FRAFRFRALEE S F (F- &)

(Developing and evaluating intervention programs for promoting sexual

health in adults with intellectual disabilities —I1)

REE = WP F G2 aatle g ot

34 %% 1 NSC 101-2410-H-010 -003 -SS3(2012/08/01~2015/07/31)
O ER RS

LRAidA D h B HREE FL

FEAR:D 323285 £RE

(R NLEL I S

@ % 1 choucyc@ym.edu.tw ; (02)2826-7182

AP RGFRLSEFL A T FTANREAEL K L
Of BT g e 4R 2

RO il £ T e S

DR & TR R R RS

B st t R R TR BB A

oW E: EJIAE B FEMAR o- Fo- BV R 839

4 F X B 103 # 05 * 30 p

HEES 2014 F H 14-17 HUF 1ASSID B 3 K €3 (| ASSID European Region) B €5 » 1 R T «


mailto:choucyc@ym.edu.tw

FRAPGARA LRSS 5 (B %)
-~ éé}%ﬁ

MR T - BEE A 2Fy > %8 E > %5

ARSI ALE T S fE R AT BEE R T S HTRY
A ZPRiR i’f—’ﬁ FREZE A~ % A 3 L ge(intervention research paradlgm
Thomas & Rothman, 1994; Reid, 1987; Richman, 2010; Rothman, 2014) ~ fj#3< & #= 3
(emancipatory research) (351 ¢ F & S 2 0PI 2 2 f » P2 Ghfr) 2 2P = K
T HFE 3 Z47=0i® (pilottest)s 2 & =i (main-field test) &2 32 & @ * o pt T4

B FHFEE MR AT S BAET S HET - Hn - HIVIAIDS i1 2 iR 3

FECIEE) KB FH SR AREL L
R it #Bﬁa?i&:’a;;‘é X NfREFTER ’%?F generalizations, practice guidelines %
PR LB AR B 2 33& » ‘v;%; AR TA R RGBT RE R F LA 0 K
'1—?5’%}?’{? T {5 TP [ﬁ]gg—g_]@i_ F}\ﬁa—"]‘_ﬁlﬂ A 2 1 nﬂiz ’F,‘r]v}—r e

- ( “pilot test” )
FELGHEZE PSR- EFRZE REEHEFTUETR  BE A

%o RIFB I ERTOA D 4#% tha i 17 main field test - 77 3 582 F 3 e ® % R
PRI R L) cffRE ~ A 18 e S 2R B2 I fREHF = - 3 F

‘P“
‘h-t‘

3‘/
:;
> \n
ol
<
TN

-

Y

}

I A

~3§ﬁl‘$’r 4'1“—}%‘ (&% p BIRAEE) F &8s =4 ifﬁ-f;’, G EEERS
ARE) ZEEHF - ELVREFNEEE 0 Z FEFAHRALALR  RE 2D
it .

i

22

3 k- E 2 /‘)\'%-'_/f;o
’i@ﬁﬁlé% PR X2 F8ke > Hicit?

—-\

\_

(SEE SN &

o LT
CoE R R E RN R
B

A/-‘\
— — &
T

4

_.r\

N

|

-h4\

I

(

Ji

k8
) 2014 E= v P ELBEFa P IMRBE (IS BpFIREE =
LPRAFE ) ZfRE Ao o gz e Rl g (FE S RE
1iF¥)e $ - FFHeFELG63 L0 fE 16 L > 10T 45 4> A

() =0l 8 P R 0 IS LR R G e g e
' L 2014 &E=37 " mAE R o
) @Rk L RIE LR R A (ASQID)- iR 4 (ASK Tool) -
?@%4%%?§aam$ﬁt:f%*ﬁmﬁ—%—*'#ﬁ °
() sE=8r-% itfmE s PR EREMPE (AR~ 75
T¥)> 3P 9LFES 3 LRE 3 L 'F%"'M—}’g—l 'Nﬁ

(

-4



(6 4) $5 &1 A »Fdnts w4 o
BE L 4HAFRREECFREER

(1) &5
(@ %4 3 & & - =2 F & (2interventions, once ayear) : x p|& 7 =X - |+
TR - EACBEIRETA)F - Efer - 2wpl (TLT) ¥¥F3

s

LERFRD EPN- EHER -

(b) ¥z & fir-=g&Argfmpfeld g Ry (TLvsT2) 2 F&F
R REFE

Q&+ A rte bR RFEEAE - LR - BFIEFR > LA A
3 \B—.L\.;j:”"ﬁ;J &F.giaé
@&EHL AR » A > BABERFM B BEN-BEFE ~p A dIEFR

2, e AL ’\}#;‘;’}; %F‘fifﬁgéc o

Akend B3 (2014# = ~ AFBI ) 2 1F: %4 coding 2 4 47 e fod %
ERRL AT FHEFLAR ISR FEB I o REFADHG FEI 2 58 F
ARk BT o

