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STRUCTURED SUMMARY

Background Media representation of people with intellectual disabilities may contribute to general perceptions held about them and reflect changes in policy and service provision. 

Materials and Methods Articles from The Guardian newspaper in 2001 were analysed and compared to a previous analysis of material published in 1983.   

Results There was much more coverage of people with autism or Down syndrome than expected from their actual frequency in the British population of people with intellectual disabilities. Newspaper reports continued to be about children more often than expected when about autism or Down syndrome, but not when about people with other intellectual disabilities.  Medically-related representations were less than in the past but juxtaposition with other client groups continued. More “people-first” terminology was now used except in respect of people with autism. Articles systematically under-represented complexity and severity of need.
Conclusions Policy and service changes may have contributed to the decline of medically- and child-related representations within non-specific intellectual disabilities. The continued over-representation of children in articles about autism and Down syndrome, and the generally increased reference to people with those syndromes, suggests growing differentiation within the population of people with intellectual disabilities.  The focus on people with less severe or complex disabilities echoes criticisms of Valuing People.
INTRODUCTION

The 21st Century is bringing ideals of acceptance and equality to the lives of people with intellectual and developmental disabilities.  The English White Paper Valuing People: A New Strategy for Learning Disability for the 21st Century (2001) sets out four key principles: rights, independence, choice and inclusion.  In his foreword, the British Prime Minister states that it is his goal for people with intellectual disabilities to be as valued as other members of society (Department of Health, 2001).  The recent Scottish review of services for people with intellectual disabilities has similar principles of inclusion, equality and fairness at its centre and is entitled The Same as You? (Scottish Executive, 2000).  Is this a realistic aspiration if people with intellectual and developmental disabilities are not seen to be the same as everyone else?

How people perceive other societal groups is important for many reasons.  In a 1985 response to the House of Commons Social Services Committee report on community care (DHSS, 1985), the government acknowledged the importance of creating positive attitudes toward people with intellectual disabilities for successful community integration.  Public perceptions of disabled people add to their difficulties in making social contacts (Barnes, 1991) and may affect the services available to them (Rees et al., 1991).  There is a relationship between public attitudes toward intellectual disabilities and the practices within that country that has an impact on the quality of life of these individuals (Siperstein, 2003).   The success of 'community care' depends on, at least tacit, community support.

Public perceptions may, however, be of “handicapped individuals … as deviant” (Wolfensberger p.13, 1972).  Wolfensberger stated that “handicapped individuals” are often 'prescribed' socially deviant roles as: subhuman organism; menace; object of dread or pity; holy innocent; diseased organism; object of ridicule; eternal child. When a person is cast into such a role, powerful expectations follow.  If people with intellectual disabilities are cast into the role of 'a menace', for example, they will be treated in ways consistent with that role and may even 'live up' to those expectations (Wolfensberger, 1972).  Therefore, positive attitudes may be unlikely and community integration unsuccessful. Moscovici (1984) developed the theory of 'social representations' to explain why people are cast into certain roles. Social representations are ways of understanding and communicating what we know about something.  As such they are relatively stable over time and resistant to change though Wagner et al. (1996) argue that they are structured in terms of a relatively stable core with more flexible peripheral elements that can withstand variations depending on current political thinking and individual differences.
How does this leave the idea that perceived roles around people with intellectual disabilities will change and they will become The Same as You?    If the task is to change common social representations then attention should be given to the means by which members of the public come to know about intellectual disability. More positive attitudes may arise from increased contact with people with intellectual disabilities (Mamula & Newman, 1973) and may also be related to the language that people hear and see being used.  It is argued, for example, that expressions such as ‘the disabled’ and ‘the handicapped’ are disablist and should not be used (Barnes, 1991). Most (for example, the Down’s Syndrome Association, Mencap and the National Autistic Society) demonstrate a preference for 'people-disability' terminology over 'disability-person' or 'disability alone' terminology.  In other words using a term such as “person with autism” is preferable to “autistic person” or “autistics”.   Fernald (1995) found that most organisations in the UK, USA and Australia had this writing style preference because they felt it emphasised people’s humanity. In the USA such ‘people-first’ language has been endorsed by the Americans with Disabilities Act.  In contrast, British disability rights organisations prefer disability-person terminology as they argue this acknowledges more clearly the social nature of disablement (e.g., Reiser, 2001). However, most learning disability-specific discourse in the UK uses terms such as “people with learning disabilities” rather than “learning disabled people”. The Guardian’s (the UK newspaper whose articles are analysed below) style guide, in its only specific reference to the appropriate language, suggests “person with learning difficulties”.
One important way in which people form and maintain their attitudes toward groups in society is through the media.  So much so, that media portrayal may override personal experience when forming opinions about a societal group (Philo, 1997).  Media content can also reinforce generally agreed ideas and avoid matters which challenge accepted values (Goggin & Newell, 2004; McQuail, 1962). 

