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Abstract

Background: In the United Kingdom and worldwide, there is significant policy interest in improving the quality of
care for patients with mental health disorders and distress. Improving quality of care means addressing not only the
effectiveness of interventions but also the issue of limited access to care. Research to date into improving access to
mental health care has not been strongly rooted within a conceptual model, nor has it systematically identified the
different elements of the patient journey from identification of illness to receipt of care. This paper set out to
review core concepts underlying patient access to mental health care, synthesise these to develop a conceptual
model of access, and consider the implications of the model for the development and evaluation of interventions
for groups with poor access to mental health care such as older people and ethnic minorities.

Methods: Narrative review of the literature to identify concepts underlying patient access to mental health care,
and synthesis into a conceptual model to support the delivery and evaluation of complex interventions to improve
access to mental health care.

Results: The narrative review adopted a process model of access to care, incorporating interventions at three levels.
The levels comprise (a) community engagement (b) addressing the quality of interactions in primary care and (c)
the development and delivery of tailored psychosocial interventions.

Conclusions: The model we propose can form the basis for the development and evaluation of complex
interventions in access to mental health care. We highlight the key methodological challenges in evaluating the overall
impact of access interventions, and assessing the relative contribution of the different elements of the model.
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Background
The current paper describes the development of a concep-
tual model of access to care for common mental health
problems in the United Kingdom. We outline the import-
ance of access to quality improvement in mental health,
and summarise current problems in access. We highlight
the importance of conceptual models in the design and
evaluation of interventions, and present a synthesis of
current models of access of relevance to common mental
health problems in the United Kingdom. We apply this
synthesis to published interventions to improve access,
present a model, and discuss limitations, future develop-
ment and further evaluation of the model.

Quality improvement in mental health in the United
Kingdom
Health improvement agencies like the National Institute
for Health and Clinical Excellence in the United Kingdom
recommend interventions for mental health problems
such as depression and anxiety because they have demon-
strable effectiveness in improving outcomes for individual
patients [1]. Even innovative models that attempt to move
beyond a focus on the individual patient towards a
population perspective still largely seek to achieve their
effects through improving outcomes of patients who
are already receiving care. For example, the population-
based model described by Katon and colleagues focuses
on improving quality through enhancing antidepressant
adherence among diagnosed patients [2].

Problems in access to mental health care
Although effectiveness evidence is a critical basis for
quality improvement in mental health, many individuals
with high levels of mental distress are disadvantaged be-
cause of poor access, either because care is not available,
or because their interaction with care-givers deters or
diverts help-seeking into ways that do not meet their
mental health needs. Providing comprehensive improve-
ments to quality of care requires addressing both access
and effectiveness [3].
However, in the United Kingdom, policy interest in ac-

cess to mental health care has largely been restricted to
two major issues. Understanding the delivery of mental
health care has often been predicated on the influential
‘pathways to care’ model (see Figure 1) [4,5]. This model
identifies several ‘filters’ that exist between patients with
mental health needs in the community and different
‘levels’ of care, and has highlighted the importance of
the recognition of mental health problems by primary
care ‘gatekeepers’ [6] and the difficulties of training
professionals to improve recognition and referral [7]. The
second major policy concern is around the provision of
non-pharmacological treatments such as psychological
therapy. Although such treatments are generally more
acceptable to patients than medication [8], access is
far more restricted because of limitations in the number
of adequately trained therapists who can deliver these
treatments [9].
Developing interventions to improve access to mental

health care is a policy priority and has led to two major
policy innovations in the United Kingdom. The first has
involved payments to general practitioners to use standar-
dised screening instruments to detect cases of depression
in populations such as patients with long-term conditions
[10], thus increasing the permeability of filter 2 in the
‘pathways to care’ model. The second is the ‘Improving
Access to Psychological Therapies’ scheme, which has
involved recruitment of psychological therapists [11], the
introduction of innovative ‘minimal’ psychological inter-
ventions such as computerised treatments [12] and the
adoption of the ‘stepped care’ model to maximise patient
access to care [13], which has the function of increasing
capacity at level 4 and 5 and thus increasing the flow of
patients through filter 3.

Limitations in current understanding of access in mental
health
These access innovations are based on assumptions
which are not always made explicit. Importantly, there is
a focus on supply-side factors, such as the availability of
treatments and on structural and organisational changes
required to reduce or remove the ‘filters’ or other organ-
isational barriers to care. There is generally less explicit
consideration of demand issues and the factors govern-
ing the journey of the patient in need. We argue that
such a focus can only partially overcome access issues in
the population. Access in mental health is more complex
and problematic than in physical health because of issues
such as perceived stigma and potential coercion associated
with help seeking for mental health problems [14].
Among those involved in intervention development in

health services, there is increasing recognition of the
need to base the development of interventions and qual-
ity improvement activities on conceptual models, such
as the Chronic Care Model for quality improvement in
the management of long-term conditions [15]. Accord-
ing to current guidance, this involves identifying and
developing theory and a process of modelling. Although
the exact nature of these processes has not been clearly
defined, the fundamental need is to identify more clearly
the rationale underlying the intervention, and the
process by which the intervention is expected to lead to
relevant outcomes, based on published conceptual and
empirical work and new primary studies if required [16].
In this paper we describe a narrative review of current

concepts underlying patient access to mental health care,
and outline the development of a model of quality im-
provement in access to care based on these concepts,



Level 1: General population 

Filter 1: Illness behaviour 

Filter 2: Recognition by the primary care professional 

Level 3: Conspicuous psychiatric 
morbidity 

Level 2: Psychiatric disorder in primary care 

Filter 3: Referral to specialist care 

Levels 4 and 5: 
Specialist care 

Figure 1 Pathways to care model [4-6].
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designed for application in the United Kingdom. We then
consider the implications of the model for the develop-
ment and evaluation of interventions to improve access to
mental health care for patients generally, and for poorly
served groups such as ethnic minorities and elderly
patients. We focus on common mental health problems
such as depression and anxiety, on access to care at the
interface between the community and primary care, and
on access to psychosocial interventions, as these are the
areas where access difficulties are most prevalent.

