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Complex intervention modelling should @eer
capture the dynamics of adaptation
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Abstract

Background: Complexity has been linked to health interventions in two ways: first as a property of the intervention,
and secondly as a property of the system into which the intervention is implemented. The former recognizes that
interventions may consist of multiple components that act both independently and interdependently, making it
difficult to identify the components or combinations of components (and their contexts) that are important
mechanisms of change. The latter recognizes that interventions are implemented in complex adaptive systems
comprised of intelligent agents who modify their behaviour (including any actions required to implement the
intervention) in an effort to improve outcomes relative to their own perspective and objectives. Although an
intervention may be intended to take a particular form, its implementation and impact within the system may
deviate from its original intentions as a result of adaptation. Complexity highlights the challenge in developing
interventions as effective health solutions. The UK Medical Research Council provides guidelines on the development
and evaluation of complex interventions. While mathematical modelling is included in the guidelines, there is potential
for mathematical modeling to play a greater role.

Discussion: The dynamic non-linear nature of complex adaptive systems makes mathematical modelling crucial.
However, the tendency is for models of interventions to limit focus on the ecology of the system - the ‘real-time’
operation of the system and impacts of the intervention. These models are deficient by not modelling the way
the system reacts to the intervention via agent adaptation. Complex intervention modelling needs to capture

the consequences of adaptation through the inclusion of an evolutionary dynamic to describe the long-term
emergent outcomes that result as agents respond to the ecological changes introduced by intervention in an
effort to produce better outcomes for themselves. Mathematical approaches such as those found in economics in
evolutionary game theory and mechanism design can inform the design and evaluation of health interventions.
As an illustration, the introduction of a central screening clinic is modeled as an example of a health services
delivery intervention.

Summary: Complexity necessitates a greater role for mathematical models, especially those that capture the
dynamics of human actions and interactions.

Keywords: Complex intervention, Complex adaptive systems, Modeling, Non-linear dynamics, Intervention
studies
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Background

Health researchers have a long history of looking to
ecological systems as a metaphor and framework for
understanding human endeavours [1-3]. To this end,
the concept of “complexity” has been linked to inter-
ventions. Here, the meaning of complex is not the op-
posite of simple. Rather, it is a loosely defined term
used to indicate the importance of relationships and
adaptive interactions of parts in the emergence of the
whole. The notion of complexity has been linked to inter-
ventions in two ways. The first recognizes that interven-
tions can be complex, consisting of multiple components
with different targets, which may produce non-linear and
difficult to predict effects [4]. The second recognizes that
interventions (complex in themselves or not) are embed-
ded within complex adaptive systems (CAS) [5-7]. A CAS
is a system comprised of intelligent agents, where each
agent has a set of objectives and attempts to achieve these
objectives through a process of adaptation. In this context,
adaptation refers to the process of change that results as
various intelligent agents - from policy maker to patient -
who modify their behaviour (including any actions re-
quired to implement the intervention) in an effort to
improve outcomes relative to their own perspective and
objectives. Thus, although an intervention is designed
with one outcome effect in mind, its implementation and
impact within the system may deviate from its design as a
result of adaptation.

This process of adaptation makes the development
and implementation of effective and sustainable inter-
ventions difficult, and drives the development of increas-
ingly complex interventions. Indeed, interventions must
be adaptable both over time and across a diversity of
settings to ensure that the adoption and effectiveness of
the intervention is not compromised as the population
responds to both the direct and indirect changes intro-
duced by the intervention [8].

The high number of linkages between the components
of the intervention and the system in which it operates
means that change in long term, system-level outcomes
may be non-linear, emergent and difficult to predict. As
such, a broader approach is needed to design, evaluate
and implement complex interventions. The UK Medical
Research Council (MRC) guidance on complex interven-
tions [9, 10] is an authoritative, frequently cited refer-
ence that continues to evolve and shape health research
[11, 12]. The guidance places emphasis on theory driven
approaches that demonstrate causal mechanisms between
the intervention and its outcomes [13]. While the MRC
guidance highlights the value of modelling, it could go
much further. To reach its full potential, we argue that
mathematical modelling must be embraced within inter-
vention research, but to do so modelling approaches must
be expanded. In particular, mathematical modelling in
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intervention research must endeavor to capture the evolu-
tionary dynamics of adaptation, which are foundational to
the study of complexity.

