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ABSTRACT

Background Advancing the description and
conceptualisation of interventions in complex systems

is necessary to support spread, evaluation, attribution
and reproducibility. Improvement teams can provide
unique insight into how interventions are operationalised
in practice. Capturing this ‘insider knowledge” has the
potential to enhance intervention descriptions.
Objectives This exploratory study investigated the
spread of a comprehensive medication review (CMR)
intervention to (1) describe the work required from the
improvement team perspective, (2) identify what stays
the same and what changes between the different

sites and why, and (3) critically appraise the "hard

core” and 'soft periphery' (HC/SP) construct as a way of
conceptualising interventions.

Design A prospective case study of a CMR initiative
across five sites. Data collection included: observations,
document analysis and semistructured interviews. A
facilitated workshop triangulated findings and measured
perceived effort invested in activities. A qualitative
database was developed to conduct thematic analysis.
Results Sites identified 16 intervention components. All
were considered essential due to their interdependency.
The function of components remained the same, but
adaptations were made between and within sites.
Components were categorised under four ‘spheres

of operation’: Accessibility of evidence base; Process

of enactment; Dependent processes and Dependent
sociocultural issues. Participants reported most effort was
invested on ‘dependent sociocultural issues’. None of
the existing HC/SP definitions fit well with the empirical
data, with inconsistent classifications of components as
HC or SP.

Conclusions This study advances the conceptualisation
of interventions by explicitly considering how evidence-
based practices are operationalised in complex systems.
We propose a new conceptualisation of ‘interventions-
in-systems” which describes intervention components

in relation to their: proximity to the evidence base;
component interdependence; component function;
component adaptation and effort.

INTRODUCTION
The reproduction of successful inter-
ventions in new settings is essential for

,"? Susan Barber,"? Neil Stillman,' Sophie Spitters,’

4,5

maximising the benefits of treatments
and innovations for patients and health-
care systems.' > However, it is recognised
that spreading interventions is a signifi-
cant challenge for healthcare teams and
managers.”® Many promising initiatives
fail to spread, remaining isolated within
the local context in which they were
created.!” This results in missed opportu-
nities to improve patient care at scale and
can lead to significant variation in care
processes and outcomes across healthcare
organisations.®’

The difficulty in spreading interventions
is often attributed to a lack of consider-
ation for the complexity and variation
among different healthcare settings.’ '™
Healthcare organisations are increasingly
recognised as complex systems (ie, systems
that dynamically change overtime, where
activities are interdependent and inter-
related, and where system actors have
agency and are self-organising).! 7
Therefore, the role of local variation and
context must be understood in order to
unpick the processes that lead to spread
and optimise intervention functioning in
new settings.'® This includes recognition
of diverse work processes, organisational
structures, people, and cultures which
may support or hinder the intervention’s
desired effects.'”

Several theories, models and frame-
works have been designed to conceptualise
the spread of healthcare innovations.* '*%’
There is no consensus on optimal ways to
spread an intervention, but the impor-
tance of defining an intervention and
establishing a description of components
of an initiative believed to be essential to
its effectiveness is widely accepted as an
important step.* ' 22?7
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However, defining complex interventions is not
straightforward. The limited ability of those outside
of the system (eg, academics and policymakers) to
fully design interventions in advance is recognised.*® **
People in the system have unique ‘insider knowledge’
about how things really work which can help identify
facilitators and overcome barriers to success.’” Such
knowledge is often tacitly held, and no one person has
a comprehensive view of how a system works, nor how
an intervention will operate in practice.”* ** Defining
interventions therefore requires a complex process of
intervention testing, clarification and improvement
over time,**?!

Quality improvement (QI) approaches tend to focus
on building capacity and competencies for people
inside the system to understand and intervene in their
local settings to achieve improvement goals.”® ** While
this builds capacity for improvement within indi-
vidual sites, historically there has been less emphasis
on describing interventions to share learning between
improvement sites, >’ and as such this ‘insider knowl-
edge’ is rarely made explicit or captured in easily
shareable forms.*®

There are limited examples of methodological
approaches to describe and conceptualise intervention
components from an insider perspective.”*° Prospec-
tively studying and working in partnership with
improvement initiatives could improve our ability to
capture the richness of intervention spread and make
explicit the tacit knowledge that emerges during this
process.>”

This study aimed to co-produce a detailed descrip-
tion of an evidence-based intervention and capture
how it was spread. The co-production of knowledge
was achieved through a partnership: improvement
team members brought expert clinical, practice and
QI knowledge needed to understand and intervene
in their local system; researchers brought expertise
in observing, capturing and making sense of what
happens, and finding patterns in the busy world of
frontline practice.”

The focus of this research was to develop a more
in-depth understanding of the intervention, namely,
to describe how the intervention was operationalised,
and the work required to do this. In particular, we
were interested in understanding the extent to which a
common or shared view of this work was experienced
between sites, and what differences or adaptations
emerged, and why.

To conceptualise the intervention, we examined
the popular implementation constructs of ‘hard
core’ and ‘soft periphery’ (HC/SP). The innovation
diffusion model by Denis et al suggests that each
intervention contains a theoretical ‘hard core’ that is
‘well defined and fixed” and a ‘soft periphery’ that is
‘less clear and more flexible to manipulation by the
adopting system’." * In practice, this means aiming
for fidelity to an intervention’s HC components,

while the SP components could be adapted to fit new

settings.

We felt that the HC/SP concept could provide a useful
lens to conceptualise the intervention and address the
question of ‘what stayed the same, and what changed?’
between sites. However, an exploration of the liter-
ature revealed that while HC/SP is commonly used,
(including within many popular theoretical frame-
works*'™), there is no consistent definition, with
several authors proposing various definitions.* '* **
For example, in contrast to Denis et al’s definition
above, Greenhalgh et al define core components as
‘the irreducible elements of the innovation itself’ and
peripheral components as ‘the organisational struc-
tures and systems required for the full implementation
of the innovation’.* The Medical Research Council
(MRC) uses ‘core components’ interchangeably with
‘active ingredients’, defined as ‘essential to achieving
good outcomes for consumers at an implementation
site’. The peripheral components can then be defined
as those that can be adapted without impacting
outcomes.**

A small number of studies have attempted to define
the HC/SP of complex interventions.** However,
these studies have included only high-level descrip-
tions of the HC/SP made in advance or post-hoc and
were not based on structured empirical study. With
little work done to assess these theoretical constructs
or provide guidance on their practical application, we
recognised an opportunity to critically appraise the
HC/SP construct within our empirical case study.’*?

Our research therefore had three objectives:

1. To describe the work required to operationalise evidence-
based practice from the perspective of improvement
team members.

2. To identify what stayed the same and what changed be-
tween the different sites and why.

3. To critically appraise the ‘HC’ and ‘SP’ construct as a
way of conceptualising interventions in complex systems.

METHODS

Study setting

This study took place under the National Institute
for Health Research Collaboration for Leadership in
Applied Health Research and Care Northwest London.
The purpose of the programme was to investigate how
to support frontline care teams to translate research
evidence into practice (eg, evidence-based medi-
cine and clinical guidelines recommendations).*™*
The programme advocated and supported a specific
implementation process using an ‘iterative systematic
approach to improvement’ which included (QI) tools
and methods (eg, model for improvement, plan-do-
study—act (PDSA) cycles, process mapping), along with
iterative evaluation, to support the implementation
process.”*>” The approach also included the develop-
ment of Action Effect Diagrams for each initiative to
build programme theory for evaluation of impact.”*
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Study design

A longitudinal case study approach was taken to
prospectively examine an initiative that aimed to
spread a comprehensive medication review (CMR)
intervention.®' ®* For the purposes of this work, it will
be referred to as the ‘CMR initiative’.

