4.1.1. Results for UpGrad

The most significant attribute is Competence, with
a coefficient of 0.700 and 0.882 from the two cohort
files respectively, which implies possessing the re-
quired skills and knowledge highly influences the
quality of the platform. Appropriateness recogniz-
ability comes next, with values of 0.661 and 0.710,
which denotes that users can and do discern whether
the particular course in its entirety meets their needs.
Functional appropriateness and Functional suitability

are the next significant sub-characteristics, which re-
flect the ability of the product or system to meet
the user’s needs and facilitate accomplishment of
objectives from a functional standpoint. Usability,
which is the degree to which the product or system
can be used satisfactorily in a specified context of
use, is also significant (in Cohort 1) even though
it figures in a lesser number of records.

4.1.2. Results for Coursera

Appropriateness recognizability, Functional suit-
ability, Functional appropriateness and Usability are
also significant, similar to the UpGrad results.

4.1.3. Results for Practo

The results for the healthcare vertical Practo
markedly differ from the results for the EdTech
providers. Here the most significant attributes are
the service quality characteristics such as Courtesy,
Responsiveness, Credibility, Access and Communication,
all with coefficient values between 0.665 and 0.565.
Appropriateness recognizability and Competence are
significant too.

104 Asia Pacific Journal of Information Systems
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4.1.4. Inter-coder Reliability

To avoid a confirmation bias affecting the findings,
a mapping exercise was conducted involving three
coders - two co-authors of this paper, and a doctoral
research student who was not associated with this
paper in any manner - and ascertain the intercoder
reliability. 10% of the full sample size was picked
randomly from the available datasets. The coders
had moderate agreement (Krippendorff's alpha =
0.601).

4.2. Qualitative Analysis Results

As mentioned in an earlier section, a total of seven-
teen interviews were conducted with platform and
service providers from the two platform verticals.
The findings from these interviews are presented
by vertical.

4.2.1. Results for EdTech vertical
1) Competence of the Service Provider

One of the EdTech service providers [EP4], when
asked about the teacher-student arrangement on his

platform, responded:

“-+ It is one-to-one, and the teacher tweaks the teaching
based on what the student wants. It is completely
customized, as the requirements / capabilities of students
are different for each person. --- The differentiating factor

is customization of teaching.”

Another service provider [EP5] who is on another
EdTech platform, when asked about what is needed
to ensure quality of content, talked about different
types of students:

“[We need] some sort of agreement on what is the model
of student we are assuming what is the model of industry
need, so if we have a common ground [with the platform
provider], we can develop material and take it forward’”.

The above snippets throw insights on two aspects
- Firstly, they give a glimpse of the different back-
grounds and abilities of the students who take courses
on these EdTech platforms. These platforms, by virtue
of being easy to access from any part of the country
or even the globe, brings students from different
socio-economic conditions, cultural backgrounds
and varied upbringings onto a platform to receive
coaching on a certain subject. And, if a platform’s
Unique Selling Proposition (USP) is to replicate in-
dividual learning scenarios (mostly without the bene-
fit of face-to-face interaction), it requires a certain
experience and ability to successfully ensure that
happens. This is where the competence of the in-
structor is put to the test - an attribute which is

also indicated in the quantitative results.

2) Appropriateness recognizability
Secondly, it provides a confirmation of the ‘fitness
for use’ aspect; students can discern what they want

and know what suits them and what information
they would like and how. [EP5] has also this to say:

“[Wlhat [the students] prefer is that one time looking
at videos is good, but maybe summary of that in
terms of lecture notes is something that they like.
And they like the lecture notes to be fairly compre-
hensive so that serves as a material that they can
spend time (on) and not get distracted by this link,
that link ---”

3) Platform software characteristics
It is not the case that the technical characteristics
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of the platform have no bearing at all on the quality.
Respondent [EP4] mentions technical issues they faced:

[EP4]: Interruptions, technical disruptions are there.
Mostly network-related. But (the platform) offers
alternative [a bridge call initiated by the platform] ---
Students are ok with it.