Discussion
Complexity necessitates mathematical modelling
Complexity requires scientific approaches with a commit-
ment to holism and interconnectedness. The MRC guide-
lines recommend the use of logic models to describe the
theory of the intervention. In this context, a logic model
describes the causal pathway by detailing the operation of
intervention, the expected effects of its constituent parts,
the functions they fulfill (alone and interactively in permu-
tation), and the mechanisms that produce these effects
[4]. Logic models certainly play an important role in cap-
turing the theory of the intervention [14, 15]. However, no
matter how sophisticated, a logic model alone is not suffi-
cient, as complexity cannot be understood purely through
qualitative description; hence tools such as mathematical
models, are needed to test the theory of the intervention.
A mathematical model can be constructed as a repre-
sentation of the logic model, using mathematics to de-
scribe the relationships depicted therein and to provide
the necessary tools to analyze the model while main-
taining rigorous logic. Mathematical models provide
greater theoretical precision than models specified in
non-mathematical terms in that their underlying as-
sumptions are more easily examined, they are more
easily verified (or falsified), and they lend themselves
more readily to data analysis through the generation of
predictions that can be tested through observation and
experimental manipulation [16—18]. Of course, math-
ematical models are far from infallible. A mathematical
model is only as good as our understanding of the
system, but in this sense, they are tools for systematic-
ally and rigorously exploring the theory of intervention;
used to identify research questions that will lead to-
wards the validation of the intervention’s theory or
expose its failures, generating predictions as to how the
system should respond under experimentation, and
driving the collection of data needed for evaluation [19]
to assess the effectiveness of the delivered intervention
but also its implementation, including aspects of fidel-
ity, dose and reach [12].

The importance of the dynamics of adaptation
The purpose of modelling is to demonstrate the theory
behind the intervention in order to:

1. Highlight why the system is failing (and requires
intervention), and;

2. Identify and demonstrate mechanisms through
which the system can be influenced via intervention.
To this end, mathematical models of complex
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interventions need to describe two dynamic processes:
an ecological one and an evolutionary one.

Ecological dynamic

The ecological dynamic captures the ‘real-time’ operation
of the system and short term impacts of the intervention
by detailing, for example, the health status of the popula-
tion and their seeking of care in relationship to the re-
sources and infrastructure available to provide services to
this population, whether those services are preventative
population health interventions or medical services deliv-
ered through the health care system. Modelling of health
systems in these terms is common-place and capturing
the ecological dynamics of a complex intervention, thus
far, does not require new methods. It simply requires a
broader ‘whole systems’ perspective to ensure that both
local and system wide effects are captured [20]. Recent
articles provide guidelines on various dynamic modelling
approaches and their potential applications, highlighting
examples in the evaluation of health services delivery
interventions [21, 22].

Modelling the ecological dynamic in its current state
provides insight into why the system is failing and why
intervention is needed, while modelling the ecological
dynamic in a ‘designed’ or ‘optimized’ state provides
insight as to potential intervention strategies that can be
used to improve the system. However, caution is re-
quired. Models that only consider the ecological dynam-
ics of the system are deficient by not modelling the way
the system reacts to the intervention via agent adapta-
tion; effectively ignoring agent driven adaptation as both
an explanation for why the system is failing, and as an
mechanism of change that influences the realities of
implementation and sustainability of the intervention
and its long term effects.