While the internet and digital TV revolutions have changed the face of media the majority of the UK population still read a national newspaper at least three times a week (Couldry et al., 2006).  Over 13 million national newspapers are sold in the UK each day (Audit Bureau of  Circulations, 2006). Relatively few studies have been carried out regarding the newspaper coverage of people with intellectual disabilities even though some research shows that people with intellectual disabilities are the most commonly covered disabled group in newspapers (Yoshida et al., 1990).  

Studies that have examined newspaper coverage have focused on the topics covered, the perceived value of the stories to people with intellectual disabilities, and the terminology and images used.  The most frequent topics have been issues of service provision and budgets (Yoshida et al, 1990, Gold and Auslander, 1999).  Wertheimer’s (1988) study of national and local British press identified two dominant stories over a period of six weeks - the sterilisation of a woman with intellectual disabilities and the discovery that cousins of the Royal family had been institutionalised.  Other main topics covered were service provision and fundraising.  A more unusual result was found by Carter et al. (1996) who studied national, metropolitan and local papers in the Sydney, Australia area - the most common topic addressed was sport. 

Other studies have addressed whether stories covered in newspapers are stories of value or not.  Keller et al. (1990) researched which disability issues were covered in American newspapers and compared 'soft' (reviews and advertisements) to 'hard' news.  They found that references tended to occur in feature or ‘soft’ articles (51%) rather than ‘hard’ news (22.2%).   De Balcazar et al. (1988) found that people with disabilities felt that newspapers did not cover topics that they deemed important.

Studies have also looked at the terminology used in newspapers.  McGill & Cummings (1990) found that disability-person or disability alone terminology, rather than person-disability terminology, was used most commonly in a UK newspaper. Similar findings in respect of Sydney, Australia and the American wire service, Associated Press, were reported by Carter et al. (1996) and Dajani (2001). Auslander & Gold (1999) reported the use of “insensitive language” in Canadian and Israeli newspapers. Haller et al. (2006) showed increasing use of people first language in the New York Times and Washington Post during the 1990s, which they attributed to the impact of the Americans with Disabilities Act. Research has also examined the images portrayed in the media.  Wertheimer (1988) found that people with intellectual disabilities were often portrayed as objects of pity with much focus on their problems and dependence. Biklen & Bogdan (1977) found that people with disabilities were seen in the media as pitiable and pathetic, as an object of curiosity or violence, as evil, as the ‘super cripple’, as laughable, as his or her worst enemy, as a burden, as non-sexual or as being unable to participate in daily life.  Pardun (2005) found people with intellectual disabilities increasingly portrayed as vulnerable , pitiable and as victims.  The variety and complexity of people’s lives were reduced to ‘one-dimensional typecasts’  (p3).
Perception of capability influences where people believe individuals should work and learn.  People who see individuals with intellectual disabilities as more capable are also more likely to support inclusion (Siperstein 2003).
The most common role in which people with intellectual disabilities are portrayed throughout the media is that of the child.  For example, Wertheimer (1988) found people with intellectual disabilities were portrayed as children and Carter et al. (1996) found that there was a high level of coverage of school-aged children.  Gold & Auslander (1999) found that the Israeli articles they examined were more likely to be about children and individuals rather than groups.  McGill & Cummings (1990) completed an analysis of the representation of people with intellectual disabilities in a British newspaper in 1983.  They found stories about children and patients (diseased organism) more frequently than expected.

McGill & Cummings (1990) also found frequent juxtapositions with people having mental health problems and Wertheimer (1988) found an “inability of many journalists to distinguish between ‘mental illness’ and ‘mental handicap’” (p.24).  

