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Aims of the Study

Investigate the inter-relations between the process of
service provision and the achievement of QoL outcomes.

The research investigated the socio-ecological variables
and the supports provided to clients to better explain the
actual QoL outcomes for people with IDD using a Personal
Centered Planning framework.
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Methods

This study determines the influence of five classes of 
predictors for QoL, using a multiple regression analysis, 
based on previous studies: 

• at user level, by Claes et al. (2012) in Holland, 

• at organization level, by Gómez et al. (2014), in 
Catalunia. 

Further analysis were conducted in the single domains 
and between groups (based on environmental factors)
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Instruments

• Personal Outcome Scale (van Loon, 2008)

• Support Intensity Scale (Thompson, 2004)

Evaluation of the personal file and ISP of the 
Client to retrieve the following information:

• Environmental factors 

• Personal characteristics

• Presence of personal and family desires and 
goals
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Data collection realized by “Matrici Ecologiche”, a software designed to support the

creation of a Personal Centered Planning having as output an Individualized Support

Plan (ISP) Quality of Life oriented (ANFFAS, 2015).



COMPONENTS OF A SUPPORT SYSTEM

ELEMENT
SPECIFIC SUPPORT STRATEGIES

Natural Support Family

Friends

Colleagues

Community involvement

Technology Assisting technology

Information technology

Prosthetics Sensory motor devices 

Staff directed Incentives

Skills/knowledge

Positive behavioral support

Professional services Physical

Occupational

Speech

Medical

Psychiatric 

Psychological therapy

6



FRAMEWORK FOR HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES

Predictor cluster Data Used in the Analysis Indicators

Client characteristics ¶ Age

¶ Gender

¶ Level of intellectual functioning

¶ Mobility status

Years of age

M / F

Mild, Moderate, Severe, Profound

Able to walk independently

Desires and Goals ¶ Person

¶ Family

N° of wishes and goals included in the Individual Support

Plan

Support Needs ¶ Assessed Support Needs Total score of Support Intensity Scale index

Support strategies ¶ Technology-based

¶ Prosthetics

¶ Staff directed supports

¶ Professional services

¶ Natural supports

Presence and Number of support strategies included in 

the Individualized Support Plan

Environmental factors ¶ Geographical location

¶ Living environment

¶ Employment status

Town, village, country-side

Family, Large residential, small residential, independently

Paid job, volunteer extern, volunteer intern, day care

center activities
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The 1285 persons involved in the study were attending one of the 23

ANFFAS services located in 13 Italian regions.

The participants
8



Results
9

60%

40%

Gender

Males Females



Results10
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26%

31%
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35%

Intellectual Functioning
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2%

50%

48%

Geografical Location

Campagna/montagna
(abitazione isolata)

città

paese

Country side / 

mountain / 

Village

town

city
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1%

67%

15%

17%

Living environment

Vive da solo

Vive in appartamento con la
famiglia

Contesto residenziale (fino a 10
persone)

Grande contesto residenziale
(oltre le 10 persone)

Indipendent 

Family

Small residential 

setting (-10 people)

Big residential setting

(+10 people) 
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Activities

Lavoro pagato

Attività di simil-lavorative esterne

Attività simil lavorative interne

Attività nel centro
diurno/residenziale

Volunteering (external)

Day care/residential 

center activites

Volunteering (internal)

Paid job
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Results: regression analysis results for overall QoL outcomes (*=p value < .05; ** p value < .001)

Block and components R2 R2 change F Change

Client Characteristics

Age

Gender

Level of intellectual functioning

Mobility status

R²= ,228 R²= ,228 F=74,353**

Support Needs

Assessed Support Needs

R²= ,495 R²=,267 F=52,744**

Desires and Goals

Person

Family

R²= ,545 R²=,051 F= 52,96**

Support strategies

Technology-based

Prosthetics

Staff directed supports

Professional services

Natural supports

R²= ,559 R²=,014 F=14,771*

Environmental factors

Geographical location

Living environment

Employment status

R²=,569 R²=,01 F=3,163*
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Results: 
Significant predicting variables of personal outcomes

Predictor variable Beta

SIS Index -.57**

Level of intellectual functioning .35**

Age -,27**

Employment status .22**

Desires and goals expressed by the subject .21**

Staff directed supports .18*

Mobility status -.10*
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(*=p value < .05; ** p value < .001).



Results: Regression analysis results for 
single domain QoL outcomes 

QoL Domain R² Predictor Beta

Personal Development .68 Support Needs 

Age

Staff Directed Supports 

Technology Based 

Mobility 

-.58**

-.26*

.24*

.11*

-.11**

Self Determination .43 Support Needs 

Staff Directed Supports 

-.55**

.30**
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(*=p value < .05; ** p value < .001)



QoL Domain R² Predictor Beta

Interpersonal

Relationships

.34 Support Needs 

Staff Directed Supports 

Age

-.55**

.21*

-.18*

Social Inclusion .31 Support Needs 

Staff Directed Supports 

Age

-.49**

.21*

-.15*

Rights and 

Empowerment

.53 Support Needs

Staff Directed Supports 

Level of Intellectual Functioning 

-.49**

.34**

.14*
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(*=p value < .05; ** p value < .001)

Results: Regression analysis results 
for single domain QoL outcomes 



Results: Regression analysis results 
for single domain QoL outcomes 

QoL Domain R² Predictor Beta

Emotional well-being: .23 Support Needs 

Employment status 

Natural Supports 

-.49**

-.19*

.17*

Physical Well-being .26 Staff Directed Supports 

Support Needs 

Age 

.44*

-.23**

-.19*

Material Well-being .36 Staff Directed Supports

Level of Intellectual Functioning 

Employment status

Support Needs

Age

.30*

.26*

.21*

-.19*

-.16*
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(*=p value < .05; ** p value < .001)



Expected support counts age (up) –SIS (down)
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Results: between groups

Living arrangements (F (3, 977)=28,739, p<.001)

Employment (F (3, 362)=16,670, p<.001)

Geographical location of the living place
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Discussion

Quality of Life is a multicomponent concept

(Wang et al., 2010).

Support Needs is the best predicting factor

(Generally and for the single domains)
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Discussion

Personal Centered Perspective:

• desires and personal goals explained about 5% 

of the variance and it was a significant predictor 

in term of QoL outcomes. 
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Discussion

Employment status

• was a significant predictor (Beta = .21**) of QoL outcomes.

• In emotional and material wellbeing QoL domains, the
environmental factor of employment was a significant
predictor

• volunteering (in the community) and external activities lead to
better QoL levels
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Discussion

Best predictors in the single domains :

• Staff supports in all the QoL domains

except the Emotional Well-Being

• Natural supports in the Emotional Well-

Being

• Technology in the Personal Development.
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Minor relevance of support activities,

when measuring the overall QoL.



Limitations

• Willingness of the association to participate. 

• Case managers selected the participants.

• Organizations may not be familiar with the 
concept of supports and QoL.

• Findings on correlational data analyses.

• Future perspective: experimental longitudinal 
studies where specific variables could be 
manipulated and examined, comparing the 
effectiveness of different sets of supports in 
determining QoL outcomes.
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Conclusion

As suggested by Shogren (2013), the practice 

of the services delivery to the person could 

change, from an evidence based perspective, 

moving from the promotion of typical human 

functioning to meaningful and personally 

defined quality of life outcomes in the 

individually valued environments. 
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Greetings from Roma, Ningbo, Brescia and Ghent!
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