Methods
Standardised systematic review techniques are effective
in synthesising evidence about discrete interventions for
use with specific populations but are less applicable
when the aim is to synthesise broader concepts. Our
review is best conceptualised as the ‘development’ stage
in the Medical Research Council framework for complex
interventions [16,17]. This stage includes the identifica-
tion of relevant theories, and the modelling of the key
concepts of relevance to an intervention, to allow more
effective delivery of the intervention and evaluation of
its outcomes. We sought to synthesise published con-
ceptual work on access to mental health care and to use
the resulting synthesis to plan the delivery and evalu-
ation of interventions in access to mental health care in
selected localities of the United Kingdom.
We undertook an initial scoping search of electronic

databases. This included a scoping search of the
Cochrane Library using the keyword ‘access’, comple-
mented by a search of MEDLINE, CINAHL, PsycINFO
and EMBASE using a search strategy developed in a
previous conceptual review [18]. The search terms are
shown in Additional file 1. We used our literature
searches to identify key ‘models’ of access in the litera-
ture. We identified models of relevance to access
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through our literature search (led by PB, HB and LG)
and extracted details from these papers on core con-
cepts. The results of that search were synthesised
alongside other sources of evidence, including reviews
of the grey literature, dialogues with local stakeholders
and secondary analysis of existing datasets [3]. We
used facilitated small-group techniques including all
authors to develop a preliminary integrated conceptual
model of access, drawing on wider work from this
programme of research [19-21].
As part of this wider programme of work, we con-

ducted a separate, parallel systematic review to identify
interventions to improve access to mental health care in
particular exemplar groups, including ethnic minority
patients, asylum seekers and refugees, homeless people,
adolescents with eating disorders, patients with mild to
moderate mental health problems at risk of long-term
sickness absence, people with medically unexplained
symptoms, patients with depression in advanced cancer,
and older patients [3]. To provide a preliminary test of
our conceptual model, we explored the relationship be-
tween our model and the access interventions identi-
fied in our parallel review, to test the utility of our
synthesis in both describing existing interventions and
providing insights into further developments in this
area. Finally, we present an integrated quality improve-
ment model for access to mental health care and ex-
plore the challenges in implementing and evaluating
such a model.

Results
Models of access
Access in a health services context is a complex concept.
Proxy measures such as service use or supply of health
professionals have been used, but a full consideration of
access includes multiple dimensions, such as adequacy
of supply; barriers to access; effectiveness (i.e. access to
satisfactory health outcomes); and equity for different
population groups (Table 1) [22].
As noted in the introduction, previous analyses of the

management of mental health problems through primary
care have focused on the epidemiology of problems in
the community and the rates of recognition within pri-
mary care, with the assumption that many problems
reflect limitations in the skills, knowledge and attitudes
Table 1 Four core dimensions of access [22]

Adequacy of Supply If services are available and supply is adequate, th
population may 'have access' to health care.

Barriers to Access ‘Gaining access’ may be dependent on barriers, in
adequacy of supply.

Effectiveness Services must be clinically effective if access to he

Equity Equity may be measured in terms of availability, u
and vertical (unequal treatment of unequal group
of professionals. In response, there has been a focus on
supply side issues and structural and organisational
change. However, such approaches are less able to ac-
count for variations in access to care and the particular
problems encountered by groups with poor access such
as older patients [23], ethnic minorities [24] and home-
less patients [25].
The ambiguity of medical and psychological symptoms

and conflicting perceptions of the appropriateness of
help-seeking mean that access to care for mental health
problems is often characterised by patient uncertainty,
which leads to a focus on illness behaviour (filter 1 in
Figure 1). Illness behaviour has been defined as ‘the vary-
ing ways in which individuals respond to bodily indica-
tions, how they monitor internal states, define and
interpret symptoms, make attributions, take remedial
actions and utilise various sources of formal and informal
care’ [26].
There are a number of different models of illness behav-

iour. For example, individualistic psychological models
focus on rational cost-benefit calculations, perceptions of
barriers and motivation for health care [27], while ‘social
barrier’ models highlight health service structure and pay-
ment systems and their influence on health care use and
decision-making [28]. However, both broadly accept the
psychiatric model of mental health and focus on profes-
sional sources of care. In contrast, ‘sociological’ [29] and
‘patient-oriented’ [30] models focus on the patient in
interaction with professionals and systems, and challenge
assumptions about the definition of mental health pro-
blems. For example, social network models highlight the
influence of those networks as platforms for information
and support for decisions whether to access care [29], and
also encourage a less static view of access, away from indi-
vidual and situational ‘determinants’ toward an examin-
ation of the process of access, over time and in context.

Process models of access
Intervening to improve access requires an understanding
of the process by which access is achieved. The ‘filters to
care’ model represents one such process model, although
it provides limited detail about the processes impacting
on movement between levels. Process-orientated models
of access identify different stages in access (e.g. system
entry, ongoing use) and describe core factors or processes
en patients have the opportunity to obtain health care. In this situation a

cluding financial, organisational and social or cultural barriers, as well as

alth care is to lead to access to ‘satisfactory health outcomes'.

tilisation or outcomes. Both horizontal (equal treatment for equal groups)
s) equity require consideration.
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that determine movement into, through and out of the
system of care. A recent model based on a critical inter-
pretive synthesis of access by vulnerable groups (but not
specific to mental health) describes a process based on five
core concepts (Figure 2) [31]. We consider this model in
the specific area of access to mental health below.
As noted earlier, help-seeking and access to care for

mental health problems is often characterised by uncer-
tainty about the meaning of symptoms and the availabil-
ity of help. For example, failures to seek treatment are
related to a lack of knowledge about common mental
health problems and doubts about the effectiveness of
treatment [32], neither of which may be influenced by
supply-side solutions. The concepts of ‘explanatory
models’ [33,34] or ‘illness perceptions’ [35] have been
used to capture differences between patient and profes-
sional concepts of illness and treatment, and to highlight
variation between patient groups in how they under-
stand and respond to illness. The model described in
Figure 2 identifies candidacy as a core issue, which is
Candidacy 

