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a b s t r a c t

Objectives: Focusing on policy discourse in the United Kingdom, we examine the chain of causation that
is characteristic of the ways in which the concepts of avoidability and inappropriateness are defined and
used in these contexts. With a particular focus on diabetes complications, we aim to elucidate the way in
which avoidable admission to hospital is conceptualised, measured, and applied to policy development
and implementation and build a more inclusive model of identification as a basis for further research in
this area.
Study design: Discourse analysis was used in combination with a scoping review.
Methods: We searched the online databases of the UK Houses of Parliament Hansard, Official reports of
the Northern Ireland Assembly and transcripts of the Scottish Parliament in October 2021. We also
conducted an electronic search in October 2021 on MEDLINE, PubMed, Google Scholar, EMBASE, CINAHL
and The Cochrane Library to review the available literature. In addition, an analysis of policies in place in
Scotland, England and Northern Ireland relating to urgent diabetes care was conducted.
Results: ‘Avoidable’ and ‘inappropriate’ hospital admissions are categories used in health policy and
practice internationally as ways of identifying targets for interventions intending to reduce the burden of
care. Diabetes mellitus is a chronic condition that is often seen as a costly and avoidable use of health
care services and so is a frequent target of such policies.
Avoidable admission is interpreted as having a very long chain of causation. The assumption is that
people requiring unscheduled hospital admission could have taken steps to prevent the onset of dia-
betes, or associated complications, arising in the first place. Definitions focus on primary and secondary
prevention and largely place responsibility on the individual and their behaviour rather than on struc-
tural or social factors. Inadequate or inappropriate care prehospital or in the emergency department is
seldom considered as a potential cause of avoidable admissions. Procedural definitions of avoidable
admission are proposed whereby health care professionals and people living with diabetes collaborate to
identify avoidable admissions in clinical audit rather than using statistical rates of avoidable admission
within isolation in policy development and implementation.
Conclusions: Avoidability and inappropriateness are characteristics of cases in which conduct of the
individual or attendant health care professionals was a proximate cause of hospital admission, and but
for such conduct, admission could have been avoided. This process of definition seeks to provide a basis
for contextualised and considered evaluation of where there are problems in care and where there are
reasonable opportunities for prevention.
Crown Copyright © 2021 Published by Elsevier Ltd on behalf of The Royal Society for Public Health. This is
an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.

0/).
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Introduction

Diabetes Mellitus, and in particular type 2 diabetes (T2D), is an
international public health issue. It presents a significant challenge
to governments, clinicians and individuals self-managing the con-
dition. It is estimated that worldwide roughly 463 million adults
were living with diabetes in 2019 and that by 2045 this will rise to
700 million, according to the International Diabetes Federation.1

Reducing so-called ‘avoidable’ and ‘inappropriate’ admissions is
a priority for the NHS (National Health Service) in the United
Kingdom, as well as for health care systems across the globe.2

Diabetes-related unscheduled care admissions are frequently
assumed to be avoidable and/or inappropriate in statistical anal-
ysis.3 Better self-management, empowered patients and increas-
ingly sophisticated and personalised clinical decision making in
theory has the potential to reduce demand and expenditure on
services by ensuring avoidable conditions are prevented.4,5 Public
health initiatives to improve diet and exercise routines, education,
reductions in socioeconomic disadvantage, integration, and
increased accessibility of services (primary prevention measures)
can reduce the risk of Type 2 diabetes (T2D) developing in the first
place.6 Intensive lifestyle modification and improved self-
management (secondary prevention measures) can also reduce
the risk of developing diabetes complications for people with both
Type 1 diabetes (T1D) and T2D.7

Public health initiatives to prevent the onset and complications of
diabetes vary internationally but generally focus on prevention
through lifestyle change. Across Europe, the U.S., China, Australia,
Japan and India, people considered high risk of developing T2D are
targeted with education on diet and exercise, and this has been
shown to significantly reduce progression to T2D in awide variety of
settings.8e14 In the USA, Canada, Chile, the UK and New Zealand
individuals in lower-risk tiers are targeted via risk counselling and
whole population strategies (e.g. socioeconomic policies aiming to
reduce poverty, healthy food promotion and environmental/systems
changes).15e22 Population-level policies, systems, and environmental
approaches, along with lifestyle intervention for those at high risk,
are likely to be the best way to achieve the greatest level of impact.23

Avoidability and inappropriateness are not synonymous, and
the distinction between the two is important as it provides a basis
for identifying, targeting, and designing interventions and policy
initiatives to reduce admission for people with diabetes. In addi-
tion, interventions must be evidence-based and carefully tailored
for specific contexts in order to be effective.24,25 Evidence about
what is effective in reducing avoidable admissions is mixed and
inconclusive, and misconceptions about what and what is not
avoidable can lead to naïve or unrealistic expectations of what
might be achieved.25

Based on the political discourse around diabetes policy in the
United Kingdom, a variety of problematic assumptions appear to
underly initiatives aiming to reduce avoidable admissions. For
instance, policy makers aiming to reduce hospital admissions
appear to assume that there is an optimum level of admission or
referral to hospital and that fewer admissions or referrals indicates
an improvement in health care delivery and efficiency.25 Only a
small number of primary care trusts (PCTs) in England have suc-
cessfully reduced overall unscheduled hospital admissions despite
numerous initiatives.26 The rate of avoidable admission also varies
considerably across different studies.25,27

For example, the 2013 Urgent and Emergency Care Review for
England stated that ‘40% could have been helped just as well closer
to home’28 (p. 19). By contrast, the NHS England Next Steps on the
Five-Year Forward View suggests that ‘between 1.36% and 2.73% of
people presenting at A&E could be diverted away from hospital’29