Evolutionary dynamic
The evolutionary dynamic describes the process of adapta-
tion that creates change in the ecological dynamic. It is a
description of long term emergent outcomes that result
from a utility driven feedback mechanism, in which
operational processes and strategies are evaluated as
agents seek to produce better outcomes for them-
selves. This includes how agents evaluate and re-
spond to the short-term impacts of the intervention,
adapting, and adopting or discarding the intervention
according to how it meets their interests and needs.
Mathematical models that incorporate adaptive pro-
cesses are important to our understanding of complex
interventions but such models are not typically employed
in intervention development. The modelling itself is not
the primary challenge. Mathematical approaches such as
those found in economics in evolutionary game theory
and mechanism design (see [23, 24] for examples of
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applications in health settings) can inform the design and
evaluation of health interventions. In these approaches,
the strategic interactions that occur as agents evaluate and
re-evaluate the different strategies available to them are
modelled as a dynamic game in which one group (the
group intervening) may exert a certain amount of influ-
ence over the other groups. Within the game, the inter-
vening group is tasked with designing the rules by which
the others must play, with the objective of achieving a
specific outcome that is of system-wide benefit, even
though each agent group has its own set of objec-
tives. Within this framework the intervention is repre-
sented as a strategy employed by the agent group
implementing the intervention to steer the system to
a desired state (e.g. [25-27]), but the response of re-
cipient agent groups is equally important in determin-
ing whether the intervention is successful.

Conflicting interests among different agent groups can
make it difficult to implement and sustain an interven-
tion. Such conflict may arise simply as a matter of per-
spective; trade-offs deemed acceptable by policy makers
may not align with the perspective of care providers,
where the former take a broad view of the system’s
operation, while the latter take a view that is focused on
the patients in their care. Methods such as multi-criteria
decision analysis [28, 29] can be used to measure the
differing priorities of stakeholder groups in decision
making processes (e.g. [30]) enabling the perspectives of
different stakeholder groups to be captured within math-
ematical models. As such, conflict can be identified and
its implications identified as risks to the intervention,
allowing the intervention to be re-designed, perhaps to
include formative feedback processes that are designed
to ease conflict.

Agent based modelling approaches like those used in
mechanism design should resonate with complex inter-
ventions. The task of those involved in intervention
development is to align objectives by creating incentives
and opportunities for individuals and organizations to
alter and align their behaviours and operations in a man-
ner that achieves a desired outcome for the recipients
and those implementing and/or designing the inter-
vention. That is, the art of intervention development
is in creating the conditions that encourage stake-
holder behaviour that benefits the health of the popu-
lation as a whole, recognising the multiple objectives,
time horizons, decisions and decision makers. It seems
that the primary challenge to the development of
mathematical models of complex interventions that
incorporate adaptive processes lies in acknowledging
the need for the inclusion of evolutionary dynamics.
To this end guidance on complex intervention mod-
elling, like those on the development [9, 10] and evalu-
ation [11, 12] of complex interventions is needed.
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An example - referral to next available specialist via
centralized referral clinics

To illustrate the importance of a system’s evolutionary
dynamics, we model the introduction of a “next available
specialist” referral option via a central screening clinic as
an example of a health services delivery intervention.
We describe the model and the outcomes of our analysis
below; the details of the model and its mathematical
analysis are presented in the Additional file 1.

The intervention — Referral to next available specialist via a
central screening clinic

Central intake clinics have been proposed as a mech-
anism to improve the primary-specialty care interface
by ensuring patients receive appropriate services in a
timely manner by screening patients and subsequently
scheduling consults to the next available specialist. In
this example we consider a scenario in which all re-
ferrals are pooled and distributed amongst a network
of n specialists. However, two options are presented
for the routing of the referral. In the first option, re-
ferrals are sent to a centralized screening clinic, and
in the second option the referral is sent directly to
the next available specialist. In both cases, the patient
will undergo screening prior to the specialist consult.
Each specialist can accept referrals from the central
screening clinic, or direct referrals, or both. The specialist
simply allocates a proportion of available consults to the
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central screening clinic for scheduling, leaving the remain-
der for direct referrals. Our purpose is to assess whether
the central screening clinic is effective and sustainable
under this scenario. For ease of presentation, the model is
intentionally simple. A key assumption of our model is
that specialists are identical in their capacity to see pa-
tients. Clearly this is not true, but practically speaking this
ensures the model is analytically tractable, which makes
the presentation of its analysis straight forward. However,
in its simplicity the example highlights that the interven-
tion and the system it operates in are influenced by adap-
tive dynamics without being complicated.