Navigation 

Appearance 

Categorisation/adjudication 

Offer

Receipt or rejection 

Figure 2 A process model of access to care (from [31]).
defined as ‘how people's eligibility for healthcare is
jointly negotiated in interaction between individuals and
health services’, and as a ‘dynamic and contingent
process, constantly being defined and redefined through
interactions between individuals and professionals’. A
core concept of relevance to candidacy is identity, which
refers to an individual’s sense of self, maintained in inter-
action with others. People are motivated to seek con-
firmation of their identity in interaction, and there is
evidence that negative experiences with health services
reflect in part threats to identity [36]. This may involve
perceived stereotyping, disempowerment, and feelings
that their subjective experience is ignored. The impact of
identity may be magnified because of the moral character
of help-seeking and access, especially in mental health.
Issues of ‘appropriateness’ permeate the access literature,
and there is evidence that patients are sensitive to judg-
ments made about their help seeking and perceptions that
it may be irrational or wasteful [19,37], which may lead to
presentations that are tentative, partial, or delayed, al-
though the evidence is not straightforward [38]. Another
strand of the identity discourse deals with roles. If illness
threatens competence to perform social roles, it may
involve a fundamental challenge to self. For example, in
women presenting with depression in primary care, per-
ceived failures of competence in primary social roles were
interpreted as a sense of duty to seek care [39] but framing
help-seeking as a moral action coloured women’s experi-
ences of care, which in turn came to be seen in terms of
‘self-sacrifice’ and the ‘moral dilemma’ of accepting medi-
cation. This highlights that access to care provides poten-
tial benefits, but is also associated with material and
immaterial costs [20]. Understanding how those costs and
benefits are perceived and judged is crucial to understand-
ing how candidacy is defined.
Following determination of candidacy, individuals

undertake navigation to gain a point of entry to health
services. This involves a series of psychological and
cognitive competencies and resources which include self
efficacy [40] and health literacy [41,42]. These capacities
are partly patterned by individual characteristics, but also
by the interaction between those individual capacities and
the characteristics of the health care system [43]. For
example, patients may struggle to make sense of and
navigate through services which are labelled, designed
and organised around conventional psychiatric and
psychological models of mental ill health and which
assume concordance between patient and professional
concepts [19].
‘Appearances’ can involve a number of different

approaches, including appearing before health services
through patient-initiated actions, or through invitations
(where people respond to health services) or grabs (where
candidacy is not under patient control, such as
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compulsory hospital admission). Screening for depression
during routine medical consultations (as encouraged by
current United Kingdom policy) can reflect both ‘invita-
tion’ and ‘grab’ depending on how the approach is per-
ceived by the patient, and there is evidence that both
patients and professionals are having to adapt to more
proactive forms of ‘appearance’ that these innovations cre-
ate [10]. Other work has highlighted the role of more dif-
fuse approaches (described as ‘muddling through’) in the
presence of ambiguous mental health and other symp-
toms, where the effects of close social networks is empha-
sised [29].
Adjudication refers to professional judgments about

the presentation of an individual for intervention or
service, influenced by categorisations of patients made by
professionals with reference to current services and rela-
tionships. Traditionally, this has been dominated by work
on recognition and diagnosis and the application of stan-
dardised diagnostic systems. There has been controversy
about the relevance of conventional psychiatric classifica-
tion systems in primary care [44-46]. However, decisions
about access to services do not simply reflect recognition
or non-recognition of symptoms or disagreements about
diagnosis - wider considerations are also at play. For ex-
ample, research has suggested that practitioners’ estimates
of the patients’ capacity to benefit from psychological ther-
apy is key [47]. However, little is known about how such
judgments are made, and there have been concerns that
psychological therapy services have been preferentially
delivered to certain populations, threatening equity of ac-
cess [11], although the relative importance of patient and
professional barriers is not known. As psychological ther-
apy services are generally oversubscribed, they may be
withheld or rationed in ways which may not be made ex-
plicit. Alternatively, inappropriate contact may be nego-
tiated to preserve a relationship with a patient. Although
the introduction of systematic approaches to delivery of
mental health care such as stepped care and standardised
assessment instruments might be expected to reduce vari-
ation, evidence suggests that standardised instruments are
not yet a key basis for decisions about antidepressant pre-
scribing, and largely seen as secondary to the potential
idiosyncrasies of ‘clinical judgment’ [10]. However, there
has been relatively little recent research on these complex
processes of adjudication.
Adjudication leads to an offer (or non-offer) of a health

service, which may be accepted or rejected. The current
model of improving access in the United Kingdom focuses
on increasing patient throughput and the efficiency of
treatment delivery, and is based on the assumption that
an offer will be sufficient, without necessarily giving
enough attention to the likely response. Even innovative
sites demonstrating a commitment to improving access to
care still show significant levels of failure to engage with
available services. For example, of more than 3000
patients in the Doncaster ‘Improving Access to Psycho-
logical Therapies’ service who were referred, deemed po-
tentially suitable and completed their involvement with
the service, over one quarter attended no sessions. Of
these failures to engage, only a third represented mutual
agreement between patient and professional. Modern
psychological therapy services in the United Kingdom are
often of a particular nature (focussed on cognitive-
behaviour therapy, delivered via the telephone, and highly
structured), and despite the advantages of such an
approach, there is developing evidence that significant
numbers of patients do not find them in line with their
current preferences and needs [48]. Primary care access
can be seen as a distinctive field of activity and habitus
[49], a set of dispositions that generate practices and
perceptions of the way in which people encounter it. As
primary care presents a set of technologies and relation-
ships, past experience of illness and service contact co-
alesce with immediate decision-making about use. The
concept of recursivity captures how the response of the
system to patients may reinforce or discourage future
health actions [30].

Potential solutions to problems in access
On the basis of the concepts highlighted in the previous
section, we will now move on to potential solutions. We
first describe the application of the ideas from the review
to published access interventions. We then present a
model for quality improvement in access, which draws
on the synthesis of reviewed literature and our wider
empirical investigations [3]. Finally, we consider the lim-
itations of the model, and consider how its validity and
utility can be assessed.

Interventions to improve access in mental health care
How do published interventions to improve access in
underserved groups relate to the model of access
described in the previous section? Our systematic search
of the literature on access interventions in exemplar
groups identified two conventional approaches to im-
proving access:

� Interventions that use existing mental health
interventions with underserved populations. This is
in essence the ‘default’ position from effectiveness
studies, where models developed for working adult
populations (such as ‘collaborative care’) are
transposed to groups with difficulties in access such
as older people [50] and ethnic minorities [51]. The
model discussed so far suggests that this approach
will have significant limitations, although there are
few empirical demonstrations to allow estimates of
the true impact.



Figure 3 Multifaceted model to improve access to mental
health care.
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� Modification of existing interventions to make them
more ‘acceptable’ to poorly served populations e.g.
developing culturally sensitive psychological
therapies for low income African-American women
[52]. The costs of such modification are expected to
yield commensurate benefits, but it is less clear
whether those benefits are manifest in increased
effectiveness of interventions in those who access
care, improved rates of access among those who
might not access conventional services, or both.