\\\?{r

-y BYH{R
Developing and evaluating intervention programs for promoting sexual
health in adults with intellectual disabilities (2™ year)

Abstract

Key words: intellectual disability, sexual health, intervention research, pilot test, main-field
test

In order to promote sexual health care in persons with ID, the intervention programs for
adults with ID, their parents and service workers are developed, implemented, evaluated and
disseminated, according to intervention research paradigm (Thomas & Rothman, 1994;
Reid, 1987; Richman, 2010; Rothman, 2014). This three—year study are conducted into
following stages: program innovation, implementation, pilot test, main-field test and
dissemination through an interdisciplinary collaboration including social welfare/social work,

nursing, public health, special educators and senior practitioners.



Continuing 1% year study that the pilot test had been completed at one day center in
Tainan area, currently second year study aims to evaluate and revise the interventions
conducted in the 1st year, and to conduct the main-field test based on the revised intervention.
Three intervention packages for the adults, parents and workers were revised based on the
quantitative and qualitative (in-depth interview and focus groups were conducted among the
service workers, parents and adults with ID) data analyses conducted in 1% and 2™ years.

The participants of experimental group of the 2" year were recruited from two day
centers in Tainan area and one service setting providing small scale residential program in
Taichung area. One of the two day care centers had been involved in the comparative group
in our first year study; this year the adults with ID, parents and service workers of this day

center were invited in the experimental group and received the intervention. In total, 63 adults

with 1D, 15 parents and 45 service workers took part in the experimental groups; we provided
the interventions for the adults, parents and the service workers at these three service settings
respectively between March and April in 2014. We used the same standardized questionnaires
as the ones used in first year and before and after the intervention, the participants completed
the pre-and post tests respectively (T1 and T2). The participants of the comparative group
were recruited from on day center in Tainan area and two service centers providing small

scale residential program in Taichung. All together, 24 adults with ID, 2 parents, 24 service

workers were recruited in the comparative groups; and the interviews for pre-test were

conducted with the same questionnaire packages for three groups of people between March
and May in 2014. In order to modify the intervention again, in-depth interview and focus
groups were conducted to collect data related to the intervention among the participants
(service workers, parents and adults with ID) in the experimental group including three
service units.

The results, first, showed that the post- test of sexual knowledge in first year (T2) was

significant higher than the pretests in first and second year (T1 and T4) among the adults with



ID who had been involved in our first and second year intervention. The overall scores of
POS in the second year among these adults were significantly higher than in first year.
Second, based on the comparison between pre- and post-test within the experimental group in
the current year, show that: (1) there is a significant increased in the scores of Sexual
knowledge and attitudes (ASK scale) among adults with 1D, but not POS (QoL); (2) there is
a significant increased in the scores of sexual attitudes among parents in the overall ASQ
scale and also the domains of sexual rights, non-reproductive sexual behavior, but not
parenting and self control; and (3) there is significant differences in the scores of sexual
attitudes among service workers in the overall ASQ scale and also the three domains except

parenting.



Introduction

This study will utilize an Intervention Research (IR) paradigm particularly suited for
conducting research in an environment which is different from much basic research
(Rothman, 1984; Thomas, 1984; Richman, 2010). The particular advantage of IR is to
innovate intervention in particular settings/service users and it allows to construct, test
(pilot-test and main field test) and modify (and re-modify) or the intervention program;
thus to develop a service model rather than the generation of knowledge (Fraser et al., 2009;
Thomas & Rothman, 1994; Reid, 1987).

Aims of the study

The primary concern of this study is to_develop the intervention programs to promote
sexual health care and well being in people with ID and as well as to evaluate (including
outcome and process evaluation) whether these intervention programs are effective and
efficient. The participants also need to include parents and service workers who are around
and working with adults with ID. Thus the intervention programs are provided to_three
groups of people, they are, adults with ID (including men and women with 1D), parents and
service workers; the intervention components are the issues related to adults with ID’s sexual
health, knowledge and rights concerns.

This three years study includes two times of tests (pilot test first and then main field
test) and modifications twice. Based on our proposal (NSC 101-2410-H-010 -003 —SS3) the
second year study was to carry post-test evaluation of the pilot test focused on whether the
intervention programs are applicable for the adults with ID, parents and service workers in
order to modify the intervention. Additionally, the pre-test of “main-field test” and the
modified intervention (after Pilot Test) were carried on in the second year.

Continuing the first year study, the aims of this current 2" year study are as follows.

Aims of 2* year: Post-test of Pilot Test, intervention modification, pre-test of Main-field
Test and modified intervention implementation
a. to evaluate the innovative intervention programs (post -test), two post tests for
experimental group and one post test for comparative group (4 months after);
b. to modify the intervention programs;
c. to carry on pre- test before the modified intervention (2™ one) (pre-test) with
bigger samples; and
d. to implement the modified intervention.