The ecological dynamic

To understand how the centralized screening clinic could
improve wait times we can model the ecological dynamics
of the system. Indeed, such models have shown that the
centralized intake of referrals and subsequent scheduling
to the next available specialist improves wait times from
referral to specialist consult [31, 32]. In essence, excessive
wait times are caused by local imbalances in supply and
demand, whether the cause be stochastic or deterministic
in nature.

In the Additional file 1 - Part A, we present a simple
model of the ecological dynamics of our example system
shown in Fig. 1. Our analysis demonstrates that the pro-
posed introduction of the centralized screening clinic
will improve wait times compared to the direct referral
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system. For this to occur, the central screening clinic
must be more efficient than local screening processes.
The magnitude of the observed wait time improvements
will depend on the level of participation of specialists as
described by their allocation of consults to the central
intake clinic for scheduling. Little improvement occurs
when this allocation is small. In contrast, wait times are
minimized when specialists allocate all consults to the
central intake clinic for scheduling.

Why we need an evolutionary dynamic

Our analysis of the ecological dynamics revealed that
system performance is determined by the specialists’
allocation strategies, defined as the proportion of avail-
able consults allocated to the central intake clinic for
scheduling. Thus, the reaction of the specialists to the
introduction of the central intake clinic as they adapt
their allocation strategies will have implications on the
effectiveness and sustainability of the intervention. If
we only consider the ecological dynamics of the system,
then our analysis is deficient as it does not consider the
way the specialists react to the intervention.

The evolutionary dynamic

In the Additional file 1 - Part B, we use a utility driven
feedback mechanism to model how specialists react to
the introduction of the central intake clinic by consider-
ing the adaptation of their allocation strategies over
time. Here, we assume that the primary objective of the
specialist is to maximize throughput as measured by the
number of patients entering treatment per unit time.
Mathematically, a game is established as specialist utility
is not only determined by the specialist’s allocation strat-
egy, but also by the strategy of the other specialists.

Our analysis of the evolutionary dynamics reveals that
each specialists adapts its allocation strategy to create
balance between the throughput that is generated from
referrals sent by the central screening clinic and through-
put that is generated by referrals sent directly to the
specialist. Specialists are inclined to allocate a greater pro-
portion of available consults to the central screening clinic
for scheduling (at equilibrium) when referrals to the
central screening clinic are high. If relatively few patients
are referred through the central intake clinic, then special-
ists are expected to decrease their allocation of consults to
the central intake clinic. The long term outcome is that
specialist allocations to central intake decline to the point
that central screening clinic no longer offers substantial
wait time benefit and its continued operation may not be
justified. However, if enough patients are referred through
the central intake clinic, it becomes in the specialists’ best
interest to increase their allocation of available consult
appointments to the central intake clinic. If this feedback
process is strong enough, then the long term outcome is
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that specialists allocate 100 % of available appointments to
the central screening clinic, and optimal system perform-
ance is achieved. The ecology of the system is changed.

Beyond the simple model

The example was kept simple for illustrative purposes.
However, the model is easily made more complicated by
relaxing assumptions and capturing more realistic repre-
sentations of both ecological and evolutionary dynamics.
For example, a key assumption of the model is that spe-
cialists are identical in characteristics, receive an equal
proportion of direct referrals, effectively treating them as
homogenous group. If we relax these assumptions, then
each individual specialist will vary their allocation strat-
egies independently and we expect that specialists with
established practices are much less inclined to allocate
available consult appointments to the central screening
clinic as these are easily filled by direct bookings. This
may not be the case for specialists with new practices,
who will benefit from referrals gained trough the central
screening clinic. This may alter the outcomes we reported
in the simple example above, especially as they relate to
the sustainability of the intervention.