The case

This study reports on the spread of the CMR initi-
ative between September 2014 and August 2018.
The initiative was developed in response to evidence
that with increasing polypharmacy there is a greater
risk of medication-related harm and poorer patient
outcomes.'” **®* To optimise medication use and reduce
harm, the National Institute for Health and Care
Excellence (NICE) guidelines recommend conducting
CMR for people with an indication for a review.®> A
CMR is a medication review done systematically with
adequate information about the patient and with the
patient’s involvement, often using structured criteria
for detecting potentially inappropriate prescribing.
NICE recommends that ‘organisations should deter-
mine locally the most appropriate health professional
to carry out a structured medication review, based on
their knowledge and skills’.®* This often includes the
prescribing physician, a pharmacist and/or another
health professional who is part of a multidisciplinary
team.®>™®

The initiative began at site A, an acute hospital, and
was led by a team with significant medicines optimi-
sation expertise and experience in QI. To support a
structured CMR, the initiative adapted evidence-based
criteria from the Screening Tool of Older People’s
Prescriptions (STOPP)®® and produced an updated
tool ‘Screening Tool for Older People’s Inappropriate
Treatments’.°® ¢ CMRs using the STOPP criteria were
implemented for anyone aged 70 years or above, who
presented acutely and were taking medicines regularly.
Following results demonstrating improved patient
safety and care at the initial site, the initiative gained
interest from other sites across northwest London.®” ®®
From March 20135, four additional acute hospital sites
(sites B-E) sought to implement this initiative, with
varying levels of prior QI experience.

All sites reported an improvement in the number
of structured medication reviews being conducted
(demonstrated by Statistical Process Control rule
breaks), and described a culture shift in how clinicians
planned and discussed medication reviews as part of
their comprehensive assessments.®” ”° The evaluation
of outcomes across sites will be published separately.

Data collection methods
Data were collected in two phases.

Phase 1 (understanding the intervention)
I.  Observation: non-participant observation of the teams
took place (24 hours) at facilitated workshops (about

the intervention and its operationalisation) and rou-
tine meetings that discussed plans, progress and emer-
gent learning. Observations were recorded in a field
notebook.

1.  Documentary analysis: 53 initiative documents were
collected and analysed (meeting minutes, presenta-
tions, initiative review reports) in addition to QI tool
outputs (action effect (programme theory) diagrams,
PDSA cycles and a structured sustainability tool) to
capture initiative components and activities.”” > 7!

L. Semistructured interviews: key informant sampling
was used to recruit interviewees from all sites.””

Participants were selected based on their knowledge,

expertise and role within the initiative.”* Eight inter-

views were carried out face-to-face with one inter-
viewer (LL) and elicited information on intervention
components, progress and adaptations. An interview
guide was used, and all interviews were recorded and
professionally transcribed (interviewee details are
found in online supplemental file 1).

Phase 2 (triangulation of findings)

IV.  Facilitated workshop: a facilitated workshop (n=10)
was conducted to triangulate interpretation of inter-
vention components; assess perceptions of the impor-
tance of components and establish the proportion of
effort invested in activities. Purposive sampling was
used to invite individuals who had played a substan-
tial role within the initiative across the five sites (on-
line supplemental file 1). A discussion was conducted
(facilitated by SB) to present the intervention compo-
nents and remove or adapt any components based on
participant views. An activity was then conducted to
explore the perceived effort expended across each of
the components where each participant was provided
with 100 counter chips to distribute between each of
the components (represented by printed headings and
pots to place the counters). The focus group was au-
dio recorded and professionally transcribed, and field
notes were taken.

Data analysis

A qualitative database was developed using NVivo
V.10 to conduct thematic analysis.””~” Interview tran-
scripts, documents and observational fieldnotes were
imported into the database. Following familiarisation
with each source and modifying (eg, correcting tran-
scription errors) material as necessary, a preliminary
coding structure was inductively developed, estab-
lishing thematic groupings to understand the spread
of the intervention. The coding structure and themes
were iteratively developed and refined as further data
(ie, the workshop transcript and fieldnotes) were
added.”® The data were eventually summarised to
highlight overarching ‘spheres of operation’, interven-
tion component functions and adaptations. The ratings
from the counter chip ‘effort’ exercise were input into
an Excel database and descriptive analysis performed.
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Findings were then used to examine possible HC/SP
configurations of the CMR initiative based on three
existing definitions.

RESULTS

Insights from the improvement team members
provided a rich picture of how the CMR initiative
evolved over time within and across the five sites.
Teams addressed many system issues that extended
beyond the immediate conduct of the CMR that were
required to support the successful operationalisation
of the evidence base. Results are presented in five
sections: (I) Intervention components; (II) Interde-
pendence of components; (III) Initiative evolution and
adaptation; (IV) Effort to operationalise the interven-
tion; (V) Critical appraisal of the ‘HC” and ‘SP’.

l. Intervention components
In our analysis, the evidence base (NICE recommen-
dation to conduct a CMR with structured criteria for
identifying inappropriate medications, here the STOPP
criteria*®) provided a focal point for understanding the
work that was required to operationalise it into prac-
tice. Translating this evidence base into practice was
the focus of the improvement teams’ work, and this
remained consistent across all sites. Analysis revealed a
total of 16 components which had essential functions
in the operationalisation of the CMR initiative. The
components were organised under four ‘spheres of
operation’ that represent what needed to be in place
in the system (eg, the necessary procedures, processes
and behaviours) to support the intervention in prac-
tice:

1. Accessibility of evidence base: the need to interpret the
evidence base and make the evidence easily available for
clinicians to use in daily clinical practice within their spe-
cific context.

2. Processes of enactment: the clinical activities involved in
enacting the evidence-based intervention in local prac-
tice, that is, ensuring the right patients are identified and
receive the intervention, and that results from the inter-
vention are acted appropriately on.

3. Dependent processes: the organisational processes and
infrastructures that directly or indirectly support the
clinical activities of the intervention.

4. Dependent sociocultural issues: the beliefs, common
practices and/or behaviour that are required to support
effective operationalisation of the intervention.

The team was required to take action within all
spheres to ensure the successful operationalisation of
the intervention. table 1 presents the four ‘spheres of
operation’ with their respective intervention compo-
nents. It highlights each component’s function, adap-
tations made and effort expended on each.

Il. Interdependence of components
The cumulative and interdependent roles of the
components emerged as critical to successful

operationalisation of the intervention. Although the 16
components are represented as distinct activities, the
participants described their interactions. For example,
portable aide-memoires (Accessibility of the evidence
base) were distributed to junior staff to help them iden-
tify patients who would benefit from CMR (Process
of enactment). Conducting a CMR was dependent on
the quality of medical history available for individual
patients (Process of enactment). This was dependent
on the quality of the processes and practices in place
for medicine reconciliation (Dependent processes),
which in turn was influenced by the availability of
trained staff to perform medicines reconciliation
(Dependent processes) and the role expectations of
these staff members (Dependent sociocultural issues).

Interdependencies such as these provided insight into
how wider systems, processes and practices needed to
be considered to support effective and routine appli-
cation of the evidence base in practice. While some
of these interdependencies were anticipated by staff,
others emerged throughout the initiative (see section
110).

Ill. Intervention evolution and adaptation

Spread sites developed a shared aim to ‘sustainably
improve our delivery of consistent, high quality medi-
cines optimisation to achieve better patient expe-
rience and outcomes in northwest London’ (Docu-
ment_AED). However, participants acknowledged
the need for adaptations across sites, to ‘Design your
intervention so that it fits with your local practices and
processes’ (I9_Pharmacist_Site B). While there was
commonality in the components deployed across all
sites, adaptations were observed including adaptations
between sites, within sites and over time in response
to local needs, emerging evidence and site learning
(table 1, column 3).