Genuine access innovations (i.e. those designed to in-
crease the number of people from under-served popula-
tions receiving care) are less prevalent although there
are individual examples (see Additional file 2). Some of
these interventions potentially address a number of the
processes outlined in Figure 2. For example, one inter-
vention addressed negotiation of candidacy, navigation
and ultimately receipt of care through an intervention in
which Community Health Workers used popular educa-
tion to identify and address health disparities in Latino
and African American communities [53]. These workers
met regularly with community members to identify
health needs and rank intervention priorities.
However, within access innovations in the published

literature there was generally insufficient linkage between
the content of the intervention and relevant conceptual
models, highlighting the importance of development work
in the Medical Research Council framework which could
provide a relevant ‘line of argument’ about the link between
barriers to access and the content of relevant interventions.

Increasing access to mental health care: key components
of an intervention
What are the implications of our review for the develop-
ment of access interventions in mental health? Like other
models of quality improvement such as the Chronic Care
Model [15], we propose a complex, multi-level interven-
tion to address:

� the world beyond primary care, in order to address
the processes that occur before service contact (e.g.
candidacy, navigation, appearance)

� the interface with primary care, to address the
process by which services and patients agree on
appropriate access to care (categorisation,
adjudication and offer)

� the acceptability of interventions available in that
setting and the likelihood that they will be attended
and used as expected (receipt)

This indicates the need for three major components of
a multifaceted model, working synergistically across
community and organisational boundaries (see Figure 3).
Community engagement
Healthcare policy highlights the need for community
engagement to ensure sustainable health gains at popu-
lation level by involving local community stakeholders in
improving service delivery. Community engagement or
community development has been defined as ‘building
active and sustainable communities based on social just-
ice, mutual respect, participation, equality, learning and
cooperation. It involves changing power structures to
remove the barriers that prevent people from participat-
ing in the issues that affect their lives’ [54]. This is done
by establishing partnerships with local voluntary organi-
sations, while acknowledging existing stakeholder net-
works which have developed interventions to address
needs. Agencies work with the community providing
facilitation, training, support and access to resources and
assist them in improving health literacy. In developing
sustainable responses, utilizing existing resources and
building capacity, this provides continuity beyond the
active intervention phase.
The process of community engagement as a compo-

nent of an intervention to improve access to mental
health care should increase patient and public involve-
ment in processes related to mental well-being and
empowerment, and potentially improve self efficacy and
health literacy [55]. Our earlier description of process
models of access highlighted the importance of candi-
dacy. Although there is clearly a role for increasing
knowledge and health literacy about interventions for
mental health, another role of community engagement
would be to help community members judge that the
expected benefits of treatment outweigh potential mater-
ial and immaterial costs of accessing services [20], and
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thus potentially enhancing judgments of their ‘candidacy’
for intervention. This may extend beyond issues of
knowledge and health literacy to more complex pro-
cesses around perceptions of identity and roles, where
far less is known about possible interventions. As noted
earlier, judgments of candidacy are also dynamic and
contingent, and the relative contribution of variables
such as knowledge, identity and roles is also likely to
reflect the particular context in which the population
and intervention is situated.
The most efficient and effective way of increasing

access is likely to be through working with agencies
already established within the community who will
already be providing some input to the target groups,
and work with them in considering what are the particu-
lar areas of met and unmet need that might be
addressed by a new intervention. Knowledge exchange
among stakeholders should enhance health care provi-
ders’ awareness of existing community resources, enable
understanding of timely, effective, appropriate, respectful
and acceptable treatment, and facilitate the other two
streams of the model in making such services available.
However, there is also a need to recognise that there will
be people that these agencies are less successful in serv-
ing. There is a risk of offending the personnel of agencies
that have considerable experience and local credibility.
However, these agencies may not be working successfully
together, or with other sectors such as general practice or
local mental health services. There is a need to give
healthcare providers information about the community in
forms which they can readily assimilate into their day-to-
day practice. Personal presentation by people with whom
the target community identifies is a potent element in fos-
tering and maintaining engagement. This leads onto the
second level of the model – addressing the quality of pri-
mary care.

Addressing quality of primary care
To improve patient experience at the interface with
services, and to ensure that the processes of categorisation,
adjudication and offer are managed appropriately, health
care teams need to increase competence in responding to
appearances, taking account of local context [19]. Training
content needs to be negotiated with practice staff to meet
their identified needs, with focus on populations and
groups they have particular concerns about. The interven-
tion also needs to include local user views about issues such
as the importance of continuity and proximity of care,
problems with mental health terminology, and structural
and organisational barriers to access, including the built
environment and reception by front-line staff. This demon-
strates the link with the community engagement level, and
highlights the important role of services in exacerbating
existing difficulties in mental health literacy.
Notwithstanding innovations in the delivery of mental
health care, a fundamental requirement for patients is to
feel they have been ‘listened to’ [19,56]. This requires
engagement with patient explanatory models [33], and
addressing issues of cultural competence, through clini-
cians taking account of patient values, beliefs and practices
(which may or may not reflect the patient’s membership
of a particular group). Cultural competence can be seen as
a specific form of patient-centredness, where the clinician
‘tries to enter the patient's world, to see the illness through
the patient's eyes’ [57]. Cultural competence requires
identification of ‘what is at stake in local worlds’ in rela-
tion to the everyday lives of patients [58]. Implementing
cultural competence has been hampered by lack of con-
ceptual clarity, a failure to distinguish between organisa-
tional and individual competence, lack of awareness of the
influence of professional values on response to suffering,
and a tendency to associate culture solely with race and
ethnicity. Clinicians need to develop a ‘shared narrative’
with patients: perceptions of appropriate behaviour in
responding to illness can be embedded in such narratives,
the underlying values of which are situated in wider con-
texts. Professionals should understand the patient’s ‘helper
model’ i.e. the patient’s conceptualisation of the role of the
professional (and others) in management [59].
Interventions for cultural competence include recruit-

ing staff who reflect population diversity; interpretation
and language services; staff cultural awareness training;
language appropriate healthcare materials; and culturally
specific healthcare settings. However evidence for the
efficacy of these interventions is limited. A review found
good evidence that cultural competence training could
impact on professional knowledge, attitudes and skills,
some evidence of impact on satisfaction, but sparse evi-
dence of impact on adherence or patient outcomes [60].
The preceding analysis is based on an assumption that

the processes of categorisation, adjudication and offer
are relatively well understood and amenable to change
through educational interventions. These assumptions
are open to challenge. As noted earlier, relatively little is
known about how professionals categorise patients in
terms of their mental health needs and adjudicate access
to mental health care, and even if these processes are
well understood, evidence that education leads to
changes in practitioner behaviour and patient outcomes
in primary care mental health is not consistent [7,61].
Although a range of quality improvement activities in
primary care are likely to be critical, there is an argu-
ment that certain populations may be better served by
removal of primary care as gatekeeper for access, pre-
cisely because the process of categorisation, adjudication
and offer are idiosyncratic and not easily amenable to
change. Evidence from the ‘Improving Access to Psycho-
logical Therapies’ sites in the United Kingdom suggests
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that self referral may have functioned as a factor improv-
ing access among patients from ethnic minorities [11].
In this case, a combination of community engagement
and provision of tailored psychosocial interventions may
have functioned to overcome barriers raised by the qual-
ity of primary care, at least for some populations.