Another complication that should be considered is the
adaptive behavior of patients/referring physicians. In our
analysis, we observed that the specialists” allocation strat-
egies evolved in response to the proportion of referrals
sent to the central intake clinic; a decision that is made
by the patient/referring physician. Thus, the model
presented here presents an incomplete picture of the
evolutionary dynamics. Rather, the co-evolution of the
adaptive behaviours of the patient/referring physician
and the specialists should be considered. Two extreme
scenarios present themselves. In the first, patients perceive
benefit from the central screening clinic option and prefer
it over direct referrals. This preference of patients entices
specialists to allocate a higher proportion of available con-
sults to the central screening clinic. This creates a positive
feedback loop and the predicted long term outcome is full
participation in the central intake clinic. In the second
scenario, a positive feedback loop is again present, but
with opposite outcome. Patient’s initially perceive little
value in the central screening clinic option, and show little
preference for the option. This lack of preference causes
specialists to decrease their allocation of available consults
to the central screening clinic, which further decreases
patient/referring physician preference for the next avail-
able specialist option. Further model development pro-
vides a tool to explore the conditions that lead to each
scenario.

Conclusion
Complexity brings forth a natural role for mathematical
modelling to verify and test the theory of the intervention
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from the earliest stages of development through to its
evaluation. To reach its full potential, mathematical mod-
elling of complex interventions must capture the dynam-
ics of adaptation to demonstrate causal mechanisms
while considering the implementation and sustainability
of the intervention. Intervention research must harness
the adaptation process to create interventions that
better fit the diversity of settings into which they are
implemented in the expectation that this will enhance
the effectiveness and sustainability of efforts to improve
health.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not Applicable.

Consent for publication
Not Applicable.

Availability of data and materials

No data was used. Mathematical details of the model are
presented in the Appendix, included as an additional
file.

Additional file

Additional file 1: Model details - referral to next available specialist via
centralized screening clinics. (PDF 430 kb)

Abbreviations
CAS: complex adaptive system; MRC: The UK Medical Research Council.

Competing interests

JGL, PH, ANA, and AS declare that they have no competing interests.

DM declares the following: Ad hoc consulting for Optum, a health
economics and outcomes research global company. Honoraria and travel
expenses as a member of Pfizer HTA Advisory Board, honoraria and travel
expenses for a seminar for Abbvie, honoraria and travel expenses for a
presentation for Novartis, honoraria and travel expenses for a presentation
for Janssen. Unpaid officerships - President and member of Board of
Directors, International Society for Pharmacoeconomics and Outcomes
Research, and member of Board of Directors, Health Technology Assessment
International, Editorial Board The Patient, Editorial Board, International Society
for Technology Assessment in Health Care.

Authors’ contributions

JGL had the original idea and led the drafting of the paper. Early drafts were
developed between JGL, PH, ANA and AS as part of the work of the
Population Health Intervention Research Centre funded by the Canadian
Institutes of Health Research. Final drafts were written by JGL as work
funded by a Partnership for Research and Innovation in the Health System
grant provided by Alberta Innovates Health Solutions. PH, ANA, AS and DM
provided comments and helped to refine the arguments. All authors
approved the final manuscript.

Acknowledgements
None.

Funding

Alberta Innovates — Health Solutions: Partnership for Research and
Innovation in the Health System grant Canadian Institutes for Health
Research: Operating Grant (92252).

Neither funding body played a role in the writing of the Manuscript.

Page 6 of 7

Author details

!Centre for Science, Athabasca University, Athabasca T9S 3A3, Canada.
Menzies Centre for Health Policy and The Australian Prevention Partnership
Centre, University of Sydney, Sydney, NSW 2006, Australia. 3Departments of
Paediatrics and Community Health Sciences, University of Calgary, Alberta
Children’s Hospital Research Institute, Calgary T3B 6A8, Canada. “School of
Psychology and Public Health, La Trobe University and The Australian
Prevention Partnership Centre, Melbourne 3086, Australia. 5Department of
Community Health Sciences, University of Calgary, Calgary T2N 476, Canada.