Adaptations made between sites in response to local resources, needs
and infrastructure

Each site made adaptations to the scope of the initia-
tive. At site A, the initiative was implemented across
the whole hospital, but other sites delivered the initi-
ative on acute care of the elderly wards (sites B, C,
E), and an acute assessment unit (site D). The need to
adapt scope at sites B-E was attributable to resource
availability. ‘(Site B) can’t spread further than the geri-
atric wards...(Site B) can’t spread because there isn’t
the resource. So it comes down to the same thing for
every project: we need staff and for the staff we need
funding” (I8 _Clinical lead_Sites A and B). Sites decided
to target the most vulnerable groups to maximise
potential impact from the intervention. Decisions to
limit scope caused adaptations to be made between
sites including how patients were identified for CMR;
which staff were involved with conducting CMR in
each setting and which staff received training.

34

Lennox L, et al. BMJ Qual Saf 2022;31:31-44. doi:10.1136/bmjqs-2020-012367



Original research

Table 1

Spheres of operation and intervention components of the CMR initiative

Intervention components
(% perceived effort)

Component functions

Adaptations

Accessibility of evidence base (16.7)

Summaries for clinicians
(3.7)

Portable aide-memoires
(6.1)

Education materials
(6.9)

Process of enactment (24.6)

Patient identification
(7.4)

Taking individual patient
medication history
(2.5)

Conducting a CMR
93)

Communicate and act on review
(5.4)

Dependent processes (20.9)

Staff availability and timing of rotas
(5.9)

Medicines reconciliation process
(2.2)

Documentation of review decisions
(3.7)

Handover processes
(1.2)

Documentation infrastructure
(7.9)

To provide condensed and easily accessible information from STOPP
relevant to local patient populations

To remind and prompt clinicians (particularly junior doctors/
pharmacists) to look at high-risk medication and symptom
presentations

To increase clinician (doctor, pharmacist) knowledge, skills and
confidence in conducting a comprehensive medication review

To identify and target individuals and groups who may be at
increased risk, prioritising available resources

To screen patients admitted to hospital, identifying an accurate
medication list, and any indications of potential adverse drug
reactions

To perform a structured critical examination of all current
medication with the aim of reaching an agreement with the
patient about optimising treatment and minimising medicines-
related problems.” Ideally a CMR is conducted as part of a
multidisciplinary team ward round

To act on and inform what, if any, changes are going to be made to
the patient’s medicines regime. This requires good communication
processes between hospital staff and patient/carer, as well as
healthcare professionals from other settings

To ensure the availability of appropriately qualified and trained
staff to conduct the CMR

To provide clarity about medicines taken by the patient on
admission

To have a clear and structured template for documenting CMR
which ensures that the correct review process is followed.

This ensures clear documentation is available to other care
professionals, to inform discharge summaries, and to support data
collection and analysis

To establish clear processes and practices for handover of patient
care from one clinical setting to another to ensure CMR is acted
on. This requires good documentation, particularly as patients are
discharged from hospital back to the community or other care
settings

To ensure documentation infrastructure is set up, and the
authorities and permissions required to make changes, and the
technological knowledge and skills required to enact them are in
place

Dependent sociocultural issues (37.8)

Collaboration and communication
between doctors and pharmacists
(5.2)

To ensure staff engage in a multidisciplinary approach to deliver
the intervention effectively. It may be necessary to improve
relationships, increasing levels of trust and value of different
professional opinions

Written summaries of STOPP evidence and potentially
inappropriate prescriptions list® remained consistent across sites
however they were adapted over time to reflect updated evidence
base™

Pocket-sized laminated cards were developed and this remained
consistent across sites but adapted to reflect updated evidence
base.*? Each site devised local processes for obtaining and
distributing cards to staff

Adapted over time to reflect updated evidence base and initiative
learning.®*"%*** Adapted between sites to fit with existing
materials and courses, teaching style preferences and target
audience

Adapted in response to patient demographics/acuity and local
resource availability and constraints. Adapted to existing local
processes to flag patients for comprehensive medication review

Adaptations between sites in the method for obtaining the
medication histories, for example, if clinicians could/could not
access electronic primary care records that included regular
medications

Adapted between sites to account for ward round consistency
and availability of staff. Adaptation of who would conduct the
review, when and how this would take place (eg, whether led by
consultant geriatrician, junior doctor, pharmacists or conducted
jointly) based on the interests and availability of expertise within
each site

Al sites recorded the review in the discharge care summaries but
adaptations were made on how this was documented (eg, varying
electronic systems), who was responsible for documenting, and
the processes for internal communication (eg, to other care
professionals)

Adaptations made between sites based on patterns and structures
of ward rounds (eg, to account for consultant availability and
preferences, and trained pharmacy staff availability). Adaptations
also addressed staffing-related issues including turnover, planned
and unplanned leave, and weekend staffing

Each site had existing processes for taking patients’ medication
histories. Adaptations between sites to increase reliability

and availability of information for CMR (eg, definitions were
developed for different levels of medicines reconciliation and work
conducted to implement and improve care standards)

Adapted between sites to reflect existing systems and current
structure of records (paper based or electronic) as embedded into
standard documentation practices. In sites C—E, electronic patient
record systems changed over time requiring further adaptations

Adaptations made to respond to established processes and
practices at each site. Adaptations used to improve local
documentation processes including the accuracy and clarity of the
information being shared

Adaptations to patient record structure depended on local
differences including which individuals/boards were required to
approve changes, the perceived priority compared with other
organisational changes, the time and effort required to build
technical understanding and relationships with those responsible
for enacting the changes as well as the extent of use of electronic
systems and the functionality of different systems in use

Each site invested time and energy building relationships between
doctors and pharmacists to facilitate collaborative working. This
was adapted in each site depending on the historical relationships
and practices between doctors and pharmacists, and the way trust
and relationships grew and evolved over time

Continued
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Table 1 Continued

Intervention components
(% perceived effort)

Component functions

Adaptations

Staff awareness and competencies
(10.1)

Role expectations
(4.7)

Review of decision-making
processes
(4.2)

Junior doctor and junior pharmacist
empowerment
(13.8)

To increase the awareness and competence of doctors and
pharmacists on the evidence base, including the need to conduct
CMR, and how to conduct one well, was necessary to ensure
enough trained and capable staff were available to conduct reviews

To set expectations about roles to ensure staff are aware of their
role in medicines review and outline the need for skilled staff to
perform the reviews, and the time required to do so

To clarify who should conduct the review, at what point in the
patient journey, and how the review would be used to inform
future decisions about patient care

To support junior doctors and pharmacists in making appropriate
decisions regarding potentially inappropriate prescriptions and
empowerment to challenge senior decision-makers

Adaptations between sites made based on scope of the
initiative (whole hospital vs specific wards), existing curriculum
requirements, training schedules and the need to develop new
education material based on recognised needs across sites

Adapted to reflect site processes, organisation, and staff
availability and training. Adaptations made between sites on who
would conduct and communicate the CMR. Role expectations
varied across sites with particular groups holding different
responsibilities for the CMR (eg, diverse staff combinations of
doctors, junior doctors, pharmacists and nurses)

Adaptations were required for each site depending on which
patient group was targeted, the staff involved in leading the
review (eg, pharmacist or doctor), whether it occurred as part of
multidisciplinary team ward round or not, and other factors, for
example, length of stay of the patient in hospital

Adaptations made to training programmes to support junior staff
empowerment. Adaptations between sites used to determine
when and how medication risks should be communicated

depending on their level of severity to help empower junior staff
to take actions (eg, one site invested in a local consensus building
exercise)

CMR, comprehensive medication review; STOPP, Screening Tool of Older People’s Prescriptions.

Site digital infrastructure also played a key role in
adaptation required across the sites. For example, an
initial CMR template was produced by site A to guide
clinicians on how, when and why to carry out a medica-
tion review. Each site invested significant time in navi-
gating local infrastructure and information governance
processes to introduce the CMR templates in their
settings. For sites C-E, this was further complicated by
pilots and upgrades to new digital infrastructure.