Providing tailored psychosocial interventions
There is evidence for the effectiveness of tailored psy-
chosocial interventions for some under-served groups,
particularly older people [62] and ethnic minorities [3].
Interventions should probably be tailored to meet the
personal and communal needs of those who may benefit
from them, although there may be a trade-off between
tailoring and cost-effectiveness [63]. Some tailoring may
be limited in scope – for example, modifications of CBT
interventions to increase their acceptability while
remaining broadly in line with conventional delivery
[64]. A recent trial of depression treatment in South
Asian women utilised a more innovative social interven-
tion designed to maximise acceptability [24], but there is
a tension between modifications to enhance access and
ensuring that core, evidence-based mechanisms of action
are not diluted or lost. Tailoring should be based on an
understanding of the psychosocial factors that permeate
participants’ lives, and influence their response to an
intervention. At a basic level, the use of the term ‘mental
health’ is unacceptable to many groups: other terms
(such as ‘wellbeing’) [65] could increase engagement.
Group and face to face sessions may be of variable
acceptability between groups depending on helper mod-
els and perceived identity threats associated with public
discussions about mental health care. However, our earl-
ier discussions of candidacy and related issues of iden-
tity and roles highlight the complexity of the processes
that might underlie judgments of the acceptability of
treatments and the likely response to offers. The devel-
oping methods of qualitative synthesis may be useful in
exploring these issues and providing further insights to
allow effective tailoring. Issues of tailoring highlight
debates about the role of preferences and choice in
access to mental health treatments [66], the tension be-
tween providing standardised treatments favoured by the
clinical guideline development process, and the role of
health services in meeting the personal preferences of
patients. There is also the complex question of whether
providing interventions in line with preferences is a
major determinant of outcome [67].
Attention needs to be paid to interfaces, enhancing

linkage with community engagement, and encouraging
involvement of local communities and primary care
providers in the design of psychosocial interventions.
Engagement and recruitment may be enhanced by case
managers, actively linking service users into the
intervention and with other key providers from primary
care according to the principles of collaborative care [51].

Discussion
Summary
This paper presents a conceptual model based on a
process model of access to care and incorporating inter-
ventions at three levels. The levels comprise (a) commu-
nity engagement (b) addressing the quality of interactions
in primary care and (c) the development and delivery of
tailored psychosocial interventions.

Limitations of the review
The narrative review was designed to support the deliv-
ery and evaluation of complex interventions in access to
mental health care in the United Kingdom. We applied
systematic search methods as far as possible, but it is
difficult to provide a clear and transparent description of
the synthesis to allow replication, and standardised qual-
ity assessment of papers included in the review is
problematic. The model has been designed to have max-
imum relevance in the United Kingdom context, a-
lthough many of the core processes are likely to
generalise more widely. However, financial barriers to
access (other than those governing overall level of ser-
vice provision) are notably absent, whereas they may be
critical in other health care contexts such as the United
States. However, there may be contextual issues within
the United Kingdom which will have implications for the
operation of the model, such as variation in current qual-
ity of care in different locations, or the impact of existing
variation in community attitudes to mental health.
We restricted the testing of our model in terms of

its ability to describe existing access interventions.
Further testing of the utility and validity of our model
are discussed below.
Implications of the model
Most research into improving access in mental health care
has lacked a clear conceptual model, and failed to address
systematically the different elements of the patient journey
from decisions about candidacy to receipt of service.
There is a danger that the impact of current interventions
and policy developments in access to care will be limited.
We propose that our synthesis of existing work provides a
useful framework for the development of integrated
approaches to access interventions in mental health.
Of course, the challenge for those who propose com-

plex, multi-level models is to develop ways of evaluating
them, capturing both process and outcome and enabling
the interactions between levels to be assessed.
As noted previously, the development of the model

has been undertaken from a health services research
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perspective which seeks to place the development of
interventions on a sounder conceptual basis [16], with a
view to eventual experimental or quasi- experimental
evaluation. In this context, maximum impacts would be
expected when an intervention encompasses all three
levels of the model, and when interventions at each level
are functioning in concert. However, given the likely in-
crease in costs associated with such multi-faceted inter-
ventions, their relative importance is a crucial research
question. For example, can tailored interventions and
improved quality of delivery in primary care improve
population health, or does community engagement func-
tion as a necessary ‘effect multiplier’ of the other aspects
of the model? Are certain populations better served by
focussing on community engagement and the develop-
ment of tailored interventions and the replacement of pri-
mary care as a key part of the referral process? The same
questions are faced by other quality improvement inter-
ventions such as the Chronic Care Model, where the rela-
tive importance of different facets of the model in
determining outcomes is only now beginning to be
assessed [68].
One of the major problems is that there are few studies

of the impact on innovations on access per se, as the
evaluation is complex. Access effects are not readily
amenable to conventional trial designs (Figure 4), because
Effectiveness trial design 
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Cost per 
outcome 
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Figure 4 Access trial designs.
those designs generally take a population of patients
accessing care and randomise them between different
services, assessing average effectiveness and cost-
effectiveness in those who have already agreed to receipt
of services. Assessments of ‘minimal interventions’ (such
as self-help and computerised self-help treatments) and
suchlike which demonstrate that less resource-intensive
services can achieve equivalent clinical outcomes [69]
imply potential benefits in access, because more effective
treatments can be provided from equivalent resource.
However, the potential to achieve greater population
access to care is not formally tested, and the cost per out-
come benefits found in the population of patients acces-
sing care may not scale up to those in the wider
population. A rigorous assessment of the effect of an
access intervention would involve assessment of mental
health care in a population of patients before and after the
introduction of an access intervention, compared to a
population who did not receive that intervention. Out-
come assessment would involve calculation of both the
absolute numbers from a target population who success-
fully negotiate the stages of the model in Figure 1 to re-
ceive appropriate high quality care, the distribution of care
according to need, and the effectiveness of that care. Al-
though there are examples in the literature that approach
this design [7,70,71] and designs which might be able to
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accommodate it [72] we did not locate any studies that
provided a comprehensive assessment of access, equity
and effectiveness. It is likely that exploration of these
issues will require mixed methods research, combined
with enhanced use of routinely collected data from public
health and provider sources, and creative use of compara-
tors for intervention sites [73,74]. Such an approach
should enable an adequate assessment of whether this
comprehensive approach to service re-design improves
access to primary care mental health.
Of course, experimental and quasi-experimental evalu-

