Table 1. Results of the factor analysis examining service providers’ overall perceptions of people with IDD (n = 61)
	
	
	
	Factor Loadings
	
	
	

	Statements	Comment by Sharon Shenhav: I added the additional statements, but note that the numbers repeat.
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Humanistic Model
	Medical/Nursing Model
	A
	B
	C

	4. Capable of asserting the right to privacy.
	3.72
	1.06
	0.82
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Capable of making an informed choice between alternatives.
	3.39
	1.02
	0.75
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Capable of thinking independently.
	3.12
	0.96
	0.71
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Capable of recognizing one’s own individuality, as separate from the disability. 
	3.34
	0.99
	0.68
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Capable of making decisions independently.
	3.55
	0.93
	0.64
	
	
	
	
	

	13. Capable of critiquing and assessing oneself in a realistic and balanced manner. 
	2.86
	0.88
	0.62
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Capable of recognizing one’s disability and its consequences on one’s functioning.
	3.29
	0.82
	0.61
	
	
	
	
	

	14. Capable of defending oneself – capable of explaining oneself.
	3.55
	0.92
	0.53
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Capable of distinguishing between one’s own opinions and the opinions of others.
	3.65
	0.92
	0.48
	
	
	
	
	

	15. Capable of accepting responsibility for one’s actions.
	3.39
	0.85
	0.40
	
	
	
	
	

	6. The most important things that can be given to a person with IDD are help and protection.
	2.80
	1.64
	
	0.90
	
	
	
	

	7. A person with IDD is not rational and thus, cannot be involved in making decisions about their lives.    	Comment by Sharon Shenhav: Not sure how to translate this.
 Other options:
lacks basic understanding
are not in their right mind
	1.88
	1.28
	
	0.88
	
	
	
	

	5. Unfortunately, the population of people with IDD lack motivation for rehabilitation.
	1.80
	0.97
	
	0.71
	
	
	
	

	11. People with IDD do not follow social norms and therefore they should be placed within the proper systems.
	2.17
	1.57
	
	
	0.82
	
	
	

	12. Treating a person with IDD requires a constant use of conditioning principles.
	2.09
	1.16
	
	
	0.76
	
	
	

	8. A person with a developmental disability suffers from a disease and requires proper treatment.
	2.43
	1.54
	
	
	0.75
	
	
	

	1. People with IDD will be dependent on medication for the entirety of their lives. 
	2.22
	1.39
	
	
	0.70
	
	
	

	3. A person with IDD is basically an undeveloped child.
	2.43
	1.31
	
	
	0.56
	
	
	

	5. Capable of seeking help when it is necessary.
	4.19
	0.92
	
	
	
	0.62
	
	

	7. Capable of verbalizing negative emotions (e.g., anger, frustration).
	4.24
	0.82
	
	
	
	0.52
	
	

	6. Capable of verbalizing positive emotions (e.g., joy, affection). 
	4.25
	0.84
	
	
	
	0.48
	
	

	8. Capable of regulating and controlling one’s emotions towards a person who has upset him/her and responding in accordance with the situation.
	3.29
	0.98
	
	
	
	
	0.79
	

	9. Capable of listening attentively to what others are saying.
	3.42
	0.87
	
	
	
	
	0.61
	

	14. An individualized educational intervention should take place prior to assessment and diagnosis.
	3.08
	1.65
	
	
	
	
	0.55
	

	4. A person with IDD will remain disabled for the rest of his/her life.
	3.47
	1.45
	
	
	
	
	
	0.84

	9. A person with IDD is a person with a disability, not necessarily someone who is sick.
	3.88
	1.58
	
	
	
	
	
	0.45

	Percentage of explained variance accounted for by each component
	17.49%
	8.83%
	7.43%
	9.26%
	7.05%
	6.72%

	Eigen values cumulative percentage
	26.39%
	34.94%
	42.16%
	51.35%
	56.79%
	61.59%




Table 2. Distribution of responses per item of the self-determination questionnaire that service providers completed about their service recipients – A comparison between service providers who have a humanistic orientation (n = 48) and those who have a medical orientation (n = 21)

	Self-determination statements
	Orientation
	1: Not at all
	2: Yes, with the receipt of help
	3. Yes, independently
	Difference

	1. He can choose and achieve most of the goals that he sets out for himself.
	Humanistic
	-- 
	81%
	19%
	0.28

	
	Medical
	--
	84%
	16%
	

	2. When faced with difficult goals, he will be able to accomplish them.
	Humanistic
	6%
	70%
	23%
	*2.48

	
	Medical
	16%
	84%
	-- 
	

	3. In general, I think he can achieve the things that are important to him.
	Humanistic
	2%
	50%
	48%
	0.69

	
	Medical
	-- 
	58%
	42%
	

	4. When he is determined, he can succeed at any task. 
	Humanistic
	2%
	50%
	48%
	1.61

	
	Medical
	10%
	58%
	32%
	

	5. He will be able to successfully overcome many challenges.
	Humanistic
	8%
	50%
	42%
	1.19

	
	Medical
	5%
	74%
	21%
	

	6. He can perform well on many different tasks.
	Humanistic
	4%
	56%
	40%
	0.25

	
	Medical
	5%
	58%
	37%
	

	7. Compared to other people, he can perform most tasks well.
	Humanistic
	4%
	49%
	47%
	1.04

	
	Medical
	5%
	63%
	32%
	

	8. Even when the situation is difficult, he can perform the tasks.
	Humanistic
	8%
	77%
	15%
	0.52

	
	Medical
	5%
	90%
	5%
	



Table 3. Service providers’ assessments of their service recipients’ self-efficacy – Comparisons between service providers with a humanistic orientation (n = 48) and service providers with a medical orientation (n = 21) using independent samples t-tests

