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Abstract
Background Promoting safe and efficient transitions of care is critical to reducing readmission rates and associated 
costs and improving the quality of patient care. A growing body of literature suggests that transitional care (TC) 
programs are effective in improving quality of life and reducing unplanned readmissions for several patient groups. 
TC programs are highly complex and multidimensional, requiring evidence on how specific practices and system 
characteristics influence their effectiveness in patient care, readmission reduction and costs.

Methods Using a systematic review and a configurational approach, the study examines the role played by system 
characteristics (size, ownership, professional skills, technology used), the organizational components implemented, 
analyzing their combinations, and the potential economic impact of TC programs.

Results The more organizational components are implemented, the greater the likelihood that a TC program will 
be successful in reducing readmission rates. Not all components have the same effect. The results show that certain 
components, ‘post-discharge symptom monitoring and management’ and ‘discharge planning’, are necessary but not 
sufficient to achieve the outcome. The results indicate the existence of two different combinations of components 
that can be considered sufficient for the reduction of readmissions. Furthermore, while system characteristics are 
underexplored, the study shows different ways of incorporating the skill mix of professionals and their mode of 
coordination in TC programs. Four organizational models emerge: the health-based monocentric, the social-based 
monocentric, the multidisciplinary team and the mono-specialist team. The economic impact of the programs 
is generally positive. Despite an increase in patient management costs, there is an overall reduction in all post-
intervention costs, particularly those related to readmissions.

Conclusions The results underline the importance of examining in depth the role of system characteristics and 
organizational factors in facilitating the creation of a successful TC program. The work gives preliminary insights into 
how to systematize organizational practices and different coordination modes for facilitating decision-makers’ choices 
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Introduction
Healthcare systems around the world are paying pro-
grammatic attention to reducing hospital readmission 
rates. They are considered an indicator of quality of care 
[1] and a common burden on healthcare systems, with 
reduced readmissions potentially reducing costs and 
improving quality of care. While some readmissions 
are unavoidable, due to the natural course of disease or 
worsening of chronic conditions, readmissions also occur 
because of suboptimal quality of care or poor communi-
cation between different care settings. Hospital readmis-
sions have long been of interest to researchers, and even 
more so in the last 15 years, when specific policies and 
strategies have been focused on reducing readmission 
rates [2]. For example, several countries have introduced 
both financial or non-financial incentives to reduce read-
missions, which may take the form of bonuses or penal-
ties such as a reduction in reimbursement to the hospital 
or the introduction of publication and transparency of 
readmission rates [3]. Along with these policies, there has 
been an increasing focus on the components that occur at 
the point of transition from hospital to home, as this is a 
vulnerable period of discontinuity and an area of emerg-
ing costs, even more so today and in the future given an 
ageing population with more long-term needs [4].

Promoting a safe and efficient transition of care is criti-
cal to reducing readmission rates and associated costs 
and ultimately improving the quality of patient care. It is 
therefore important to reduce the number of avoidable 
hospital admissions and to implement integrated dis-
charge programs that can ensure continuity of care after 
hospital discharge [5–6].

The concept of continuity of care emerges in response 
to the implementation of hospital discharge planning; 
although this concept is present in the literature, it is 
“more often assumed than defined” [7].

A transitional care intervention is a process of care 
under the umbrella of continuity of care [8] together 
with discharge planning interventions. Transitional care 
began to be discussed in the 1980s and is a process of 
care that consists of support services rather than follow-
up activities that begin before hospital discharge in the 
post-hospital setting [6]. It can be defined as “a broad 
range of time-limited services designed to ensure con-
tinuity of care, prevent avoidable poor outcomes in vul-
nerable populations, and promote the safe and timely 
transfer of patients from one level of care to another or 
from one type of setting to another“ [8]. The definition of 

transitional care isn’t specific about the events that mark 
the beginning and end of transitional care, but it is typi-
cally outlined in terms of support services, follow-up and 
other activities that range from pre-hospital discharge 
to post-hospital settings. This is a very different concept 
from pure discharge planning, which is limited to a hos-
pital stay and a discharge event. These two concepts can 
be identified graphically as shown in Fig. 1.

A growing body of literature suggests that transitional 
care (TC) programs are effective in improving quality of 
life, reducing mortality and unplanned readmissions for 
several patient groups, and have the potential to gener-
ate cost savings by reducing readmissions and improving 
outpatient management [9–12].

Several papers and systematic reviews have shown that, 
compared with usual care, transitional care services for 
patients discharged from hospitals reduce overall health 
system costs and have an impact on hospital readmission 
rates, quality of life and cost-effectiveness [13–15]. The 
effects of transitional care on quality of life and rehos-
pitalization may vary in effectiveness depending on the 
components or intensity [8, 16].

TC programs are highly complex and multidimen-
sional. First, they are characterized by multiple compo-
nents that can be combined in different configurations 
depending on the context and available resources. TC 
programs may share certain components but may also 
include distinctive elements. The choice of components 
and their combination is important in designing an effec-
tive program. Second, the system in which the program is 
developed can significantly impact its success. A TC pro-
gram produces its clinical results through organizational 
factors and the characteristics of the patient to whom the 
component is delivered [17–18].

Emerging research has begun to explore the influence 
of specific practices on the effectiveness of transitional 
care programs [19] Despite these relevant contribu-
tions, there is a lack of a comprehensive approach that 
combines organizational practices with clinical evidence 
to support those wishing to implement a TC program. 
A decision-maker wishing to implement a TC program 
is faced with several open questions, such as: what type 
(and number) of components should be implemented? 
Which categories of professionals should be involved and 
how should they be coordinated? Which patient profiles 
will benefit most from the component? Under what cir-
cumstances is TC cost-effective?

in TC implementation. While there is evidence that TC programs also have economic benefits, the quality of economic 
evaluations is relatively low and needs further study.

Keywords Transitional care program, Components, Healthcare management, Readmissions reduction, Hospital 
re-admissions, Economic evaluation, System
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These are important gaps, as there are strong pres-
sures on health systems to improve the choice of value 
for money components from multiple directions and the 
implementation of a TC program requires several organi-
zational decisions. Many studies have reported results on 
individual components of a TC program [16], but there 
is a lack of systematization of the different combinations 
of organizational practices that can help decision-mak-
ers choose the most appropriate model for their specific 
case. Furthermore, skills and social relations can be cru-
cial to the realization of TC benefits. Thus, the choice of 
skills and the type of professional involvement need to be 
studied in addition to the type of component.