Missing from the above research (apart from Haller et al.’s (2006) study of changing disability terminology in the US) is a comparison of representations over time. The study reported here compares newspaper representations over an almost 20-year period. Such a comparison provides an important perspective on the relationship between newspaper coverage, public opinion and policy change.  The study follows, as far as possible, the format and method used by McGill & Cummings (1990) when they examined a British newspaper in 1983.  It replicates that study by examining whether or not there is higher than expected reference to children, medical issues and other devalued groups such as people with mental illness.


Additionally the study aims to:
· investigate the topics of newspaper articles and compare these to previous studies (Gold & Auslander, 1999; Wertheimer, 1988; Yoshida et al., 1990).

· investigate terminology used to describe and refer to people with intellectual disabilities.

METHOD
Materials

The Guardian is a daily broadsheet paper with a current circulation of 364,513 (Audit Bureau of Circulations, 2007).  It describes its typical reader as young and well-educated (Guardian 2007).  The sample consisted of all features, editorials and letters containing reference to people with intellectual disabilities published in The Guardian during the period beginning March – end July, 2001 (131 issues).  The sample  included articles referring to those for whom such a description was as yet speculative (for example, babies) where the author presumed them to have or be at risk of developing intellectual disability. This was the same calendar period used by McGill & Cummings (1990).  The definition of intellectual disability was based on that provided in Valuing People (Department of Health, 2001). Thus, autism was included unless it was clear that the people being so described did not have an accompanying learning disability. Asperger’s syndrome was excluded. “Learning difficulty” was included but the articles found were rejected if they referred to children whose difficulties clearly arose from factors other than intellectual disability or whose difficulties were specific rather than global e.g. an article describing the “learning difficulties” of A-level students was excluded. 

Procedures

The articles were found by two computer archive searches, using http://guardian.chadwyck.co.uk.chain.kent.ac.uk/guardian/home.do, the Guardian/Observer archive, and the Guardian Unlimited archive http://www.guardian.co.uk/Archive/0,4271,,00.html. Both searches were carried out as initial work showed that the two archives produced different (albeit overlapping) returns for the same search. The Guardian has been accessible on-line since 1999.  Issues back to 1992 are currently archived.  Full-text searches of both archives used the following set of  target words and phrases: learning disability/disabilities/disabled; mental handicap/handicaps; mentally handicapped; autism; autistic; autist; Down/Down’s/Downs syndrome; Down/Down’s/Downs; mongol; mongolism; learning difficulty/difficulties; intellectual disability/disabilities; retarded; retardation; mentally retarded/subnormal/deficient; subnormal.  Thus the searches included both current and previously popular terms for intellectual disability as well as terms referring to autism and Down syndrome since initial inspection had identified a number of articles focusing on those particular groups. Paper copies of the newspaper for one month of the period were also inspected to ensure that the computer searches were identifying all articles. No additional articles were found.
The articles identified were screened by both authors before inclusion in the sample. An initial screening excluded articles which were nothing to do with intellectual disability. This excluded 28 articles which used one of the above terms to refer to something unrelated to intellectual disability (for example, an article about motor racing in which reducing speed was referred to as “retardation”) and articles which used the term abusively in respect of a person or people who clearly did not have intellectual disabilities e.g. an article about the Northern Ireland peace process which referred to Thatcher’s treatment of Irish Taoisigh as “mentally subnormal leprechauns”. A second, more detailed screening excluded 66 articles which, although they used one of the search terms in an accurate manner, did so in passing. This excluded, for example, articles which referred to a book entitled “The Pathology of Mental Retardation” in the context of a description of the life of its author and without any other reference to intellectual disability.  Thirdly, 13 articles were excluded where it was clear that they referred to children with specific learning difficulties as opposed to global learning disabilities.
Following these procedures, 86 articles were identified.  These were analysed as follows: 
· All nouns and adjectives referring to people with intellectual disabilities were counted.  

· All references to other devalued groups were counted.  

· Articles were classified by subject matter.  