Literature Review
(skip here for this mid-term report) (st % = & # © &%)



Methods and Measures
1. Intervention Research Paradigm
According to the process of IR, two main goals of this current study are: (1) to revise

the intervention based on the pilot test; and (2) to implement the main-field test with
extended participants (Roony, 1989; Rothman, 1980; Thomas, 1985) (also see the Figure 1 in
our first year report). The main concern of main-field test is to evaluate the outcome of the
intervention whether it is effective for the related targets and practitioners (the person carries
the intervention) and whether it needs to re-modify. The research questions of the main field
test (Rooney, 1989) are: (1) Can the intervention is effective for the users? Does it work? (2)
What needs further development?

The tasks are such as:

(1) post-test of “Pilot test”: outcome/process evaluation (both quantitative & qualitative);

(2) modifying intervention based on the evaluations;

(3) pre-test of “main-field test” with extended participants; and

(4) “main-field test” carrying on: implemented with extended participants.

2. Post-test evaluation of Pilot test and main-field test
2.1. Quantitative evaluation in the Pilot test

In order to answer whether the intervention is effective for the participants, the adults
with ID, parents and service workers, first, the research design is as follows.

Figure 1: non-equivalent control group design (Rubin & Babbie, 2008)
O1 X O2 (Experimental Group)
O3 O4 (Comparative group)
Note: X: intervention; O1 and O3: pre-test; O2 and O4: post-test.

In our study, we conduct the post-test (T2) in the experimental group right away, and
then another follow-up test (T3) conducted after four months. Among the participants of the
comparative groups, only one post-test was conducted as the same time of the follow-up test
conducted for the participants in the experimental group. The figure of the tests between the
two groups is as follows.

Figure 2: The tests conducted in the pilot-test in 1% year
T1 X T2 T3 (Experimental Group)
T1 T3 (Comparative group)

Second, research questions of the outcome evaluations: (1) are adults with ID’s attitudes
to sexual health, sexual knowledge and quality of life improved after receiving the



intervention? (2) is there a significant difference of the scores of the adults with 1D’s attitudes
to sexual health, sexual knowledge and quality of life between the two groups, the adults who
receive the intervention and the adults who do not? (3) is there a significant improvement in
the scores of the attitudes to sexual health related to people with ID among parents after
receiving the intervention while comparing with the scores before the intervention received?
(4) is there a significant difference of scores of the attitudes to sexual health related to people
with 1D among the parents from the two groups, the experimental and comparative groups?
(5) is there a significant improvement in the scores of the attitudes to sexual health related to
people with 1D among service workers after receiving the intervention while comparing with
the scores before the intervention received? (6) is there a significant difference of scores of
the attitudes to sexual health related to people with ID among service workers from the two
groups, the experimental and comparative groups?

Dependent variables. The revised intervention package innovated in the second year,
as the same as first year, aims to promote positive attitudes to sexual health in people with ID
among adults with 1D, the parents and the service workers. Two more dependent variables,
that are adults with ID’s sexual knowledge and quality of life, were and are evaluated as well
as the outcomes of the intervention among adults with ID. The outcome evaluation has been
evaluated after the intervention right away and another following evaluation will be
conducted after 3 months of the intervention (August of 2014).

Three different groups of participants (i.e., the adults with ID, the parents and the
service workers) were and were evaluated individually.

As same as the pre-test, as described as above, the same participants and same
instruments were used to carry on the post-test evaluation as quantitative data for the Pilot
test.

Instruments for quantitative data. As mentioned as in the first year report, the adults
with 1D’s attitudes and knowledge were measured by the Assessment of Sexual Knowledge
Tool (ASK Tool) (Centre for Developmental Disability Health Victoria, 2011). The adults
with 1D’s quality of life was measured by the Personal Outcomes Scale (POS): A Scale to
Assess an Individual’s Quality of Life -Chinese version (Chang, 2010). Both parents and
service workers’ attitudes to sexual health was measured by the Attitudes to Sexuality
Questionnaire—Individuals with an Intellectual Disability (ASQ-1D) (Cuskelly & Gilmore,
2007).

2.2.Qualitative approach for evaluation in the Pilot test

Meanwhile the semi-structure questionnaires and focus group were conducted to collect
qualitative data from the experimental group in order to modify the intervention in the
main-field test. The evaluations for three packages (i.e., for adults with ID, the parents and
service workers) were carried on individually.



The research questions of the qualitative design are such as:

1. whether the intervention package is suitable for the target groups (adults with 1D,
parents and service workers)?

2. whether the intervention package is suitable to use by the trainers/practitioners?

3. what do the parts need to be modified?

4. whether the instruments in the quantitative and qualitative evaluation are suitable to
use?

