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Small Scale Service-Related Project

REFERRAL PRACTICE: A COMPARISON OF GPs’ PERCEPTIONS
AND CLINICAL PSYCHOLOGY’S EXPECTATIONS

Richard Payne
Trainee Clinical Psychologist
c/o Department of Psychological Medicine
Gartnavel Royal Hospital
GLASGOW
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Abstract

Objective: to compare GPs’ perception of their referral practice to Adult Mental
Health services with Clinical Psychology’s expectations of their referral practice

in a small Clinical Psychology Department in the West of Scotland.

Design and Subjects: face-to-face interviews with GPs referring to the Clinical

Psychology Department and the Clinical Psychologist in the Department.

Results: twelve out of 15 area GPs participated in the study. Three-quarters of
GPs over-estimated the waiting list for Clinical Psychology. Five of these nine
said they would refer more patients if there was no waiting list for Clinical
Psychology. There was a fair degree of concordance between GPs and Clinical
Psychology about what should affect GPs’ referral practice, although Clinical
Psychology rated previous psychiatric history, length of time problem has existed
and presence of physical symptoms with no evident physical symptomatology as
more important than GPs. Referral td ‘Psychiatry and Clinical Psychology were
both mentioned as being indicated by pi'esence or absence of specific variables by
GPs, with referral to Community Psychiétrié Nursing (CPNs) being mentioned

less often.

Conclusion: recent liaison with GPs apbea;s to have been more effective in
conveying information about appropriaté indications for referral than in providing
GPs with accurate knowledge about waiting times for Clinical Psychology
services. Further attempts to keep GPs updated about waiting times need to
consider the potential impact on referral rates. There is some evidence that some
GPs’ current referral practice differs from Clinical Psychology’s expectations of
their referral practice. The introduction of explicit referral criteria may help alter

this.



Introduction

From 1st April 1999 the changes to the Scottish NHS outlined in the white paper
‘Designed to Care’ were introduced’. GPs have been given an increasingly
important role in the design of health care services, including mental health
services. The effective development of mental health services will require an

* assessment ;)f referrers’, users’ and health care providers’ expectations of
services. This study explores referrers’ and health care providers’ expectations of
an Adult Mental Health Clinical Psychology Service by considering their beliefs
about factors affecting referral practice. This may lead to the development of
written referral criteria and assist in ensuring more effective use of mental health

ICSOUrces.

When considering factors affecting referral decisions it is important to distinguish
between factors which the referrer may be consciously aware of when making
their decision and factors of which they are not aware. The designs of studies
looking at factors affecting referral process tend to reflect this distinction. Some
studies take a correlative or regressive approach, identifying different referral
rates from different GPs, controlling for any differences in the nature of the
patient’s condition and then identifying additional factors which account for
variance in referral practice. Other studies involve the referrer in more detail by
asking them to self-report on their decision process. This study fits into this
second methodological group. Given the difficulties inherent in the ability to
accurately self-report it is important to interpret the results of this study as being a
reflection of what GPs’ believe influences their referral decision rather than

necessarily an accurate picture of what does influence their decision.

Although the clinical condition of the patient, for instance severity and duration of
mental health problem would intuitively seem to be important in determining
referral practice, it may not be the only or most influential determinant of referral
practice.” Kincey & Creed’ suggested six factors which may affect referral

practice to mental health services: GPs” knowledge of mental health problems,



GPs’ ability to detect mental health problems, GPs’ general referral tendency
across all services, health benefits / attitudes of the patient, mental health service
referral criteria and availability of services. Whereas Kincey & Creed’ generated
their list of factors from previous literature and their own experience, Burton &
Ramsden® chose to ask GPs about factors affecting their decision to refer to
mental health services. Factors identified were: chronicity of presenting problem,
presence of physical symptomatology, patient motivation, patient preference,
patient psychological mindedness, risk factors (e.g. suicide), service accessibility
and waiting times. It was unclear whether these categories were spontaneously
mentioned by GPs or §vere presented as a checklist. GPs were not asked to assign
a level of importance to each factor but, by calculating percentages of GPs
mentioning particular factors, Burton & Ramsden® were able to suggest that
certain factors were generally believed to be of greater importance. Factors
mentioned by at least 90 per cent of GPs were service accessibility and risk

factors.

In addition to considering GPs’ perceptions of what affects their referral practice
it is also important to ask mental health service providers about what they believe
should affect referral practice. Reid, Coupar & Riley’ asked Clinical
Psychologists and Counsellors about factors they believed should be considercd
by GPs when making a referral decision. Level of social support available to the
patient and previous psychiatric history were added to Burton & Ramsden’s” list,
giving 10 factors which were then ranked by eight Clinical Psychologists and five
Counsellors. Risk of self-harm and chronicity of presenting problem were
identified as the two most important factors by Clinical Psychologists with
Counsellors identifying risk of self-harm and patient preference as their top two

factors.

This study uses nine of the ten variables identified by Burton & Ramsden”.
Patient psychological mindedness was excluded as it was considered to be an
element of the patient motivation variable. Nine variables were added, guided in

part by suggestions from studies of GP referrals to general medical services.®’



This study builds on previous studies in three important ways. Firstly, whereas
some studies™ have focused on the GP end of the referral process and others have
focused on the receiving service’, this study brings both ends of the referral
process together by asking both GPs and Clinical Psychologists about variables
affecting referral practice. Secondly,' 1t has been suggested that when considering
factors affecting referral practice it is important to consider factors influencing
GPs against making a referral as well as factors influencing them to make a
referral®. This study incorporated this'suggcstion by being explicit that
consideration of a referral may lead to a decision not to refer. Finally, this study
attempts to explore factors which may be particularly useful in indicating referral
to particular mental health professions. Burton & Ramsden’ explored this in
relation to Counsellors and Clinical Psychologists but this study asked GPs about
factors indicating referral to all NHS mental health professions available in the

area of the study.

Methodology

Following discussion with the Chair of the Local Medical Committee, letters were
sent to all 15 local GPs requesting their participation in the project (see appendix
1.2). Follow-up telephone calls were used to ascertain their willingﬁess to
participate and to arrange appointment times. The small population size made it
important to maintain the integrity of GPs’ responses to maximise the amount of
useable data. Face-to-face audio taped interviews were chosen to enhance the
quality of information provided by enabling the interviewer to respond directly to
any queries GPs had about the task. Interviews lasting between ten and twenty
minutes were conducted in GP surgeries or the Clinical Psychology Department.
The interview text is given in appendix 1.3. This text was adhered to except when
answering GPs’ queries. Interviews were split into three sections. The first
section contained background questions to elicit GP related information

previously suggested as having an impact on referral rates,’ including length of



time as a GP and perceived knowledge of mental health services. The second
section asked GPs to give an open-ended account of their perception of the
decision process when considering a referral to Clinical Psychology. The final
section asked GPs to assign from nought to ten points to 19 variables to indicate
how important it was in determining their referral practice. GPs were also asked

whether each variable affected where any referral would be made.