The present paper aims to answer these questions in 
a systematic way for the first time. Using a systematic 
review and a configurational approach, it examines the 
role of system characteristics (size, ownership, profes-
sional skills, technology used), the components imple-
mented (TC components) and the choice of target patient 
in creating a successful TC program. It also assesses the 
potential economic benefits in terms of cost savings or 
cost-effectiveness of TC programs from the perspectives 
of health organization, third payer and society.

Method
Design and setting
This study is a systematic review of TC programs that 
focus on organizational levers and economic domains. 
According to Donabedian (1966), the program produces 
its clinical outcomes by always acting through organiza-
tional factors and characteristics of the client to whom 
the component is delivered [17]. The main organizational 
factors analyzed are the system characteristics and the 
components implemented.

The system characteristics consider the structural vari-
ables of organized agencies (such as a hospital or provider 
network), including elements such as size, ownership, 
professional skill mix involved, type of technology used, 
and ancillary care service across the care continuum, 
which are able to affect processes and produce desirable 
or undesirable outcomes. Transitional care (TC) systems 
can also have two primary settings: the hospital from 
which the patient is discharged and community-based 
settings such as nursing homes, family homes, or the 
household where the patient arrives.

The components refer to the direct or indirect clinical 
processes and related activities or components through 
which the program is delivered. To analyze this level 
accurately, we build on the Ideal Transition in Care 

Fig. 1 Continuity of care vs. transitional care process. Adapted from Holland et al. 2007
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framework, which maps the different possible activities 
of TC and positions them across the continuum of care 
from hospital to home [16]. The framework proposes 10 
domains (see Table 1). Success in reducing readmissions 
is associated with the number of components included 
in the TC component [16]. Furthermore, using logistic 
regression, they found that not all domains were associ-
ated with the same effect on reducing readmissions. The 
individual domains most associated with reducing read-
missions were monitoring and managing symptoms after 
discharge, using social and community support, and edu-
cating patients to promote self-management.

To confirm and enrich previous findings, this paper has 
adopted a configurational approach to analysis, which 
allows variables to be treated as combining rather than 
competing to produce an outcome [16, 20]. TC programs 
are complex constructs with multiple dimensions that 
often, but not necessarily, interact with each other. A 
TC program may use multiple and diverse implementa-
tion strategies with different combinations of domains. 
Therefore, the idea that some specific domains have an 
independent net effect on the likelihood of success of a 
TC program, independent of the use of other domains, is 
challenged by the causal complexity of the outcome.

Several clinical trials use the readmission rate as the 
primary outcome to evaluate the effectiveness of TC, 
and health systems around the world are paying pro-
grammatic attention to reducing hospital readmission 
rates [1]. Indeed, fewer unplanned readmissions have 
the potential to reduce costs and improve the quality 
of care. We conduct the analysis using qualitative com-
parative analysis (QCA). This is a case-oriented method 
for studying complex phenomena that originated in the 
comparative social sciences and has been proposed as a 
useful method for synthesizing evidence in systematic 
reviews of multidimensional health components [21–22]. 
Based on Boolean algebra, QCA allows asymmetric and 
equifinal solutions for a given outcome, identifying com-
plex (i.e. non-linear, non-additive) causal patterns that 
variable-oriented methods may miss. This methodology 
also allows us to find necessary or sufficient areas to be 
implemented to create a successful TC program.

Finally, adopting the TC program also raises the issue 
of assessing its economic impact and cost-effectiveness. 
The Drummond 10-point scale [23] was used to assess 
the quality of the studies and the main findings.

Data extraction
The article selection process follows the phases of a sys-
tematic review and is visually conceptualized in the 
Prisma diagram in Fig. 2.

Studies examining the effects of TC that were published 
in the English language were identified through elec-
tronic bibliographic databases and manual research from 

1994 through January 2021. The databases consulted 
were PubMed/MEDLINE, Scopus, Web of Science, and 
CINAHL using the same algorithm (“transitional care” 
OR “transition care” OR “care transition program” OR 
“transitional discharge model”) AND (“hospital* readmis-
sion” OR “hospital* re-admission”) AND cost*.

The reference population was the entire population, 
except for oncology and end-of-life patients, patients 
with mental disorders, neonatal and pediatric patients, 
and veterans. The intervention is the implementation of 
transitional care models compared to standard care. The 
outcome measures of interest are readmissions and costs. 
The study designs allowed are RCTs and observational 
studies. Therefore, studies were included for full-text 
review if, after reading the abstract, they met the inclu-
sion criteria reported below: (i) the primary objective was 
to evaluate the efficacy of a transitional care intervention 
to reduce readmission rate during the discharge from the 
hospital to home; (ii) analyses primary empirical data. 
Furthermore, we stated the following exclusion criteria: 
(i) neonatal and pediatric patients; (ii) primary medicine; 
ii) oncologic and end of life patients; (iii) mental disor-
der; (iv) veteran patients; (v) pharmaceutical compliance; 
(vi) costing studies describing costs only; (vii) discussion 
papers, letters or commentaries.

Using this approach, 854 studies were initially located, 
and their titles were examined. Of these 854 records, 
after the removal of duplicates, 700 abstracts were read 
by two reviewers. After screening the abstracts, 244 
entire articles were examined further. Of these, 206 arti-
cles did not meet the eligibility criteria. Finally, 38 articles 
remained as fully meeting the eligibility criteria. CL and 
MM developed the search strategy. MM conducted the 
initial screening of titles and abstracts. Full-text screen-
ing was performed by all authors. Authors held regular 
meetings to discuss discrepancies. Disagreements were 
resolved through discussion and consensus. Data extrac-
tion was conducted by MM and SL independently. Any 
discrepancies were resolved through consultation with 
CL.

In Supplementary Table 1 there is a table summarizing 
the main results of the study included [11, 24–54].