ation have important limits, in terms of practicality,
ethical limits, and the ability to isolate single causal
mechanisms in the context of ‘open’ systems [75]. Other
criteria for the utility of the model relate to what has been
described as authenticity [76]. This may involve assess-
ment of the ability of the model to help stakeholders
to make sense of access issues in new and useful ways.
Additionally, it may involve what has been described as
catalytic authenticity, which is defined as the ‘extent to
which action is stimulated and facilitated by the evaluation
process’ [76]. The current model is part of a large research
programme that seeks to both understand access pro-
blems and generate specific solutions for use in a local
contexts [3]. We intend to use extensive work with study
participants and local stakeholders in services and com-
munities to understand whether the model has functioned
in such a way to help them overcome the problems they
have identified and to generate new and useful solutions.

Conclusions
In this paper, we describe a conceptual model that
may be of utility in the development and evaluation of
complex interventions to improve access to mental health
care. We have described the key methodological chal-
lenges in evaluating the overall impact of access interven-
tions, and suggest a critical next step is to explore the
relative contribution of the different elements of the
model and the ways in which they interact in practice.
Additional files

Additional file 1: Search strategy (November 2007, Medline,
CINAHL, Psycinfo, EMBASE).

Additional file 2: Access innovations in the literature.
Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests
Authors’ contributions
Literature searching was conducted by PB, HB and LG. All authors
contributed to the development of the paper, read and approved the final
manuscript.
Acknowledgements
This article presents independent research funded by the National Institute
for Health Research (NIHR) under its Programme Grants for Applied Research
Programme (Grant Reference Number RP-PG-0606-1071). The views
expressed are those of the authors and not necessarily those of the NHS, the
NIHR or the Department of Health.
The AMP (Access to Mental health in Primary care) research group also
includes Amy Catlin, Saadia Aseem, Katja Gravenhorst, Pam Clarke, Mark
Gabbay, Margaret Goddard, Simon Gowers, Christina Ireland, Nicky Lidbetter,
Mari Lloyd-Williams, Rajan Madhok, Maxine Martin, Sarah Peters and Naomi
Wells. We would like to thank the main reviewer for their helpful comments
on earlier submissions.

Author details
1Manchester Academic Health Science Centre, Health Sciences Research
Group, University of Manchester, Manchester 5th Floor Williamson Building,
Oxford Road, M13 9PL, UK. 2Institute of Psychology, Health and Society,
University of Liverpool, Liverpool, UK. 3Manchester Academic Health Science
Centre, School of Nursing, Midwifery and Social Work, University of
Manchester, Manchester, 5th Floor Williamson Building, Oxford Road M13
9PL, UK. 4Lancashire Care NHS Foundation Trust, Lancashire, UK.

Received: 26 January 2011 Accepted: 25 June 2012
Published: 13 August 2012

References
1. National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence: Depression: the

treatment and management of depression in adults (update). 2010. http://
www.nice.org.uk/nicemedia/pdf/Depression_Update_FULL_GUIDELINE.pdf.

2. Katon W, Von Korff M, Lin E, Unützer J, Simon G, Walker E, Ludman E, Bush
T: Population-based care of depression: effective disease management
strategies to decrease prevalence. Gen Hosp Psychiatry 1997, 19:169–178.

3. Dowrick C, Gask L, Edwards S, Aseem S, Bower P, Burroughs H, Catlin A,
Chew-Graham C, Clarke P, Gabbay M, et al: Researching the mental health
needs of hard-to-reach groups: managing multiple sources of evidence.
BMC Health Serv Res 2009, 9:226.

4. Goldberg D: Filters to Care - a Model. In Indicators for Mental Health in the
Population. Edited by Jenkins R, Griffiths S. London: HMSO; 1991:30–37.

5. Goldberg D, Huxley P: Mental illness in the community: the pathway to
psychiatric care. London: Tavistock; 1980.

6. Goldberg D, Huxley P: Common Mental Disorders: A biosocial model. London:
Routledge; 1992.

7. Thompson C, Kinmonth A, Stevens L, Peveler R, Stevens A, Ostler K,
Pickering R, Baker N, Henson A, Preece J, et al: Effects of a clinical practice
guideline and practice-based education on detection and outcome of
depression in primary care: Hampshire Depression Project randomised
controlled trial. Lancet 2000, 355:185–191.

8. Priest R, Vize C, Roberts A, Roberts M, Tylee A: Lay people's attitudes to
treatment of depression: results of opinion poll for Defeat Depression
Campaign just before its launch. BMJ 1996, 313:858–859.

9. Lovell K, Richards D: Multiple Access Points and Levels of Entry (MAPLE):
Ensuring Choice, Accessibility and Equity for CBT Services. Behav Cognit
Psychother 2000, 28:379–391.

10. Dowrick C, Leydon G, McBride A, Howe A, Burgess H, Clarke P, Maisey S,
Kendrick T: Patients' and doctors' views on depression severity
questionnaires incentivised in UK quality and outcomes framework:
qualitative study. BMJ 2009, 338:b663.

11. Clark D, Layard R, Smithies R, Richards D, Suckling R, Wright B: Improving
access to psychological therapy: initial evaluation of two UK
demonstration sites. Behav Res Ther 2009, 4:910–920.

12. Kaltenthaler E, Parry G, Beverley C: Computerized cognitive behaviour
therapy: a systematic review. Behav Cogn Psychother 2004, 32:31–55.

13. Bower P, Gilbody S: Stepped care in psychological therapies: access,
effectiveness and efficiency: narrative literature review. Br J Psychiatry
2005, 186:11–17.

14. Rogers A, Pilgrim D: Mental Health and Inequality. Basingstoke: Palgrave; 2003.
15. Wagner E, Austin B, Von Korff M: Organizing care for patients with chronic

illness. Milbank Q 1996, 74:511–543.
16. Craig P, Dieppe P, Macintyre S, Michie S, Nazareth I, Petticrew M:

Developing and evaluating complex interventions: the new Medical
Research Council guidance. BMJ 2008, 337:a1655.

http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-6963-12-249-S1.doc
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-6963-12-249-S2.doc
http://www.nice.org.uk/nicemedia/pdf/Depression_Update_FULL_GUIDELINE.pdf
http://www.nice.org.uk/nicemedia/pdf/Depression_Update_FULL_GUIDELINE.pdf


Gask et al. BMC Health Services Research 2012, 12:249 Page 12 of 13
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6963/12/249
17. Craig P, Dieppe P, Macintyre S, Michie S, Nazareth I, Petticrew M: Developing
and evaluating complex interventions: new guidance. London: Medical
Research Council; 2008. http://www.mrc.ac.uk/Utilities/Documentrecord/
index.htm?d=MRC004871, accessed 20th November 2008.