· Disability-person references, disability alone references and person-disability references were counted.
In the course of analysis comparisons were made between sub-samples (see below), between current data and those from 1983 and between current and population data. In this last comparison the point is not whether the terminology used is accurate. It is assumed that an article about, say, a child with autism actually is about a child and the child actually has a diagnosis of autism. A comparison with population data, however, enables identification of the extent to which the subjects of articles (children, people with autism etc) are representative of the wider population of people with intellectual/developmental disabilities (McGill & Cummings, 1990). To clarify the statistical significance of the comparisons made we used chi-square tests. Chi-square was used as all data were in the form of frequency counts in various nominal categories. Where comparisons were with known or estimated population figures, one-sample chi-square tests were employed.
RESULTS

Of the 86 articles identified, 70 were features, 8 letters, question and answers and debates, 4 job features, 2 notification of awards and 2 arts reviews.  In the same period in 1983, McGill & Cummings (1990) found 35 articles, 23 of which were features, one an editorial and 11 letters.  
Table 1 about here
Three sub-samples reflected the individual or group of focus: people with non-specified or other intellectual disabilities (71%, 61 articles), people with autism (18.6%, 16 articles) and people with Down syndrome (10.4 %, 9 articles) (see Table 1). Such high numbers of articles about autism and Down syndrome had not been expected and prompted comparison with the actual frequency of people with autism and Down syndrome in the British intellectually disabled population (see Table 1). In respect of autism the value of chi-square was 118.6 which was significant at the 0.001 level with 1 degree of freedom. In respect of Down syndrome the value of chi-square was 50.5 which was significant at the 0.001 level with one degree of freedom. Thus articles mentioned both people with autism and people with Down syndrome more often than expected from their proportions in the population.  

Age- and medically-related representations
Table 2 about here

Nouns used to refer to people with intellectual/developmental disabilities were counted for each sub-sample and grouped into role categories.  The most commonly used are shown in Table 2 along with comparative figures from McGill & Cummings (1990). Those nouns in Table 2 that clearly connoted age were combined in Table 3 to show the numbers of references to “children” (as defined in Table 2) and “adults” (including “women”, “tenants”, “adults”, “men”, “convicts”). The frequencies of adult- and child-related terms are compared in Table 3 with the actual frequencies of adults and children in the British intellectually disabled population and with the figures reported by McGill & Cummings (1990).  For the former comparison, in respect of the whole sample, the value of chi-square was 68.3 which was significant at the 0.001 level with 1 degree of freedom. In respect of the sub-samples the values of chi-square were 45.8 (autism), 46.4 (Down syndrome) and 3.8 (other intellectual disability). These were significant at the 0.001 level for autism and Down syndrome and non-significant for other intellectual disability with 1 degree of freedom in all cases. Thus child-related terms occurred more often in all articles and in the autism/Down syndrome sub-samples than was expected from the frequency of children and adults in the intellectually disabled population, but not in the other intellectual disability sub-sample. Child-related terms were less predominant in 2001 than in 1983 for the whole sample and the other intellectual disability sub-sample. The values of chi-square were 12.2 (whole sample) and 41.1 (other intellectual disability) which were both significant at the 0.001 level with 1 degree of freedom.  Child-related terms were just as predominant in 2001 as in 1983 for the autism and Down syndrome sub-samples. The values of chi-square were 0.5 and 0.4, respectively, both non-significant with 1 degree of freedom.
Table 3 about here

The same analysis was carried out in respect of the term “patient” where McGill & Cummings (1990) had found an over-representation in 1983.  In comparing the frequency of use of the term “patient” in 2001 vs 1983 the value of chi-square was 172.4, significant at the 0.001 level with 1 degree of freedom. Thus the term “patient” was used significantly less often than in 1983.  It was not possible to conduct a statistical comparison with population figures given that the expected frequency of the term “patient” was less than 5 in the 2001 sample but it may be noted that the ratio of use in the 2001 sample (1:350) was broadly comparable to the ratio of those living in hospitals and other NHS accommodation in 2001 (3000: 1.4 million). 
Juxtaposition with other groups 
Table 4 about here

36 articles included reference to one or more other devalued groups as shown in Table 4. There were no significant differences in the proportions of articles containing juxtapositions in the 1983 and 2001 samples. While the high level of juxtapositions with mental illness reported in the 1983 sample appears to persist the 2001 sample shows higher occurrences of juxtapositions with certain other groups, especially the “disabled”, “menaces” and “victims”.
Subject matter and terminology
Table 5 about here