2.3. Data analysis for pre-test and post-test in Pilot test and Main-field Test (year 1 and
year 2)

The data was analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)
version 20.0 for Windows. Descriptive analysis was used to characterize the participants’
basic information including their characteristic data and dependent variables. At pre-test,
before the intervention, between the groups (experimental group and comparative group),
frequency data was compared using cross table and independent group t-test to measure if a
difference is found among the participants’ basic characteristics from two groups. With regard
to intervention effectiveness, both within group and cross group analyses were conducted.
Within each experimental and comparative group, the Friedman’s repeated measuers and/or
Wilcoxson Matched Pairs Signed-rank Tests (Non-Parametric Repeated Measures
Comparisons) was conducted to measure if a main effect of the intervention is found for the
participants. Following, the Mann Whitney U-test was used to determine whether the
participants’ dependent variables are significantly different by the group (experimental vs.
comparative group) in the both pre- and post- tests. Moreover, for the outcome comparisons
of the two groups in the post-test (i.e., after the intervention), the scores of pre-test of both
groups was adjusted with covariance analysis if having a significant difference between the
two groups for the pre-test (i.e., before the intervention). An alpha level of 0.05 is used in all
analyses.

3. Modification after pilot test
First of all, both results of the quantitative and qualitative were analyzed. Based on the
findings from the pilot test, three intervention packages were modified (see the appendix).

4. Pre-test for Main-field test and the new modified intervention (after Pilot Test) carried
on
4.1. Main field test

The pre-test of main-field test only use quantitative to collect data before the modified
intervention implemented.
4.1.1. Research design for Quantitative evaluation



As same as the pilot test, as mentioned as above, the quantitative approach focuses on
the outcome evaluation of the intervention. Due to the concern of feasibility and research
ethics (voluntarily involved), randomization for the experimental design was not considered.
A non-equivalent groups design (as shown in Figure 4 for pilot test) was used as well,
although the participants were recruited from the more diverse settings (as described as
following).

The Research questions, dependent variables, instruments used and data analysis
of the quantitative evaluation in main field test was as the same as the pilot test; however, the
independent variable is the new modified intervention after the pilot test.

As mentioned as above and as the one carried on in the pilot test, the research design
for the tests between the two groups is as following Figure 3. Besides, the adults with ID in
experimental group in the first year also continued to be involved in the experimental group
in the second year. So the research design for this group of adults were as Figure 4.

Figure 3: The tests conducted in the main-field test in the 2" year
T1 X T2 T3 (Experimental Group)
T1 T3 (Comparative group)

Figure 4: The tests conducted among the adults with ID in the experimental group for 2
years
T1 X1 T2 T3..T4 X2 T5 (Experimental Group)

4.1.2. Settings and participants of Main-field test

Adults with ID, their parents and service workers were recruited from the users who
used small scale residential services (named “community living”) and day center or day care
center.
4.1.2.1. Participants of experimental group

First, the participants from the experimental group and one comparative group who
were involved in the pilot test (first year) were invited to be the participants of the main-field
test.

Second, the extended participants were recruited from the users of “community living”
and their parents and service workers. “Community Living” is a new residential scheme and
launched in 2004; and it requires 6 residents or less living in a unit located in the community.
Based on the latest data from the Taiwan Community Living Consortium in 2013, around 456
residents with ID live in 91 Community Living, managed by the NGO in 15 local authorities.
The experimental and comparative groups for three interventions (for men and women with
ID, the parents and the service workers) were extended recruited from_the Community Living
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units in northern and southern part of Taiwan.
In total, 63 adults with ID, 15 parents, 45 service workers participated in the
experimental group.

4.1.2.2. Participants of comparative group

The recruitment of the participants in the comparative group were from three sites.

First the participants were from the same ones who were involved in the comparative
group in the pilot test; they were 7 adults with ID and 13 service workers, none of parents
involved again. Second, from the same area of the participants in the experimental group, we
invited the users of 2 units where also providing small scale of residential service/community
living including the users’ parents and service workers in our main-field study as the
participants of the comparative group. There were 17 adults with 1D, 2 parents, and 11
service workers involved from these two residential units. All together, 24 adults with 1D, 2
parents, 24 service workers were recruited in the comparative groups.

4.2. The new modified intervention implemented

After the pilot —test, evaluation and modification, the intervention was implemented to the
adults with ID, parents and the service workers respectively at the three settings where the
participants recruited respectively between March and April 2014.