(p. 14). NHS Digital suggest that ‘16.1% of ED attendances
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occurring between April 2015 and December 2017 were ‘non-ur-
gent’.30 The Nuffield Trust identify Ambulatory care sensitive con-
ditions and urgent care sensitive conditions combined as
comprising 3.38% of admissions between 2019 and 2020.31 This
variation may be a result of random fluctuations, contextual factors
and different ways of conceptualising and measuring avoid-
ability.32,33 This means evaluation and comparison are problematic
when based on crude statistical rates of avoidable admission.
Clinical audit, with extensive input from service users, may bring
meaning to crude rates of avoidable admission and allow in-
terventions to be better targeted.9
Methods

A discourse analysis was conducted on political debates in the
UK Houses of Parliament, The Scottish Parliament and the Northern
Ireland Assembly. We searched UK Parliamentary Scottish Parlia-
ment and Northern Ireland Assembly Hansard from 2000 to 2021.
Keywords included ‘Avoidable Admission’; ‘Inappropriate admis-
sion’; ‘Hospital’ ‘unscheduled admission’ and ‘Diabetes’. We only
excluded extracts that were deemed after an initial review to
mention these topics incidentally rather than it being a central
topic of discussion. This was based on the principles of discourse
analysis outlined by Lupton.34 A total of 137 extracts from these
debates were subjected to discourse analysis and organised into
themes. Extracts were included on the basis that they related to
reducing avoidable, preventable or inappropriate hospital admis-
sions in diabetes-related cases.

Policy analysis was conducted on the most recent diabetes-
related policy documents from the United Kingdom and Scotland,
also based on the above inclusion criteria. In addition, we under-
took a scoping review to determine the depth of the literature
around definitions and usage of avoidability and inappropriateness
in relation to hospital admission to provide a detailed overview of
the ways that these terms are used, to whom they are applied,
where andwhen, as well as the potential benefits and limitations in
terms of developing effective policy.35

An electronic search was conducted in October 2021 on MED-
LINE, PubMed, Google Scholar, EMBASE, CINAHL and The Cochrane
Library to review the available literature.We searched the titles and
abstracts of papers, and the time period covered was from 2000 to
2021. Thirty articles from across the globe that examined the
discourse of avoidability, measurement of avoidable admissions,
policy development and implementationwere included (see Fig. 1).
Keywords included ‘Avoidable Admission’; ‘Inappropriate admis-
sion’; ‘Hospital’ ‘Unscheduled admission’ and ‘Diabetes’. This
research did not require ethical approval.
Results

Defining avoidable and inappropriate admissions

The verb ‘avoid’, means to escape, evade, prevent, or obviate.
Historically, the term ‘avoidable’ has been used in a pejorative
sense. Historically the term was often used to attribute causality
and blame when someone failed to avoid a given outcome.36 An
associated concept is ‘inappropriateness’, which refers to some-
thing that is unsuitable to the particular case; ‘unfitting,
improper’.37 It has been used to distinguish between desirable or
undesirable behaviours based on the pragmatics of a given context.
Although the concepts of inappropriateness and avoidability have
some overlap and are frequently used interchangeably in the
discourse on diabetes-related hospital admissions, there are some
important differences that require explanation.
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A case of diabetes-related hospital admission may, in theory, be
avoidable in the sense that events in the chain of causation leading
to hospital admission may have been preventable. With hindsight,
it is almost always possible to identify an act or omission that
contributed to hospitalisation, and it could have been avoided. In
law, this is called a novus actus intervenes, or an intervening act that
breaks the chain. However, the mere possibility of an intervening
act (e.g. in public health, education, primary care, prehospital or
emergency departments) does not necessarily render the eventual
hospitalisation inappropriate. In the presenting circumstances of a
medical emergency, it is, of course, appropriate and necessary that
lifesaving care in the hospital setting is provided. Appropriateness
is thus a contextualised concept that depends on the way decisions
are made by HCPs in the agony of the moment. It is an evaluation of
whether decisions leading to hospitalisation were reasonable.
Conversely, avoidability merely depends on the possibility of
breaking the chain of causation and does not necessarily ask
whether avoidance was feasible in situ (Fig. 2).

Although an avoidable admission is not necessarily inappro-
priate, an inappropriate admission may, by definition, be avoidable.
If hospitalisation is not required e perhaps because suitable
treatment can be provided in the community or primary care e
68
then the admission could be prevented by diversion to the appro-
priate services.24

Objectivised measures of appropriateness and avoidability

Objectivised methods of defining avoidable admissions come in
two forms: checklist definitions based on a set of standardised
criteria and definitions based on professional opinion and/or expert
panels. Checklist models were initially developed in the USA to
decide the hospital admissions that were appropriate for insurers
to fund. An initial function of the language of appropriateness was
to distinguish between deserving from undeserving service users.
Checklist models are standardised lists of criteria, which indicate a
set of symptoms or circumstances that necessitate hospital
admission. Criteria usually relate to the severity of an individual’s
condition and the type and intensity of services provided.24

Prevalent checklist models are the AEP (Appropriateness Eval-
uation Protocol), the ISD-A (Intensity-Severity-Discharge Review
System with Adult Criteria) and MCAP (Managed Care Appropri-
ateness Protocol. A term used frequently in UK policy and academic
discourse is Ambulatory Care Sensitive Conditions (ACSCs),
denoting conditions that can be treated effectively in primary care.
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Admissions for ACSCs are often assumed in statistical models to
refer to avoidable admissions.2 Checklist models produce easily
quantifiable results and can help public health professionals and
policy makers in evaluating and comparing services. The Appro-
priateness Evaluation Protocol (AEP) proposes admission criteria
based only on physiological and laboratory parameters. However,
the AEP has been found to be a poor predictor of mortality in all age
groups. Researchers have advised that it not be used to evaluate the
appropriateness of admissions.38

Another model used in the USA is the NYU algorithm40 that
assigns the probability that an ICD-9 diagnosis code associatedwith
an Emergency Department visit falls into one of four categories:

1) a non-emergency (NE);
2) an emergency (defined as a problem requiring contact with the

medical systemwithin 12 h) treatable in an office visit (primary
care treatable (PCT));

3) an emergency not treatable in an office visit but preventable or
avoidable (EPA) and

4) an emergency that is not preventable or avoidable (ENPA).