Table 6 about here

Article topics are shown on Table 5. Table 6 shows the frequencies of person-first or disability-person and disability alone terminology.  Disability-person and disability alone terminology were more likely in articles referring to people with autism than in articles referring to either people with Down syndrome or people with other intellectual disabilities. The respective values of chi-square were 143.3 and 44.2, both significant at the 0.001 level with 1 degree of freedom. People-first terminology was more likely in the intellectual disability sub-sample than in the Down syndrome sub-sample – the value of chi-square was 15.0, significant at the 0.001 level with 1 degree of freedom. Comparison with 1983 data showed a significant overall change in the balance between people first and disability first terminology. The latter was more common in 1983 with the exception of the 2001 autism sub-sample where there was no change. The value of chi-square for the overall comparison was 57.4, significant at the 0.001 level with 1 degree of freedom.
Attributes of people with intellectual/developmental disabilities
The 419 references (across the entire sample) to an intellectual/developmental disability were qualified by 34 additional adjectives or adjectival clauses providing information about additional attributes of the individual’s disability. Table 7 shows the top five additional attributes together with estimates of the numbers of people in the intellectually disabled population sharing each attribute.  To be conservative, population figures are the lower of any range found.  

Table 7 about here

The actual number of people with intellectual disabilities who have these additional characteristics was compared to the times this additional adjective was used to describe a person or people with intellectual disabilities. For example, the observed use of “severe” was compared with the expected number of people with severe intellectual disabilities in a sample of 419 given population figures for the numbers of people with mild and severe intellectual disabilities (Emerson et al., 2001).  In The Guardian sample there was significantly less representation of severe intellectual disability, additional mental health problems, additional challenging behaviour, additional hearing impairments and epilepsy.  All of these additional characteristics were significantly underrepresented in The Guardian between March and July 2001. All chi-squares (see Table 7) were significant at the 0.001 level with 1 degree of freedom.
DISCUSSION
The results of this study reflect the articles published in only one newspaper and it should not be assumed that they are representative of articles in general, or even of articles in this publication. The 2001 sample was taken during a period of time when certain issues regarding people with intellectual disabilities were particularly salient.  The release of the first White Paper for people with intellectual disabilities for 30 years skewed the sample with six out of the 86 articles referring to it.  Three articles covered the speculated link between the MMR vaccination and autism.  Seven articles focused on heart surgery or pre-natal testing for Down Syndrome, leaving only two other articles specifically about people with Down Syndrome.  It might be argued that it would have been better to have studied articles in higher circulation newspapers. This would have increased confidence about the generality of the findings in respect of public attitudes. Study of other, higher circulation newspapers would clearly be of interest but the rationale for the current study was to look at change over time hence newspaper selection was influenced by the pre-existing historical data and analysis.
Accepting these limitations the study drew attention to a number of interesting issues and these will be outlined in turn. 

Firstly, the same calendar period produced over twice as many articles relating to intellectual/developmental disability in 2001 as in 1983. This seems likely to reflect the growth in the size of the newspaper rather than any increase in the percentage of space allocated.

Secondly, while the 1983 sample contained no articles referring to autism and only one referring to Down syndrome, the 2001 sample included significant numbers of articles about both groups and there was evidence (see below) of their differential representation. Both groups were over-represented by comparison with their prevalence in the intellectually disabled population.

Thirdly, the age-related representation of people with intellectual/developmental disabilities was found to continue to be that of a child than an adult, much more than expected on the basis of the number of children/adults in the population. This was largely a result of articles referring to children with autism or Down syndrome. In contrast, articles referred to adults with non-specific intellectual disabilities much more often than in 1983 and their level of representation was not significantly different to that found in the population.
Fourthly, the medically-related representation of people as “patients” found in 1983 was no longer apparent.

Fifthly, there was continued evidence of juxtaposition of people with intellectual disabilities with other devalued groups. A similar proportion of articles referred to other groups, including some groups (e.g. “murderers”) not found in 1983.
Sixthly, articles were most frequently about services and finance. This is consistent with Gold & Auslander (1999). It is of note that such topics received more coverage than Valuing People.

Seventhly, while there was evidence of terminological change towards more people-first descriptions in reference to people with non-specific intellectual disabilities and (to a lesser extent) people with Down syndrome, this was not the case in the autism sub-sample where terminology was very similar to that used in the 1983 sample (i.e. almost all disability-first or disability-alone).
Finally, those represented in articles were very unlikely to be described as having a severe intellectual disability or any additional impairments. This amounted to a significant under-representation of people with more severe and complex needs compared to their frequency in the population.