Results
Main results
The increase in interest in TC programs is evident by the 
fact that more than half of the studies were published 
after 2014 (Supplementary Image 1). The majority of 
studies were implemented in the United States and, in 
particular, after 2010, the year in which the Patient Pro-
tection and Affordable Care Act was signed. The remain-
ing studies on TC were conducted in China (six studies) 
and Australia (two studies), and Iran (one study), while 
studies in the European context appear to be absent.
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The main outcomes achieved by TC programs were 
shorter hospital stays, significantly longer time to first 
readmission, and reductions in readmission rates at 30, 
60, and 180 days. The review confirms a positive associa-
tion between TC programs and the two main outcomes: 
readmission rates and costs. Specifically, 26 out of 38 
studies reported a positive association between TC and 
a reduction in readmission rates (30 days). Twenty-one 
studies included costs in their analysis, and all but two 
showed a reduction in healthcare costs for the TC group.

System characteristics
In all the papers analyzed, the system component was 
examined in a limited way. Some studies reported the 
typology of the structure (e.g. regional hospital, aca-
demic hospital), size (number of beds), ownership (e.g. 
for-profit, non-profit, American safety net hospital or 

non-Medicaid recipients or alliances), but none explicitly 
highlighted the link between these characteristics of the 
system and the success of the component.

More attention was paid to the presentation of the skill 
mix of the professionals involved: 25 out of 38 reported 
in detail on the skills and the different roles that were 
played in the TC programs. The most common pro-
fessionals were advanced practice nurses (nurses with 
superior competence and experience) [24], nurse care 
managers (those responsible for supporting patients), 
community nurses (community health nurses with a 
focus on communities) (i.e. [25–27] and other profes-
sionals with high social skills, such as social workers, 
patient navigators (those responsible for helping patients 
with the logistics of navigating a complicated system to 
optimize post-discharge care) [28], transition naviga-
tors, transition coaches (whose role is to “encourage the 

Fig. 2 PRISMA diagram—Information flow chart of the different steps of the systematic review
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patient and carer to take a more active role in care transi-
tions, provide continuity across settings and ensure that 
the patient’s needs are met regardless of the care set-
ting”) [29]. Four organizational models seem to emerge, 
depending on the professionals involved and the mode of 
coordination between them.

Two are monocentric, with one professional in charge 
of coordinating the whole TC process. Depending on the 
skill mix of the professional in charge of the process, this 
model can have two different declinations. In one model, 
the professional in charge has high medical/health skills 
or is a ‘master prepared nurse’ [24], as is the case with 
advanced practice nurses, nurse care managers and com-
munity nurses, whereas in the second model, the indi-
vidual in charge has high social skills, as is the case with 
social workers, patient navigators, transition navigators 
or transition coaches [37–39].

The health-based, monocentric model relies on the 
medical competence of the transition manager. For exam-
ple, it is reported the importance of the advanced prac-
tice nurse ability to educate patients and families about 
symptoms, demonstrate appropriate self-management 
strategies, and improve communication between patients 
and healthcare providers to ensure patient adherence to 
the treatment plan led to the success of a TC program 
[11]. In this model, it is essential to have a person with 
high medical skills in the specific area as well as patient 
management skills. For example, nurses were selected 
from among those with several years of experience in 
cardiac surgery and practice in a structured communi-
cative environment that included several meetings with 
surgeons and with patients and their families [25].

The social-based monocentric model is based on the 
social and cultural competence of the person charged 
with transitioning. For example, the patient navigators 
are ‘uniquely effective’ after discharge because they are 
able to engage vulnerable patients by connecting them 
to a network of community resources - as they are ‘lay 
people from the community who share the patient’s lan-
guage and culture’ [37]. In the same vein, some authors 
identified the transition navigator-a social worker- as 
a resource capable of understanding and overcoming 
patients’ various environmental barriers [38]. They are 
able to assist patients in keeping in touch with the health 
system, outpatient providers, social services, and com-
munity resources by reporting on the patients’ social and 
health needs and ensuring continuity of care.

In concrete terms, those in charge of TC must direct 
patients to the specialists or services they need to inte-
grate various treatments by coordinating them. Gen-
erally, they start identifying suitable patients for the 
component to participate in the TC program as soon as 
possible after admission, involving them in advance to 
anticipate their needs at discharge and conducting daily 

transition meetings with any clinical specialists to coordi-
nate the provision of components tailored to their needs. 
Then they usually perform a structured needs assessment 
by identifying modifiable environmental barriers to facil-
itate early discharge planning and prioritization of ser-
vices. After discharge, they perform a structured phone 
call to assess symptoms that require additional manage-
ment, review medications, strengthen education, confirm 
follow-up appointments, and resolve pending items (e.g., 
test results, services domiciliary). Once this is done, they 
examine any new or worsening symptoms during phone 
calls, review medications, provide advance guidance, and, 
if necessary, monitor the patient through further and 
more frequent phone calls.

Then there are two polycentric models in which the 
responsibility for the TC process is shared among several 
professionals in a polycentric management. These can be 
developed in two different ways: (i) by a multidisciplinary 
team (i.e., [40–43, 26] or (ii) by a mono specialist team 
(i.e., two nurses, two patient navigators, two social work-
ers) (i.e., [34, 44–45]. To address the multidimensional 
needs of the frail population (medical, social, psycho-
logical, functional), the multidisciplinary team is usually 
composed of professionals such as a medical specialist, a 
nurse, a social worker, and a pharmacist. Each person has 
different roles; for example, the physician conducts the 
multidimensional assessment, the pharmacist is respon-
sible for identifying and adhering to medication therapy 
[28], and social workers usually assess the patient’s living 
situation and activities of daily living and home care with 
carers. The components of the team integrate and coor-
dinate with each other mainly at two specific moments: 
a kick-off meeting for a multidimensional patient assess-
ment and periodic monitoring meetings to discuss the 
different cases. A mono specialist team is based on the 
participation of specific professionals, and the same com-
ponent steps described above for the monocentric model 
are distributed among the team.

Component
Only three out of 38 studies implemented all dimensions 
of the ITC framework [11, 24, 30], but it is interesting to 
note that 30 out of 38 studies implemented at least five of 
the 10 dimensions.

The most implemented dimension was “Monitor-
ing and Managing Symptoms after Discharge” followed 
by “Discharge Planning” and “Follow-up with Outpa-
tient Providers.” It is interesting to observe that the least 
importance was attributed to “Advance Care Planning,” 
followed by “Complete Communication of Information” 
and “Availability, Timeliness, Clarity, and Organization of 
Information.”