The NYU algorithm excludes uncommon diagnoses and treats
mental health and substance abuse diagnoses separately.39 This
model has been independently validated using hospitalisations and
deaths as outcomemeasures, so it appears relatively robust. Ballard
et al. found that because the NYU algorithm utilizes existing clinical
data rather than time-intensive chart review, it can be easily
applied in different times and settings at relatively low cost.39 A
similar model could be useful in evaluating and comparing avoid-
able admission rates between hospitals in the UK context rather
than relying on ACSCs. However, the NYU Emergency department
visit classifier, by the developer’s own admission, is not appropriate
for determining avoidable and inappropriate admissions in a way
that might suggest appropriate changes in social, or primary and
secondary health care delivery at the local or individual level.39
69
Checklist criteria combinedwith the use of algorithms are useful
in constructing statistical estimates of the number of preventable
hospital admissions in the UK and other jurisdictions for compar-
ison and evaluation of performance. Diabetes complications are a
prime example of some of the weaknesses of this approach. In re-
ports produced by the Nuffield Trust,3 avoidable admission rates for
people with diabetes in the UK are built from the sum of three
indicators: admissions for short-term diabetes complications; ad-
missions for long-term diabetes complications; admissions for
uncontrolled diabetes without complications.

The rate of avoidable admission for people with diabetes is
defined as the number of hospital admissions with a primary
diagnosis of diabetes, among people aged 15 years and over, per
100,000 population. The Information Service Division (ISD) of NHS
Scotland, in presenting statistical analysis, similarly defines prac-
tically all hospital admissions for people with diabetes as avoid-
able.40 The ISD explain that this is because routine monitoring,
dietary modification and regular exercise can reduce the need for
hospitalisation.40 This methodology is based a problematic
assumption that personal choices are the main driver of avoidable
admissions. A more detailed classification system that does n’ rely
on lumping all diabetes complications into the category of avoid-
able, for example, based upon the NYU Categories, would perhaps
be more useful (See Fig. 3).

Political discourse

The discourse that frames the classification of all diabetes-
related hospital admissions as avoidable in the UK generally fo-
cuses on the ways in which risk of diabetes-related complications
could be reduced by the person themselves through individual
behavioural change. This places almost all responsibility for hos-
pitalisation on the individual and does little to inform for positive
change in clinical practise or health care delivery at the local and
individual level. For this kind of change, more detailed auditing of
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individual and local cases appears necessary alongside something
like the NYU Algorithm to identify drivers of avoidable admissions
at a more granular level and to improve care for particular chronic
conditions such as diabetes.

The fact that the risk of diabetes complications can be reduced
by improvements in lifestyle, including adherence to therapy and
diet, is seen as sufficient to define all diabetes-related admissions as
avoidable. This is a blanket generalisation that may not reflect the
experience of people with diabetes. In some circumstances and for
some individuals, it is not reasonable to expect them to change
their way of life and the environments in which they live may not
be exercise friendly or they may find it difficult to access healthy
and nutritious food. The expectation that a person diagnosed with
diabetes should increase their daily exercise, adapt their diet and
frequently monitor and manage their glucose levels is often unre-
alistic in the absence of public health initiatives and involves as-
sumptions about costs and benefits that may not take sufficient
account of the individual’s conception of the good life. In addition,
reducing health risks does not necessarily provide a guarantee of a
life free of diabetes-related complications.

This discourse shifts focus away from public health, primary and
secondary care, and accessibility towards individual behaviour.
These assumptions are embedded at the root level of the data and
statistics and so are objectivised and become incontestable at the
stage of political debate and policy development. We can contrast
the way diabetes-related and smoking-related admissions are
treated. Smoking-related conditions are not included en masse in
the ISD avoidable admissions rate (COPD) even though smoking
cessation can significantly reduce the risk. The logic of personal
responsibility is inconsistently applied, indicating a special
contempt for people with T2D in particular.

Using a statistical rate of avoidable admissions, based on
checklist criteria, as an objective comparator between health pro-
viders is dubious because data recording and coding practices vary
considerably within the UK. For example, coding of diabetes as a
principal diagnosis versus a secondary diagnosis varies between
Northern Ireland, England and Scotland, making direct compari-
sons difficult. Even within England, the comparison between re-
gions is questionable.26 The north of England, for instance, has
higher avoidable admission rates even adjusted for deprivation
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(IMD); therefore, it is possible the variation is due to other factors
such as disparities in primary, community and secondary care
provision, health service accessibility or the wider determinants of
health not included in the IMD.

Reported rates of avoidable admission, based on current defi-
nitions, may be difficult to compare between trusts or hospitals as
institutions recording of cases involving diabetes complications are
not necessarily recorded as such. Neither do such measures take
account of differences in disease prevalence, local services, or cul-
ture.11,26 The ISD-A and NYU algorithm, for example, do not
consider the fact that there may be no other option in the local area
for the individual except hospital.19 In addition, the AEP is often
amended and adjusted in practice, which means that assessments
are unreliable.26,41e43

This is not to say that statistical methods of measuring avoid-
able and inappropriate admissions should not be used. It is that
they are not very effective tools in evaluating local services or
clinical practice in constructive ways. It is suggested that more
detailed, local and individual audits of clinical practice in areas
such as diabetes care could be a vital addition to existingmeasures
of avoidable admissions. User-led definition and audit of avoid-
able cases may offer invaluable insights, and this should also
factor into policy and practice looking to reduce avoidable
admissions.24

In applying definitions of avoidability, professionals exercise
subjective judgement as to whether a given admission is appro-
priate or not. Checklists and algorithms appear to be helpful as a
rough outline of relevant considerations; however, they also
objectify the outcomes of such judgements and can even embed
prejudice about people with conditions such as diabetes. Appro-
priateness of a given admission depends onwhen the AEP or ISD-A
are applied to each person’s case and by whom.24,44 The NYU
method, although appearing to be more objective by the applica-
tion of computerised algorithms, uses only clinical data, and this
assumes that a wealth of information about individual and local
circumstances from a service user perspective is irrelevant.