Adaptations made within sites to respond to local variation

The process of delivering the initiative was dependent
on resources and preferences of staff. For example,
it was agreed by all sites that, in principle, the CMR
should be conducted as part of a multidisciplinary
team ward round. ‘We’ve basically decided that the
only way you were going to get this done in a mean-
ingful way was to have a multidisciplinary review and
have everyone going round at the same time...that
really helped to build some relationships that weren’t
there before’ (I1_Project manager Site A). However,
adaptations were required on a daily and weekly basis
within sites in response to staff resource and prefer-
ences. This was influenced by many factors including
the availability of qualified pharmacists on individual
sites, staff shortages, parental leave and competing care
priorities. “The project was ongoing so we had huge
variability in our pharmacy staff during the project
period’ (Facilitated workshop 20170803).

Adaptations over time in response to emerging evidence and site
learning

All sites made adaptations in response to changing
evidence and emergent learning. A major impact for all
sites was the update of the STOPP guidance in 2015.

The new guidance reflected an updated systematic
review of problematic prescriptions.®” This required
an update of initiative materials including prompt
cards and educational materials.

As well as adapting to new evidence, local learning
was a driving force for further adaptation and improve-
ment. For example, the teams had not anticipated the
low levels of confidence that junior doctors had in
conducting a CMR. They found that although junior
doctors received training in how to prescribe medi-
cines, no training was provided on how to deprescribe
(stop) medications. This insight led site A to develop a
new curriculum to increase competence in this area.®’
“To improve doctor competency and confidence in
deprescribing inappropriate medicines a new module
on deprescribing...has been incorporated into junior
doctor training’” (Document _Annual Report).

IV. Effort to operationalise the intervention

The effort expended to operationalise the interven-
tion components varied across spheres of operation
(figure 1 and table 1 (%)). Participants reported that
most effort had been dedicated to components cate-
gorised within the sphere of ‘Dependent sociocul-
tural issues’ (37.8%). Within this sphere, the specific
components, Junior doctor and pharmacist empow-
erment (13.8%); Staff awareness and competencies
(10.1%) were noted as requiring significant effort to
ensure continued delivery of the initiative. Compo-
nents Conducting a comprebensive medication review
(CMR) (9.3%) and Documentation infrastructure
(7.9%) were also judged to require a large amount
of effort, due to the time required to conduct CMRs
routinely in addition to normal practice. Participants
reported that the least effort was invested in the sphere
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of ‘Accessibility of evidence base’ (16.7%). This was
viewed as requiring less effort as components involved
evidence consolidation tasks (eg, Summaries for clini-
cians (3.7%), Portable aide-memoires (6.1%)) which
were completed at designated times (eg, beginning of
the initiative and when the evidence was updated),
while the other tasks were seen as ongoing activities.

V. Critical appraisal of the ‘HC and 'SP’

To identify and reflect on possible HC/SP configura-
tions for the CMR initiative, three definitions were
examined (table 2).* ' ** In critically assessing the HC/
SP construct, we found the different construct defini-
tions challenging to interpret and apply to the CMR

Perception of effort expended on intervention components of the quality improvement initiative by site participants.

case study. Due to the ambiguity and lack of specificity
of the given definitions, the intervention components
were often unable to exclusively meet the requirements
for either HC or SP. Therefore, results show contradic-
tory configurations of the HC/SP for the initiative.
Denis et al’s"’ definition of HC components as “fixed’
meant that none of the CMR intervention components
were considered core as none were completely fixed:
even the evidence base informing the intervention
was updated during the course of the initiative. Craig
et al’s** definition also implies that the ‘active’ core
components are not adapted, and the components that
are adapted (periphery) are not important to outcomes.
In our case study all components were adapted, and

Table 2 Applying hard core/soft periphery (HC/SP) definitions to the CMR case study

Application to empirical findings

Perspective HC

SP

Denis et al"

for example, nothing was fixed
Greenhalgh et a/*

Components that are well defined and fixed
CMR/STOPP evidence base is well defined but all
components (including the evidence base) were adapted,

Irreducible elements of the innovation itself
All CMR components potentially considered HC, due to

Components that are less clear and more flexible to
manipulation by the adopting system

All interventions’ components partially met this definition
as all components were adapted to some extent

Organisational structures and systems required for the
full implementation of the innovation

participants considering all to be irreducible elements due Two spheres of the CMR initiative—'dependent

to their interdependent nature

processes’ and ‘dependent sociocultural issues'—may
be considered SP as they represent structures and
systems supporting implementation—but also reflected
‘ireducible elements’ of the intervention and therefore
could be viewed as both HC and SP

Medical Research Council
(Craig et a)*

Active ingredients” or components essential to achieving
good outcomes for consumers at an implementation site
All components could be perceived as HC as all were
perceived as being required to operationalise the CMR/
STOPP evidence base and achieve positive outcomes for
patients

Components of an intervention which can be adapted
without impacting outcomes

Inconclusive. All components were adapted in response
to local resources/needs/evidence, and yet these
adaptations were viewed as essential to successful
implementation and achieving outcomes

CMR, comprehensive medication review; STOPP, Screening Tool of Older People’s Prescriptions.
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yet all were deemed necessary to achieving the desired
outcomes.

Conversely, Greenhalgh et al’s* definition fit more
closely with our empirical findings, as it does not
associate the HC or SP with adaptation and similarly
recognised the importance of supporting structures
and process components within intervention descrip-
tion. However, some ambiguity around this definition
remains as it draws a distinction between the core ‘irre-
ducible elements of the intervention’ and the periph-
eral ‘supporting systems and structures’, which makes
the implicit assumption that systems and structures are
not essential components of an intervention. Our study
demonstrated that participants considered all compo-
nents to be ‘irreducible elements’, including those
within the organisational structure and processes, due
to their interdependent nature. This made the differ-
entiation between HC and SP ambiguous in this case.

DISCUSSION

The ability to accurately describe interventions and
understand how evidence can be translated into
routine practice is critical to reproduce improvements
in different settings.”” *” ** This study provides rich
insight into the work conducted from the perspective
of improvement teams to appraise and advance the
description and conceptualisation of interventions in
complex systems.

An insider’s view: interventions-in-systems

Analysing the improvement initiative from the
perspective of the improvement teams revealed a rich
understanding of ‘interventions-in-systems’, recog-
nising that the CMR was not an isolated activity, but
dependent on its interaction with established processes
and practices. Team actions were not limited by any
predefined notion of what the intervention ‘should’
entail, and instead they actively sought to ensure the
system was operating in a way that supported the
intervention. These findings resonate with previous
research which suggests interventions can be seen as
‘events in systems’ with importance placed on under-
standing how the intervention interacts with and
disrupts the system it is deployed in.’' Findings also
demonstrate that evidence operationalisation is not
a one-off or time-bounded activity that disrupts the
system, but instead an ongoing effort to address and
maintain system performance aligning to the idea of
‘intervening in systems’.>*

Consistency of function, adaptation of form

The improvement teams described intervention
components and functions that were common across
sites. Due to their interdependency, all component
functions were seen as critical, and from this perspec-
tive a shared view of how to operationalise the CMR
evidence base in practice was held between the five

sites. However, while all components were perceived
as necessary, all were adapted.

This finding resonates with what has previously been
defined as the “function and form’ of interventions: the
‘function’ represents a high-level statement of what an
intervention is aiming to achieve (eg, increase compe-
tency), and the ‘form’ represents the specific form in
which that intervention is delivered (eg, an educa-
tional workshop). Hawe et al’' observe d that when
working in complex systems, the ‘function’ is likely to
be what can be standardised, whereas the ‘form’ will
be likely to be adapted to meet the different needs
of local systems. Our findings support this proposal:
the component ‘functions’ were common across all
sites, whereas the component ‘form’ always required
adaptation.