	Self-efficacy aspects
	Model
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Difference

	Autonomy
	Humanistic
	2.93
	0.52
	0.51

	
	Medical
	2.87
	0.52
	

	Leisure time
	Humanistic
	3.09
	0.55
	1.95

	
	Medical
	2.81
	0.52
	

	Community relations
	Humanistic
	2.70
	0.63
	*2.08

	
	Medical
	2.35
	0.65
	

	Personal expression
	Humanistic
	3.26
	0.52
	*2.12

	
	Medical
	2.95
	0.63
	



Table 4. The association between service providers’ ratings of service recipients’ self-efficacy and service recipients’ ratings of their own self-efficacy using Pearson correlation coefficients – Full sample (n = 95), service providers with a humanistic orientation (n = 48), and service providers with a medical orientation (n = 21)	Comment by Sharon Shenhav: You can provide this information just in the text and delete this table. Similar to my statement below, many journals cap the number of tables so you want to only have tables for the findings that you really feel need the visual representation.

	
	Service providers’ ratings of their service recipients’ self-efficacy

	
	Full Sample
	Humanistic Orientation
	Medical Orientation

	Service recipients’ ratings of their own self-efficacy
	***0.47
	**0.41
	0.65**



Table 5. A comparison of service recipients’ own self-efficacy ratings between those who had service providers with a humanistic orientation (n = 48) vs. those who had service providers with a medical orientation (n = 21) using an independent samples t-test	Comment by Sharon Shenhav: Given the same headings, you  may consider combining tables 5, 8, and 10. Especially because many journals cap the number of tables allowed.

	Service recipients’ self-efficacy
	Number of respondents
	Mean
	Standard deviation
	Difference

	Service recipients of service providers with a humanistic orientation
	48
	2.93
	0.45
	0.73

	Service recipients of  service providers with a medical orientation
	21
	2.83
	0.54
	



Table 6. Distribution of responses per item of the quality of life measure as completed by service recipients (n = 95)

	Quality of life statements
	0: No response
	1: Happy/satisfied
	2: Not happy and not sad
	3: Sad/not satisfied
	Mean

	1. How satisfied/happy are you with your life lately?
	2%
	76%
	19%
	3%
	1.26

	2. How satisfied are you with the things that you have? For example, money or material things?
	3%
	85%
	8%
	3%
	1.15

	3. How satisfied/happy are you with your health?
	2%
	77%
	14%
	8%
	1.31

	4. How satisfied are you with your work?
	4%
	85%
	9%
	7%
	1.25

	5. How satisfied are you with your academic studies?
	81%
	18%
	=
	1%
	1.11

	6. How satisfied are you with your relationships with your colleagues/peers?
	4%
	77%
	17%
	2%
	1.22

	7. How satisfied are you with your relationship with  your apartment mates?
	6%
	74%
	16%
	4%
	1.26

	8. How satisfied are you with your current home?
	3%
	88%
	8%
	1%
	1.11

	9. How safe do you feel at home?
	1%
	87%
	10%
	2%
	1.15

	10. How satisfied are you with your leisure activities? For example, extracurricular activities, recreational trips?
	8%
	80%
	8%
	4%
	1.17

	11. How happy/satisfied are you with the life that you will have one year from now?
	10%
	73%
	14%
	3%
	1.22




Table 7. Descriptive statistics of service recipients’ quality of life

	
	Number of respondents
	Number of questions
	Median
	Range
	Mean
	Standard deviation
	Reliability

	Quality of life
	95
	11
	1.10
	2.27-1.00
	1.21
	0.25
	0.82







Table 8. A comparison of service recipients’ quality of life ratings between those who had service providers with a humanistic orientation (n = 48) vs. those who had service providers with a medical orientation (n = 21) using an independent samples t-test

	Quality of life
	Number of respondents
	Mean
	Standard deviation
	Difference

	Recipients of service providers with a humanistic orientation
	48
	1.17
	0.23
	-1.27

	Recipients of service providers with a medical orientation
	21
	1.24
	0.19
	



Table 9. Service recipients’ distribution of responses per item of the future orientation measure, in general and by person with whom they share their thoughts (n = 95)

	
	Who one shares with

	Future orientation items
	Percentage of those who say they think about it
	1:  Relatives
	2: Friends
	3: Service providers
	4: Someone else
	5: Don’t share

	7. The close friends that I will have
	37%
	15%
	13%
	24%
	1%
	15%

	2. My future family 
	29%
	24%
	5%
	19%
	3%
	25%

	4. My future in general
	29%
	27%
	5%
	29%
	4%
	15%

	3.  My financial status
	28%
	23%
	7%
	35%
	3%
	11%

	9. How I will manage independently
	27%
	21%
	3%
	40%
	2%
	14%

	6.  Who I will live with
	26%
	20%
	6%
	38%
	1%
	16%

	8. Where I will work in the future
	22%
	15%
	3%
	52%
	13%
	18%

	1. My future partner
	18%
	24%
	9%
	35%
	4%
	22%

	5. My close friends
	17%
	19%
	26%
	28%
	2%
	17%






Table 10. A comparison of service recipients’ future orientation scores between those who had service providers with a humanistic orientation (n = 48) vs. those who had service providers with a medical orientation (n = 21) using an independent samples t-test

	Future orientation 
	Number of respondents
	Mean
	Standard deviation
	Difference

	Service recipients of service providers with a humanistic orientation
	48
	5.79
	1.68
	-1.048

	Service recipients of service providers with a humanistic orientation
	21
	6.23
	1.48
	