Here’s respondent [EP5] on his experience:

[EP5]: It is highly bandwidth dependent. So if we have
infrastructure issues so there will be disruptions, so again
we will try to synchronize. So that can sometimes cause
-+ students to get bored -+

[Author]: Ok [the students] were obviously dissatisfied,
but how deep -+ or how intense was it?

[EP5]: 1 think it was ok -+ I don’t think that became

a big issue”

What emerges from the above conversations is
that most students take technical glitches in their
stride. This explains why attributes such as Performance
of the platform or system components do not figure
in the top list of significant attributes in the findings
from the quantitative analysis.

4.2.2. Results for Healthcare Vertical

1) Appropriateness Recognizability

All the interviewed healthcare professionals men-
tioned getting more patients offline than thru the
platform. In some cases, it may be because a specialist
is not approached directly but through a general
physician first (as in the case of one healthcare service
provider [HP1]):

[Author]: Do you have any figures as to how many patients
you got through the platform, versus how many patients

you got through offline references of the hospital?

[HPI]: No, offline references are only more because we
know doctors -, every physician will come across the
certain (specialist) -+ General population will not know.
-+ I get almost 80% of my patients like that only. Only

20% will come through the platform.

But even a doctor [HP8] from a non-allopathic
stream, mentions a low figure:

[HPS8]: Most of the patients who come to me are through
word of mouth -

[Author]: So, percentage-wise, say, how much would you
say, 50-50%¢ [Or] 80-207

[HP8]: Maybe 10% of patients come through Practo.

This indicates that the main focus of patients are
the doctors who treat them, and not how the doctors
are reached. So the platform is ‘appropriate’ for their
needs only to the extent that it provides them access
to the doctor. This is reflected in the Quantitative
results, where Appropriateness Recognizability, though
significant, is not as correlated with the satisfaction
rating as the service quality attributes.

2) Software quality attributes

Service provider [HP1] has the following to say
when asked about what the platform enables for him:

You can display the money which you are going to charge,
the amount is also there, the timings ---, everything. That
is good--- The supportive thing, what they give is perfect.

Another service provider [HP3] too was upbeat
about the platform’s use for her:

“It offers me a database to keep track of the pre-
scriptions and patients” information, and offers more
visibility”.
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So the doctors who use the platform, find good
support from the platform in terms of the function-
ality and software quality on offer. But these are
just some of the doctors; others may be seeing only
a limited role for platforms, as was explained by
one of the service providers [HP2], when asked
whether healthcare as such was offline or on-

line-oriented:

Offline - for two reasons. One, it protects the doctor
legally. I have had offers to pay me money to give medical
advice online, but I have turned it down, as I cannot
give advice without seeing the patient. -+ Secondly, for
effective quality of Healthcare, it’s necessary to assess the

patient in person.

So, the adoption of the platform by the service
providers is not widespread; it seems to happen in
pockets and its use continued by doctors who have

found some value in using the platform.

V. Conclusions

The findings from the previous section can be

broadly summarized as shown in the two diagrams

(depicting the significant attributes for the two verti-
cals) in <Figure 4>.

Each cirde has within it the quality attributes which
the respective stakeholder expects or seeks from the
platform. The attributes exclusively in one’s circle
represent those attributes which only they are inter-
ested in obtaining from the platform and typically
seck from the other provider. For example, in EdTech,
only the Platform Provider (PP) is concerned with
the brand (credibility) of the platform and looks
to the Service Provider (SP) to provide the same.
Likewise, only SPs are concerned with software qual-
ity attributes and expect its provision from the PPs.
(There is no attribute which PPs or SPs can be said
to expect from End-Users, as they are the primary
beneficiaries of the interactions on the platform).

Attributes in intersecting areas denote that both
the stakeholders are interested in those attributes
being provided on the platform. In case of intersecting
areas between PPs and SPs, the particular attribute
may be provided by either stakeholder depending
upon the business model employed by that platform.
Functional aspects (suitability, appropriateness, cor-
rectness, completeness) in EdTech are the only attrib-
utes which are of interest to all stakeholders on the
platform.