Advancing the conceptualisation of interventions in
complex systems

Based on our analysis, we conclude that the HC/SP
construct is not well suited to conceptualising inter-
ventions in complex systems. We found the notion of
core and periphery and the consideration of adaptation
helpful but not conflation of the two. Previous HC/
SP definitions tend to adopt a more reductionist view,
focusing attention on the HC as the ‘fixed’, ‘essential’
or ‘active’ part of an intervention, and as such poten-
tially trivialise the SP as ‘adaptable’, ‘supporting’,
‘inactive’ or ‘implementation activities’. This distinc-
tion risks minimising the attention paid to adaptable
components as they are seen as non-active elements
of the intervention. Our case and many others have
shown that adaptations to interventions are not only
common but often necessary for success.'” 3¢ * 798¢
This suggests that the previous HC/SP perspectives
have inappropriately conflated the concepts of effec-
tiveness and adaptability by assuming if components
can be adapted, they are not essential to the effective-
ness of the intervention.**

These findings suggest the need to advance concep-
tualisation of interventions to more explicitly consider
how an intervention is operationalised in complex
systems. Drawing on insights from the improvement
teams, we propose an updated intervention concep-
tualisation that builds on the HC/SP construct and
proposes a more nuanced approach to intervention
conceptualisation. The revised conceptualisation is
summarised in box 1 and figure 2.

Box 1 presents the revised conceptualisation of
‘interventions-in-systems’ and describes intervention
components in relation to their: proximity to the
evidence base; component interdependence; compo-
nent function; component adaptation and effort. This
conceptualisation maintains the notion of ‘core’ and
‘periphery’ as defined by the proximity of the interven-
tion components to the evidence base. For example,
‘Accessibility of evidence base’ is directly related to
the CMR and STOPP criteria, communicating the
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Box 1 Advancing intervention conceptualisation in

complex systems

Revised intervention conceptualisation:

‘interventions-in-systems’

» Proximity to the evidence base: the ‘core’ and
‘periphery’ of an intervention can be conceptualised
in relation to the proximity of the intervention
components to a focal point of the initiative (eg,
evidence base). This can be represented as ‘spheres of
operation’ close to the core (Accessibility of evidence
base, Process of enactment) as well as those more
peripheral (Dependent processes and Dependent
sociocultural issues). All contribute to successful
outcomes.

» Component interdependence: the activities of the
‘core’ and the ‘periphery’ are interconnected, and
understanding and articulating the interdependence
of intervention components is critical for successful
implementation. All components including those in
the periphery are considered important to effective
implementation and successful outcomes.

» Component function: identifying the ‘function’ of
intervention components provides clarity on what
each component is intending to achieve. Each function
should describe how the component supports the
operationalisation of evidence in routine practice.
This function should be irreducible and generalisable
across diverse settings. Collectively the component
functions represent the requirements to operationalise
evidence into practice.

» Component adaptation: assessing the degree and
nature of adaptation is important in understanding
how intervention components are effectively applied
in local settings. Adaptation can take place between
sites, within sites and over time in both the core and
peripheral elements based on local resources, needs,
constraints and infrastructure, as well as emerging
evidence and site learning.

» Effort: significant effort is required to operationalise
and adapt intervention components. There is a need
to acknowledge the often neglected and undervalued
labour required to enact change in practice including
solving local problems, adapting interventions and
motivating staff to engage in new ways of working.
This effort is crucial to the success of intervention
spread, and only by being explicit about the nature
and amount of this effort can we manage expectations
for the planning, conduct and evaluation of change
efforts.

evidence to increase practitioner understanding and
application. Whereas ‘Dependent sociocultural issues’
(the most distal category) had an indirect link to the
evidence base yet were required to effectively deliver
the CMR. The revised conceptualisation replaces the
simplistic notion of ‘hard’ or ‘soft’ by recognising

the interdependence and potential adaptation of all
components, and the importance of defining compo-
nent functions as the irreducible and generalisable
aspects of an intervention (which collectively should
describe the requirements to operationalise the
evidence base into practice). We also emphasise the
need to understand the effort required to adapt and
embed intervention components in each spread site.

Figure 2 presents this conceptualisation visually,
picturing the evidence base as the core of the CMR
intervention, surrounded by ‘spheres of operation” and
associated intervention components based on their
proximity to the evidence base. Figure 2 also visually
represents the challenge of applying the existing HC/
SP definitions due to the ambiguity of each definition
in categorising the ‘core’ or ‘peripheral’ components as
either ‘hard’ or ‘soft’ (represented by solid and dotted
lines). The inconsistency between the three definitions
is represented by separate red, green and blue lines.

Strengths, limitations and future work

This study makes an empirical contribution by taking
a systems view and drawing on ‘insider’ knowledge
to provide a richer account of how interventions are
spread across multiple sites. The findings from this
work are complementary to building programme
theory for evaluation of impact as they enable more
detail description of intervention components and
mechanisms of action that can support evaluation
design.

However, this study also has several limitations. A
known weakness of prospective case study design is
limited external validity. This means we cannot ascer-
tain whether our findings are applicable and generalis-
able to other contexts and initiatives.**®” For example,
components might not fit within our ‘sphere’ classifi-
cation, or different sites may have different views on
which components are irreducible. We also recognise
the sites we were working with had significant clin-
ical expertise, QI experience and support, and dedi-
cated time and resource for the initiative, which will
have influenced the study findings. This is, however,
inherent to the iterative process of theory building;
future studies are needed to test and refine proposed
theoretical contributions.

The impact of ‘groupthink’ may have also been a
limitation to our findings.*® Although there was strong
consensus on the intervention components and func-
tions proposed, groupthink may have led to fewer
dissentions or identification of alternative options.
Through the triangulation of multiple data sources, we
aimed to mitigate this limitation.

Future research is needed to assess how interven-
tion adaptations, based on component function,
impact intervention effectiveness. While intervention
fidelity has been associated with positive outcomes,*”
in line with others, our study suggests this might not
be feasible or desirable in practice.’’ The components’
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functions described by this study provide a strong
foundation to design and conduct more analytically
rigorous studies to explore the attribution of adapta-
tions to the overall success of the initiative. Indeed,
such work would not be possible without this prior
work to prepare a detailed understanding of the inter-
vention components and their interactions.

Implications for research and practice

The approach taken in this research can provide
guidance to support practitioners and researchers to
study and describe interventions, to support spread
and reproducibility of improvement initiatives. We
propose a generic template for conceptualising inter-
ventions based on the methodology used in this study
(online supplemental file 2).

From a practical perspective, this template can
support implementation teams to list intervention
components, describe the component functions
and the rationale for adaptation. This will help new
sites avoid narrow artificially bounded intervention
descriptions.”® ! From a research perspective, this will
provide an opportunity to systematically build knowl-
edge, test theories, and increase the scale, sophistica-
tion, rigour of evaluation approaches as interventions
are spread to a greater number of sites.

CONCLUSION

The study makes theoretical and practical contribu-
tions towards the comprehensive conceptualisation
of healthcare interventions. We demonstrate the value
of co-producing knowledge of interventions between
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improvement teams and researchers through prospec-
tive study. This ‘insider’ knowledge revealed that inter-
ventions cannot be viewed as isolated activities, and
their effective operation can only be achieved through
understanding their interaction with established
processes and practices. We conclude that to under-
stand and describe interventions, we need to concep-
tualise them as ‘interventions-in-systems’. Adopting
this view identifies the range of actions required to
ensure interventions are ‘fit for purpose’ and that the
surrounding systems are capable of supporting them.

In applying HC/SP constructs in the context of the
multisite CMR initiative, we encountered challenges
in the binary conceptualisation of intervention compo-
nents as either HC or SP. Therefore, we propose a
more nuanced approach to intervention conceptuali-
sation where components are described in respect to
their: proximity to the evidence base (whether compo-
nent parts are closer or further away from the core
evidence base); component interdependence (how the
components interact with and influence each other);
component function (the purpose of each component
which should be generalisable across sites); component
adaptation (the degree and nature of adaptation in
local settings) and effort (the amount of effort required
to enact change in practice). Collectively, such a
description should represent the work needed to oper-
ationalise evidence into practice in diverse settings,
facilitating knowledge-sharing between sites, and
reproducibility of successful improvement initiatives.
Further work is needed to test and refine our proposed
theoretical contributions to assess and strengthen their
practical relevance.