The second and third sections of the interview were introduced by asking GPs to
reflect on the decision process they go through when considering a referral to
Clinical Psychology. It was explained that this decision process may lead to a
referral to Clinical Psychology or to Psychiatry or to CPN or may lead to a

decision not to refer.

The Clinical Psychologist received a similar audio taped interview (see appendix

1.4 for text of interview).

Audio tapes were transcribed by the interviewer. Answers to the questions in
section one and weightings of importance in section three were encoded directly
onto Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 7.5 for Windows. The recordings
of open-ended answers in section two were analysed into 31 separate statements
about referral practice. Expanding Cummins, Jarman & White’s® distinction
between factors affecting referral that are related to the doctor (e.g. length of time
since training) and factors relating to the patient (e.g. age) these statements were
then put into one of the following categories: problem-related characteristics of
the patient (e.g. panic attacks), non-problem related characteristics of the patient
(e.g. motivation), practice-related characteristics (e.g. size of practice) and GP-

related characteristics (e.g. age).

A Clinical Psychologist not involved in the project or service was asked to
categorise the same 31 statements into these categories. The percentage
agreement was 74% (see discussion for implications of low reliability). The

addition of two additional categories: previous experience of what Clinical



Psychology had been useful for and previously tried other interventions incrcascd

the percentage agreement on repeat rating by researcher and Clinical Psychologist

to 90%.

Results

Response Rate
One GP chose not to participate. Two other GPs were not available to participate

leaving twelve GPs who were interviewed.

Referrals

Annual referrals per GP ranged from nought to twelve with a median of 8.5.
Table 1 shows that five out of eleven GPs who estimated their annual referrals
were accurate within 25% either way of their actual referral rate. A paired-
sample t-test comparing estimated and actual annual referrals was not significant
(t=-0.837, p = 0.422, two-tailed) although fhe small sample size may have

prevented small but real differences being detected.

[INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE]

Waiting List _ )

The waiting list for Clinical Psychology at the time of the study was between six
and eight weeks. Nine of the twelve GPs believed it was higher than two months,
with five believing it was six months or more. The seven GPs saying they would
refer more patients if there were no waiting list placed more importance on the
waiting list (mean 8.6) than the five GPs saying they would refer the same (mean
2.4). GPs with an accurate (and lower) perception of waiting list length seemed to
place a similarly high value on the importance of waiting list length in affecting

their referral practice as GPs who perceived the waiting list to be longer.
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GPs’ Knowledge of Mental Health Professions

GPs’ knowledge of mental health professions was assessed in section one of the
interview by asking them to rate their knowledge on a five-point scale (0 = very
little kndwledge, 5 = a great deal of knowledge). On average GPs’ perceived
knowledge of Psychiatry (mean 4.0) was greater than their perceived knowledge
of Community Psychiatric Nurses (CPNs) (mean 2.7) which was similar to their

_knowledge of Clinical Psychology (mean 2.6).

Referral Criteria

There are no current written referral criteria for Clinical Psychology. Five GPs
beliéved there were referral criteria at present. These five included three who felt
there were written criteria. Five of the other seven GPs supported the Clinical

Psychologist’s belief that referral criteria would be useful.

Self-reported Referral Process

Table 2 shows factors identified in the textual analysis of GPs’ and Clinical
Psychology’s responses to the open-ended second section of the interview asking
them to describe the decision process they go through when considering a referral

to Clinical Psychology.

Problem-related characteristics were mentioned fifteen times, nine times as
reasons for referral to Clinical Psychology and six times as reasons for not
referring to Clinical Psychology. Rape or other sexual abuse, anxiety and family
or marital problems were mentioned by five, four and two GPs respectively as
reasons for referring to Clinical Psychology. Depression was mentioned by just

one GP.
[INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE]
Importance of Variables in Determining Referral Practice

Results from the third section of the interview showed GPs’ responses varied

widely in the importance attached to variables affecting their referral practice.
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Eleven of the 19 variables were rated as of no importance by at least one GP and
of extreme importance by at least one GP. Most consistent agreement of the
importance of a variable in affecting referral practice was found for self-harm, use
of alcohol or drugs, presence of psychosis and personality disorder. Most
consistent agreement for a variable having limited impact on referral practice was

financial circumstances of the patient.

Table 3 compares GPs’ and Clinical Psychologist’s rank ordering of the 19
variables which may affect referral practice. Table 3 also indicates if a particular
variable was mentioned by 25% or more GPs or by the Clinical Psychologist as
indicating referral to a particular profession. For example, presence of psychosis
was ranked 1st by GPs and 1st equal by the Clinical Psychologist and both the
Clinical Psychologist and at least 25% of GPs mentioned this variable as

indicating referral to Psychiatry.

Five of the 19 factors potentially affecting referral practice were identified by
25% or more GPs as indicating referral to Psychiatry, four to Clinical Psychology,
two for GPs to treat themselves and one to Social Work. No variable was
identified as indicating referral to CPNs by 25% or more GPs. Personality
disorder was the only variable where two specific referral directions were

mentioned: to Clinical Psychology and Psychiatry.

The use of Spearman’s rho when comparing two judges’ rankings of a set of
variables is discussed by Howell’ and regarded as a valid procedure for this
purpose. However, given the relatively low # in this study a conservative
approach was taken when considering significance of any observed effects. In
particular a significance level of p<0.01 was used and correlations were
considered in terms of estimated variance. Clinical Psychology’s ranking of the
variables was significantly correlated with the GPs’ Median Rankings of the
variables (Spearman’s rho = 0.707 p<0.01, two-tailed) and was significantly
correlated with seven out of the twelve individual GP’s rankings (Spearman’s

rhos 0.518 to 0.821 p<0.03 to p <0.001, two-tailed). Considering * values three



of these seven associations accounted for greater than 50% of the variance. Of
the five GPs whose rankings were not significantly correlated with Clinical
Psychology’s two were single-handed practices and two were rural practices.
Median time as a GP was 22 years compared to 15 years for GPs whose rankings

were correlated with Clinical Psychology’s.

Table 4 presents variables used in this study that had been used in a previous
study’. The rankings given by the Clinical Psychologist in this study and the
mean rank given by eight Clinical Psychologists in the previous study are also
shown. These rankings are significantly correlated (Spearman’s 740 0.962 p<0.01
two-tailed) suggesting the views of the Clinical Psychologist in this study were

consistent with the views of Clinical Psychologists in the previous study.
[INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE]

[INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE]

Discussion

Response Rate
The 80% response rate is favourable compared to other studies involving GPs and

10,11

Clinical Psychology ™ . The high response rate may have resulted in part from
the good local formal and informal links between Clinical Psychology and GPs.
These links are enhanced by the small size of the department and the length of

time both GPs and Clinical Psychologists have been in post.

Only limited information is available about the three GPs not participating in the
study. They referred between one and 13 patients a year compared to a range of
nought to 12 referrals for the 12 participating GPs. There was no apparent
difference in terms of location or size of practice between responders and non-

responders.




Nefeiial Raie

Previous studies of GPs found median annual referrai rates of six'>. In this study
the median referral rate was 8.5 suggesting a relatively high rate of referral,
possibly as a result of good links between Clinical Psychology and GPs.