The method of defining avoidability through assessment by al-
gorithms, experts and professionals is an exercise of judgement
based on disciplinary knowledge, opinion, and experience. Classi-
fication may also be conducted by trained researchers. In both
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procedures, the expertise and experience of people with diabetes
themselves are not required.11 This indicates that direct experience
of diabetes is not adequately recognised as a useful or legitimate
contribution to the process of definition.

Only two previous studies have included service users in
assessing the avoidability and appropriateness of hospital admis-
sion.24,32 These studies indicate that the term inappropriate, as
applied to admissions, carries several negative connotations that
service users are reluctant to apply.

For people with T2D, improved diet, lifestyle, and glucose con-
trol, usually at an early stage, can be associated with remission and
a significant reduction the risk to health and wellbeing.45 However,
such measures cannot eliminate the risk of complications arising
nor render diabetes-related hospital admission an impossibility.
Therefore, a proportion of diabetes-related admissions must be
necessary and appropriate. This means that statistics on avoidable
admissions that include all diabetes-related hospital admissions
are misleading without greater input of service users onwhat leads
them through the hospital doors. Despite this, the policy discourse
continues to place responsibility for diabetes-related hospital
admission on people with diabetes themselves. This can frame the
problem of overstretched services as within the power of in-
dividuals to change and beyond the scope of governmental re-
sponsibility. This has implications for both policy and the way in
which admissions are viewed and dealt with by HCPs. It could also
influence behaviour in the uptake of services.

Constructing the use of unscheduled care services by people
with diabetes as problematic and ‘inappropriate’ in almost all cases
could paradoxically create a culture in which patients are discour-
aged from seeking help when they need it to avoid judgement,
resulting in more serious and preventable complications reaching
crisis point. Greater efficiency (shorter stays in hospital for each
admitted patient) may lead to more ‘inefficiency’ (greater number
of avoidable emergency admissions).24

The expertise and experience of people using services due to
diabetic complications are crucial to understanding the context in
which unscheduled admissions occur and developing appropriate
reforms to reduce avoidable admissions however they are
defined.46 This is particularly important at a time when law and
policy emphasize a commitment to person-centred care and
‘nothing about me without me’.47 More inclusive and democratic
epistemologies expand the range of evidence and data on which
our knowledge draws and can thus provide a more holistic, long-
term view of the factors that contribute to hospital admissions.
The inclusion of perspectives of people with direct experience will
help to build a more comprehensive picture of how best to respond
to the interests and perspectives of people with diabetes where
prevention is possible, reasonable and desirable in light of
competing priorities.11

Discussion

There is limited evidence on the effectiveness of interventions
aimed at reducing unplanned admissions in diabetes cases to date.
Interventions have generally been focused on different stages along
the patient journey, from preventive management of people at high
risk of admission, through to services that manage acute diabetic
complications without resorting to hospital admission.48 In-
terventions often focus on individual patients and seek to develop
capabilities for self-management.49 This reflects a long view of
causation of admission, with the privilege of hindsight and without
an intimate understanding of surrounding circumstances of the
person.

For researchers, HCPs and policymakers, avoidable admissions
are usually based on the idea that people with diabetes could have
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taken steps to prevent the disease and associated complications
arising in the first place.50 It is helpful to visualise this as a chain of
causation that is cut in different ways according to diverse per-
spectives (see Fig. 1).

Defining avoidability in diabetes-related cases and persons with
other chronic health conditions is a judgement call onwhich events
are relevant in the chain of causation leading to admission (see
Fig. 1). An exclusively medical perspective can mean that a person’s
unique circumstances and context are inadequately considered,
and thus relevant knowledge is excluded from the decision-making
process. A procedural definition of avoidability for use in clinical
audit that incorporates both HCP and service user perspectives is
proposed as an alternative to the statistical comparison of rates of
avoidable admissions. The criterion for avoidable admissions is
based on a test for causation in medical negligence cases. It is a
procedure for reaching a considered judgement and not an objec-
tive test.

To identify a case of hospitalisation as avoidable or inappro-
priate, it should pass a version of the ‘but for’ and Bolam/Bolitho
tests in law.51,52 This allows a considered approach to the question
of causation and provides service users with an opportunity to
contribute to the narrative of their admissions:

1. Avoidable hospital admissions can broadly be identified where:
a. Admission would not have occurred if the policymakers,

HCPs and/or service users had taken all reasonable steps to
ensure prevention, diagnosis, and management in the com-
munity and;

b. Unscheduled hospital admission directly followed (i.e. it is a
proximate cause of admission rather than far removed down
the chain of causation e see Fig. 1).

2. Inappropriate admissions may be identified where
a. Decisions were made in social, primary, secondary, pre-

hospital and/or emergency services that other reasonable
clinicians would regard as unsuitable to the patient’s needs
and circumstance and;

b. Unscheduled hospital admission directly followed.