Twitter Laura Lennox @lauralennox3 and Julie E Reed
@julie4clahrc

Acknowledgements The authors would like to thank the
participants of this research for agreeing to be involved and
allowing access to their workplaces and daily activities. Their
participation made these findings possible, and their time,
support and feedback were greatly appreciated.

Contributors LL and JER contributed equally to the paper.
JER and LL conceived of the study. LL and JER developed the
research protocol with contributions from NS and SB. VM and
EW led the CMR initiative. LL undertook the interviews. JER,
LL and SB conducted the observations. SB conducted the focus
group. NS performed the initial analysis of the data. LL and
JER refined and developed the emerging themes and findings
and conducted further analysis. SS, VM, EW and SB reviewed
and commented on themes and findings. LL drafted the first
version of the paper and JER made contributions to interpret
results and develop the conceptual findings of the paper. All
authors contributed to the development of the manuscript
content. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding This research was funded by the National Institute
for Health Research (NIHR) Collaboration for Leadership

in Applied Health Research and Care Northwest London
(CLAHRC NWL), now recommissioned as NIHR Applied
Research Collaboration NWL (ARC NWL). The research team
also acknowledges the support of the NIHR Clinical Research
Network (CRN). JR was also funded by a Health Foundation
Improvement Science Fellowship.

Disclaimer The views expressed in this publication are those
of the author(s) and not necessarily those of the NIHR or the
Department of Health and Social Care.

Competing interests None declared.
Patient consent for publication Not required.

Ethics approval This study has been approved by the NHS
Health Research Authority (IRAS 188851). Although the
potential for distress or risk for participants in this study was
low, ethical considerations for consent, confidentiality and data
protection were made. Participants were given information
sheets about the study and consent forms prior to interviews
and the focus group. All participants provided written consent
prior to participation. Participants were also given the option
to withdraw from the study at any time prior to write up.

To ensure confidentiality, names of participants were not
audio recorded during the interviews and each participant
was assigned a unique identifier. All recorded and transcribed
information as well as names and contact details was kept in
separate, password-protected files stored on secure servers.
Access was only permitted to approved researchers. All data
remained fully confidential and findings are reported in an
aggregated manner without reference to individuals’ names.
To maximise confidentiality of individual participants, generic
job titles instead of specific grades or specialty titles have been
used.

Provenance and peer review Not commissioned; externally
peer reviewed.

Data availability statement All data relevant to the study
are included in the article or uploaded as supplemental
information.

Supplemental material This content has been supplied by
the author(s). It has not been vetted by BMJ Publishing
Group Limited (BM]) and may not have been peer-reviewed.
Any opinions or recommendations discussed are solely

those of the author(s) and are not endorsed by BMJ. BM]J
disclaims all liability and responsibility arising from any
reliance placed on the content. Where the content includes
any translated material, BM]J does not warrant the accuracy
and reliability of the translations (including but not limited
to local regulations, clinical guidelines, terminology, drug
names and drug dosages), and is not responsible for any error
and/or omissions arising from translation and adaptation or
otherwise.

Open access This is an open access article distributed in
accordance with the Creative Commons Attribution Non
Commercial (CC BY-NC 4.0) license, which permits others

to distribute, remix, adapt, build upon this work non-
commercially, and license their derivative works on different
terms, provided the original work is properly cited, appropriate
credit is given, any changes made indicated, and the use is non-
commercial. See: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.
0/.

ORCID iDs
Laura Lennox http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8991-1702
Julie E Reed http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9974-2017

REFERENCES

1 Horton T, lllingworth J, Warburton W. The spread challenge.
Lon, 2018.

2 NHS England, Care Quality Commission Health Education
England, Monitor. Five year forward view, 2014. Available:
https://www.england.nhs.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/5yfv-
web.pdf

3 Fitzgerald L, Buchanan DA. The sustainability and spread
story: theoretical developments. In: The sustainability and
spread of organizational change. London, UK: Routledge (4
Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxfordshire OX14 4RN,
United Kingdom), 2007: 227-48.

Lennox L, et al. BMJ Qual Saf 2022;31:31-44. doi:10.1136/bmjgs-2020-012367

41


https://twitter.com/lauralennox3
https://twitter.com/julie4clahrc
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8991-1702
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9974-2017
https://www.england.nhs.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/5yfv-web.pdf
https://www.england.nhs.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/5yfv-web.pdf

Original research

4 Greenhalgh T, Robert G, Macfarlane F, et al. Diffusion of 26 Simmons R, Ghiron L, Fajans P. Nine steps for developing a

innovations in service organizations: systematic review and
recommendations. Milbank Q 2004;82:581-629.

27

scaling-up strategy, 2010.
Hoffmann TC, Glasziou PP, Boutron I, et al. Better reporting

5 Lanham HJ, Leykum LK, Taylor BS, et al. How complexity of interventions: template for intervention description
science can inform scale-up and spread in health care: and replication (TIDieR) checklist and guide. BM]
understanding the role of self-organization in variation across 2014;348:g1687-12.
local contexts. Soc Sci Med 2013;93:194-202. 28 Stame N. Theory-Based evaluation and types of complexity.

6 Pronovost PJ, Watson SR, Goeschel CA, et al. Sustaining Evaluation 2004;10:58-76.
reductions in central line-associated bloodstream infections in 29 Moore GF, Evans RE, Hawkins J, et al. From complex social
Michigan intensive care units: a 10-year analysis. Am ] Med interventions to interventions in complex social systems:
Ownal 2016;31:197-202. future directions and unresolved questions for intervention

7 Baker GR, Denis J-L. A comparative study of three development and evaluation. Evaluation 2019;25:23-45.
transformative healthcare systems : lessons for Canada. Ottawa, 30 Dixon-woods M. The problem of context in quality
2012. improvement. London, 2014. http://www.health.org.uk/

8 Della PR, Martel H, Neuwirth EB. Rapid spread of complex publications/perspectives-on-context/
change: a case study in inpatient palliative care. BMC Health 31 Qvretveit J, Gustafson D. Evaluation of quality improvement
Serv Res 200?39:1_9' ' ) programmes. Qual Saf Health Care 2002;11:270-5.

9 Health Quality Ontario. Spread primer. ToronFO’ 201'3' 32 Pérez D, Van der Stuyft P, Zabala MC. A modified theoretical

10 Laher F, CesconvA, Lazarus E, et al. Co.nversatlons with ] framework to assess implementation fidelity of adaptive public
mother's: 'explorlng reasons for Preventlon of mother—to—c.hlld health interventions. Implement Sci 2016;11:1-11.
transmlss.lon (PMTCT) fallure.s in the era of programmatic 33 Perla RJ, Provost LB, Parry GJ. Seven propositions of the
scale-up in Soweto, South Africa. AIDS Behav 2012;16:91-8. science of improvement: exploring foundations. Qual Manag

11 Paina L, Peters DH. Understanding pathways for scaling up Health Care 2013;22:170-86.
health services through the lens of complex adaptive systems. 34 Kaplan HC, Provost LB, Frochle CM, et al. The model for
Health Policy Plan. 2012;27:365-73. understanding success in quality (MUSIQ): building a theory

12 Tkatchenko-Schmidt E, Renton A, Gevorgyan R, et al. . L

. oo ] ) of context in healthcare quality improvement. BMJ Qual Saf
Prevention of HIV/AIDS among injecting drug users in Russia: 2012:21:13-20
opportunities and barrlefs to scaling-up of harm reduction 35 Horton TJ, Illingworth JH, Warburton WHP Overcoming
programmes. Health Policy 2008;85:162-71. . . .
: challenges in codifying and replicating complex health care
13 Bertalanffy Lvon. An outline of general system theory. Br | . .
Philos Sci 1950:1:134—-65 interventions. Health Aff 2018;37:191-7.
ilos Sci ;1:134-65.
’ 36 Ovretveit J. Wid d fi di t: 1 f
14 Plsek PE, Greenhalgh T. Complexity science: the challenge of . e Ve,l J. Widesprea ocus§ 1mpro'vberr.1en essons fromm
o international health for spreading specific improvements to
complexity in health care. BMJ 2001;323:625-8. health ces in hiehai tries. Int ] Qual Health