The changes found in newspaper representations between 1983 and 2001 should be interpreted in the context of wider changes in the circumstances of people with intellectual and developmental disabilities. Journalists write about what is visible to them or what is brought to their attention. People with intellectual disabilities are now more generally visible than they were in the early 1980s with hospitals (where approximately 45,000 people lived in 1983) having virtually closed and many people now living in small community homes. Such people, mostly adults, now live longer than they did in the early 1980s – e.g., average life span of people with Down Syndrome has increased from 35 to 60 years during this period (Bittles & Glasson, 2004). Journalists also write about matters relating to public policy development. Policy objectives for people with intellectual disabilities have changed dramatically during this period. “Inclusion” has resulted in the closure of many special schools and more attempts at mainstream education (though to limited effect - there remain about 25,000 children in severe learning difficulty schools (Mittler, 2002)). The extent to which adults with intellectual disabilities have failed to benefit from mainstream provision and policy (e.g. in respect of healthcare and employment) has led to such issues being explicitly identified as objectives in Valuing People within a “rights” rather than “welfare” based discourse. Against this backdrop of what would generally be regarded as positive progress in quality of life and life chances, scientific developments have primarily been related to the increased genetic understanding of intellectual disability and the use of this understanding to prevent impairment and inform treatment. Although it remains the case that much intellectual disability is of unknown origin, over the 20 year period considered here many more syndromes were identified that can result in intellectual disability. Prenatal tests for many of these syndromes were introduced with consequently increased termination rates (Ward, 2002). Research on those living with such syndromes has resulted in the development of the study of “behavioural phenotypes” – the patterns of characteristics and behaviours related to specific syndromes.