The test may, in practice, still be vulnerable to the tendency to
place undue emphasis on HCP perspectives in determining what
‘skilled’ or ‘preventative’ practices are. Frequently the voice of
clinical expertise can become dominant. If the knowledge of those
with direct experience could be accorded equal value as clinical
expertise, and if both HCPs and service uses are equally represented
in the retrospective classification of cases, then the interests and
perspectives of all relevant stakeholders can be given due consid-
eration. This should be a measure that is undertaken in addition to
the use of something like the NYU algorithm and could be used to
define some of the key indicators such as ‘non-emergency’ ‘primary
care treatable’ and ‘avoidable/inappropriate’ (see Fig. 3). An issue
with the methods proposed is that they could produce outcomes
that are not amenable to straightforward statistical analysis. They
could also be viewed as inefficient. However, they may prove their
worth in coconstructing best practices that can improve the
avoidance of hospital admission in local contexts andmay be useful
in providing more detailed comparisons between different ap-
proaches. In this way, it may be very useful in both developing
policies and clinical commissioning, as well as tailoring policy to
localities and communities.

Conclusions

In policy and practice, avoidability and inappropriateness have
become so familiar that they are not seen as a way of ‘ordering’, but
as an ‘order inherent in the phenomena’.26 Here, we have
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attempted to set aside the taken-for-granted definitions of these
concepts and examine alternative and, we suggest, potentially
more productive practices of categorisation.

Objective comparisons between services based on avoidable or
inappropriate admissions remains an ideal rather than a reality.
Rather, avoidability in the policy discourse appears to be used to
frame the treatment of people with chronic conditions in hospitals
as an unnecessary distribution of resources.

Although there may have been a degree of selection bias in the
materials analysed, it appears that in a wide variety of political
discourses, the focus on diabetes, as a particular contributor to
avoidable admission rates. This reflects a tacit assumption that
diabetes complications are primarily caused by individual lifestyle
choices. This can function to exclude the legitimate knowledge of
people with both T1D and T2D and justify the rationing of services.
This is highlighted by a more beneficent approach to policy and
practice vis-�a-vis people, and in particular, children with T1D who
tend to be viewed more as random victims of a disease. Even in
these cases, a lack of glycaemic control is often seen as a culpable
reason for unnecessary admissions.

If the use of unscheduled care services by people with diabetes
is unilaterally defined as ‘problematic and inappropriate’ in almost
all cases, we could discourage people from seeking help when they
need it, resulting in more serious and preventable complications
reaching crisis point. Ensuring that people seek help and that there
is the capacity to deal with early intervention is crucial. Timely
access to and the response of services is important not only in
diabetes but other conditions too. Using a model similar to the NYU
algorithm to identify problematic hospital admission rates in
combination with a more intensive auditing procedure based on
collaborative definitions of avoidability and inappropriateness as
modelled above could be more useful in improving service provi-
sion and preventing avoidable hospitalisation in chronic conditions
such as diabetes.

Author statements

Acknowledgements

The views and opinions expressed in this report do not neces-
sarily reflect those of the European Commission or the Special EU
Programmes Body (SEUPB).

Ethical approval

No ethical approval was required as the research consisted of
documentary analysis and literature review.

Funding

This work is part of a project funded by the INTERREG VA Pro-
gramme, managed by the Special EU Programmes Body (SEUPB).

Competing interest

There are no conflicts of interest to declare.

References

1. Saeedi P, Petersohn I, Salpea P, Malanda B, Karuranga S, Unwin N, Colagiuri S,
Guariguata L, Motala AA, Ogurtsova K, Shaw JE, Bright D, Williams R, IDF
Diabetes Atlas Committee. Global and regional diabetes prevalence estimates
for 2019 and projections for 2030 and 2045: results from the international
diabetes federation diabetes atlas, 9th edition. Diabetes Res Clin Pract 2019;157:
107843. Nov.
72
2. Purdy S, Griffin T, Salisbury C, et al. Ambulatory care sensitive conditions:
terminology and disease coding need to be more specific to aid policy makers
and clinicians. Publ Health 2010;123:169e73. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.puhe.2008.11.001. 2009.

3. NHS Digital. Ambulatory care sensitive conditions (ACSC). 2021. Available at:
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/data-tools-and-services/data-
services/innovative-uses-of-data/demand-on-healthcare/ambulatory-care-
sensitive-conditions#seasonality-and-trends. [Accessed 11 October 2021].

4. Goodwin N, Sonola L, Thiel V, Kodner D. Co-ordinated care for people with complex
chronic conditions: key lessons and markers for success. London: The King’s Fund;
2013. Available at: www.kingsfund.org.uk/publications/co-ordinated-care-
people-complex-chronic-conditions. [Accessed 21 January 2014].

5. Goodwin N, Smith J, Davies A, Perry C, Rosen R, Dixon A, Dixon J, Ham C.
A report to the Department of Health and the NHS Future Forum. Integrated care
for patients and populations: improving outcomes by working together. London:
The King’s Fund and Nuffield Trust; 2012. Available at: www.kingsfund.org.uk/
sites/files/kf/integrated-care-patientspopulationspaper-nuffield-trust-kings-
fund-january-2012.pdf. [Accessed 15 January 2014].

6. Spencer Bonilla G, Rodriguez-Gutierrez R, Montori VM. What we don't talk
about when we talk about preventing type 2 diabetesdaddressing socioeco-
nomic disadvantage. JAMA Intern Med 2016;176(8):1053e4.

7. Reduction in the incidence of type 2 diabetes with lifestyle intervention or
metformin. N Engl J Med 2002;346:393e403 [Web].

8. Thomas C, Sadler S, Breeze P, Squires H, Gillett M, Brennan A. Assessing the
potential return on investment of the proposed UK NHS diabetes prevention
programme in different population subgroups: an economic evaluation. Br Med
J Open. 2017;7(8). https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2016-014953. e014953.