However, the ratio of one clinical psychologist to fifteen GPs represents a good
level of resource compared to other parts of Scotland (Drewett, personal
communication)’’ and the high rate of referral may just reflect this high level of
resource availability. The reduction in waiting list from four to five months to six
to eight weeks in the last year does not seem to have resulted in an increased rate
of referral, possibly due to GPs not being aware of the reduction. Indeed referrals'

had actually decreased by approximately 20%, probably contributing to the

reduction in waiting time.

Waiting List

Given the relative strength of links between GPs and Clinical Psychology a
surprisingly large mismatch between actual and perceived waiting list was found.
This may reflect a time-lag, with GPs respondjng on the basis of historic waiting
times but it may also reflect a general tendency for GPs to perceive Clinical
Psychology waiting lists as long. The Department’s policy of sending a letter to
GPs following their referral advising them there may be a delay in seeing their
patient may maintain their perception that Clinical Psychology has a longer

waiting list than it actually does.

Given seven GPs said they would increase their referrals if there was no waiting
list and given waiting lists were ranked tenth equal in importance out of eighteen
variables, the provision of accurate information about the waiting list during this
study may increase referrals to Clinical Psychology. Any attempts to reduce the
waiting list further may result in increased referrals, thereby increasing the
waiting list. However, adequate discussion with GPs about a reduction in the

waiting list may pre-empt an unmanageable increase in referrals.



Self-reported Referral Process

Of 31 specific comments made by GPs in ;their self-report of the referral process,
only 15 referred to particular clinical conditions (table 2). This is consistent with
Verhaak’s'* report that clinical indications are the decisive factor in only 40% of
mental health referrals. As expected, anxiety was the most frequently mentioned
condition leading to referral but depression was mentioned by only one out of 15
GPs. This fits with the Clinical Psychologist’s anecdotal report that GPs in the
area either managed depression within Primary Care or referred to Psychiatry.
Given the growing body of evidence of the efficacy of Clinical Psychology for
depression, this is an area that future liaiéon with GPs needs to cover. Six of the
31 comments made by GPs mentioned referral to Clinical Psychology being
prompted by the lack of effectiveness of other treatments (table 2). This is
consistent with Robertson’s finding? that 35% of mental health referrals resulted
from lack of progress using GP care alone. The department should explore this
area, as earlier referral may increase the probability that psychological input will

be effective.

As previously noted the attempt to categdrise the 31 comments into four
categories based on Cdmmins, Jarman & White’s® distinction between doctor-
related and patient-related factors resulted in poor inter-rater reliability. The
addition of two further categories: previous experience of what Clinical
Psychology has been useful for and pre_vious'ly tried other interventions improved
reliability to an acceptable level. This suggésts Cummins, Jarman & White’s®
categorisation may have been insufficient and future research should include the

expanded set of factors.

Importance of Variables in Determining Referral Practice

As only one Clinical Psychologist was involved in this study it was important to
compare their ranking of variables with that of a previous study5 (table 4).
Encouragingly there was a highly significant correlation suggesting the views of
the Clinical Psychologist in this study may be consistent with Clinical

Psychologists elsewhere.
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Although seven GPs’ rankings of importance of variables affecting referral
practice were significantly correlated with Clinical Psychology’s rankings, five
were not. This suggests further work is required to help ensure a shared
understanding 6f appropriate referral practice. The development of written
referral criteria may help this process and would require particular care in those
areas where the perception of Clinical Psychology and particular GPs may be
most discrepant. These areas appear to include: the importance of previous
psychiatric history, the relevance of physical symptoms with no evident physical

pathology and the length of time the problem has existed.

The only variable for which more than one specific direction of referral was
mentioned by at least 25% of GPs was personality disorder (table 3). Evidence
from intervieW transcripts suggests this may reflect different approaches to
different types of personality disorder. Two GPs suggested that if the personality
disorder led to other people being at risk then Psychiatry would be involved.
However if the personality disorder did not affect other people then referral to
Clinical Psychology was preferred. In addition, three GPs felt that no service took
~ownership of personality disorder, one suggesting this may be a result of the lack

of proven therapeutic techniques.

Although four variables were mentioned as suggesting specific referral to Clinical
Psychology, no variable was mentioned by 25% or more GPs as indicating referral
to CPNs. Indeed only four of the twelve GPs made any reference to CPNs.
Referral to CPNs was mentioned as an option when Clinical Psychology waiting
lists were high by two GPs. Two GPs also mentioned patients’ mobility problems
as indicating a referral to CPNs as they offered a more comprehensive domiciliary
service. Anecdotally, some GPs did not directly mention CPNs but assumed that
one of the benefits of referral to Psychiatry would be subsequent involvement

from CPNs.



17

Plausibility of Model of Referral Implicit in Methodology

Both the second and third sections of the interview were introduced by asking GPs
to reflect on the decision process they go through when considering a referral to
Clinical Psychology. It was explained that this decision process may lead to a
referral to Clinical Psychology or to Psychiatry or to CPN or may lead to a
decision not to refer. This model was consistent with King, Bailey and Newton’s®
suggestion that it is important to consider reasons for not referring as well as
reasons for referring. One GP seemed confused by the instructions and reported
that consideration of a referral always led to a referral. Other GPs seemed to

understand the instructions given.

Beyond these initial instructions the second section of the interview made no
further assumptions about the model of referral practice, however in the third
section it was assumed that a referral decision involved considering and balancing
a range of variables. Some GPs felt they were being asked to rate each variable in
isolation and thought this was an unrealistic depiction of their actual practice.

The system of weighting variables was intended to model a decision process
which involved considering many variables simultaneously. However, it 1s likely
that the importance of particular variables varies depending on what other
variables were present in a given patient presentation. For instance level of social
support may be more important in determining referral practice if it occurs in
conjunction with personality disorder than if it occurs alone. In effect what GPs
were being asked to do was give a weighting for the importance of a particular
variable averaged across all the possible patient presentations they see. It may

have been useful to have made this explicit at the start of interviews.

Another useful refinement to the study would have been to ask GPs to indicate
whether a particular variable increased or decreased the likelihood of referral.
Although for some variables (e.g. presence of psychoses) it was clear GPs rating it
highly were suggesting it increased likelihood of referral, King, Bailey & Newton®
highlight that a variable may not consistently affect referral practice in the same

way.
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Conclusion

Recent liaison with GPs appeared to have conveyed accurate information about
appropriate indications for referral, hoWever GPs still overestimated waiting
times. Further attempts to keep GPs updated about waiting times need to consider
the potential impact on referral rates. There was some evidence that some GPs’
current referral practice differed from Clinical Psychology’s expectations of their

referral practice. The introduction of explicit referral criteria may help alter this.