) End-user End-user
ApprFrfﬂtEfl?SS Appropriateness
Recognisability Recognisability
(‘Fitness for us_e') ) (‘Fitness for use’)
= :Sé-rVi; T =< platform “.‘
\duality Aesthetics/ \ e";:E
attributes JUsability :t“;ibxtes
p / Functional | N N Security,
[ Conformance, “f._aspects \ Security, '\ S conmaatn, )
Capability, — ‘ Availability, | | 1 Aailability, Affordability. ‘
i \ | il / Capability (Medical) Aesthetics / Usability,
\ Branding . .Scftvzizf:b;:.‘[\: / \ | Conformance Credibility (Trust), |
(Credibility) Le bility / uall . Credibility (Branding)
Platform . S attributes” Service Platform. Sotsuar ity st SETViCE
Provider Provider Provider " Provider
EdTech platform Healthcare platform
<Figure 4> Synthesis of the Significant Attributes
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5.1. Implications for Platform Providers

Drawing on the findings from the previous section,
four major attributes (or groups of attributes) draw
attention regarding digital platforms. These four as-

pects are:

1) Service quality characteristics of Service Provider
This aspect was important from the user’s view-
point in both EdTech and Healthcare verticals. This
is not surprising, given that in both verticals, there
is a human element (teacher and doctor, respectively)
who interact with the users and provide the service

(teaching and medical treatment, respectively).
Platform providers too were interested in the success
of the SPs. The service quality characteristics like
competence and communication are a part of the
ten general dimensions of service quality mentioned
by Zeithaml, et al. (1990). Time-sensitiveness, too,
can be grouped in this category.

2) Functional Suitability and sub-characteristics
These are part of the product quality attributes
under ISO 25010:2011 and reflects the quality of the
platform or system functionality. These may be either

software or non-software elements. SPs showed a
moderate interest in the successful provisioning of
these functionalities. This is because the SPs are largely
the providers of goods or services, or, in rare cases,
are the medium through which the delivery of such
content to the end-user happens. In such cases, they
have to be assured of the quality of such content.

From an end-user perspective, these characteristics
were very important for users in EdTech and, though
present, not statistically significant in Healthcare.
This is explained thus: In the case of EdTech plat-
forms, the delivery of content happens on the

platform. Thus the end-user is in direct reception

of the content and is directly evaluating the correct-
ness, completeness and adequacy of the content all
the time. Thus functional suitability (and its sub-char-
acteristics) play a major role. But in the case of
Healthcare, the representative platform is basically
an enabler and content delivery (i.e., the medical
treatment) happens offline. Hence the functional as-
pects of the platform are not that significant.

As a matter of fact, in Healthcare, the above logic
regarding Functional sub-characteristics is true for
some of the other attributes like credibility (of the
platform provider) and affordability as well. Presence
of these attributes are important for service providers
to continue to endorse the platform. But these attrib-
utes are not key for end-users as for them the platform
is only an enabler.

3) Platform software characteristics

The quality of the technical aspects of the platform
are important for SPs in both verticals. The reason
here is the same as for functional characteristics.

The SPs are the user-facing entity and any drop
in quality of the digital entity which was the first
point of contact with the user, may cause the user
to view their services in a bad light, hence the SPs
are understandably anxious that the platform have
good quality from a technical standpoint. This is
essentially product quality they are seeking.

For the users, apart from Usability, other platform
software characteristics, as such, were not important.
Again here the reason is the same as that for functional
characteristics. In EdTech the core engagement hap-
pens on the platform, hence it is very important
for the user that the platform’s user interface be
of quality and the teaching/ learning interaction hap-
pen smoothly. But in Healthcare, as the engagement
happens offline, the platform is just an enabler and

the users seem to take platform non-performance
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in their stride.