Received: 3 September 2015 Accepted: 22 April 2016
Published online: 04 May 2016

References

1. Trickett EJ, Kelly JG, Vincent TA. The spirit of ecological enquiry in
community research. In: Susskind EC, Klein DC, editors. Community Research
Methods, Paradigms and Applications. New York: Preager; 1985. p. 283-333.

2. Mcleroy KR, Bibeau D, Steckler A, Glanz K. An ecological perspective on
health promotion programs. Health Educ Q. 1988;15(4):351-77.

3. Kok G, Gottlieb NH, Commers M, Smerecnik C. The ecological approach
in health promotion programs: a decade later. Am J Health Promot.
2008,22(6):437-42.

4. Craig P, Dieppe S, Macintyre S, Mitchie S, Petticrew S. Developing and
evaluating complex interventions: the new Medical Research Council
guidance. BMJ. 2008;337:1665.

Plesk P, Greenhalgh T. The challenge of complexity in health care. BMJ.
2001,323:625-8.

6. Shiell A, Hawe P, Gold L. Complex interventions or compex systems?
Implications for health economic evaluation. BMJ. 2008;1281-1283(336).

7. Hawe P, Shiell A, Riley T. Theorising interventions as events in systems. Am J
Community Psychol. 2009;43(3-4):267-76.

8. Trickett EJ, Beehler S, Deutsch C, Green LW, Hawe P, McLeroy K; et al.
Advancing the science of community-level interventions. Am J Public
Health. 2011;101(8):1410-9.

9. A Framework for the Development and Evaluation of RCTs for Complex
Interventions to Improve Health. Medical Research Council, 2000. mrc.ac.uk/
documents/pdf/rcts-for-complex-interventions-to-improve-health

10.  Craig P, Dieppe P, Macintyre S, Michie S, Nazareth |, Petticrew M. Developing
and evaluating complex interventions: new guidance. Medical Research
Council, 2008. mrc.ac.uk/documents/pdf/complex-interventions-guidance

11. Moore G, Audrey S, Barker M, Bond L, Bonell C, Cooper C, et al. Process
evaluation in complex public health intervention studies: the need for
guidance. J Epidemiol Community Health. 2014,68(2):101-2.

12. Moore GF, Audrey S, Barker M, Bond L, Bonell C, Hardeman W, et al. Process
evaluation of complex interventions: Medical Research Council guidance.
BMJ (Clinical research ed). 2015;350:n1258.

13. De Silva MJ, Breuer E, Lee L, Asher L, Chowdhary N, Lund C, et al. Theory of
Change: a theory-driven approach to enhance the Medical Research
Council's framework for complex interventions. Trials. 2014;15.

14. Rogers P. Using Programme Theory to Evaluate Complicated and Complex
Aspects of Interventions. Evaluation. 2008;14:29-48.

15. Funnell CRP. Purposeful Program Theory: Effective Use of Theories of
Change and Logic Models. San Francisco: John Wiley and Sons; 2011.

16.  Bjork RA. Why Mathematical-Models. Am Psychol. 1973,28(5):426-33.

17. Buxton MJ, Drummond MF, Van Hout BA, Prince RL, Sheldon TA, Szucs T,
et al. Modelling in economic evaluation: an unavoidable fact of life. Health
Econ. 1997:6(3):217-27.

18.  Roberts J. The Epistemology of Mathematical and Statistical Modleling. A
Quiet Methodological Revolution. American Psychology. 2010,65(1):1-12.

19.  Proudlove NC, Black S, Fletcher A. OR and the challenge to improve the
NHS: modelling for insight and improvement in in-patient flows. J Oper Res
Soc. 2007;58(2):145-58.