This type of study may in itself have an effect on knowledge of waiting lists and
GPs’ referral practice* and it will be important for the Department to monitor any

changes in GP referral practice over the next year.
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Table 1: Actual and Estimated Annual Referral Rates of GPs

GP Actual GPs’ Estimate of
Referrals | Current Referrals

A 0 : 6

B 1 2

C 2 4

D 3 - 3

E 6 15

F 7 22

G 10 6

H 10 8

I 10 8

J 12 8

K 12 9

L 12 didn’t know

Total | 85 91
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Table 2: Factors mentioned spontaneously by GPs when considering referrai

to Clinical Psychology

FACTOR NUMBER OF GPs | MENTIONED BY
MENTIONING CLINICAL

PSYCHOLOGIST

Problem-related characteristics indicating referral 9

Problem-related characteristics contraindicating referral 6 Yes

Non-problem related characteristics of the person 3 Yes

Service-related characteristics 4

GP-Related Characteristics 1

Practice-Related characteristics 1

Previous experience of what Clinical Psychology has been 1

useful for

Previously tried other interventions 6 Yes

(inc medication and GP support)
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Table 3: Variables affecting referral practice ranked in order of weighting

attached by GPs and Clinical Psychologist with indication of any specific

referral direction mentioned

GPs CLINICAL
PSYCHOLOGIST
VARIABLE Ranked | Referral Direction Ranked Referral Direction
.Order (mentioned by >25%) Order

Psychosis 1 Psychiatry 1= Psychiatry
Self-harm 2 Psychiatry 1= CPN Psychiatry
Motivation 3= | Psychology 6=
Use of 3= Psychiatry 6= CPN
alcohol/drug
Patient preference 5= 6=
Personality 5= Psychiatry 3 Psychiatry
Disorder Psychology
Complexity of 7= 6=

roblem
Quality of clinical 7= Psychology 11=

sychology
Certainty of 9 11=
diagnosis
Clinical 10= 14= CPN
psychology
waiting list
Psychiatric 10= Psychiatry 4=
history
Normal life 12 GP 11= Psychology
change GP
Physical 13= Psychology 6= Psychology
Symptoms no
evidence
physical cause
Social support 13= 14=
Length of 15= =
problem
Accommodation 15= 14=
Intelligence 17 14=
Financial 18= Social Work 14=
Circumstances
Mobility 18= 14=




Table 4: rankings of variables common to current study and Reid, Coupar &

Riley’s study® (ranking for patient psychological mindedness from previous

study and rankings for other variables in current study not included)

VARIABLE RANKING OF MEAN RANKING OF
CLINICAL EIGHT CLINICAL
PSYCHOLOGIST IN | PSYCHOLOGISTS IN
THIS STUDY PREVIOUS STUDY’

Self-harm 1 1

Length of time had problem 2= 2

Previous psychiatric history 2= 3=

Patient preference 4= 3=

Physical symptomatology (no evident = 5

physical cause)

Normal life change 6 6

Social support 7= 7

Waiting list 7= 8

Accessibility / mobility 7= 9
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Abstract

Despite‘major changes in service provision in the last few decades, people with a
learning disability continue to face social isolation. Although research suggests
that lack of social support is associated with increased depression in this client
group, the underlying psychological mechanisms have not been explored in detail.
‘In the Vgenerail population, increased social self-efficacy has been shown to be
predictive of both increased social support and decreased depression. This
suggests that in addition to the ~objective measure of social support, a full account
of the impact of social factors in depression in people with a learning disability

needs to examine the potential role of the cognitive variable social self-efficacy.
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Introduction

There have been major changes in the nature of services provided to people with a
learning disability in the last three decades. However, the impact of policies such
as deinstitutionalisation on quality of life has often been surprisingly limited
(Jahoda et al 1990; Cullen et al 1995). In particular, people with a learning
disability continue to face social isolation (e.g. Ralph & Usher 1995) which
represents a potential increased vulnerability factor to depression in this client
group (Reed 1997). The relationship between social isolation and depression
established in the genefal population by Brown & Harris (1978) has since been
explored in people with a learning disability (e.g. Benson et al 1985; Laman &
Reiss 1987; Nezu et al 1995; Reiss & Benson 1985). Although these studies have
found correlations between social support and depression they have not

considered the possible underlying psychological mechanisms in detail.

In the general population, in addition to the objective constructs of social support
and social skill, the cognitive construct of social self-efficacy, or belief in social
ability, has been shown to be predictive of both social support and depression
(Bandura 1999; Holahan & Holahan 1987). This suggests that a full account of
the impact of social factors in depression in people with a learning disability
should also take account of the potential role of social self-efficacy in addition to
the role of social support and social skill. The development of a valid and reliable
measure of social self-efficacy in people with a learning disability would help in
developing this account as well as adding to the limited range of cognitive

measures available for clinical use with this client group.

This review considers the development of a measure of social self-efficacy for
people with a learning disability in the context of a general deficit of self-report
measures for use in depression in this client group. Reasons for this deficiency
are considered. These include concerns about the reliability of self-report in
people with a learning disability and lack of belief or support for the role of

cognitive factors in depression in this client group. Preliminary evidence is



presented suggesting that these concerns may be unwarranted. It is argued that
cognitive accounts of depression in people without a learning disability should be
tested in people with a learning disability. The importance of social factors in
depression in people with a learning disability is then considered and previous
research exploring the relationship between objective measures of social support
and social skill and depression in this client group is explored. Social self-
efficacy is introduced as a cognitive construct related to social support and social
skill that has been found to bé predictive of depression in people without a
learning disability. The potential impoi'tance of social self-efficacy in people with
a learning disability is identified. The review concludes by highlighting that if
methodological difficulties can be overcome, a measure of social self-efficacy for
people with a learning disability could offer a valuable addition to the limited

range of cognitive measures available for clinical and research use with this client

group.

Self-report Measures of Depression in People with a Learning Disability

Prevalence rates for depression in people with a learning disability have been
estimated as between three and six per cent (Reiss, 1990), in line with prevalence
rates in the general population (e.g. Robins & Regier, 1991). However, the
development of self-report measures for specific use in depression in this client
group has so far been very limited. Self-report measures of general depressive
symptomatology have usually been adapted from existing measures rather than
developed de novo for the client group. For example, various adaptations of the
original Zung Depression Scale (ZDS; Zung, 1965) have been made. Kazdin et al
(1983) used the original language and the original four choice response format (a
little of the time, some of the time, good part of the time, most of the time) but
added a bar graph to facilitate understanding of the response choices. Reiss &
Benson (1985) removed the question about enjoyment of sex but again retained
the original language and response format. Dagnan & Sandhu (1999) retained the
original language but replaced the four point response format with a yes / no

response. The reliability of these various adaptations to the ZDS has not always
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been assessed and studies have rarely involved a consideration of the suitability of

their chosen response format.

An alternative to piecemeal adaptations of existing depression scales is the
development of measures specifically designed for the client group. The 32-item
Self-report Depression Questionnaire (SRDQ - Reynolds, personal
communication; Reynolds & Baker 1988) includes a three-point response format
(almost never, sometimes, most of the time) and a practice section. This practice
section uses the same response format as the main section and consists of 15
items for which there is a correct answer. For example when asked Do cars get
flat tyres the participant is expected to answer sometimes, thus demonstrating
their understanding of the response category sometimes. This represents an
important improvement on the various adaptations to the ZDS as it allows an
assessment of a person’s ability to understand the response format. In addition
the SRDQ has been reported as having acceptable internal (0.90) and test-retest
reliability (0.63) (Reynolds & Baker 1988).