4) Appropriateness recognizability

This characteristic was added in ISO 25010 and
imparts the ‘fitness for use’ aspect highlighted by
Juran and is a user-based view of quality. This charac-
teristic hence manifests itself as being important in

the eyes of both SPs and users.

From the above discussion, four implications or
aspects which platform providers need to take care

of, emerge:

1) SPs with desired service quality attributes like
competence, good communication, responsiveness,
time-sensitiveness and understanding (the so-called
‘soft skills’) need to be chosen. This is irrespective
of whether the platforms have in-house or external
SPs; the people who engage in the value-creating
interaction with the user need to have these skills.
By implication this applies also to users if they turn
SPs - if a platform encourages “side-switching”
(Parker et al,, 2016, p. 26), it stands to lose if its
users-turned-SPs do not have these attributes.

2) Content suitability and adequacy, completeness
and correctness, and the platform functionality which
helps the SPs to deliver this are important, especially
in verticals where content delivery happens on the
platform.

3) Platforms cannot get away by saying they are
‘technology companies’ in all cases. The technology
used for platform design and operation (which enables
aesthetics, usability and Performance efficiency of the
platform) is undoubtedly important. But the im-
portance and implications of technology usage is more
in platforms where content delivery happens on the
platform, and lesser where the platform may be just
an enabler. The business model and governance as-

pects of the platform also need to be kept in mind.

4) The chosen combination of content and delivery
mechanism should be ‘it for use’. Platform providers
need to keep in mind their target audience and wheth-
er the measures adopted to reach their customers
are really serving their main purpose. As Parker et
al. (2016) state when describing metrics for platforms
- “In the end, the most important metric is a simple
one: the number of happy customers on every side
of the network who are repeatedly and increasingly
engaged in positive, value-creating interactions” (p. 202).

5.2. Limitations and Scope for Future Work

The demographic information of the users was
not available from the platform data. Hence it was
not possible to assess whether any factors related
to age, gender, location, occupation or other social
factors could influence the user feedback. Also, only
two platform verticals - EdTech and Healthcare

- are examined in this paper, and, in the case of
Healthcare, using the feedback data from only one
platform. The number of service provider interviews
done for EdTech and Healthcare is disproportionate
due to the lesser number of Healthcare platforms
and feedback data available on those platforms. User
feedback data from other similar platform in other
verticals should be analyzed to confirm these findings
or throw light on any differences between platforms.
For instance, security of the platform may be an
important quality attribute for e-commerce platforms.
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<Appendix A> List of Attributes and their Definitions

The attributes are listed in alphabetical order. Text in brackets indicates the definition reference.

Attribute Definition
Access Approachability and ease of contact (Zeithaml et al., 1990)
Accessibility Degre.e. t.o which e% product qr system c'a.n be us§d by people with the widest range of characteristics and
capabilities to achieve a specified goal in a specified context of use (ISO/IEC 25010:2011)6)
Accountability | Degree to which the actions of an entity can be traced uniquely to the entity
Adaptability Degree to which a product or system can effectively and efficiently be adapted for different or evolving hardware,

software or other operational or usage environments

Aesthetics / Ul

Degree to which a user interface enables pleasing and satisfying interaction for the user