11



Table 1: Research purposes, methods and participants in Year 2

Year of

Aims of the study

Research methods and

Participants

study process
Year 2 |Post-test of Pilot test— I. Outcome evaluation/post |Outcome evaluation of pilot
08/2013-|1. intervention test of the pilot test and test—follow up test (T3)
07/2014 evaluation/after main-field test- Exp vs Com
intervention—“pilot  |1. Independent P1— 34 vs 22adults with 1D
test”; variable—intervention P2— 7 vs 16 parents
2. Intervention modified |programs for adults with ID, |P3— 28 vs 16 service
based on the pilot-test |parents and service workers |workers
3. pre-test for the 2. Dependent variables The participants are the same
main-field test a. P1: for adults with as the pre-test in 1% year.
4. the new and modified |ID--attitudes to sexuality,
intervention knowledge related to sexual |Process evaluation—
implemented with health; quality of life P1, P2 &P3 from the
extended participants |b. P2 and P3: parents and experimental group
service workers—attitudes to
sexuality. Pre-test of the main-field
test- Exp vs Com
I. Process evaluation- P1-63 vs 24
Semi-structured interview  |P2-15 vs 2
and focus group P3-45vs 24
recruited from day service
centers and Community
Living as experimental and
comparative group
Results

1. Process evaluation --the intervention revised
Based on the quantitative and qualitative data analysis, the intervention conducted in
the first year was revised. The outcome evaluation was based on the quantitative data and the
process evaluation was according to qualitative data that was collected from the in-depth
interview with 8 adults, one parent, 5 service workers and also two focus groups conducted
among the service workers (the analyzed and summary notes as Appendix 1). In addition, the
discussions between the research team members (including three researchers, research
assistants, two the adults with ID and one mother) were also recorded, analyzed and used as
the evaluation data. The main goals of the process evaluation in the pilot test are to answer
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following questions: (1) Can the intervention be carried out? (2) What needs further
development? (3) What should be dropped or maintained?

The primary parts of the revisions were summarized as the following table and the ppt used as the
second year intervention for the three groups (adults with ID, parents and workers) as in Appendix 2 and
3.

Table 2: What the extent needs to further development, maintained or dropped of the
three intervention packages
Maintained Further development dropped

For men/women with ID
i TBE CKEEE S BBk R AR

i 3 %> (what is making love, kiss,
AR F masturbation)

AN Y E R
KEIZ I -RLEH - ¥ RV T B

the adult with ID involved 2 2l
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separate to different group
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Our concern:

1. whether separate to different group based on level of ID?

2. Whether we invite different adult with ID to be involved as the instructor
Movie also be shown
For parents
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2. Outcome evaluation
2.1. Socio-demographic Data of participants in the experimental group

First, the characteristics of the participants (three groups--adults with 1D, parents and
service workers) who have been involved in the first and second year study in the
experimental group had been described in our first year study (see our first year report). The
socio-demographic data of new participants (three groups) in the experimental group in the
second year was shown as Table 3. Only those adults with ID and parents who could be able
to answer the questions in the interviews were analyzed in the study.

As shown in Table 3, all participants (n=30) were adults with a primary diagnosis of 1D?.
Their mean ages were 31.4 (SD=6.7, range 21-43 years); there were 12 (40.0%) males and
18(60.0%) females. Overall, the majority of them (80.0%) were labeled as having mild or
moderate ID.

Ten parents participated in intervention were aged between 53-75; 7 mothers and 3
fathers; the average year of education received were 12.1 (SD=3.1). The majority of these
parents had Dau/fock religion or Buddhism religion (80.0%) and married (60.0%) and
majority (50.0%) of the parents replied their family income less than 1000 Euros a month.

Forty five service workers’ mean ages were 38.4 (SD=11.8; range =22-62) and 82.2%
of them were female; and mean years of education received were 15.4 (SD=1.9); majority
(68.9%) identified themselves Dau/fock religion in religion belief. Less than half of them

“Such a diagnosis is made by a medical doctor based on the individual’s IQ score and social adaptation skills.
Then a certificate of disability is issued by the local authority and given to the individual. The certificate defines
the person with disabilities according to one of four different severity levels (mild, moderate, severe and
profound).
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(33.3%) were married; and their average years of experiences in working with people with ID
were 8.0 (SD=7.4, range= 0-24).
Table 3: Socio-demographic Data of Adults, parents and workers in the experimental

group(DL/MA)
Characteristics 1.adults with ID | 2.parents 3.workers
(n=30% (n=10) (n=45)
Mean age Mean (SD) 31.37(6.70) 61.10(5.90) 38.42(11.79)
(all groups) Range 21-43 53-75 22-62
Sex Men 12(40.0) 3(30.0) 8(17.8)
N (%) women 18(60.0) 7(70.0) 37(82.2)
(All groups)
Level of disability | Mmild 8(26.7)
N(%) 16(53.3
(1D only) Moderate (53.3)
Severe 5(16.7)
Profound 1(3.3)
Education-years Mean(SD) 12.10(3.07) 15.36(1.94)
(all  groups) Range 6-19 7-18
Religion Dao/fock 4(40.0) 22(48.9)
Buddhism 4(40.0) 9(20.0)
Christian 0(0.0) 8(17.8)
none 2(20.0) 6(13.3)
Marital status(%) | married/co-hab 6(60.0) 15(33.3)
ith partner
(with p ) Single/divorce/widow 4(40.0) 30(66.7)
Family income <40000 5(50.0)
(Ong Tor parents) 14000170000 2(20.0)
NT
=70001 3(30.0)
Working Mean(SD) 7.95(7.42)
experiences (years) Range 0-24

with ID

2.2. Socio-demographic Data of participants in the comparative group
As shown in Table 4, all participants (n=24) were adults with a primary diagnosis of 1D.