The types and number of components were com-
pared with the ability of the TC program to reduce 



Page 9 of 13Landi et al. BMC Health Services Research           (2024) 24:46 

readmission. The study was considered successful when 
the readmission rate at 30 and 60 days was statisti-
cally (p-value < 0.001) decreased. There is an association 
between the number of components implemented and 
the probability of success. The studies showing a statisti-
cally significant reduction in readmission had an average 
number of components of 7.5 versus 4.5 (p < 0.000).

Using QCA, we found different possible combina-
tions (called configurations) of components leading to 
readmission reduction. First, we ran a necessary condi-
tion analysis, considering consistency the criterion for 
a condition to be necessary for an outcome and setting 
the threshold at 0.9. As Table 2 shows, “Monitoring and 
Managing Symptoms after Discharge” and “Discharge 
Planning” are necessary conditions for a TC program to 
be successful. This means that the result does not occur 
in their absence; therefore, they are important enough 
to be a necessary part of the program, regardless of the 
component combinations present. Next, sufficient con-
figurations were obtained. The results indicate that two 
different combinations of components lead TC programs 
to reduce readmissions (see Supplementary Table 2 for 
the extensive Qca analysis).

The first combination, together with the necessary 
components, includes “Coordinating Care Among Team 
Members.” The second comprises “Educating Patients, 
Promoting Self-Management” and “Enlisting Help of 
Social and Community Support.” While maintaining the 
principle that implementing as many components While 
maintaining the principle that implementing as many 
components as possible is the first choice, when such an 
approach is not feasible, the results show that there are 
two different recipes with a low number of components 
sufficient for achieving the outcome.

Economic evaluation
Twenty-one studies reported an economic analysis. 
Overall, the quality of the retrieved studies, as assessed 
through the Drummond 10-item scale [23] was medium 
to low (see Supplementary Table 3).

Four of these [31–34] carried out a cost-utility 
analysis or cost-benefit analysis, and 17 reported a 

cost-consequence analysis. The majority of the studies 
were conducted alongside randomized controlled trials 
or quasi-experimental studies. Only three studies under-
took decision modeling analysis [31, 33, 35].

The majority of studies reported the expenditure and 
possible cost savings in a descriptive manner. The main 
goal of this kind of work was to monitor whether the 
component reduced hospital readmissions and conse-
quently direct health-care costs, thereby demonstrating 
the net financial benefit of investing in TC programs. The 
cost measurements were not always accurately described 
(e.g., hours of nursing time, number of physician visits, 
lost workdays, gained life years), but only the aggregate 
were reported.

Fourteen out of 15 cost-consequences analyses found 
a positive impact on costs. Cost-consequences analysis 
studies aimed to show the net financial benefit of invest-
ing in TC programs. Therefore, they often compared the 
savings obtained thanks to TC by reducing readmission 
rates and emergency visits, that is, the reduction of the 
direct health-care costs in the component group versus 
that of the control group and then adding the program 
costs.

NFB = [(CG costs − TC costs) × N patients in TC pro-
gram] − Program costs.

NFB = Net financial benefit.
TC costs = mean $ per Time (days, months) health-care 

direct costs in the component group.
CG costs = mean $ per Time (days, months) health-care 

direct costs in the control group.
If the TC program costs are equal or less then the sav-

ings obtained, it will be considered the right choice from 
an economic point of view. Even though not all the stud-
ies reported the program costs in the analysis, their 
inclusion is important to define the financial impact; 
for example, a TC program was probably effective in 
reducing the costs of hospital stays and emergency care 
attendance, but when the costs of the program were con-
sidered, the net gain in public health-care costs was not 
significant [48].

A full economic evaluation indicates that the imple-
mentation of a TC program is cost-effective or cost-
benefiting [31, 32, 34]. Comparing two ways of managing 
TC programs: (nurse) home visits and (only) telephone 
calls. Both approaches aim to strengthen patient self-
care ability and confidence through regular monitoring 
and education [31]. Home visits enable the care team 
to educate patients and caregivers more effectively on 
medication use and side effects. Home care provides 
face-to-face communication, resulting in more effective-
ness, but it can be costly. Only one study provided a cost-
effectiveness analysis of home visits and telephone calls 
and reported the differential benefits [31]. While both 
were cost-effective with respect to the control group, 

Table 2 Configurations of interventions leading to an effective 
TC program in terms of readmission at 30 and 60 days (see 
complete analysis in supplementary material)

Necessary 
interventions

Intervention 1 Interven-
tion 2

Conf. 1 Monitoring and Man-
aging Symptoms after 
Discharge
Discharge Planning

Coordinating Care 
Among Team 
Members

Conf. 2 Educating Pa-
tients, Promoting 
Self-Management

Enlisting Help 
of Social and 
Community 
Supports
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they showed that telephone calls are more cost-effective, 
particularly over a longer period (84 days vs. 28 days). 
Their results raise the hypothesis that in the short run 
(28 days), home visits can be the better option, whereas 
for longer periods (84 days) telephone calls are the most 
cost-effective strategy. The incremental cost-effectiveness 
ratio of call versus home was £3,538 per quality-adjusted 
life year gained at 84 days [31].

Where studies reported analysis on subpopulations 
according to risk strata, the cost reductions were con-
centrated in the patients at highest risk. One study found 
that TC was associated with a downward trend in costs in 
the 6 months following discharge in all but the lowest risk 
stratum, while the magnitude increased with clinical risk 
[36]. However, this cost difference reached statistical sig-
nificance only for the highest risk (average monthly cost 
difference $970, chi-square = 14.94, P < 0.001) [34]. Syn-
thesizing the evidence, a positive return on investment 
for TC is much more likely if intelligently targeted toward 
higher-risk patients (see appendix B).

Discussion
Past and current policies and strategies [1–3] have 
focused increasingly on the components of the transi-
tion from hospital to home. This is a vulnerable period 
of discontinuity and an area of emerging costs [5–6]. The 
promotion of safe and efficient transitions of care is cen-
tral to the reduction of readmission rates and associated 
costs and, ultimately to the improvement of the quality 
of patient care [11]. Therefore, it is important to reduce 
avoidable hospital admissions by implementing inte-
grated discharge programmes that can ensure continuity 
of care after hospital discharge [4].