aesthetics
Affordability f['he extent to which sor.ne‘thing is affordable, as measured by its cost relative to the amount that the purchaser
is able to pay (YourDictionary, n.d.)
Degree of effectiveness and efficiency with which it is possible to assess the impact on a product or system
Analysability | of an intended change to one or more of its parts, or to diagnose a product for deficiencies or causes of
failures, or to identify parts to be modified
Appearance | The state, condition, manner, or style in which a person or object appears (Dictionary.com, n.d.)
giﬁ;:ﬁfﬁ;s Degree to which users can recognize whether a product or system is appropriate for their needs.
Authenticity | Degree to which the identity of a subject or resource can be proved to be the one claimed
Availability Degree to which a system, product or component is operational and accessible when required for use
Capability Measure': of the.ability of an 'en'tity (depe?rtmenF, c.)rganization, person, system) to achieve its objectives, specially
in relation to its overall mission (BusinessDictionary.com, n.d.)
Capacity Degree to which the maximum limits of a product or system parameter meet requirements
Coexistence Degree to which a product can perfO@ its requirefi functio'ns efficiently while sharing a common environment
and resources with other products, without detrimental impact on any other product
Comfort Degree to which the user is satisfied with physical comfort
Communication | Keeping customers informed in language they can understand and listening to them (Zeithaml et al., 1990)
Degree to which a product, system or component can exchange information with other products, systems
Compatibility | or components, and/or perform its required functions, while sharing the same hardware or software
environment
Competence | Possession of the required skills and knowledge to perform the service (Zeithaml et al., 1990)
Conciseness The extent (to which) no excessive information is present (in the software product) (One Stop Testing)
Confidentiality | Degree to which a product or system ensures that data are accessible only to those authorized to have access
Certification or confirmation that a good, service, or conduct meets the requirements of legislation, accepted
Conformance | practices, prescribed rules and regulations, specified standards, or terms of a contract (BusinessDictionary.com,
n.d.)
Context Degree to which a product or system can be used with effectiveness, efficiency, freedom from risk and
completeness | satisfaction in all the specified contexts of use

6) All definitions in Appendix A are from this reference unless mentioned otherwise.
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<Appendix A> List of Attributes and their Definitions (Cont.)

Attribute Definition

Courtesy Politeness, respect, consideration, and friendliness of contact personnel (Zeithaml et al., 1990)

Credibility Trustworthiness, believability, honesty of the service provider (Zeithaml et al., 1990)
Dependability | The extent to which a critical system is trusted by its users (Software Dependability, n.d.)
Effectiveness | Accuracy and completeness with which users achieve specified goals

Economic risk

Degree to which a product or system mitigates the potential risk to financial status, efficient operation,

risk mitigation

mitigation commercial property, reputation or other resources in the intended contexts of use
Efficiency / The amount of computing resources and code required by a program to perform a function (Cavano &
<y McCall, 1978, January)
Performance . .
i Performance relative to the amount of resources used under stated conditions
efficien
Y Resources expended in relation to the accuracy and completeness with which users achieve goals
Environmental | Degree to which a product or system mitigates the potential risk to property or the environment in the

intended contexts of use

Fault-tolerance

Degree to which a system, product or component operates as intended despite the presence of hardware
or software faults.

Degree to which a product or system can be used with effectiveness, efficiency, freedom from risk and

Flexibili
exibiity satisfaction in contexts beyond those initially specified in the requirements
Functional
Hncon Degree to which the functions facilitate the accomplishment of specified tasks and objectives.
Appropriateness
Functional . ) . I
Degree to which the set of functions covers all the specified tasks and user objectives.
completeness
Functional . . . .
Degree to which a product or system provides the correct results with the needed degree of precision
correctness
Functional Degree to which a product or system provides functions that meet stated and implied needs when used under
Suitability specified conditions

Health and Safety
risk mitigation

Degree to which a product or system mitigates the potential risk to people in the intended contexts of use

Degree of effectiveness and efficiency with which a product or system can be successfully installed and/or

Installabili
nstallability uninstalled in a specified environment
Ineeri Degree to which a system, product or component prevents unauthorized access to, or modification of, computer
gty programs or data.
. Degree to which two or more systems, products or components can exchange information and use the
Interoperability |, .
information that has been exchanged
Degree to which a product or system can be used by specified users to achieve specified goals of learning
Learnability | to use the product or system with effectiveness, efficiency, freedom from risk and satisfaction in a specified
context of use
The extent (to which the software product) facilitates updating to satisfy new requirements (One Stop Testing)
Maintainability | Degree of effectiveness and efficiency with which a product or system can be modified by the intended
maintainers
Maturity Degree to which a system, product or component meets needs for reliability under normal operation
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<Appendix A> List of Attributes and their Definitions (Cont.)