Their mean ages were 29.3 (SD=6.4, range 20-43 years); there were 10 (41.7%) males and

14(58.3%) females. Overall, the majority of them (87.5%) were labeled as having mild or

moderate ID.

Two parents participated involved were aged 37 and 59; the average year of education

® 31 adults with ID were involved in the intervention but only 30 of them were involved in the interviews in the

pre-and post test.
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received were 14.5 (SD=0.7). One is Buddhist and one is Christian, two were all married and
one of them whose family income was less than 1000 Euros a month.
Twenty four service workers’ mean ages were 42.9 (SD=10.0; range =25-63) and
83.3% of them were female; and mean years of education received were 15.2 (SD=3.4);
majority (50.0%) identified themselves Dau/fock religion in religion belief. More than half of
them (62.5%) were married; and their average years of experiences in working with people

with 1D were 8.1 (SD=8.1, range= 0-27).

Table 4: Socio-demographic data of adults, parents and workers in the comparative group

(ZF/LD/SWI)

Characteristics 1.adults with ID | 2.parents 3.workers
(n=24% (n=2) (n=24)
Mean age Mean(SD) 29.29(6.37) 48.00(15.56) 42.88(10.00)
(all groups) Range 20-43 37-59 25-63
Sex Men 10(41.7) 2(100.0) 4(16.7)
N (%) women 14(58.3) 0(0.0) 20(83.3)
(All groups)
Level of disability N(%) | Mild 9(37.5)
(ID only) Moderate 12(50.0)
Severe 3(12.5)
Profound 0(0.0)
Education-years Mean(SD) 14.50(.70) 15.23(3.42)
(all - groups) Range 14-15 2-20
Religion Dao/fock 0(0.0) 6(25.0)
Buddhism 1(50.0) 6(25.0)
Christian 1(50.0) 5(20.8)
none 0(0.0) 7(29.2)
Marital status(%) (with | married/co-hab 2(100.0) 15(62.5)
artner
P ) Single/divorce/widow 0(0.0) 9(37.9)
Family income (only for | <40000 1(50.0)
parents) NT$ 40001-70000 0(0.0)
=70001 1(50.0)
Working experiences Mean(SD) 8.12(8.08)
(yearS) with ID Range 0-27

* 31 adults with ID were involved in the intervention but only 30 of them were involved in the interviews in the

pre-and post test.
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2.3. Outcomes comparison within the experimental group in adults with ID

First, the adults with ID involved in first and second year as the participants of
experimental group completed five interviews between April 2013 to current (April 2014)
(T1 to T5) and the results show as Table 5 based on the analyses of Friedman’s repeated
measures and Wilcoxon Matched Pairs Signed-Rank —Test. The results reveal that there were
statistically significant changes in adults’ sexual knowledge between T2 and T1 (p<0.01) and
T2 and T4 (p<0.05). The overall scores of POS show significant higher in second year than in
the first year (p<0.01, p<0.001).

Second, based on the analyses of the Wilcoxon matched pairs signed-rank test for the
pre-and post- tests within the experimental group among the adults with ID involved in the
intervention in the second year, as shown in Table 6, we found that there were statistically
significant changes in adults’ sexual knowledge (p<0.01) and sexual attitudes (p<0.01).
However, the scores for overall POS did not show significant differences between two tests.
It suggests that the intervention in our second year was effective in the adults’ sexual
knowledge and attitudes.

Table 5: Mean effect on the outcomes for the five interviews (T1 to T5) within the group
among adults with ID receiving interventions in year 1 and year 2 in the experimental group
(LW day center)