20. Bayer S. Simulation modelling and resource allocation in complex services.
BMJ Qual Saf. 2014;23(5):353-5.

21, Marshall DA, Burgos-Liz L, lizerman MJ, Crown W, Padula WV, Wong PK,
et al. Selecting a dynamic simulation modeling method for health care
delivery research-part 2: report of the ISPOR Dynamic Simulation Modeling
Emerging Good Practices Task Force. Value Health. 2015;18(2):147-60.

22. Marshall DA, Burgos-Liz L, lizerman MJ, Osgood ND, Padula WV, Higashi MK,
et al. Applying dynamic simulation modeling methods in health care


dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12874-016-0149-8
http://www.mrc.ac.uk/documents/pdf/rcts-for-complex-interventions-to-improve-health
http://www.mrc.ac.uk/documents/pdf/rcts-for-complex-interventions-to-improve-health
http://www.mrc.ac.uk/documents/pdf/complex-interventions-guidance

Greenwood-Lee et al. BMIC Medical Research Methodology (2016) 16:51

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

32.

delivery research-the SIMULATE checklist: report of the ISPOR simulation
modeling emerging good practices task force. Value Health. 2015;18(1):5-16.
Caplin A, Eliaz K. AIDS policy and psychology: a mechanism-design
approach. Rand J Econ. 2003;34(4):531-46.

Djawadi BM, Fahr R, Turk F. Conceptual model and economic experiments
to explain nonpersistence and enable mechanism designs fostering
behavioral change. Value Health. 2014;17(8):814-22.

Clancy D, Green N. Optimal intervention for an epidemic model under
parameter uncertainty. Math Biosci. 2007,205(2):297-314.

Magombedze G, Mukandavire Z, Chiyaka C, Musuka G. Optimal Control
of a Sex-Structured HIV/AIDS Model with Condom Use. Math Model
Anal. 2009;14(4):483-94.

Lee S, Chowell G, Castillo-Chavez C. Optimal control for pandemic
influenza: the role of limited antiviral treatment and isolation. J Theor
Biol. 2010;265(2):136-50.

Dolan J. Multi-criteria clinical decision support: A primer on the use
ofmultiple criteria decision making methods to promote evidence based,
patient-centered healthcare. Patient. 2010;3(4):229-48.

Marsh K, Dolan P, Kempster J, Lugon M. Prioritizing investments in
public health: a multi-criteria decision analysis. J Public Health (Oxf).
2013;35(3):460-6.

Abo-Hamad W, Arisha A. Multi-criteria approach using simulation-based
balanced scorecard for supporting decisions in health-care facilities: an
emergency department case study. Health Systems. 2014;3:43-59.

Vaskalis CS B, Kuramoto L, Levy A. A simulation study of scheduling clinic
appointments in surgical care: individual surgeon versus pooled lists. J Oper
Res Soc. 2011;58:2202-11.

Greenwood-Lee JWG, Marshall DA. Improving accessibility through referral
management: setting targets for specialist care. Health Systems. In press.

Page 7 of 7

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and we will help you at every step:

* We accept pre-submission inquiries

e Our selector tool helps you to find the most relevant journal

* We provide round the clock customer support

e Convenient online submission

e Thorough peer review

e Inclusion in PubMed and all major indexing services

e Maximum visibility for your research

Submit your manuscript at

www.biomedcentral.com/submit () BioMed Central




	Abstract
	Background
	Discussion
	Summary

	Background
	Discussion
	Complexity necessitates mathematical modelling
	The importance of the dynamics of adaptation
	Ecological dynamic
	Evolutionary dynamic

	An example – referral to next available specialist via centralized referral clinics
	The intervention – Referral to next available specialist via a central screening clinic
	The ecological dynamic
	Why we need an evolutionary dynamic
	The evolutionary dynamic
	Beyond the simple model


	Conclusion
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Availability of data and materials

	Additional file
	Abbreviations
	Competing interests
	Authors’ contributions
	Acknowledgements
	Funding
	Author details
	References