Given this context, two of the changes over time found in this study will be discussed at greater length: the increase in newspaper articles about people with autism and Down syndrome; and changes in the typical picture emerging of the representation of the person with intellectual disability. Finally, the implications of these findings will be considered.
The increase in the representation of people with autism and Down syndrome and their over-representation in comparison to their population prevalence is of some interest. That references to autism should have increased is not surprising. There has been considerable discussion and research in recent years on whether we have an autism “epidemic” and what, if such can be established, might be causing it. It seems likely that the increase in newspaper coverage reflects this. It is harder, however, to explain the increase in representation of people with Down syndrome where there has not been such a background. The differences in the terminology referring to people with non-specified intellectual disabilities and those with autism and Down Syndrome are consistent with a process of differentiation within the intellectually disabled population.  Differentiation of people with intellectual disabilities from other groups (e.g. the mentally ill, deaf and blind people) was characteristic of the growth of long-stay institutions in the 19th and 20th Centuries. In contrast, the closure of institutions and the development of community care have been described as “dedifferentiation” (Sandvin, 1996) in seeking to treat people with intellectual disabilities “in the same way as all others needing assistance”. Valuing People can be seen as embodying such an approach with its emphasis on the ordinary needs (e.g., for housing, healthcare etc) of people with intellectual disabilities, the main role of specialised services being to facilitate access to mainstream provision.  Against this dedifferentiated background, however, there is increasing evidence of more differentiation actively being sought by certain groups. In the autism context, for example, services are increasingly being provided separately, not just from the mainstream but also separately from those for people with intellectual disabilities. Thus, there is evidence of increasingly differentiated services for children and adults with autism including early intervention (e.g. the Lovaas model), day and residential school provision (e.g. schools provided by the National Autistic Society and a range of other organisations), and residential care provision. Discussion of the value of such developments is beyond the scope of the current article.  It should be noted that such developments are not confined to people with autism. There is an increasing move to provide differentiated services for a number of groups e.g. people with Prader-Willi syndrome.This can be seen as consistent with the increasing academic discourse on the characteristics associated with specific syndromes and the importance of providing services that reflect such knowledge.  While research tracking the period between 1983 and 2001 would be useful in exploring the timing of changes in newspaper representations, the increasing references to people with autism and Down syndrome are perhaps explicable by and should be seen as further evidence of differentiation.
Regarding their 1983 sample, McGill & Cummings (1990) noted that the overall picture presented was of  “sick children” with the exception of letters written to the newspaper where the picture presented was of “mentally handicapped people”. The above findings suggest both change and continuity and, in parallel with the previous discussion, differentiation between groups. The change in the representation of people with non-specific intellectual disabilities is striking. They are no longer “sick” and are much more likely to be adults than in 1983. Few are represented as having additional impairments. These, perhaps, represent the success stories of institutional closure and community care – they may still be struggling to become more “valued”, to be “the same as you”, but these are the dedifferentiated directions in which they are represented as heading. In contrast, people with Down syndrome and autism are represented in a manner continuous with that of all people with intellectual disabilities in 1983. They are much more likely to be children and, even if not “patients”, the topics of the stories they feature in are predominantly medically-related. They (especially people with autism) are represented by their disability (first or alone) rather than their personhood. In the context of the widespread development of separate services referred to above, it is hard not to see those represented as the inheritors of a differentiated medical model of disability, their syndromes and their special needs displayed up-front. 
Does the way in which people are represented in a newspaper matter? We would argue that it does, in a number of respects. First, as noted before, the media representation may override even our own personal experience (Philo, 1997). This is perhaps particularly pertinent in the context of the direction set by Valuing People for greater integration with and use of mainstream services. Those providing such services may form their attitudes at least in part on the basis of what they read in the newspapers. It might be suggested that the findings presented above would support attitudes that regard the majority of people with intellectual disabilities as “suitable” for such services but those with specific syndromes and additional impairments as perhaps unsuitable and requiring separate provision. Second, just as we are increasingly suspicious of the extent to which newspapers (and other media) provide us with objective and unbiased information, so we should perhaps ask whose interests are served by the way in which people with intellectual disabilities are represented in the newspapers.  The inculcation of the above set of attitudes might be seen to suit important stakeholders. It suits mainstream service providers by requiring the least change in their existing practice.  They can continue, socially sanctioned, to exclude people with more complex needs while claiming to be more inclusive. Similarly, it may suit those acting on behalf of such individuals (both individual parents and lobby groups) whose experience may well have been that mainstream services of all kinds are very poor at understanding and meeting their sons’ and daughters’ needs.  Third, newspaper representations may indicate developing social trends. The current study, for example, would suggest that the comprehensiveness of the march towards the inclusion and integration of people with intellectual disabilities is threatened by a trend towards differentiation of those with more complex needs.  While the above suggestions are speculative they suggest some interesting questions that might be investigated in future research. For example, is the differentiation found in newspaper articles also found systematically in service provision arrangements and in the attitudes held about people with intellectual and developmental disabilities? A differentiated social representation of intellectual disability may help to explain the difficulties in achieving real change in the lives of certain groups of people with intellectual disabilities (e.g. people with autism or complex support needs) (Department of Health, 2007) and may imply a more sophisticated, differentiated approach to policy and service development.
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TABLE 1: The frequency of use of terms relating to autism, Down syndrome and non-specified intellectual disability compared to the estimated frequency of people with autism, Down Syndrome and non-specified intellectual disability in the UK population (population figures for intellectual disability from Department of Health (2001) extrapolated to the UK as a whole, for autism (with intellectual disability) from the National Autistic Society (www.nas.org.uk)  and for Down syndrome from Down’s Syndrome Association (www.downs-syndrome.org.uk). The totals for autism and Down syndrome have been subtracted from the overall UK intellectual disability estimate to provide the figure in the Table. All figures rounded to nearest thousand.
	
	Times mentioned
	Actual population

	Non-specified and other intellectual disabilities
	201
	1,249,286

	Autism
	148
	118,000

	Down syndrome
	70
	60,000


TABLE 2: The top 11 nouns used in respect of people with intellectual/developmental  disabilities in The Guardian March - July 2001, and March-July 1983
	Role
	Nouns included
	Non-specified and other intellectual disability
	Down syndrome
	Autism
	Total
	Total (McGill & Cummings, 1990)

	People 
	People, person, those, individuals, Britons,
	116
	13
	16
	145
	32

	Children 
	Child, baby, kids, pupils, students, youngsters, infants, girls
	35
	46
	47
	128
	58

	Women
	Women
	16
	0
	0
	16
	0

	Tenants/ residents
	Tenant, resident
	15
	0
	0
	15
	11

	Son/daughter
	Son, daughter
	6
	1
	5
	12
	7

	Adults
	Adults
	5
	2
	2
	9
	7

	Men
	Men
	7
	1
	1
	9
	0

	Users 
	Users, service users, clients
	8
	0
	0
	8
	0

	Convicts 
	Convicts, criminals, killer, defendant
	6
	0
	0
	6
	0

	Athletes
	Athletes, competitors
	2
	0
	0
	2
	0

	Patients
	Patients, malformed
	1
	0
	0
	1
	85

	Total nouns used
	
	217
	63
	71
	351
	200


TABLE 3:  Frequency of adult- and child-related nouns used compared with the actual frequency of adults and children with intellectual/developmental disabilities in the British population (population figures from Department of Health (2001))
	