Cognitive Measures in Depression in People with a Learning Disability

Both the adapted ZDS and the SRDQ are broad measures of depression sampling
a range of domains but they include only a minority of cognitive items. However,
in the general population a range of specifically cognitive measures have been |
developed for use in depression (e.g. Dysfunctional Attitudes Scale - Weissman &
Beck 1978; Automatic Thoughts Questionnaire — Hollon & Kendall 1980;
Cognitions Checklist - Beck et al 1987; Beck Hopelessness Scale - Beck & Steer
1993). Cognitive measures have sometimes been adapted for use by people with
a Icarning disability. Nezu et al (1995) did use adapted versions of the Automatic
Thoughts Questionnaire and the Beck Hopelessness Scale but the psychometric
properties of these adapted scales have not been reported. Dagnan & Sandhu
(1999) have also used adapted versions of Rosenberg’s (1982) Self-esteem Scale
and Gilbert & Allen’s (1994) Social Comparison Scale. These studies (whose
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results are mentioned later) provide useful demonstrations of the potential to
adapt existing measures when exploring cognitive factors in depression in people

with a learning disability.

Castles & Glass’s (1986a, b & c; personal communication) Interpersonal Self-
efficacy Scale (ISES) is a rare example of a cognitive measure developed
specifically for people with a learning disability. The ISES refers to six
interpersonal problems at work, at home and in the community. For example, one
problem refers to a member of staff criticising a person for not making their bed
in accordance with a house rule the person feels is unnecessary. The participant
is asked to rate on a five-point scale how sure they are that they could ‘handle’
this situation. A potential problem with this scale is that each participant’s
interpretation of “handling’ a situation may differ. In addition, as suggested by
Bandura (personal communication) using ‘happy’ and ‘sad’ facial expressions in
the response format may prompt participants to rate their happiness or sadness

rather than their belief in their ability to pefform a certain action.

Reasons for Lack of Cognitive Measures

The lack of cognitive measures in depressio'n in people with a learning disability
may represent the general lack of publis‘he‘d research on depression in people with
a learning disability (Reiss 1994). Indeed, it may be seen as a manifestation of
Reed’s (1997) claim that only in the last two decades has there been general
professional acceptance that people with learning disabilities can experience
depression. However, as highlighted by Kroese (1997) there may be more
specific reasons why cognitive measures have not been developed. Firstly, the
asscssment of cognitive factors in people with a learning disability may be seen as
unreliable and secondly, there may be a lack of belief in or support for the

relevance of cognitive factors in depression in people with a learning disability.
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Within the clinical field, developments in cognitive therapy in people with a
learning disability are predicated on an assumption that cognitive factors can be
assessed with acceptable reliability in people with a learning disability. Reynolds
& Baker (1988) and Lindsay et al (1994) reported high correlations between
different measures of depression, however only a minority of items on depression
measures are cognitive. Although further studies demonstrating both internal

' reliability and test-retest reliability on purely cognitive measures would be
helpful, the clinical application of cognitive techniques to people with a learning
disability has already begun to be demonstrated in a range of clinical conditions
(Chiodo & Maddux 1985; Howells et al 2000; Lindsay 1998) including depression
(Lindsay et al 1993). These studies suggest that cognitive factors can be assessed

in people with a learning disability with sufficient reliability for clinical use.

Clinical and research studies are beginning to build on the above findings
regarding the potential reliability of cognitive reports in people with a learning
disability. Lindsay et al (1993) used cognitive components in the treatment of
depression in two adults with a mild learning disability. Componehts included:
agenda setting, identification of negative thoughts, elicitation of underlying
assumptions, generation of alternative ways of thinking and reviewing evidence
for underlying assumptions. Significant improvements in depression were
reported. Although larger scale controlled trials are needed, these studies provide
promising support for the use of cognitive techniques with people with a mild

learning disability.

Theoretical explorations of cognitive factors in depression in people with a
learning disability have also begun to be made in the last few years. Nezu et al
(1995) found depression to be correlated with the frequency of negative automatic
thoughts and feelings of helplessness in people with a mild learning disability,
and Dagnan & Sandhu (1999) found a significant negative correlation between
depression and positive self-esteem. These studies highlight the viability of

exploring cognitive variables in depression in people with a learning disability
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and the potential to test whether findings from the general population hold with

this client group.

Social Factors and Depression

A consideration of the role of social factors in depression offers a good example
of findings from the general population beginning to be tested in people with a
learning disability. However, this area also highlights the general paucity of
research in learning diéability focusing on the role cognitive factors may play in
the development and maintenance of depression. Research has tended to focus on
the objective social factors of social support and social skill rather than cognitive

variables that may also be relevant, for example social self-efficacy.

In the general population, social support has been found to be predictive of
depression (e.g. Brown & Harris 1978; Brown et al 1986). Lack of social support
has been associated with both onset and relapse of depression (Paykel 1994).
Given these findings it is likely that social support may be a key factor in
depression in people with a learning disability. In addition, the relevance of
social factors in depression in people with a learning disability could also be
predicted from an understanding of the life experiences of people with a learning
disability. People with a learning disability have been shown to value friendship
but to have limited opportunities for meaningful personal relationships .
(Landesman et al 1984; Firth & Rapley 1990). Improvements in services over the
last few decades have often failed to bring significant improvements in the social
lives of people with a learning disability (Cullen et al 1995). In particular,
opportunities for relationships with non-learning disabled people often remain
1990; Ralph & Usher 1995). These findings suggest social

1solation remains a reality for many people with a learning disability.

In people with a learning disability, both self-reports and informant reports of

reduced social support have been found to be significantly associated with
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increased self-reported depressive symptomatoiogy (Reiss & Benson 1985). Nezu
et al (1995) explored this association in more detail. Although they did not report
results linking self-reported fotal social support and self-reported depression, they
did find that increased levels of negative social support were associated with
increased depressive symptomatology. Significant associations were not found
between practical or emotional social' support and depression, suggesting certain
elements of social support may be particularly important in depression in people

with a learning disability.

The relationship between social skills and depression has also been explored in
people with a learning disability. Laman & Reiss (1987) conclude from their own
and previous studies (Benson et al 1985; Reiss & Benson 1985) that ‘depressed
mood is associated with social skill,” (page 226). However, close examination of
these studies reveals a more complicated picture. Firstly, as noted above, Reiss &
Benson (1985) considered the relationship between social support and depression
and did not consider social skills specifically. Secondly, Benson et al (1985)
found no significant association between an informant rating of social skill and a
self-report measure of depression suggesting that social skill is not associated
with depressed mood. However, Benson et al (1985) and Laman & Reiss (1987)
did find that reduced informant ratings of social skill were associated with
increased informant ratings of depression. Although this may reﬂ'ect‘a
relationship between social skill and depression it may instead reflect a
confounding of variables. Informant reports of depression rely heavily on how the
target person comes across. This may be affected as much by the person’s level

of social skill as by their actual level of depression.