z° Post hoc
test”
M(SD) (p-Value)
T3 T4 T5
T2
(Follow-u | Pretest
Tl (post-tes post-test
p) (n=33)
Pretest t)
) . (n=33)
Adults with ID | (n=36) (n=36) (n=34")
ASK 26.50 29.52 28.57 28.12 28.58 12.85* T2>T1**
knowledge (5.90) (5.87) (6.66) (7.90) (8.47) (.01) T2>T4*
56.03 57.55 T1>T3*
58.15 56.90 55.97 (3.15) (3.46) 9.95* T1>T4*
ASK attitudes | (2.70) (2.96) (3.88) (.04) T4>T3*
POS
Self-report
Individual 14.48 14.55 14.03 14.55 14.55 3.68
development (1.79) (2.12) (1.96) (1.70) (2.14) (.45)
Self-determinat | 13.27 14.35 13.20 14.76 14.48 5.02
ion (2.75) (2.83) (2.50) (1.82) (1.58) (.29)
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14.24 14.33 T1>T3*
(1.94) (1.45) T5>T1*
13.55 13.75 12.69 10.42* T4>T3**
relationship (2.59) (2.17) (2.63) (.03) T5>T3**
11.82 11.36 T1>T3**
(1.49) (1.69) T2>T3*
Social 11.48 11.53 9.43 22.42%** T4>T3***
inclusion (2.28) (2.10) (2.33) (.000) T5>T3***
14.03 14.45 T4>T1**
(2.47) (1.56) T5>T1**
T4>T2*
T5>T2**
12.88 12.65 12.97 12.56* T4>T3**
rights (2.90) (2.70) (2.06) (.01) T5>T3**
Emotional 14.52 14.25 13.56 14.94 14.94 5.49
well-being (2.43) (1.97) (1.81) (1.32) (1.62) (.24)
Physical 14.18 14.50 14.97 14.55 15.18 10.37* T5>T1*
well-being (2.40) (1.82) (1.53) (2.57) (2.16) (.04)
15.06 14.88 T4>T1***
(1.80) (2.10) TE>T1***
T4>T2***
T5>T2**
Material 12.45 12.23 12.47 35.47%** T4>T3***
well-being (2.83) (2.34) (2.21) (.000) T5>T3***
113.94 114.18 T4>T1***
(8.10) (6.99) TE>T1***
T4>T2**
T5>T2**
POS overall 106.82 106.82 104.24 21.90%** T4>T3***
(Self-report) (10.19) (10.39) (9.91) (.000) T5>T3***
POS overall
(direct
observation) 102.15 106.61
T2% % (12.31) (15.05)

®Based on Friedman’s repeated measures.

PBased on Wilcoxon matched pairs signed-rank test.
“Two participants drop out (not use the service any more).
"p<0.05; “p<0.01; ~"p<0.001.
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Table 6: The pre-test and post-test of the ASK and POS among the adults with ID in the experimental
group in 2™ year (DL day center ~ M CL) (Note: T2: post test conducted after the intervention right

away)
M(SD)
T1: Pretest T2: Post test z°

Adults with ID (n=30)=1 (n=30)=2

-3.12**(.002)
ASK knowledge 31.10(7.81) 34.93(6.36) |2>1

-2.71**(.007)
ASK attitudes 56.80(3.76) 58.80(3.02) |2>1
POS overall (self report) 113.37(8.74) 114.63(7.67) | -1.06(.289)

# Wilcoxon matched pairs signed-rank test
"p<.05." p<.01.

2.4. Outcomes comparison within the experimental group in parents

As shown in Table 7, the scores of sexual attitudes of the overall the ASQ and the
domains of sexual rights and non-reproductive sexual behavior were significantly increased
(p<0.05) after the intervention among the parents. However the domains of parenting and
self-control did not show significant differences between two tests. Generally, the impact of
the intervention was positive for these parents.

Table 7: The pretest and post-test of the ASQ among parents in the experimental group
(D day center, M CL, L day center)

M(SD)
T1: Pretest T2: Post test
(n=15)=1 (n=15)=2 z°
Factor 1 -2.16*(.03)
Sexual rights 49.27(6.22) 54.73(7.81) 2>1
Factor 2
Parenting 18.87(5.42) 20.13(6.03) -1.33(.18)
Factor 3
Non-reproductive -2.57*(.01)
sexual behavior 21.07(4.95) 24.33(2.64) 2>1
Factor 4 Self-control 9.33(3.02) 10.60(3.22) -1.12(.26)
-2.48*(.01)
ASQ overall 98.53(13.32) 109.80(12.08) 2>1
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2. 5. Outcomes comparison within the experimental group in service workers

Different from the intervention results in the first year, the intervention in the second year
showed positive changes in sexual attitudes of three domains of ASQ and overall ASQ among
the service workers, except the domain of parenting (Table 8). The results suggest that the
revised intervention, unlike the one conducted in the first year, was probably effective for the
service workers in changing their sexual attitudes.