9. Makrilakis K, Liatis S, Grammatikou S, Perrea D, Katsilambros N. Implementa-
tion and effectiveness of the first community lifestyle intervention programme
to prevent type 2 diabetes in Greece. The DE-PLAN study. Diabet Med
2010;27(4):459e65. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-5491.2010.02918.x.

10. Diabetes Prevention Program Research Group. The 10-year costeffectiveness of
lifestyle intervention or metformin for diabetes prevention: an intent-to-treat
analysis of the DPP/DPPOS. Diabetes Care 2012;35(4):723e30. https://doi.org/
10.2337/dc11-1468.

11. Gong Q, Zhang P, Wang J, Ma J, An Y, Chen Y, et al. Morbidity and mortality
after lifestyle intervention for people with impaired glucose tolerance: 30-year
results of the Da Qing Diabetes Prevention Outcome Study. Lancet Diabetes
Endocrinol 2019 june;7(6):452e61. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2213-8587(19)
30093-2. Epud 2019 Apr 26. PMID: 31036503; PMCID: PMC8172050.

12. Laatikainen T, Dunbar JA, Chapman A, Kilkkinen A, Vartiainen E, Heistaro S,
et al. Prevention of type 2 diabetes by lifestyle intervention in an Australian
primary health care setting: greater Green Triangle (GGT) Diabetes Prevention
Project. BMC Publ Health 2007;7(249). https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-7-
249.

13. Kosaka K, Noda M, Kuzuya T. Prevention of type 2 diabetes by Lifestyle inter-
vention: a Japanese trial in IGT males. Diabetes Res Clin Pract 2005;67(2):
152e62. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.diabres.2004.06.010.

14. Ramachandran A, Snehalatha C, Mary S, Mukesh B, Bhaskar AD, Vijay V. The
Indian Diabetes Prevention Programme shows that lifestyle modification and
metformin prevent type 2 diabetes in Asian Indian subjects with impaired
glucose tolerance (IDPP-1). Diabetologia 2006;49(2):289e97. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s00125-005-0097-z.

15. Andreyeva T, Long MW, Brownell KD. The impact of food prices on con-
sumption: a systematic review of research on the price elasticity of demand for
food. Am J Publ Health 2010;100(2):216e22. https://doi.org/10.2105/
ajph.2008.151415.

16. Calancie L, Leeman J, Jilcott Pitts SB, Khan LK, Fleischhacker S, Evenson KR, et al.
Nutrition-related policy and environmental strategies to prevent obesity in
rural communities: a systematic review of the literature, 2002-2013. Prev
Chronic Dis 2015;12:E57. https://doi.org/10.5888/pcd12.140540.

17. Olstad DL, Teychenne M, Minaker LM, Taber DR, Raine KD, Nykiforuk CI, et al.
Can policy ameliorate socioeconomic inequities in obesity and obesity-related
behaviours? A systematic review of the impact of universal policies on adults
and children. Obes Rev 2016;17(12):1198e217. https://doi.org/10.1111/
obr.12457.

18. Lichtenstein AH, Carson JS, Johnson RK, Kris-Etherton PM, Pappas A, Rupp L,
et al. Food-intake patterns assessed by using front-of-pack labeling program
criteria associated with better diet quality and lower cardiometabolic risk. Am J
Clin Nutr 2014;99(3):454e62. https://doi.org/10.3945/ajcn.113.071407.

19. Hyseni L, Atkinson M, Bromley H, Orton L, Lloyd-Williams F, McGill R, et al. The
effects of policy actions to improve population dietary patterns and prevent
diet-related non-communicable diseases: scoping review. Eur J Clin Nutr
2017;71(6):694e711. https://doi.org/10.1038/ejcn.2016.234.

20. Niebylski ML, Redburn KA, Duhaney T, Campbell NR. Healthy food subsidies
and unhealthy food taxation: a systematic review of the evidence. Nutrition
2015;31(6):787e95. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nut.2014.12.010.

21. Albright A, Devlin H, Zhang X. Integrating nutrition therapy into community-
based diabetes prevention programs (pp 579. In: Franz MJ, Evert AB, editors.
American diabetes association guide to nutrition therapy for diabetes. 3rd ed.
2012.

22. Mayne SL, Auchincloss AH, Michael YL. Impact of policy and built environment
changes on obesity-related outcomes: a systematic review of naturally
occurring experiments. Obes Rev 2015;16(5):362e75. https://doi.org/10.1111/
obr.12269.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2008.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2008.11.001
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/data-tools-and-services/data-services/innovative-uses-of-data/demand-on-healthcare/ambulatory-care-sensitive-conditions#seasonality-and-trends
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/data-tools-and-services/data-services/innovative-uses-of-data/demand-on-healthcare/ambulatory-care-sensitive-conditions#seasonality-and-trends
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/data-tools-and-services/data-services/innovative-uses-of-data/demand-on-healthcare/ambulatory-care-sensitive-conditions#seasonality-and-trends
http://www.kingsfund.org.uk/publications/co-ordinated-care-people-complex-chronic-conditions
http://www.kingsfund.org.uk/publications/co-ordinated-care-people-complex-chronic-conditions
http://www.kingsfund.org.uk/sites/files/kf/integrated-care-patientspopulationspaper-nuffield-trust-kings-fund-january-2012.pdf
http://www.kingsfund.org.uk/sites/files/kf/integrated-care-patientspopulationspaper-nuffield-trust-kings-fund-january-2012.pdf
http://www.kingsfund.org.uk/sites/files/kf/integrated-care-patientspopulationspaper-nuffield-trust-kings-fund-january-2012.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref7
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2016-014953
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-5491.2010.02918.x
https://doi.org/10.2337/dc11-1468
https://doi.org/10.2337/dc11-1468
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2213-8587(19)30093-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2213-8587(19)30093-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-7-249
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-7-249
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.diabres.2004.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00125-005-0097-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00125-005-0097-z
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2008.151415
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2008.151415
https://doi.org/10.5888/pcd12.140540
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.12457
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.12457
https://doi.org/10.3945/ajcn.113.071407
https://doi.org/10.1038/ejcn.2016.234
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nut.2014.12.010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref21
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.12269
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.12269