The present study has highlighted the importance of 
examining the role of organizational levers (system char-
acteristics and TC organizational components) in facili-
tating creating a successful TC program. It also gathers 
key evidence on implementing TC programs’ economic 
impacts and benefits. In this light, the results of the sys-
tematic literature review are discussed in three areas: the 
role of TC components and their combinations in reduc-
ing readmissions, the evidence on system characteristics, 
and the evidence on economic benefits.

Previous literature has mainly analyzed individual 
organizational components of TC programs [13] and 
concluded that multiple elements are relevant for signifi-
cant improvements in quality of care and reductions in 
readmission rates [56]. Our results show that (i) the abil-
ity to reduce readmissions is associated with the num-
ber of components included in the TC program, and (ii) 
not all components are equally important in influencing 
readmissions.

The results of this review confirm the association 
between the number of components and the ability to 

reduce readmission rates [16]. Studies with significant 
reductions in readmission rates had almost twice the 
number of components of other studies. The novelty of 
the present work is that the configuration analysis makes 
it possible to find the necessary conditions (compo-
nents) and the combinations of components that, when 
implemented together, reduce readmissions. The analysis 
shows the existence of necessary conditions that need to 
be implemented in any TC program, namely “monitor-
ing and management of symptoms after discharge” and 
“discharge planning”. They show that close clinical moni-
toring of a discharged patient for active symptoms is nec-
essary to ensure an effective process. Discharge planning 
is also necessary, emphasizing the importance of identi-
fying patient needs before discharge and implementing 
components before discharge.

These components alone are not sufficient; they need to 
be combined with other components to lead to an effec-
tive TC program in terms of readmission rates. There are 
two possible configurations. The first focuses specifically 
on the coordination of team members, and the other 
concentrates resources on patient education and engag-
ing social and community support. Following the con-
figuration approach, the two combinations can be seen 
as two alternative ways of achieving the same outcome. 
Identifying alternative ways of achieving good outcomes 
can be useful when decision-makers are faced with a lack 
of resources and cannot implement all 10 components.

Both combinations are a way of responding quickly 
to possible setbacks in health status. The first builds its 
responsiveness by allocating resources to improve com-
munication and optimise the flow of information, such 
as medical records, between all professionals involved 
in the patient’s care. The second bases its responsiveness 
on empowering the patient and creating a home environ-
ment that is well-suited to supporting the patient’s care 
in order to limit relapses. The success of this combina-
tion may be due to the fact that patients have better self-
advocacy regarding their condition and are better able to 
manage their condition at home.

System characteristics are underexplored in stud-
ies on TC interventions. As the results show, there was 
little attention to the system in the studies under review. 
None of the studies focused on the relationship between 
the system and outcomes in terms of size, type of struc-
ture, skill mix, and technology used to implement the TC 
program - elements that could be crucial to the program’s 
success. Not to mention that, unlike other interventions, 
in TC programs it is possible to have more than one sys-
tem at a time (i.e. the hospital and the family or nursing 
home, etc.), potentially increasing the complexity and the 
importance of understanding the characteristics of these 
agencies that may influence TC effectiveness. In view of 
the relevance that system characteristics can have on TC 
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effectiveness, this is an important gap in the literature 
that must be addressed in future studies. Some interest-
ing evidence was found regarding the skill mix and the 
mode of coordination among professionals.

As outlined in the findings, four organizational models 
emerge the health-based monocentric, the social-based 
monocentric, the multidisciplinary team and the mono-
specialist team. The monocentric model places empha-
sis on the health or social competence of one individual 
overseeing the transition. These models are clearly cat-
egorised into health-focused and social-focused mod-
els. The two polycentric models, characterised by shared 
responsibility for the transition care process among sev-
eral professionals, focus on the team’s ability to manage 
complex situations, which may require either a diverse 
set of skills within the team or, conversely, the involve-
ment of several professionals with similar skills to effec-
tively meet the patient’s needs. The choice of model 
should, therefore be guided by considerations such as 
the type of patient and the nature of the system in which 
transitions take place.

The type of patient is intertwined with disease charac-
teristics; for example, acute vs. chronic pathologies may 
influence model selection. Highly complex clinical situ-
ations may warrant a health-based monocentric model, 
while multidisciplinary clinician-led teams become rel-
evant in cases involving multiple medical disciplines. 
The multidisciplinary team is beneficial in addressing 
the multidimensional needs of fragile populations across 
medical, social, psychological and functional domains. 
Conversely, a social monocentric model may be appro-
priate for patients whose care is closely linked to navigat-
ing the healthcare system, outpatient providers, social 
services and community resources. Patient characteris-
tics, including socioeconomic status and low health lit-
eracy, may create environmental barriers or hinder the 
understanding of health information. In particular, a 
significant proportion of super-utilisers are of low socio-
economic status, suggesting that the choice of model may 
be biased towards a social monocentric approach. In the 
case of complex diseases, the integration of social aspects 
with highly qualified medical professionals may lead to 
a multidisciplinary team. There is little or no informa-
tion in the studies on the characteristics of the system 
in which the transition takes place. It may be important 
to consider not only the characteristics of the healthcare 
institution overseeing the discharge but also those of the 
institutions that care for the patient during the transi-
tion, such as the family, community hospitals or nurs-
ing homes. Ultimately, the model choice will depend on 
several factors, including the economic implications of 
the skill mix involved. This review highlights the need 
for further research to better identify the advantages and 
disadvantages of specific models in different settings.

From an economic perspective, TC programs are a 
potentially cost-saving and cost-effective strategy, but 
the evidence with a full economic evaluation is limited, 
and the quality of economic evaluations is generally low, 
so more research is needed. In addition, recent articles 
have shown a tendency to select patients for a TC pro-
gram not according to specific pathology but according 
to their resource use - the so-called super-utilizers [55], 
who are higher-risk patients with multiple comorbidities, 
complex medical needs, and higher readmission rates. 
Although super-utilizers represent a small percentage of 
the total patient population, they often account for half 
of the nation’s total healthcare expenditure, so the abso-
lute risk reduction and potential financial benefit of addi-
tional TC surveillance may be even more significant.