15 Braithwaite ], Churruca K, Long JC, et al. When complexity calthi services 1n ugh-income countries. fre mat Hea

. . . . . Care 2011;23:239-46.
science meets implementation science: a theoretical and 37 R R Reed T. Liveslev N U Kine the black
empirical analysis of systems change. BMC Med 2018;16:1-14. b ama;v.vamy » e g’ tves e)l,H’ eltZ C np;gl;n{;(t) 165 i;
16 May CR, Johnson M, Finch T. Implementation, context and (?X of improvement. 'nt] Qual Health Care oY T
. . . ixon-Woods M, Leslie M, Tarrant C, et al. Explainin
complexity. Implementation Sci 2016;11:1-12. 38 D Woods M, Leslie M, T c I Expl &

17 Reed JE, Howe C, Doyle C, et al. Simple rules for evidence matching Michigan: an ‘ethnographlc study of a patient safety
translation in complex systems: a qualitative study. BMC Med program. Implement SCZ_ 2013;8:70" o )
2018316:1-20. 39 Holmes BJ, Best A, Davies H. Mobilising knowledge in

18 Simmons R, Ghiron L, Fajans P. Practical guidance for scaling complex health systems: a call to action. Evid Policy A ] Res
up health service innovations. Geneva, 2009. Debc.zte Pract _2017;13:539_60'_ o )

19 Denis J-L, Hébert Y, Langley A, et al. Explaining diffusion 40 Lew1s.LK, Seibold DR. Innovation modification during
patterns for complex health care innovations. Health Care adoption. Acad Manag Rev 1993;18:322-54. o
Manage Rev 2002;27:60-73. 41 Wandersman A, Duffy J, Flaspohler P, et al. Bridging the gap

20 Massound MR, Donohue KL, McCannon CJ. Options between prevention research and practice: the interactive
for large-scale spread of simple, high-impact interventions. systems framework for dissemination and implementation. Am
Bethesda, MD, 2010. J Community Psychol 2008;41:171-81.

21 Massoud M, Nielsen G, Nolan K. A framework for spread: 42 Damschroder L], Aron DC, Keith RE, et al. Fostering
from local improvements to system-wide change, 2006. implementation of health services research findings

22 Cooley L, Ved RR. Scaling up — from vision to large - into practice: a consolidated framework for advancing
scale change: a management framework for practitioners. implementation science. Implement Sci 2009;4:50.
Washington, D.C, 2012. 43 Greenhalgh T, Robert G, Bate P. How to spread good ideas: a

23 Nolan K, Schall MW, Erb F, et al. Using a framework for systematic review of the literature on diffusion, dissemination
spread; the case of patient access in the Veterans health and SMStdintlbilify O]( innovations in health service deliuery and
administration. Jt Comm | Qual Patient Saf 2005;31:339-47. organisation. London, 2004.

24 Simmons R, Fajans B, Ghiron L. Scaling up health service 44 Craig P, Dieppe P, Macintyre S. Developing and evaluating
delivery — from pilot innovations to policies and programmes. complex interventions : new guidance. BMJ 2008;337:a1655.
Geneva, 2007. 45 McMullen H, Griffiths C, Leber W, et al. Explaining high

25 Barker PM, Reid A, Schall MW. A framework for scaling up and low performers in complex intervention trials: a new
health interventions: lessons from large-scale improvement model based on diffusion of innovations theory. Trials
initiatives in Africa. Implement Sci 2016;11:1-11. 2015;16:1-16.

42 Lennox L, et al. BMJ Qual Saf 2022;31:31-44. doi:10.1136/bmjqs-2020-012367


http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0887-378X.2004.00325.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2012.05.040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1062860614568647
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1062860614568647
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10461-010-9875-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czr054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2007.07.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/bjps/I.2.134
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/bjps/I.2.134
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.323.7313.625
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12916-018-1057-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13012-016-0506-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12916-018-1076-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00004010-200207000-00007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00004010-200207000-00007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1553-7250(05)31045-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13012-016-0374-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.g1687
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1356389004043135
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1356389018803219
http://www.health.org.uk/publications/perspectives-on-context/
http://www.health.org.uk/publications/perspectives-on-context/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/qhc.11.3.270
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13012-016-0457-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/QMH.0b013e31829a6a15
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/QMH.0b013e31829a6a15
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-2011-000010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2017.1161
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzr018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzr018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzy009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-8-70
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10464-008-9174-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10464-008-9174-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-4-50
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13063-015-0755-5

Original research

46 Procter R, Wherton J, Greenhalgh T, et al. Telecare call centre
work and ageing in place. Comput Supported Coop Work
2016325:79-105.

47 Procter R, Greenhalgh T, Wherton ], et al. The day-to-day
Co-Production of ageing in place. Comput Support Coop Work
2014;23:245-67.

48 Gardner KL, Dowden M, Togni S, et al. Understanding uptake
of continuous quality improvement in Indigenous primary
health care: lessons from a multi-site case study of the audit
and best practice for chronic disease project. Implement Sci
2010;5:21.

49 Bellamy JL, Fang L, Bledsoe SE, et al. Agency—university
partnership for evidence-based practice in social work. | Evid
Based Soc Work 2013;10:73-90.

50 Dusenbury L, Brannigan R, Falco M, Patterson M, Wood
S, et al. A review of research on fidelity of implementation:
implications for drug abuse prevention in school settings.
Health Educ Res 2003;18:237-56.

51 Hawe P, Shiell A, Riley T. Complex interventions: how
“out of control” can a randomised controlled trial be? BMJ
2004;328:1561-3.

52 Fisher G, Aguinis H. Using theory elaboration to
make theoretical advancements. Organ Res Methods
2017;20:438-64.

53 Ovretveit J, Dolan-Branton L, Marx M, et al. Adapting
improvements to context: when, why and how? Int | Qual
Health Care 2018;30:20-3.

54 Reed JE, Howe C, Doyle C. Successful healthcare
improvements from translating evidence in complex systems
(SHIFT-Evidence): simple rules to guide practice and research.
BMC Health Serv Res 2018;18:1-7.

55 Howe C, Randall K, Chalkley S, et al. Supporting
improvement in a quality collaborative. Br | Healthc Manag
2013;19:434-42.

56 Chera BS, Deschesne KM, Mosaly P, et al. Lessons From a
Prospective Incident Learning System: Focus on Physician-
Specific “Errors/Near-Misses” and “Errors” That Reached the
Patient. Int | Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 2014;90:5128.

57 Langley GJ, Moen RNK. The improvement guide: a practical
approach to enhancing organizational performance. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1996.

58 Reed JE, McNicholas C, Woodcock T, et al. Designing quality
improvement initiatives: the action effect method, a structured
approach to identifying and articulating programme theory.
BM]J Qual Saf 2014;23:1040-8.

59 Weiss CH. Evaluation: methods for studying programs and
policies. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1998.

60 Weiss CHet al. Nothing as Practical as a Good Theory:
Exploring Theory-Based Evaluation for Comprehensive
Community Initiatives for Children and Families. In: Connell
JP Kubisch AC, Schorr LB, eds. New approaches to evaluating
community initiatives. Washington, DC: Aspen Institute,
1995: 65-9.

61 Eisenhardt KM. Building theories from case study research.
Acad Manage Rev 1989;14:532-50.

62 Eisenhardt KM, Graebner ME. Theory building from
cases: opportunities and challenges. Acad Manage |
2007;50:25-32.

63 NICE. Medicines optimisation: the safe and effective use of
medicines to enable the best possible outcomes, 2015.

64 Jubraj B, Marvin V, Ward E. Developing a doctor—pharmacist
consensus on medicine-related problems in older adults. Clin
Pharm 2019;4.