In the general population, in addition to the objective constructs of social support
and social skill, the cognitive construct of social self-efficacy, or belief in social
ability, has also been implicated in the development and maintenance of
depression. Bandura (1997) identifies two routes by which social self-efficacy
may have a causal effect on the development of depression. Firstly, social self-

efficacy may have a direct effect on depression; lack of confidence in ability to



34

have fulfilling interpersonal relationships causing depressed affect. Secondly,
social self-efficacy may effect the availability of social support which then has a
direct effect on increasing depressive symptomatology. Empirical evidence for
these postulated routes comes from both correlational and longitudinal studies.
Correlational studies have found reduced levels of social self-efficacy to be
significantly associated with increased depressive symptomatology in college
students (Cane & Gotlib 1985, Houston 1995; Kanfer & Zeiss 1983) and
adolescents (McFarlane et al 1995).

These findings suggest that social self-efficacy may be important in understanding
the impact of social factors on depression in people without a learning disability. -
It also highlights that the existing research associating poor social support with
depression in people with a learning disability needs to include a consideration of
the role social self-efficacy may play in this client group. In addition to the
findings from the general population there are specific reasons why social self-
efficacy may be of particular relevance to people with a learning disability.
Firstly, a deficit in social ability is central to current diagnostic criteria for
learning disability (e.g. DSM-IV; American Psychiatric Association 1994). If, as
Jahoda et al (1988) concluded, people with a learning disability do have ‘insight
into their situation as stigmatised individuals,” (page 113) it is possible this
awareness will include some insight into their social (dis)ability. Secondly, as
noted by Reed (1997), people with a learning disability often have to contend with
the experience of repeated failures in their life. The previously identified
continuing social isolation of this client group provides an example of a failure to
achieve a desired outcome in life. Therefore, social self-efficacy may be a key
cognitive variable involved in how social isolation is interpreted by people with a
learning disability. The ultimate impact of social isolation on an individual’s
mental health status may be mediated through the cognitive variable of social

self-efficacy.



Developing a Social Self-efficacy Measure

The development of a valid and reliable measure of social self-efficacy for pebple
with a learning disability has the potential to: enhance understanding of cognitive
factors in depression in this client group; test findings from the general population
that social self-efficacy is predictive of depressive symptomatology; and add to
the limited range of cognitive measures available for clinical use in depression
with this client group. However, there are important methodological issues to be
addressed when developing a social self-efficacy measure for people with a

learning disability.

Response Format

In measuring self-efficacy, Bandura (1997 and personal communication)
advocates the use of a response format incorporating a wide range of possible
responses. This maximises the discriminative potential of self-efficacy scales.
Examples include Sherer et al’s (1982) use of a 14 point Likert-type scale or
Bandura’s (personal communication) ‘1'156 of a percentage rating between 0 and
100. The use of such broad response fbrmats requires a degree of conceptual
understanding (and suspension of reality) that may make their use with people

with a learning disability unreliable.

Dagnan & Ruddick (1995) explored th‘é reiiability of using an analogue scale with
people with a mild to moderate learning disability. A five-inch line was drawn
between two pictures representing the bipolar responses to each of three
questions. The questions were presented twice with the position of the pictures
reversed on second presentation. Correlations between presentations were
significant (p<0.05) for two of the three questions. Dagnan & Ruddick (1995)
concluded that this showed people with a learning disability could consistently
use an analogue scale. However, the lack of a comparison with answers to the
same question using a different response format (e.g. yes / no) prevents
confirmation that people understood the meaning of placing a mark at a particular

point on the scale. Until more conclusive evidence is available, the use of
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analogue scales is probably not advised in measures of social self-efficacy in
people with a learning disability. - Instead, drawing on Bandura (1997 and
personal communication), the response format should include the largest number

of distinct categories that can be managed with reasonable reliability.

Previous studies using four choice response formats in self-reports of depression

- in people vs}ith a learning disability (e.g. Kazdin et al 1983; Reiss & Benson 1985;
Helsel & Matson 1988) have added bar graphs as visual aids to enhance
understanding of each response choice. Despite assertions that this technique is
effective (e.g. Lindsay 1991), its reliability remains at best unproven. Indeed in a
previous paper looking at an anxiety-rating scale, Lindsay & Michie (1988) '
concluded that a four choice format was too confusing for participants and was
less reliable than a two choice format. Helsel & Matson (1988) was the only
study to attempt to assess reliability of the four choice format within depression.
They included a series of screening items for which there were correct answers, to
determine individuals’ understanding of the response format. They reported that
1t was ‘rare’ (numbers not given) for someone not to get at least half of the
unspecified number of screening questions correct. There was insufficient
information to conclude with confidence that participants were able to reliably

use the four-point response format with added bar graph.

As previously mentioned, the Self-report Depression Questionnaire (Reynolds,
personal communication; Reynolds & Baker 1988) used a three-point response
format (almost never, sometimes, most of the time). It also included screening
1items to assess participants’ understanding of the response categories. Although

rcpoits of the numbers of participants meeting the criteria of 10 out of 15

<

screening items correct were found, an internal reliability coefficient of 0.90 is
encouraging. Mindham (1999) using a similar three choice response format
reported an internal reliability coefficient of 0.96 on the Glasgow Anxiety Scale
for people with a learning disability. These studies suggest that the maximum
number of responses that has so far been demonstrated as reliable with people

with a learning disability is three. As well as increasing the discriminative power



of a scale, an additional benefit of a three as opposed to two choice response 1s
that it reduces the need to use yes / no answers and therefore reduces the danger
of responses being invalidated through acquiescence or naysaying (the tendency
to answer yes or no regardless of question content; see Shaw & Budd, 1982;

Sigelman et al 1981).

Construct Validity

As a construct, social self-efficacy may be contrasted to social skill and social
support. Theoretically there is a clear distinction between belief in your social
ability and your actual social ability (Bandura 1997). One is a cognitive construct
and one a behaviour, and potentially an individual’s level of social self-efficacy
does not have to match their level of social ability. For example someone with
high social self-efficacy may actually exhibit poor social ability. Similarly social
support is clearly theoretically distinct from social self-efficacy and is also
distinct from social skill. For example someone ﬁ1ay have a lot of social support
despite not being particularly socially skilled. It is important that these theoretical
distinctions are maintained within scale development. One way of doing this is
through analysis of associations between scales measuring each construct.
Therefore Castles & Glass (1986a) interpret a ‘modest’ correlation between social
skill and social self-efficacy as demonstrating that these two constructs are ‘by no
means identical,” (page 328). A major difficulty with this approach is that,
although theoretically distinct, there are good reasons why strong associations
might be found between these constructs. For example a strong association
between social Self-efﬁcacy and social supp(;n may reflect the prev.ious.ly cited
evidence that social self-efficacy effects subsequent levels of social support. An
altcinative or complementary method for assessing construct validity, is to ensure
that close attention is given to the wording of scales to try and ensure they are
adequately discriminating between the constructs of social support, social skill

and social self-efficacy.
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Conclusion

This review has identified the lack of cognitive measures available for use in
depression in people with a learning disability. Clinical studies have begun to
alleviate concerns about the reliability of self-report in this client group and are
highlighting the potential value of a‘dbpting cognitive approaches to treating
depression in people with a learning disability. The study of social self-efficacy
should provide further knowledge about the cognitive factors invblved in the

development and maintenance of depression in people with a learning disability.