Despite the contributions made, the results need to be 
interpreted in the light of a number of limitations. The 
review was limited to studies published in English, which 
may introduce a language bias. Relevant studies pub-
lished in other languages may have been overlooked. In 
conducting this systematic literature review, it is impor-
tant to acknowledge the lack of direct involvement of 
patients, members of the public, or representatives of 
patient advocacy groups in the research process. Patient 
and public involvement (PPI) was not incorporated into 
the design, conduct or interpretation of this review. The 
study is a first attempt to assess the economic, organi-
zational impact of the intervention, and the extensive 
engagement required for robust PPI was beyond the 
scope of the project. Future studies can incorporate PPI 
to improve the relevance, particularly of studies on sys-
tem characteristics and organizational components of TC 
programs.

Conclusions
Implementation of TC programs has received promis-
ing attention in terms of improving health outcomes 
the reduction of hospital unplanned readmission rates 
and costs, but systematic evidence on the organizational 
levers that can affect the success of these health programs 
is low [19]. The results of the present work indicate that 
much can be learned by focusing on organizational fac-
tors affecting the TC program results. Implementation 
of these complex programs requires several organiza-
tional choices, such as the types and the number of TC 
elements to be implemented, the professional skills to 
be involved, the types of patients to be involved, and the 
technological tools to be used. The complexity of TC pro-
grams can be studied using a configurational approach 
[21–22]. Further studies can use this approach to define 
different recipes for effective TC programs. This study 
gives preliminary insights to systematize organizational 
levers that can facilitate decision-makers’ choice of the 
most suitable model for their specific case.



Page 12 of 13Landi et al. BMC Health Services Research           (2024) 24:46 

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https://doi.
org/10.1186/s12913-023-10461-3.

Supplementary Material 1

Author contributions
CL designed the research questions and the search strategy. MMP and SL 
refined research questions and study selection. MMP extracted data, drafted 
manuscript, and prepared tables. SL led statistical analysis and reviewed 
methods section. SL and CL screened studies, contributed to discussion 
section. All authors contributed to results interpretation and the discussion.

Funding
This research received no specific grant from any funding agency in the 
public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors. The University of Verona is 
acknowledged for the support provided through the extraordinary university 
fund for Open Access publication.

Data availability
All data generated or analysed during this study are included in this published 
article [and its supplementary information files].

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1Department of Management, Università di Verona, Via Cantarane, 24, 
37129 Verona, Italy
2IRCCS- Azienda ospedaliera universitaria Bologna, Policlinico di S.Orsola-
Malpighi, Via Pietro Albertoni, 15, Bologna, Italy

Received: 17 August 2023 / Accepted: 8 December 2023

References
1. Unruh MA, Jung HY, Kaushal R, Vest JR. Hospitalization event notifications and 

reductions in readmissions of Medicare fee-for-service beneficiaries in the 
Bronx, New York. J Am Med Inform Assoc. 2017;24(e1):e150–6. https://doi.
org/10.1093/jamia/ocw139.

2. Zingmond DS, Liang L, Parikh P, Escarce JJ. The impact of the Hospital Read-
missions Reduction Program across insurance types in California. Health Serv 
Res. 2018;53(6):4403–15.

3. Kristensen SR, Bech M, Quentin W. A roadmap for comparing readmis-
sion policies with application to Denmark, England, Germany and the 
United States. Health Policy. 2015;119(3):264–73. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
healthpol.2014.10.011.

4. Shepperd S, Lannin NA, Clemson LM, McCluskey A, Cameron ID, Barras SL. 
Discharge planning from hospital to home. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 
2013;1CD000313. https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD000313.pub4.

5. Verhaegh KJ, MacNeil-Vroomen JL, Eslami S, Geerlings SE, de Rooij SE, Buur-
man BM. Transitional care interventions prevent hospital readmissions for 
adults with chronic illnesses. Health Aff (Millwood). 2014;33(9):1531–9.

6. Li J, Brock J, Jack B, Mittman B, Naylor M, Sorra J. Project ACHIEVE Team. 
Project ACHIEVE–using implementation research to guide the evaluation of 
transitional care effectiveness. BMC Health Serv Res. 2016;16:1–9.

7. Holland DE, Harris MR. Discharge planning, transitional care, coordination 
of care, and continuity of care: clarifying concepts and terms from the 

hospital perspective. Home Health Care Serv Q. 2007;26(4):3–19. https://doi.
org/10.1300/J027v26n04_02.

8. Naylor MD, Aiken LH, et al. The care span: the importance of transitional care 
in achieving health reform. Health Aff (Millwood). 2011;30:746–54.

9. Allen J, Hutchinson AM, Brown R, Livingston PM. Quality care outcomes fol-
lowing transitional care interventions for older people from hospital to home: 
a systematic review. BMC Health Serv Res. 2014;14(1):1–18.

10. Finlayson K, Chang AM, Courtney MD, Edwards HE, Parker AW, Hamilton K, 
O’Brien J. Transitional care interventions reduce unplanned hospital readmis-
sions in high-risk older adults. BMC Health Serv Res. 2018;18:1–9.

11. Stauffer BD, Fullerton C, Fleming N, et al. Effectiveness and cost of a transi-
tional care program for Heart Failure: a prospective study with concurrent 
controls. Arch Intern Med. 2011;171(14):1238–43. https://doi.org/10.1001/
archinternmed.2011.27.

12. Bailey JE, Surbhi S, Wan JY, et al. Effect of intensive interdisciplinary transi-
tional care for high-need, high-cost patients on quality, outcomes, and costs: 
a quasi-experimental study. J Gen Intern Med. 2019;34(9):1815–24. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11606-019-05082-8.

13. Naylor MD, Sochalski JA. Scaling up: bringing the transitional care model into 
the mainstream. Issue Brief (Commonw Fund). 2010;103:1–12.

14. Stamp KD, Machado MA, Allen NA. Transitional care programs improve 
outcomes for Heart Failure patients: an integrative review. J Cardiovasc Nurs. 
2014;29(2):140–54.

15. Mabire C, Dwyer A, Garnier A, Pellet J. Meta-analysis of the effectiveness of 
nursing discharge planning interventions for older inpatients discharged 
home. J Adv Nurs. 2018;74(4):788–99.