B. Clubbs Coldron, S. MacRury, V. Coates et al. Public Health 202 (2022) 66e73
23. 2020 Gruss SM, Nhim K, Gregg E, Bell M, Luman E, Albright A. Public health
approaches to type 2 diabetes prevention: the US national diabetes prevention
program and beyond. Curr Diabetes Rep 2019 Aug 5;19(9):78. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s11892-019-1200-z. Erratum in: Curr Diab Rep. Jun 27;20(8):36.
PMID: 31385061; PMCID: PMC6682852.

24. Thwaites R, Glasby J, Mesurier N, Littlechild R. Room for one more? A review of
the literature on ‘inappropriate’ admissions to hospital for older people in the
English NHS. Health Soc Care Community 2017;25(1):1e10.

25. Roland M, Abel G. Reducing emergency admissions: are we on the right track?
BMJ 2012;345:e6017.

26. Dr Foster Intelligence. Reducing avoidable emergency admissions Analysis of the
impact of ambulatory care sensitive conditions in England. 2018. Available at:
https://www.evidence.nhs.uk/search?ps¼40&q¼Emergency%20Admissions%
20for%20Ambulatory%20Care%20Sensitive%20Conditions%20-characteristics%
20and%20trends%20at%20national%20level.%20. [Accessed 11 October 2021].

27. Gillam S. ‘Rising hospital admissions: can the tide be stemmed? (editorial)’. Br
Med J 2010;340:c636.

28. NHS England. High quality care for all, now and for future generations: trans-
forming urgent and emergency care services in England - urgent and Emergency
Care Review. 2013. Available at: https://www.nhs.uk/NHSEngland/keogh-
review/documents/UECR.Ph1Report.Appendix%201.EvBase.FV.pdf. [Accessed
11 October 2021].

29. NHS England. Next steps on the NHS five year forward view. 2017. Available at:
https://www.england.nhs.uk/publication/next-steps-on-the-nhs-five-year-
forward-view/.

30. NHS Digital. Unnecessary A and E attendances. NHS Digital; 2021. https://digital.
nhs.uk/data-and-information/data-tools-and-services/data-services/
innovative-uses-ofdata/demand-on-healthcare/unnecessary-a-and-e-attend.
[Accessed 11 October 2021].

31. Nuffield Trust. Potentially preventable emergency admissions. 2021. Available at:
https://www.nuffieldtrust.org.uk/resource/potentially-preventable-
emergency-hospital-admissions. [Accessed 11 October 2021].

32. Glasby J, Littlechild R, Le Mesurier N, Thwaites R. Who knows best? Older
people's and practitioner contributions to understanding and preventing
avoidable hospital admissions. Health Econ Pol Law 2019:1e22.

33. Parkinson B, Meacock R, Checkland K, Sutton M. Clarifying the concept of
avoidable emergency department attendance. J Health Serv Res Pol 2021;26(1):
68e73.

34. Lupton Deborah. Discourse analysis: a newmethodology for understanding the
ideologies of health and illness. Aust J Publ Health 1992;16(2):145e50.

35. Munn Z, Peters MDJ, Stern C, Tufanaru C, McArthur A, Aromataris. Systematic
review or scoping review? Guidance for authors when choosing between a
systematic or scoping review approach. BMC Med Res Methodol 2018;18:143.

36. Avoidable. In: Oxford online dictionary; 2019. Retrieved from: https://www.oed.
com/view/Entry/13797?redirectedFrom¼avoidable&.
73
37. Inappropriate. In: Oxford online dictionary; 2019. Retrieved from: https://www.
oed.com/view/Entry/93142?redirectedFrom¼inappropriate&.

38. O'Regan NA, Healy L, O Cathail M, Law TW, O'Carroll G, Clare J, Timmons S,
O'Connor KA. The Appropriateness Evaluation Protocol is a poor predictor of
in-hospital mortality. Ir J Med Sci 2014;183(3):417e21. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s11845-013-1031-x. Epub 2013 Oct 30. PMID: 24170692.

39. Ballard DW, Price M, Fung V, Brand R, Reed ME, Fireman B, Newhouse JP,
Selby JV, Hsu J. Validation of an algorithm for categorizing the severity of
hospital emergency department visits. Med Care 2010;48(1):58e63. https://
doi.org/10.1097/MLR.0b013e3181bd49ad.

40. NHS Scotland, Information Service Division. Avoidable admissions. 2019.
Retrieved from, https://www.isdscotland.org/health-topics/public-health/
publications/2017-02-21/Avoidable-Admissions.asp.

41. Littlechild R, Glasby J. Emergency hospital admissions: older patients' per-
ceptions. Educ Ageing 2001;16(1):77e89.

42. Houghton A, Bowling A, Jones I, Clarke K. Appropriateness of admission and the
last 24 hours of hospital care in medical wards in an east London teaching
group hospital. Int J Qual Health Care 1996;8(6):543e53.

43. Coast J, Inglis A, Morgan K, Gray S, Kammerling M, Frankel S. The hospital
admissions study in England: are there alternatives to emergency hospital
admission? J Epidemiol Community Health 1995;49:194e9.

44. Tsang P, Severs M. A study of appropriateness of acute geriatric admissions and
an assessment of the Appropriateness Evaluation Protocol. J Roy Coll Phys Lond
1995;29(4):311e4.