Table 8: The pretest and post test of the ASQ among workers in the experimental group
(D day center and M CL)

M(SD)
T1: Pretest T2: Post test
(n=45)=1 (n=45)=2 z?
Factor 1 -2.54*(.01)
Sexual rights 56.14(5.48) 57.73(6.73) 2>1
Factor 2
Parenting 30.36(6.29) 30.47(6.36) -.75(.45)
Factor 3
Non-reproductive -2.48*(.01)
sexual behavior 25.63(3.04) 26.64(3.00) 2>1
-2.55*(.01)
Factor 4 Self-control 12.90(2.72) 14.05(3.08) 2>1
-2.92**(.004)
ASQ overall 124.82(11.89) 129.02(15.77) 2>1

# Wilcoxon matched pairs signed-rank test
“p<.05." p<.01.

2.6. Outcome comparison between the experimental and comparative groups in adults
with ID (post test not completed)

Table 9 Comparison of the pre-test and post test of the ASK and POS between two groups
(DL/MA vs ZF/LD/SWI) (Note: T3 will be conducted in August 2014)
M(SD)

Za
Exp (n=30) | Comp (n=24)

T1
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ASK knowledge

31.10(7.81)

29.42(8.30)

-.84(.40)

ASK attitudes

56.80(3.76)

56.13(4.05)

-.62(.54)

POS overall

113.37(8.74)

114.25(9.16)

-.85(.40)

T3

ASK knowledge

ASK attitudes

POS overall

# Mann-Whitney U test

“p<.05." p<.0L.

2.7. Outcome comparison between the experimental and comparative groups in parents

(not completed)

Table 10: Comparison of the pretest and post test in ASQ between the parents in two groups
(LW/DL/MA vs ZF/LD/SWI) (Note: T3 will be conducted in August 2014)

M(SD)

Exp (n=15)

Comp (n=2)

Za

T1

Factor 1
Sexual rights

49.27(6.22)

45.00(1.41)

-1.20(.23)

Factor 2
Parenting

18.87(5.42)

15.50(3.54)

-1.20(.23)

Factor 3
Non-reproductive
sexual behavior

21.07(4.95)

18.50(4.95)

-.90(.37)

Factor 4 Self-control

9.33(3.02)

10.00(1.41)

-.38(.71)

ASQ overall

98.53(13.32)

89.00(1.41)

-.82(.41)

T3

Factor 1
Sexual rights

Factor 2
Parenting

Factor 3
Non-reproductive
sexual behavior

Factor 4 Self-control
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ASQ overall

& Mann-Whitney U test

"p<.05." p<.01.

2.8. Outcomes comparison between the experimental and comparative groups in service

workers(not completed)
Table 11: Comparison of the pretest and post test in ASQ between the workers in two
groups(DL/MA vs ZF/LD/SWI) (Note: T3 will be conducted in August 2014)

M(SD)

Exp (n=45)

Comp (n=24)

Za

T1

Factor 1
Sexual rights

56.14(5.48)

54.92(6.10)

-.83(.41)

Factor 2
Parenting

30.36(6.29)

25.75(6.60)

-2.53*(.01)

Factor 3
Non-reproductive
sexual behavior

25.63(3.04)

23.83(3.71)

-2.10%(.04)

Factor 4 Self-control

12.90(2.72)

13.71(2.61)

-1.36(.17)

ASQ overall

124.82(11.89)

118.21(14.49)

-1.75(.08)

T3

Factor 1
Sexual rights

Factor 2
Parenting

Factor 3
Non-reproductive
sexual behavior

Factor 4 Self-control

ASQ overall

& Mann-Whitney U test

“p<.05." p<.01.

References (skipped)
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Chart 2: Year 2 (08/2013-07/2014) —Post-test of Pilot Test, Intervention modification & pre-test of Main Field Test

Month/tasks 10 B+
may Self
01|02 |03|04|05|06]|07|08]09 i 11 | 12 .
. mid-term | . . evaluation
aug | sep | oct |nov|dec|jan | feb | mr | ap jn | jl
report
submission

1. literature review done
2. Post-teset of Pilot done
Test—outcome evaluation (after
intervention) (P1, P2, P3)
3. Process evaluation/qualitative done
data collected from adults w/ID,
parents, service workers (Focus
group used)
4. Data analysis--quantitative done
(outcome evaluation)
5. Data analysis—qualitative done
(process evaluation)
6. Modified the intervention done
programs for P1, P2 & P3
7. Instruments identification done

after Pilot test
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8. Contact the participants for
Main-field test

done

9. Practitioners training for done
Main-Field Test (the Pl and
Co-PIs took over as the
practitioners)
10.Main field test: pre-test—P1, done
P2 & P3 (quantitative)
11. the new and modified done
intervention implemented for
P1, P2 & P3

Done

12. Findings report—mid term

of 2" year

Note: P1=adults with ID, P2= parents, P3=service workers.

We already competed the 1% post-test after the intervention for the experimental group in March and April, 2014.
The pretest for the comparative group was completed between March and May, 2014; the post test of comparative group and also follow up test

of experimental group will be conducted in August 2014.
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EHIEE S EF T E R A BT £ 81 174 T 1 (1) post test
of comparative group and follow-up test of experimental group; (2) revised the intervention
program based on the findings of the evaluation in 1% year; (3) pretest of the comparative
and experimental groups; (4) implementing the new/revised intervention with extended
participants; (5) first post test for the participants in the experimental group.
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Appendix 2: Intervention manual (see first year report)
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Appendix 3: Intervention PPTs in 2™ year
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