Previous findings in the general population suggest that sog:ial self-efficacy is not
only associated with depressive symptomatology but is predictive of future levels
of depression even when the impact of social support is controlled for.
Increasingly, research exploring cognitive factors in depression in the general
population is being replicated with people with a learning disability. The
development of a reliable and valid measure of social self-efficacy for people
with a learning disability would allow this exploration to continue. In addition it
could provide additional assessment and outcome information for clinical

interventions aimed at treating and preventing depression in this client group.
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Summary

A new measure of social self-efficacy for people with a learning disability (the
Glasgow Social Self-efficacy Scale; GSSES) will be developed, taking into
account Bandura’s guidelines for self-efficacy test construction (Bandura 1997
and personal communication). A pool of items will be generated from existing
measures and tested for relevance with the client group in focus groups of people
with a learning disability. A draft measure will be passed for comment to
clinicians working with the client group and piloted on six people with a learning
disability. Final choice of items and response format will be guided by clinician

feedback and ease of use during pilot study.

The GSSES will be administered to 34 people with a mild or moderate learning
disability attending Adult Resource Centres and its internal reliability assessed.
The British Picture Vocabulary Scale II (Dunn et al 1997) will be used as a guide
to level of receptive language ability. The GSSES will also be administered to 20
non-learning disabled participants. Their scores on the GSSES will be compared
with their scores on Sherer et al’s (1982) Social Self-efficacy sub-scale to assess
concurrent validity. Principal components analysis of the GSSES will assist in

understanding factors underlying the scale.

The Reynolds Self-Report Depression Questionnaire (appendix 3.1, SRDQ;
Reynolds, personal communication and Reynolds & Baker 1988), the Adapted
Zung Depression Scale (appendix 3.2, ZDS; Kazdin et al 1983), the
Communication Skills Rating Chart (Rinaldi 1992) and the Reiss-Peterson Social
Support Scale (Benson, personal communication and Reiss & Benson 1985) will

also be administered. Correlational analysis comparing scores on GSSES,



depression, social skill and social support measures will assist in undcrstanding
the extent to which the GSSES is measuring an important and previously

neglected facet of depression in people with a learning disability.

Introduction

Social self-efficacy refers to a; person’s belief in his or her ability to obtain and
maintain rewarding social supports and interpersonal relationships (e.g. Bandura
1997). Social self-efficacy has been implicated theoretically in the development
and maintenance of depression (Bandura 1997). In the context of Beck’s
cognitive model of depression (Beck et al 1979), low social'self-efﬁcacy can be
seen as an element of the depressive cognitive triad of negative view of self,
future and world (Maddux & Meier 1995). This suggests measures of social self-
efficacy may be .usef'ul in the assessment and ongoing monitoring of depression,
particularly where social support and interpersonal relationships are key features

of the clinical formulation.

Bandura (1997) identifies two routes by which social self-efficacy may have a
causal effect on the development of depression. Firstly, social self-efficacy may
have a direct effect on depression,; lack of confidence in ability to haye fulfilling
interpersonal relationships causing depressed affect. Secondly, social self-
efficacy may affect social support available in a person’s life which then‘ has a
direct effect on increasing depressive symptomatology. It is also possible that

depression may itself affect levels of social self-efficacy.

Kanfer & Zeiss (1983), Holahan & Holahan (1987) and Bandura et al (1999) have
found significant associations between levels of depression and levels of social
self-efficacy in college students, older adults and children respectively.
Employing a longitudinal design, Holahan & Holahan (1987) found social self-
efficacy to be predictive of depression at one-year follow-up. They also found

social self-efficacy to be predictive of social support at follow-up, which in turn
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they showed to be predictive of depression at follow-up. Importantly this
association held, even when ongoing depression was controlled for, providing
support for social self-efficacy having a causal role in the development of

depression.

The historically impoverished social circumstances of many people with a
learning disability and the continuing difficulties many people have in developing
rewarding interpersonal relationships suggest these factors may be particularly |
important in the development and maintenance of depression in this client group.
A history of feeling unable to influence the social circumstances in a person’s life
and / or repeated experiences of poor social support are suggested to lead to ‘
reduced levels of confidence in that person’s ability to develop and sustain
interpersonal relationships which may then feed back both directly into depressive
symptomatology and into further reduced levels of individually organised social

support.

Previous measures of social self-efficacy have either used sub-scales from general
measures of self-efficacy (e.g. Sherer et al 1982) or been developed de novo for
specific client groups, including older adults (Holahan & Holahan 1987) and
children (Bandura et al 1999). Only one measure of social self-efficacy has been
reported as being used with people with a learning disability. The Interpersonal
Self-efficacy Scale (ISES) was specifically designed for this client group (Castles
& Glass 1986 and personal communication). The ISES included only six items,
covering interpersonal situations at work, at home and in the community. The |
ISES was written for an American population and the language would need to be
adapted for use in Britain. In addition as suggested by Bandura (peréonal
communication) their use of ‘happy’ and ‘sad’ facial expressions in the response
format may have been misinterpreted by participants as asking them to rate their
happiness or sadness rather than their belief in their ability to perform a certain

action.
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The development of a new measure of social self-efficacy for people with a
learning disability would assist in the assessment and monitoring of a concept that
may have particular clinical utility in the context of depression arising as a result
of pessimism about ability to develop and sustain rewarding interpersonal
relationships. If] as in other client groups, social self-efficacy is found to have a
causal role in the development of depression in people with a learning disability 1t
may have the additional value of serving as a predictive measure of vulnerability

to future depression.

Validity

The method of scale construction outlined in the plan of investigation coupled
with the use of a pilot study will help maximise content and face vahdity.
Concurrent validity will be assessed by comparing the scores of non-learning
disabled participants on Sherer et al's (1982) Social Self-efficacy sub-scale with

their scores on the Glasgow Social SelfQéfﬁcacy Scale.

Reliability

Bandura (1997) suggests that test-retest felia.bility of self-efficacy scales need not
be high, as an accurate measure of self-efficacy does not necessarily demand high
temporal stability. However test-retest reliability and internal reliability will be

assessed.

Aims and Hypotheses

This study has four aims:
e To develop a measure of social self-efficacy for use with people with a
mild or moderate learning disability (the Glasgow Social Self-efficacy

- GSSES).

-~
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e To assess internal reliability of thc GSSES.
e To assess concurrent validity of the GSSES.
¢ To explore the relationship between the GSSES and measures of

depression, soctal skill and social support.

Specific hypotheses are:
e Social self-efficacy can be measured in people with a learning disability.
e Previous findings associating social self-efficacy with social support and
depressive symptomatology in other clients groups will also be found in

people with a learning disability.