16. Burke RE, et al. Identifying keys to success in reducing readmissions using the 
ideal transitions in care framework. BMC Health Serv Res. 2014;14:423. https://
doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-14-423.

17. Donabedian A. Evaluating the quality of medical care. 1966. Milbank Q. 
2005;83(4):691–729. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0009.2005.00397.x.

18. Moore GF, Audrey S, Barker M, Bond L, Bonell C, Hardeman W, Moore L, 
O’Cathain A, Tinati T, Wight D, Baird J. Process evaluation of complex interven-
tions: Medical Research Council guidance. BMJ. 2015;350.

19. Li J, Du G, Clouser JM, Stromberg A, Mays G, Sorra J,… Williams MV. Improv-
ing evidence-based grouping of transitional care strategies in hospital 
implementation using statistical tools and expert review. BMC Health Serv 
Res. 2021;21(1):1–20.

20. Rihoux B, Ragin CC. Configurational comparative methods: qualitative com-
parative analysis (QCA) and related techniques. Sage Publications; 2008.

21. Dixon-Woods M, Agarwal S, Jones D, Young B, Sutton A. Synthesising qualita-
tive and quantitative evidence: a review of possible methods. J Health Serv 
Res Policy. 2005;10(1):45–53. https://doi.org/10.1177/135581960501000110.

22. Kahwati L, Kelly B, Clark R, Viswanathan M. Conveying results from qualitative 
comparative analyses within systematic reviews: a randomized trial. Health 
Serv Res. 2020;55(S1):110–0. https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.13487.

23. Drummond MF, Sculpher MJ, Claxton K, Stoddart GL, Torrance GL. Methods 
for the Economic Evaluation of Health Care Programmes. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press; 2015.

24. Naylor M, Brooten D, et al. Comprehensive discharge planning for the hospi-
talized elderly. A randomized clinical trial. Ann Intern Med. 1994;120(12):999–
1006. https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-120-12-199406150-00005.

25. Hall MH, Esposito RA, Pekmezaris R, et al. Cardiac Surgery nurse practitioner 
home visits prevent coronary artery bypass graft readmissions. Ann Thorac 
Surg. 2014;97(5):1488–95. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.athoracsur.2013.12.049.

26. Lee J. Transitional care intervention: a readmission solution. Nurs Manage. 
2017;48(3):32–9. https://doi.org/10.1097/01.NUMA.0000512507.39701.16.

27. Taylor YJ, Roberge J, Rossman W, et al. A population health approach to 
transitional care management for high-risk patients with Diabetes: outcomes 
at a rural hospital. Popul Health Manag. 2020;23(4):278–85. https://doi.
org/10.1089/pop.2019.0119.

28. Stranges PM, Marshall VD, Walker PC, Hall KE, Griffith DK, Remington T. A 
multidisciplinary intervention for reducing readmissions among older adults 
in a patient-centered medical home. Am J Manag Care. 2015;21(2):106–13.

29. Balaban RB, Galbraith AA, et al. A patient navigator intervention to reduce 
hospital readmissions among high-risk safety-net patients: a randomized 
controlled trial. J Gen Intern Med. 2015;30(7):907–15. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11606-015-3185.

30. Russell D, Rosati RJ, Sobolewski S, Marren J, Rosenfeld P. Implementing a 
transitional care program for high-risk Heart Failure patients: findings from 
a community-based partnership between a certified home healthcare 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-023-10461-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-023-10461-3
https://doi.org/10.1093/jamia/ocw139
https://doi.org/10.1093/jamia/ocw139
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2014.10.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2014.10.011
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD000313.pub4
https://doi.org/10.1300/J027v26n04_02
https://doi.org/10.1300/J027v26n04_02
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinternmed.2011.27
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinternmed.2011.27
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-019-05082-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-019-05082-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-14-423
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-14-423
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0009.2005.00397.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/135581960501000110
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.13487
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-120-12-199406150-00005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.athoracsur.2013.12.049
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.NUMA.0000512507.39701.16
https://doi.org/10.1089/pop.2019.0119
https://doi.org/10.1089/pop.2019.0119
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-015-3185
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-015-3185


Page 13 of 13Landi et al. BMC Health Services Research           (2024) 24:46 

agency and regional hospital. J Healthc Qual. 2011;33(6):17–24. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1945-1474.2011.00167.x.

31. Wong FK, So C, Chau J, Law AK, Tam SK, McGhee S. Economic evaluation of 
the differential benefits of home visits with telephone calls and telephone 
calls only in transitional discharge support. Age Ageing. 2015;44(1):143–7. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afu166.

32. Wong FK, Chau J, So C, Tam SK, McGhee S. Cost-effectiveness of a health-
social partnership transitional program for post-discharge medical patients. 
BMC Health Serv Res. 2012;12:479. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-12-
479. Published 2012 Dec 24.

33. Graves N, Courtney M, et al. Cost-effectiveness of an intervention to reduce 
emergency re-admissions to hospital among older patients. PLoS ONE. 
2009;4(10):e7455. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0007455.

34. Saleh SS, Freire C, Morris-Dickinson G, Shannon T. An effectiveness and cost-
benefit analysis of a hospital-based discharge transition program for elderly 
Medicare recipients. J Am Geriatr Soc. 2012;60(6):1051–6. https://doi.org/10.1
111/j.1532-5415.2012.03992.x33.

35. Wong FK, Chow S, Chung L, et al. Can home visits help reduce hospital read-
missions? Randomized controlled trial. J Adv Nurs. 2008;62(5):585–95. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2008.04631.x.

36. Jackson C, Kasper EW, Williams C, DuBard CA. Incremental benefit of a home 
visit following discharge for patients with multiple chronic conditions receiv-
ing transitional care. Popul Health Manag. 2016;19(3):163–70. https://doi.
org/10.1089/pop.2015.0074.

37. Galbraith AA, Meyers DJ, Ross-Degnan D, et al. Long-term impact of a 
postdischarge community health worker intervention on health care costs 
in a safety-net system. Health Serv Res. 2017;52(6):2061–78. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1475-6773.12790.

38. Watkins L, Hall C, Kring D. Hospital to home: a transition program for frail 
older adults. Prof Case Manag. 2012;17(3):117–25. https://doi.org/10.1097/
NCM.0b013e318243d6a7.