18. Cheraghi-Sohi S, Bower P, Mead N, McDonald R, Whalley D, Roland M: What
are the key attributes of primary care for patients? Building a conceptual
'map' of patient preferences. Health Expect 2006, 9:275–284.

19. Kovandžic M, Chew-Graham C, Reeve J, Edwards S, Peters S, Edge D, Aseem S,
Gask L, Dowrick C: Access to primary mental healthcare for hard-to-reach
groups: from 'silent suffering' to 'making it work'. Soc Sci Med 2010,
72:763–772.

20. Lamb J, Rogers A, Bower P, Dowrick C, Gask L: Access to mental health in
primary care: a qualitative meta-synthesis of evidence from the experience
of people from 'hard to reach' groups. Health 2012, 16:76–104.

21. Chew-Graham C, Kovandžic M, Gask L, Burroughs H, Clarke P, Sanderson H,
Dowrick C: Why may older people with depression not present to
primary care? Messages from secondary analysis of qualitative data.
Health Soc Care Community, in press.

22. Gulliford M, Figueroa-Munoz J, Morgan M, Hughes D, Gibson B, Beech R,
Hudson M: What does 'access to health care' mean? J Health Serv Res
Policy 2002, 7:186–188.

23. Chew-Graham C, Baldwin R, Burns A: BMJ. Treating depression in later life
2004, 329:181–182.

24. Gater R, Waheed W, Husain N, Tomenson B, Aseem S, Creed F: Social
intervention for British Pakistani women with depression: randomised
controlled trial. Br J Psychiatry 2010, 197:227–233.

25. Bhui K, Shanahan L, Harding G: Homelessness and mental illness: a
literature review and a qualitative study of perceptions of the adequacy
of care. Int J Soc Psychiatry 2006, 52:152–165.

26. Mechanic D: Sociological dimensions of illness behaviour. Soc Sci Med
1995, 41:1207–1216.

27. Schwarzer R, Fuchs R: The health belief model. In Predicting Health
Behaviour: research and practice with social cognition models. Edited by
Conner M, Norman P. Buckingham: Open University Press; 1996:23–61.

28. Morgan M: Patients' help seeking and access to health care. In Access to
health care. Edited by Gulliford M, Morgan M. London: Routledge;
2003:61–83.

29. Pescosolido B, Gardner C, Lubell K: How people get into mental health
services: stories of choice, coercion and 'muddling through' from 'first-
timers'. Soc Sci Med 1998, 46:275–286.

30. Rogers A, Hassell K, Nicolaas G: Demanding patients? analysing the use of
primary care. Milton Keynes: Open University Press; 1999.

31. Dixon-Woods M, Kirk D, Agarwal S, Annandale E, Arthur T, Harvey J, Hsu R,
Katbamna S, Olsen R, Smith L, et al: Vulnerable groups and access to health
care: a critical interpretive synthesis. London: National Co-ordinating Centre
for NHS Service Delivery and Organisation Research and Development
(NCCSDO); 2005.

32. Meltzer H, Bebbington P, Brugha T, Farrell M, Jenkins R, Lewis G: Reluctance
to seek treatment for neurotic disorders. J Ment Health 2000, 9:319–327.

33. Bhui K, Bhugra D: Explanatory models for mental distress: implications for
clinical practices and research. Br J Psychiatry 2002, 181:6–7.

34. Kleinman A: Patients and healers in the context of culture: An exploration of
the borderland between anthropology, medicine and psychiatry. London:
University of California Press Ltd; 1980.

35. Leventhal H, Meyer D, Nerenz D: The common sense representation of
illness danger. In Contributions to medical psychology. 2nd edition. New
York: Pergamon Press; 1980:7–30.

36. Coyle J: Exploring the meaning of 'dissatisfaction' with health care: the
importance of 'personal identity threat'. Sociol Health Illn 1999, 21:95–124.

37. Bebbington P, Meltzer H, Brugha T, Farrell M, Jenkins M, Ceresa C, Lewis G:
Unequal access and unmet need: neurotic disorders and the use of
primary care services. Psychol Med 2000, 30:1359–1367.

38. Jorm A, Medway J, Christensen H, Korten A, Jacomb P, Rodgers B: Attitudes
towards people with depression: effects of the public's help seeking and
outcome when experiencing common psychiatric symptoms. Aust N Z J
Psychiatry 2000, 34:612–618.

39. Maxwell M: Women's and doctors' accounts of their experiences of
depression in primary care: the influence of social and moral reasoning
on patients' and doctors' decisions. Chronic Illn 2005, 1:61–71.

40. Bandura A: Self-efficacy: the exercise of control. New York: W.H. Freeman and
Company; 1997.
41. Goldney R, Fisher L, Wilson D: Mental health literacy: an impediment to
the optimum treatment of major depression in the community. J Affect
Disord 2001, 64:277–284.

42. Nutbeam D: The evolving concept of health literacy. Soc Sci Med 2008,
67:2072–2078.

43. Baker D: The meaning and the measure of health literacy. J Gen Intern
Med 2006, 21:878–883.

44. Armstrong D: Construct validity and GPs' perceptions of psychological
problems. Primary Care Psychiatry 1996, 2:119–122.

45. Kendrick T: Why can't GPs follow guidelines on depression? BMJ 2000,
320:200–201.

46. Kessler D, Pereira Gray D, Lloyd K, Lewis G: Recognition of depression and
anxiety in primary care - author's reply [letter]. BMJ 1999, 319:255.

47. Stavrou S, Cape J, Barker C: Decisions about referrals for psychological
therapies: a matched-patient qualitative study. Br J Gen Pract 2009,
59:656–657.

48. Richards D, Suckling R: Improving Access to Psychological Therapy: The
Doncaster Demonstration Site Organisational Model. Clinical Psychology
Forum 2008, 181:9–16.

49. Bourdieu P: Outline of a Theory of Practice. Cambridge and New York:
Cambridge University Press; 1977.

50. Unützer J, Katon W, Williams J, Callahan C, Harpole L, Hunkeler E, Hoffing M,
Arean P, Hegel M, Schoenbaum M, et al: Improving primary care for
depression in late life: the design of a multicenter randomized trial. Med
Care 2001, 39:785–799.