Plan of Investigation

Scale Construction

Development of the GSSES will be guided by Bandura’s unpublished Guide for
Constructing Self-efficacy Scales (personal communication). Particular
recommendations include:
¢ identifying important factors associated with the domain under
investigation,
¢ exploring the degree to which a person’s belief in a specific ability
(efficacy) changes in different contexts,
e avoiding multi-barrelled items potentially tapping into different self-
efficacy domains,
e pre-testing for readability and clarity,
e using as wide a response scale as possible (e.g. 100-point scale from 0 —

certain cannot do to 100 — certain can do).

Potential items for inclusion in the scale will be generated from existing measures
of social selt-efticacy, (Bandura et al 1999; Castles & Glass 1986; Holahan &
Holahan 1987; Sherer et al 1982). Focus groups will then be used to establish the

relevance of these items to people with a learning disability. Issues appearing
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relevant will be incorporated into a draft GSSES. The draft GSSES will then be
sent for comment to five Clinical Psychologists with experience of working with
people with a learning disability. The draft measure will then be piloted with six
volunteers from the focus groups to identify an appropriate response format. A
range of response formats will be considered including an analogue scale of a line
anchored by bipolar points, a four point Likert-type scales accompanied by a bar
graph (e.g. Kazdin et al 1983) and a three point Likert-type scale.

Participants
Focus Groups and Pilot Study

Three Resource Centre Managers, one each in Falkirk, Stirling and West Lothian
District Social Work Departments will be asked to identify up to six centre users
with a mild er moderate learning disability to participate in focus groups which
will be led by the researcher. The person will be given an information sheet about
the study and a consent form (appendix 3.3). Consent forms will be returned to
Resource Centre Managers who will contact the researcher with the person’s
details. Focus groups will be held in the centre over a two-hour period. Up to six
volunteers from these groups will then take part in the pilot study at a subsequent
date. These individual sessions will last about an hour and will take place in

private rooms in each resource centre.

Main Study

Based on a power calculation (see below) 34 participants (17 men ar_ld 17 women)
will be recruited.l Day Care Officers in Adult. Resource Centres in Falkir'k,
Stirling and West Lothian District Social Work Departments will be asked to
identify potential participants with a mild or moderate learning disability fulfilling
the following criteria: aged between 18 and 65, judged able to understand and
communicate about relationships, no previous history of psychotic illness or
autism, and not exhibiting behavioural difficulties deemed likely to seriously

affect their participation.
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People interested in taking part will be given an information sheet about the study
and asked to complete a consent form (appendix 3.3). Day Care Officers will
contact the researcher with the details of people agreeing to take part. Each
participant would then be seen individﬁally in private rooms in each resource
centre. Ten participants will be seen on two occasions (with a four-week interval
in between) to assess test-retest reliabiiity. Participants’ key-workers will be

asked to complete the measure of social communication skill (see below).

Twenty people without a learning djsab.ility will be approached through personal
contacts of the researcher. They will be given an information and consent form
(see appendix 3.3). People choosing to participate would then complete the

questionnaire independently.

Measures

In addition to the final version of the Glasgow Social Self-efficacy Scale
(GSSES), questions from the revised Zung Depression Scale (appendix 3.2, ZDS;
Kazdin et al 1983) and the Reynolds Self-Report Depression Questionnaire
(appendix 3.1, SRDQ); Reynolds, personal communication and Reynolds & Baker
1988) will be administered to participants with a learning disability as will the
British Picture Vocabulary Scale II (Dunn et al 1997) and the Reiss-Peterson
Social Support Scale (Benson, personal communication and Reiss & Benson
1985). Participants’ key-workers will be asked to complete the Communication
Skills Rating Chart (Rinaldi 1992). Non-learning disabled participants will be
given the final version of the GSSES and Sherer’s (1982) Social Self-efficacy sub-

scale.

Analysis
Transcriptions from the focus groups will be analysed to assess the relevance of
items from previous social self-efficacy measures to people with a learning

disability.
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Internal consistency of the final GSSES will be measured by Cronbach’s a. A
Pearson’s correlation will be used to assess concurrent validity of final GSSES by
comparing the scores of non-learning disabled participants on the Sherer et al
(1982) Social Self-efficacy Sub-scale and the GSSES. Pearson’s correlations will
be used to compare scores on social support, social skill and depression measures
and the GSSES. A principal components analysis will be conducted on the
GSSES to identify potential factors underlying the items.

Power Calculation

A power calculation was conducted using University College of Los Angeles on-
line power calculator. Holahan & Holahan (1987) in older adults found a
correlation of 0.42 between social self-efficacy and depressive symptomatology
one year later when controlling for the effects of ongoing depression. This study
involved a non-clinical sample and may therefore be used as a good estimate of
potential effect size in the current study. To achieve a power of 0.8 and assuming
a significance level of p<0.05 a sample size of 34 will be needed if the correlation

15 0.42.

Ethical Approval (see appendix 3.4 for letter granting approval)

Ethical approval will be sought from Greater Glasgow Primary Care NHS Trust as
the researcher’s employing authority and from West Lothian, Falkirk and Stirling
District Social Work Departments, as participants will be recruited though Adult

Resource Centres managed by these authorities.

A submission will be made to Greater Glasgow Primary Care Trust NHS Trust’s
Ethics’ Committee meeting in July 2000. None of the Social Work Departments

have a formal ethics’ committee but instead ask potential researchers to submit



proposals to their research officer for approval by them or a scnior managemcnt

team. Submissions will be made to each social work department in July 2000.

Potential Benefits

Social Self-efficacy has been shown as having clinical and research utility in other
client groups. The development of the GSSES will assist in determining whether
these benefits may also be made available to researchers and clinicians working
with people with a learning disability. In particular it may assist in:
e 1mproving knowledge of the interpersonal understanding and beliefs of
people with a learning disability
e exploring the association between belief about ability to influence
interpersonal relationships and depressive symptomatology
¢ identifying potential targets for therapeutic intervention
e improving the assessment and monitoring of features of depressive
symptomatology a

e predicting future vulnerability to depressive symptomatology.
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Structured Summary

Background

The impact of social isolation on the mental health status of people with a
learning disability is reflected by studies associating low levels of social support
with increased depressive symptomatology. However, the psychological
mechanisms underlying this association remain largely unexplored. In the non-
learning disabled population, social self-efficacy has been shown to be an
important cognitive factor predictive of both social support and depression.
Despite increasing recognition of the value of considering cognitive factors in
depression in people with a learning disability, the association between social
self-efficacy and depression remains unexplored. This study aimed to develop a
reliable and valid measurement of social self-efficacy for people with a learning
disability (the Glasgow Social Self-efficacy Scale) and to examine the
associations between social self-efficacy, social support and depression in this

client group.

Results

The Glasgow Social Self-efficacy Scale demonstrated strong internal and test-
retest reliability. In addition it had acceptable concurrent validity with an existing
measure df social self-efficacy. Previous findings associating increased social
self-efficacy with reduced depressive symptomatology were replicated with n<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>