Attribute Definition
oL Degree to which a product or system can be effectively and efficiently modified without introducing defects
Modifiability . . .
or degrading existing product quality
Modularity Degree to which a system or computer program is composed of discrete components such that a change

to one component has minimal impact on other components

Non- repudiation

Degree to which actions or events can be proven to have taken place, so that the events or actions cannot
be repudiated later

Operability | Degree to which a product or system has attributes that make it easy to operate and control
Pleasure Degree to which a user obtains pleasure from fulfilling their personal needs
The extent (to which the software product) can be operated easily and well on computer configurations other
. than its current one (One Stop Testing)
Portability . . . .
Degree of effectiveness and efficiency with which a system, product or component can be transferred from
one hardware, software or other operational or usage environment to another
Recoverabili Degree to which, in the event of an interruption or a failure, a product or system can recover the data
v directly affected and re-establish the desired state of the system
The extent (to which the software product) can be expected to perform its intended functions satisfactorily
(One Stop Testing)
Reliability Ability to perform the promised service dependably and accurately (Zeithaml et al., 1990)
Degree to which a system, product or component performs specified functions under specified conditions
for a specified period of time
Replaceability Degree to which a product can replace another specified software product for the same purpose in the same
environment
Resource Degree to which the amounts and types of resources used by a product or system, when performing its
utilization functions, meet requirements.
Responsiveness | Willingness to help customers and provide prompt service (Zeithaml et al., 1990)
Reusability Degree to which an asset can be used in more than one system, or in building other assets
Robust The extent (to which) the (software) product performs correctly in whichever conditions it finds itself (One
ODUSTESS Stop Testing)
System property that reflects the system's ability to operate (normally or abnormally) without danger to system
Safety ) .
environment (Software Dependability)
Freedom from danger, risk or doubt (Zeithaml et al., 1990)
Security Degree to which a product or system protects information and data so that persons or other products or
systems have the degree of data access appropriate to their types and levels of authorization
The extent (to which the software product) facilitates the establishment of acceptance criteria and supports
Testabili evaluation of its performance (One Stop Testing)
v Degree of effectiveness and efficiency with which test criteria can be established for a system, product or
component and tests can be performed to determine whether those criteria have been met
Time- Degree to which the temporal requirements are met by the actor (human or machine, product or system)
sensitiveness | when performing its functions”)

7) Defined in this paper
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<Appendix A> List of Attributes and their Definitions (Cont.)

Attribute Definition
Trust Degree to which a user or other stakeholder has confidence that a product or system will behave as intended
Understanding

Making the effort to know customers and their needs (Zeithaml et al., 1990)
(the customer)

Degree to which a product or system can be used by specified users to achieve specified goals with effectiveness,

Usabili
il efficiency and satisfaction in a specified context of use
Degree to which a user is satisfied with their perceived achievement of pragmatic goals, including the results
Usefulness
of use and the consequences of use
User error .
. Degree to which a system protects users against making errors
protection
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<Appendix B> Coding Examples

EdTech platform

Rating (L to R) -

Negati
Feedback Positive Attribute(s) ega Ve 1 (Very Low) to
Attribute(s) .
5 (Very High)
Awesome lectures by <instructor>. Its great !! Competence 5
Functi
lecture notes not provided. matrix calculations should be unctional
. . . completeness,
provided in a lecture note step by step. lot of confusion. graded Functional L1
questions are completely out of context. appropriateness
Felt sometimes things are moving too fast. Time- sensitiveness 3
Nice Approprlate.r'less 3
recognisability
<Instructor> could have covered all topics in depth helping the . .
F F
students understand it much better. But overall, this is a good unct.1 onal unctional 32
appropriateness completeness
module
Healthcare platform
Necative Rating (L to R) -
Feedback Positive Attribute(s) g 1 (Very Low) to
Attribute(s) .
5 (Very High)
Well experienced and good convincing doctor Competence, 44
P 8 5 Communication ’
Appearance,
Good ambience...nice doctors© Appropriateness 33
Recognisability
Courtesy,
Hope for better Doctor friendliness, Explanation of the health Communication, 233
issue, Treatment satisfaction Functional o~
appropriateness
Visited For AcidityAbdominal Pain
Doctor is good and listens to your problem in detail...however Competence Responsiveness
the facility at hospital is not very helpful..and u need to wait| (o unication | Time- sensitiveness 3421
for more than 1 hr even when they say that it number is in
next 5 mins...
Doctor was so friendly, humble and polite. Definitely I
. . . Courtesy,
recommend him. He doesn't make a hole in your pocket. o
) . L . Affordability, 5,5,5
Got relieved from the pain by evening itself. The treatment is Functional suitabili
so effective with minimal medicines. ty
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<Appendix C>