39. Gardner R, Li Q, Baier RR, Butterfield K, Coleman EA, Gravenstein S. Is imple-
mentation of the care transitions intervention associated with cost avoidance 
after hospital discharge? J Gen Intern Med. 2014;29(6):878–84. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11606-014-2814-0.

40. Moore AB, Krupp JE, Dufour AB, et al. Improving transitions to postacute care 
for elderly patients using a novel video-conferencing program: ECHO-Care 
transitions. Am J Med. 2017;130(10):1199–204. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
amjmed.2017.04.041.

41. Kam Yuet Wong F, Wang SL, et al. Effects of a transitional home-based care 
program for Stroke survivors in Harbin, China: a randomized controlled trial. 
Age Ageing. 2022;51(2):afac027.

42. Dhillon A, Akel B, Dhaliwal R, Nadkarni P, Bansal N. Impact of transition of care 
model on hospital diabetic ketoacidosis readmission rates: a pilot study. Am J 
Hosp Med. 2017;1(3):2017. https://doi.org/10.24150/ajhm/2017.019.

43. Candelario D, Lee SH, et al. Impact of a centralized interdisciplinary discharge 
unit on readmission rates and transitional care services in high-risk patients. J 
Contemp Pharm Pract. 2018;65(2):19–25.

44. Coleman EA. Falling through the cracks: challenges and opportuni-
ties for improving transitional care for persons with continuous 
complex care needs. J Am Geriatr Soc. 2003;51:549–55. https://doi.
org/10.1046/j.1532-5415.2003.51185.x.

45. Xiang X, Zuverink A, Rosenberg W, Mahmoudi E. Social work-based 
transitional care intervention for super utilizers of medical care: a retrospec-
tive analysis of the bridge model for super utilizers. Soc Work Health Care. 
2019;58(1):126–41. https://doi.org/10.1080/00981389.2018.1547345.

46. Kripalani S, Chen G, Ciampa P, et al. A transition care coordinator model 
reduces hospital readmissions and costs. Contemp Clin Trials. 2019;81:55–61. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cct.2019.04.014.

47. Anderson C, Deepak BV, Amoateng-Adjepong Y, Zarich S. Benefits of compre-
hensive inpatient education and discharge planning combined with outpa-
tient support in elderly patients with Congestive Heart Failure. Congest Heart 
Fail. 2005;11(6):315–21. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1527-5299.2005.04458.x.

48. Kwok T, et al. A randomized controlled trial of a community nurse-
supported hospital discharge programme in older patients with 
chronic Heart Failure. J Clin Nurs. 2008;17(1):109–17. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365-2702.2007.01978.x.

49. Lee J, Reyes F, et al. Outcomes of a transitional care clinic to reduce Heart 
Failure readmissions at an urban academic medical center. Int J Clin Res Trials. 
2019;4(2):140. https://doi.org/10.15344/2456-8007/2019/140.

50. Naylor MD, Brooten DA, Campbell RL, Maislin G, McCauley KM, Schwartz JS. 
Transitional care of older adults hospitalized with Heart Failure: a random-
ized, controlled trial. J Am Geriatr Soc. 2004;52(5):675–84. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1532-5415.2004.52202.x.

51. Naylor MD, McCauley KM. The effects of a discharge planning and home 
follow-up intervention on elders hospitalized with common medical and 
surgical cardiac conditions. J Cardiovasc Nurs. 1999;14(1):44–54. https://doi.
org/10.1097/00005082-199910000-00006.

52. Rahim B, Alireza M, Jaleh N, Ali R. The role of continuous care model 
on hospital readmission of patients with Heart Failure: a random-
ized controlled clinical trial. Health Sci J. 2018;12(6):1–7. https://doi.
org/10.21767/1791-809X.1000611.

53. Rich MW, Beckham V, Wittenberg C, Leven CL, Freedland KE, Carney RM. A 
multidisciplinary intervention to prevent the readmission of elderly patients 
with Congestive Heart Failure. N Engl J Med. 1995;333(18):1190–5. https://doi.
org/10.1056/NEJM199511023331806.

54. Simpson M. A quality improvement plan to reduce 30-day readmissions 
of Heart Failure patients. J Nurs Care Qual. 2014;29(3):280–6. https://doi.
org/10.1097/NCQ.0000000000000038.

55. Cohen SB. The concentration and persistence in the level of health expendi-
tures over time: estimates for the US Population, 2012–2013. Stat Brief (Med 
Expenditure Panel Surv (US)). 2015.

56. Kripalani S, Theobald CN, Anctil B, Vasilevskis EE. Reducing hospital 
readmission rates: current strategies and future directions. Annu Rev Med. 
2014;65:471–85. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-med-022613-090415.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in 
published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1945-1474.2011.00167.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1945-1474.2011.00167.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afu166
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-12-479
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-12-479
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0007455
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-5415.2012.03992.x33
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-5415.2012.03992.x33
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2008.04631.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2008.04631.x
https://doi.org/10.1089/pop.2015.0074
https://doi.org/10.1089/pop.2015.0074
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.12790
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.12790
https://doi.org/10.1097/NCM.0b013e318243d6a7
https://doi.org/10.1097/NCM.0b013e318243d6a7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-014-2814-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-014-2814-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amjmed.2017.04.041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amjmed.2017.04.041
https://doi.org/10.24150/ajhm/2017.019
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1532-5415.2003.51185.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1532-5415.2003.51185.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/00981389.2018.1547345
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cct.2019.04.014
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1527-5299.2005.04458.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2702.2007.01978.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2702.2007.01978.x
https://doi.org/10.15344/2456-8007/2019/140
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-5415.2004.52202.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-5415.2004.52202.x
https://doi.org/10.1097/00005082-199910000-00006
https://doi.org/10.1097/00005082-199910000-00006
https://doi.org/10.21767/1791-809X.1000611
https://doi.org/10.21767/1791-809X.1000611
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM199511023331806
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM199511023331806
https://doi.org/10.1097/NCQ.0000000000000038
https://doi.org/10.1097/NCQ.0000000000000038
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-med-022613-090415

	Disentangling organizational levers and economic benefits in transitional care programs: a systematic review and configurational analysis
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Method
	Design and setting
	Data extraction

	Results
	Main results
	System characteristics
	Component
	Economic evaluation

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	References