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

Gallagher P, O'Mahony D. STOPP (screening tool of older
persons' potentially inappropriate prescriptions): application to
acutely ill elderly patients and comparison with beers' criteria.
Age Ageing 2008337:673-9.

Marvin V, Jubraj B. STOPIT review. potential. INA. Prescr,
2015: 1-2. https://www.sps.nhs.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/
07/STOPIT-review-form-clahrc-NWL-GENERIC-pdf.pdf
Marvin V, Ward E, Poots AJ, et al. Deprescribing medicines in
the acute setting to reduce the risk of falls. Eur | Hosp Pharm
2017;24:10-15.

Duraisingham S, Jubraj B, Marvin V. Stopping inappropriate
medicines in the outpatient setting. Geriatr Med
2015;45:35-41.

Ward E, Poots AJ, Kuo S. A collaborative project implementing
medication reviews in acute care across S London (UK)
hospitals. Florida USA: THI International Forum, 2016.
Marvin V, Ward E. Private correspondence with V Marvin and
E ward regarding outcome publication in preparation. London,
2020.

Lennox L, Doyle C, Reed JE, et al. What makes a sustainability
tool valuable, practical and useful in real-world healthcare
practice? A mixed-methods study on the development of

the long term success tool in northwest London. BMJ Open
2017;7:014417-13.

Britten N. Qualitative Interviews. In: Pope C, Mays N, eds.
Qualitative research in health care. Oxford, UK, 2006: 12-21.
Saunders MN. Choosing research participants. In: Symon

G, Cassell C, eds. Qualitative organizational research: core
methods and current. London: Sage Publications, 2012: 35-53.
Onwuegbuzie AJ, Leech NL. Sampling Designs in Qualitative
Research : Making the Sampling Process More Public. Qual
Rep 2007;12:19-20.

Braun V, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qual
Res Psychol 2006;3:77-101.

Vaismoradi M, Turunen H, Bondas T. Content analysis and
thematic analysis: implications for conducting a qualitative
descriptive study. Nurs Health Sci 2013;15:398-405.

Ritchie JS. Qualitative data analysis for applied policy research.
London: Routledge, 1994.

Elo S, Kyngis H. The qualitative content analysis process. |
Adv Nurs 2008;62:107-15.

Norton WE, Mittman BS. Scaling-Up Health Promotion /
Disease Prevention Programs in Community Settings : Barriers,
Facilitators, and Initial Recommendations, 2010. Available:
www.donaghue.org

Ansari SM, Fiss PC, Zajac EJ. Made to fit: how practices
diffuse. Acad Manag Rev 20103;35:67-92.

Martin GP, Weaver S, Currie G, et al. Innovation sustainability
in challenging health-care contexts: embedding clinically

led change in routine practice. Health Serv Manage Res
2012;25:190-9.

Tlott I, Gerrish K, Pownall S, et al. Exploring scale-up,

spread, and sustainability: an instrumental case study tracing
an innovation to enhance dysphagia care. Implement Sci
2013;8:128.

Greenhalgh T, Wherton J, Papoutsi C, et al. Beyond adoption:
a new framework for theorizing and evaluating nonadoption,
abandonment, and challenges to the scale-up, spread, and
sustainability of health and care technologies. | Med Internet
Res 2017;19:e367.

Ploeg J, Markle-Reid M, Davies B, et al. Spreading and
sustaining best practices for home care of older adults: a
grounded theory study. Implement Sci 2014;9:162.

Lennox L, et al. BMJ Qual Saf 2022;31:31-44. doi:10.1136/bmjgs-2020-012367

43


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10606-015-9242-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10606-014-9202-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-5-21
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15433714.2011.581545
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15433714.2011.581545
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/her/18.2.237
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.328.7455.1561
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1094428116689707
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzy013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzy013
http://dx.doi.org/10.12968/bjhc.2013.19.9.434
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijrobp.2014.05.573
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-2014-003103
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.1989.4308385
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.24160888
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afn197
https://www.sps.nhs.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/STOPIT-review-form-clahrc-NWL-GENERIC-pdf.pdf
https://www.sps.nhs.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/STOPIT-review-form-clahrc-NWL-GENERIC-pdf.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/ejhpharm-2016-001003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2016-014417
http://dx.doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2007.1636
http://dx.doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2007.1636
http://dx.doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
http://dx.doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/nhs.12048
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2007.04569.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2007.04569.x
www.donaghue.org
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.35.1.zok67
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0951484812474246
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-8-128
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.8775
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.8775
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13012-014-0162-4

Original research

85

86
87

88

89

90

Stange KC, Goodwin MA, Zyzanski S]J, et al. Sustainability of a
practice-individualized preventive service delivery intervention.
Am ] Prev Med 2003;25:296-300.

Rogers EM. Diffusion of innovations, 2003.

Hodkinson B, Hodkinson H. The Strengths and Limitations

of Case Study Research. In: Learning and skills development
agency conference: making an impact on policy and practice.
Cambridge, 2001: 1-3.

Turner ME, Pratkanis AR. Twenty-Five years of Groupthink
theory and research. Organ Behav Hum Decis Process
1998;73:105-15.

Durlak JA, DuPre EP. Implementation matters: a review of
research on the influence of implementation on program
outcomes and the factors affecting implementation. Am |
Community Psychol 2008;41:327-50.

Reed JE, Howe C, Doyle C, et al. Successful healthcare

improvements from translating evidence in complex systems

91

92

93

94

95

(SHIFT-Evidence): simple rules to guide practice and research.
Int | Qual Health Care 2019;31:mzy160:238-44.

Cotterill S, Knowles S, Martindale A-M, et al. Getting

messier with TIDieR: embracing context and complexity in
intervention reporting. BMC Med Res Methodol 2018;18:1-10.
O'Mahony D, O'Sullivan D, Byrne S, et al. STOPP/START
criteria for potentially inappropriate prescribing in older
people: version 2. Age Ageing 2015;44:213-8.

Poots AJ, Jubraj B, Barnett NL. Education around
deprescribing: 'spread and embed' the story so far. Eur ] Hosp
Pharm 2017;24:7-9.

Marvin V, Kuo S, Poots AJ, et al. Applying quality
improvement methods to address gaps in medicines
reconciliation at transfers of care from an acute UK Hospital.
BMJ Open 2016;6:¢010230.

Marvin V, Ward E, Jubraj B, et al. Improving Pharmacists’
Targeting of Patients for Medication Review and
Deprescription. Pharmacy 2018;6:32.

44

Lennox L, et al. BMJ Qual Saf 2022;31:31-44. doi:10.1136/bmjqs-2020-012367


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0749-3797(03)00219-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1998.2756
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10464-008-9165-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10464-008-9165-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzy160
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12874-017-0461-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afu145
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/ejhpharm-2016-001153
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/ejhpharm-2016-001153
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2015-010230
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/pharmacy6020032

	Conceptualising interventions to enhance spread in complex systems: a multisite comprehensive medication review case study
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Study setting
	Study design
	The case
	Data collection methods
	Phase 1 (understanding the intervention)
	Phase 2 (triangulation of findings)
	Data analysis

	Results
	I. Intervention components
	II. Interdependence of components
	III. Intervention evolution and adaptation
	Adaptations made between sites in response to local resources, needs and infrastructure
	Adaptations made within sites to respond to local variation
	Adaptations over time in response to emerging evidence and site learning

	IV. Effort to operationalise the intervention
	V. Critical appraisal of the ‘HC and ‘SP’

	Discussion
	An insider’s view: interventions-in-systems
	Consistency of function, adaptation of form
	Advancing the conceptualisation of interventions in complex systems
	Strengths, limitations and future work
	Implications for research and practice

	Conclusion
	References