Interview questions for EdTech Service Provider

1) Brief background of yourself - Qualifications, teaching experience, arrangement with the Platform Provider
(PP), etc

2) Brief background of teaching on the platform - number of courses taught by you, course subject(s),
what level, how students are assigned to teachers, whether one-on-one or classroom type of teaching,
teaching modes (text / video / Instructor-led / Chat sessions), etc

3) Is course content created by you? Is it reviewed or inputs provided (by either other faculty like yourself,

or PP personnel)? How often is it revised?

4) Are there guidelines provided by the PP? If yes, have you ever had a situation where your idea of

teaching a subject or concept varied from the guidelines?

5) Are there other content providers involved (example, industry executives, NGOs)? What is the nature

of interaction with these others? Does it affect the quality of the teaching? If so, how?

6) What type of queries are asked by students? How are they answered (what is the resolution process)?

How do you deal with queries not related to or answerable by you?

7) Are there entry criteria (any test or evaluation) for a student taking up your course? Your opinion

on whether any such criteria affects the quality of the teaching and the learning outcomes?

8) Are the courses free or paid courses? What is your opinion on whether it affects the quality of the

course?

9) As a content provider (i,e service provider) on a platform, your opinion on what are the important

aspects the platform should provide, in such a setup?

10) Do you get feedback on your teaching? From whom do you get feedback (directly from students, or
thru the PP)? How often do you get it? What is captured under this? Do you give feedback to students?
If so, how?

11) Do you take personal tuitions also? How important is it to you, to relate a face to a name while
teaching online? Does it make a difference to the quality of your teaching?

12) Does the platform have tie-ups with educational institutions? How important is it to you, to have a
tie-up with a well-known name in teaching? Does it make a difference if the well-known name is
online or a brick-and-mortar institution? How important is trust/ credibility of the platform to you?

13) Has there been any technical platform-related disruption during your class? How soon was it rectified?
What was the students’ reaction to the incident?

14) Your thoughts on the platform functionality and software aspects? How important is the security of
the platform to you? Why so?
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<Appendix C> (Cont.)

Interview questions for Healthcare (HC) Service Provider

1) Brief background of yourself - Qualifications, service experience, arrangement with the Platform Provider
(PP), etc

2) Are there guidelines provided by the PP for any aspect, for example, in interacting with patients on
the platform? If yes, have you ever had a situation where your line of thought varied from the guidelines?

3) Are there other content providers involved (example, other healthcare-related providers)? What is the
nature of interaction with these others?

4) What type of queries are asked by patients? How are they answered (what is the resolution process)?
How do you deal with queries not related to or answerable by you?

5) As a content provider (i,e service provider) on a platform, your opinion on what are the important
aspects the platform should provide, in such a setup?

6) Is healthcare as such online- or offline-oriented? How important is it to you, to have the patient physically
be available? Does it make a difference to the quality of your treatment?

7) How important is trust/ credibility of the platform to you?

8) Has there been any technical platform-related disruptions, where patients were affected? How soon was
it rectified? What was the patients’ reaction to the incident?

9) Your thoughts on the platform functionality and software aspects? How important is the security of
the platform to you? Why so?
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