	Non-specified and other intellectual disabilities
	Down Syndrome
	Autism
	All
	All (McGill & Cummings, 1990)
	Actual

	Children
	35
	46
	47
	128
	67
	380,000

	Adults
	49
	3
	3
	55
	7
	1,030,000


TABLE 4:   Number of articles referring to other devalued groups in The Guardian March - July 2001, and March – July 1983 
	Category / group referred to 
	Terms included (2001)
	No of articles referring to group 2001
	No of articles referring to group 2001 in articles specifically about people with autism
	No of articles referring to group 1983

	Disabled
	Disabled people; Disability; Frail and disabled; Severe disabilities; Crippled / cripple; Cerebral palsy; Moderate physical disabilities; Severely malformed; Physical impairment; Muscular-skeletal problems
	18
	1
	2

	Mentally ill
	Mentally ill; Schizophrenic; Mental health; Mental distress; Insane / insanity; Maniac; Mad; Depressed; Suicidal; Mental illness; Mentally disturbed; Mentally troubled; Lunacy; Idiots; Cretin; Patient psychosis; Patients in mental hospital; Psychiatric patients
	14
	2
	12

	Menaces
	Murderers; People who hurt and sometimes kill young children; Paedophile; Prisoners; Offenders; Ku Klux Klan member; Inmates; Convicts; Defendants
	11
	-
	-

	Victims
	Damaged people; Abused; Vulnerable; Victim; Families with problems; Have multiple problems; Homeless; Prostitution; Garbage can infant; Survivor
	9
	-
	-

	Elderly
	Elderly; Older people
	5
	-
	4

	Special educational need
	SEN; People with special needs; Special needs
	4
	1
	-

	Brain injured
	Alzheimer’s; Dementia; Epilepsy; Neurodevelopmental handicapping condition
	3
	1
	-

	Alcohol/Drug users
	Crack babies
	2
	-
	2

	HIV
	HIV
	2
	-
	-

	Asylum seekers
	Asylums seekers; Refugees; Victims of torture
	2
	-
	-

	Visually impaired
	Visual disability
	1
	-
	2

	Hearing impaired
	Deafness
	1
	-
	1


TABLE 5:  Topics of articles in The Guardian March - July 2001  
	Topic
	Number of articles  
	Percentage of articles

	Jobs working with people with learning disabilities; carers; volunteers; social work
	14
	16

	Services; charities; adoption; asylum seeking; benefits
	14
	16

	Autism
	12
	14

	Penal System
	8
	9

	White paper
	6
	7

	Prevention / causation issues for learning disabilities
	5
	6

	Testing for learning disabilities
	4
	5

	Abuse
	4
	5

	Self-advocacy; voting rights; disability rights
	4
	5

	Treatment for people with learning disability
	3
	4

	Down Syndrome
	2
	2

	The arts
	2
	2

	Other specific syndrome or diagnosis
	2
	2

	Behavioural and psychiatric problems
	2
	2

	Others
	4
	5


TABLE 6: People-disability terminology compared to disability-person and disability alone terminology in The Guardian March - July 2001, and March 1983  
	Type of article
	People-disability terminology
	Disability-person and Disability alone terminology
	Total

	Non-specified and other intellectual disability
	146
	55
	201

	Down Syndrome specific
	33
	37
	70

	Autism specific
	12
	136
	148

	Total
	191
	228
	419

	Total (McGill & Cummings, 1990)
	9
	110
	119


TABLE 7: Actual and expected references to additional characteristics in The Guardian March - July 2001 (population figures from Emerson et al, 2001)
	
	Actual number of references
	Expected number of references given population prevalence
	Chi-square

	Moderate/ Severe/Profound (intellectual disability)


	17
	63



	29.2

	Challenging behaviour/ behaviour difficulties
	4
	21
	11.9

	Mental health problems/ mental illness
	3
	105
	110.6

	Deaf / partial hearing
	3
	21
	13.9

	Epilepsy
	3
	27
	19.8
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