51. Arean P, Ayalon L, Hunkeler E, Lin E, Tang L, Harpole L, Hendrie H, Williams
J, Unützer J: Improving depression care for older, minority patients in
primary care. Med Care 2005, 43:381–390.

52. Kohn L, Munoz R, Daria L: Adapted Cognitive Behavioral Group Therapy
for Depressed Low-Income African American Women. Community Ment
Health J 2010, 38:497–504.

53. Michael Y, Farquhar S, Wiggins N, Green M: Findings from a community-
based participatory prevention research intervention designed to
increase social capital in Latino and African American communities.
J Immigr Minor Health 2008, 10:281–289.

54. National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence: Community engagement
to improve health. London: National Institute for Health and Clinical
Excellence; 2008.

55. Kernaghan K: Moving towards integrated public governance: improving
service delivery through community engagement. International Review of
Administrative Sciences 2009, 75:239–254.

56. Nettleton S, Watt I, O'Malley L, Duffey P: Understanding the narratives of
people who live with medically unexplained illness. Patient Education and
Counselling 2005, 56:205–210.

57. McWhinney I: Patient-centred and doctor-centred models of clinical
decision making. In Decision making in general practice. 1st edition. Edited
by Sheldon M, Brook J, Rector A. London: Stockton; 1985:31–46.

58. Lakes K, Lopez S, Garro L: Cultural competence and psychotherapy:
applying anthropologically informed conceptions of culture.
Psychotherapy: Theory, Research, Practice, Training 2006, 43:380–396.

59. Lopez S, Kopelowicz A, Canive J: Strategies in developing culturally
competent family interventions in schizophrenia: the case of Hispanics.
In Family interventions in mental illness: international perspectives. Edited by
Lefley H, Johnson D. Wesport, Connecticut: Praeger; 2008:61–92.

60. Beach M, Price E, Gary T, Robinson K, Gozu A, Palacio A, Smarth C, Jenckes
M, Feuerstein C, Bass E, et al: Cultural competence: a systematic review of
health care provider educational interventions. Med Care 2005,
43:356–373.

61. Gask L, Dowrick C, Dixon C, Sutton C, Perry R, Torgerson D, Usherwood T:
A pragmatic cluster randomized controlled trial of an educational
intervention for GPs in the assessment and management of depression.
Psychol Med 2004, 34:63–72.

62. Cuijpers P, Van Straten A, Smit F: Psychological treatment of late life
depression: a meta-analysis of randomised controlled trials. Int J Geriatr
Psychiatry 2006, 21:1139–1149.

63. Oxman T, Dietrich A, Schulberg H: The depression care manager and
mental health specialist as collaborators within primary care. Am J Geriatr
Psychiatry 2003, 11:507–516.

64. Miranda J, Chung J, Green B, Krupnick J, Siddique J, Revicki D, Belin T:
Treating depression in predominantly low income young minority
women: a randomized controlled trial. JAMA 2003, 290:57–65.

http://www.mrc.ac.uk/Utilities/Documentrecord/index.htm?d=MRC004871
http://www.mrc.ac.uk/Utilities/Documentrecord/index.htm?d=MRC004871


Gask et al. BMC Health Services Research 2012, 12:249 Page 13 of 13
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6963/12/249
65. Rahman A: Challenges and opportunities in developing a psychological
intervention for perinatal depression in rural Pakistan–a multi-method
study. Archives of Womens' Mental Health 2007, 10:211–219.

66. Pyne J, Rost K, Farahati F, Tripathi S, Smith J, Williams D, Fortney J, Coyne J:
One size fits all: the impact of patient treatment attitudes on the cost-
effectiveness of a depression primary care intervention. Psychol Med
2004, 35:839–854.

67. King M, Nazareth I, Lampe F, Bower P, Chandler M, Morou M, Sibbald B,
Lai R: Impact of participant and physician intervention preferences
on randomized trials: a systematic review. JAMA 2005, 293:1089–1099.

68. Bodenheimer T, Wagner E, Grumbach K: Improving primary care for
patients with chronic illness: the Chronic Care Model, part 2. JAMA 2002,
288:1909–1914.

69. Cuijpers P, Donker T, Van Straten A, Li J, Andersson G: Is guided self-help
as effective as face to face psychotherapy for depression and anxiety
disorders? A systematic review and meta-analysis of comparative
outcome studies. Psychol Med 2010, 40:1943–1957.

70. Warner R, Gater R, Jackson M, Goldberg D: Effects of a community mental
health team on the practice and attitudes of general practitioners.
Br J Gen Pract 1993, 43:507–511.

71. Lin E, Katon W, Simon G, Von Korff M, Bush T, Rutter C, Saunders K, Walker
E: Achieving guidelines for the treatment of depression in primary care:
is physician education enough? Med Care 1997, 35:831–842.

72. Sutton M: How to get the best health outcome for a given amount of
money. BMJ 1997, 315:47–49.

73. Solberg L, Glasgow R, Unutzer J, Jaeckels N, Oftedahl G, Beck A, Maciosek M,
Crain A: Partnership research: a practical trial design for evaluation of a
natural experiment to improve depression care. Med Care 2010,
48:576–582.

74. Gilbody S, Whitty P: Improving the delivery and organisation of mental
health services: beyond the conventional randomised controlled trial.
Br J Psychiatry 2002, 180:13–18.

75. Pawson R, Greenhalgh T, Harvey G, Walshe K: Realist review - a new
method of systematic review designed for complex policy interventions.
J Health Serv Res Policy 2005, 10:S21–S34.

76. Guba E, Lincoln Y: Fourth Generation Evaluation. London: Sage Publications;
1989.

doi:10.1186/1472-6963-12-249
Cite this article as: Gask et al.: Improving access to psychosocial
interventions for common mental health problems in the United
Kingdom: narrative review and development of a conceptual model for
complex interventions. BMC Health Services Research 2012 12:249.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit


	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Quality improvement in mental health in the United Kingdom
	Problems in access to mental health care
	Limitations in current understanding of access in mental health

	Methods
	Results
	Models of access
	Process models of access
	Potential solutions to problems in access
	Interventions to improve access in mental health care
	Increasing access to mental health care: key components of an intervention
	Community engagement
	Addressing quality of primary care
	Providing tailored psychosocial interventions

	Discussion
	Summary
	Limitations of the review
	Implications of the model

	Conclusions
	Additional files
	Competing interests
	Authors´ contributions
	Acknowledgements
	Author details
	References