45. Mccombie L, Leslie W, Taylor R, Kennon B, Sattar N, Lean M. Beating type 2
diabetes into remission. BMJ 2017;358:J4030.

46. Blunt I, BardsleyM,Dixon J. Trends in emergency admissions in England 2004e2009:
is greater efficiency breeding inefficiency? London: Nuffield Trust; 2010.

47. NHS Scotland. Person-centred care: guidance for non-executive directors. Edin-
burgh: The Scottish Government; 2016. from: https://www.gov.scot/
publications/person-centred-care-non-executive-directors/. [Accessed 10
November 2020].

48. Turner S. Studying organization through Levi Strauss's structuralism. In:
Morgan G, editor. Beyond method: 189e201. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage; 1983.

49. Action for diabetes. NHS England; 2014. from: https://www.england.nhs.uk/
rightcare/wp-content/uploads/sites/40/2016/08/act-for-diabetes-31-01.pdf.
[Accessed 17 September 2020].

50. The Scottish Government. Diabetes improvement plan, health and social care.
November. 2014. from: file:///C:/Users/EO03BC/Downloads/00464461%20(5).
pdf. [Accessed 17 September 2020].

51. Todd NV. Medical negligence. An overview of legal theory and neurosurgical
practice: causation. Br J Neurosurg 2014;28(3):315e9.

52. Panting G. Clinical negligence. Orthop Traumatol 2015;29(4):268e72.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11892-019-1200-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11892-019-1200-z
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref25
https://www.evidence.nhs.uk/search?ps=40&amp;q=Emergency%20Admissions%20for%20Ambulatory%20Care%20Sensitive%20Conditions%20-characteristics%20and%20trends%20at%20national%20level.%20
https://www.evidence.nhs.uk/search?ps=40&amp;q=Emergency%20Admissions%20for%20Ambulatory%20Care%20Sensitive%20Conditions%20-characteristics%20and%20trends%20at%20national%20level.%20
https://www.evidence.nhs.uk/search?ps=40&amp;q=Emergency%20Admissions%20for%20Ambulatory%20Care%20Sensitive%20Conditions%20-characteristics%20and%20trends%20at%20national%20level.%20
https://www.evidence.nhs.uk/search?ps=40&amp;q=Emergency%20Admissions%20for%20Ambulatory%20Care%20Sensitive%20Conditions%20-characteristics%20and%20trends%20at%20national%20level.%20
https://www.evidence.nhs.uk/search?ps=40&amp;q=Emergency%20Admissions%20for%20Ambulatory%20Care%20Sensitive%20Conditions%20-characteristics%20and%20trends%20at%20national%20level.%20
https://www.evidence.nhs.uk/search?ps=40&amp;q=Emergency%20Admissions%20for%20Ambulatory%20Care%20Sensitive%20Conditions%20-characteristics%20and%20trends%20at%20national%20level.%20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref27
https://www.nhs.uk/NHSEngland/keogh-review/documents/UECR.Ph1Report.Appendix%201.EvBase.FV.pdf
https://www.nhs.uk/NHSEngland/keogh-review/documents/UECR.Ph1Report.Appendix%201.EvBase.FV.pdf
https://www.england.nhs.uk/publication/next-steps-on-the-nhs-five-year-forward-view/
https://www.england.nhs.uk/publication/next-steps-on-the-nhs-five-year-forward-view/
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/data-tools-and-services/data-services/innovative-uses-ofdata/demand-on-healthcare/unnecessary-a-and-e-attend
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/data-tools-and-services/data-services/innovative-uses-ofdata/demand-on-healthcare/unnecessary-a-and-e-attend
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/data-tools-and-services/data-services/innovative-uses-ofdata/demand-on-healthcare/unnecessary-a-and-e-attend
https://www.nuffieldtrust.org.uk/resource/potentially-preventable-emergency-hospital-admissions
https://www.nuffieldtrust.org.uk/resource/potentially-preventable-emergency-hospital-admissions
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref35
https://www.oed.com/view/Entry/13797?redirectedFrom=avoidable&amp;
https://www.oed.com/view/Entry/13797?redirectedFrom=avoidable&amp;
https://www.oed.com/view/Entry/13797?redirectedFrom=avoidable&amp;
https://www.oed.com/view/Entry/93142?redirectedFrom=inappropriate&amp;
https://www.oed.com/view/Entry/93142?redirectedFrom=inappropriate&amp;
https://www.oed.com/view/Entry/93142?redirectedFrom=inappropriate&amp;
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11845-013-1031-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11845-013-1031-x
https://doi.org/10.1097/MLR.0b013e3181bd49ad
https://doi.org/10.1097/MLR.0b013e3181bd49ad
https://www.isdscotland.org/health-topics/public-health/publications/2017-02-21/Avoidable-Admissions.asp
https://www.isdscotland.org/health-topics/public-health/publications/2017-02-21/Avoidable-Admissions.asp
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref46
https://www.gov.scot/publications/person-centred-care-non-executive-directors/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/person-centred-care-non-executive-directors/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref48
https://www.england.nhs.uk/rightcare/wp-content/uploads/sites/40/2016/08/act-for-diabetes-31-01.pdf
https://www.england.nhs.uk/rightcare/wp-content/uploads/sites/40/2016/08/act-for-diabetes-31-01.pdf
http://file:///C:/Users/EO03BC/Downloads/00464461%20(5).pdf
http://file:///C:/Users/EO03BC/Downloads/00464461%20(5).pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(21)00435-2/sref52

	Redefining avoidable and inappropriate admissions
	Introduction
	Methods
	Results
	Defining avoidable and inappropriate admissions
	Objectivised measures of appropriateness and avoidability
	Political discourse

	Discussion
	Conclusions

	Author statements
	Acknowledgements
	Ethical approval
	Funding
	Competing interest

	References


