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Abstract 
Aim: Current measures for disability employment focus on system outputs, not individual outcomes. This paper 
proposes an employment outcome measurement approach based on social quality theory as a means of improv-
ing the quality of employment outcomes for individuals. 
Introduction: There is a paucity of government policies that promote practices which address the measurement 
of employment outcomes that reflect the goals of the individual. While there has been a recent trend towards a 
focus on quality of life as an outcome, process measurement and compliance to procedural regulations are still 
dominant. 
Method: A scoping review of disability employment research from the year 2000 revealed only eleven papers 
which specifically addressed approaches to measuring disability employment outcomes at an individual impact 
level. Overall, the search failed to highlight any measure that focused on the impact of employment on the indi-
vidual with existing measures focused on process measurement. 
Conclusion: An outcomes-based approach, based on the four pillars of social quality theory, namely, social in-
clusion, social cohesion, self-determination, and social-economic security provide an opportunity to shift disabil-
ity employment service provision towards individual outcomes rather than its existing focus on system outputs as 
a measure of success. 
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1. Defining the Problem 
1.1 Australian Context 
Disability employment service systems in Australia 
have no appreciable way of measuring the impact of 
employment interventions on individuals who access 
these services.  The Australian Federal Government’s 
flagship disability employment system: the Disability 
Employment Services (DES), focuses on process and 
provider success, with little understanding of the im-
pact of employment practice on the individual.  
The Disability Employment Services (DES) exists to 
support people with a disability to gain meaningful 
employment on par with other members of society, 
often seen through the lens of economic citizenship. 
For a person with a disability, this is often wrapped up 
in the issue of rights in the context of meeting the 
United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons 
with Disabilities 2006 (UNCRPD) obligations and 
often, Human Rights and Discrimination legislation. 
This proposition is not new, having been espoused in 
the UN Declaration of Human Rights in 1948 that 
supported the ideal of the right to choose work with 
just and fair conditions (Parmenter, 1986). The Disa-
bility Employment Reference Group established in 
2021 as part of the Disability Employment Service 
(DES) review, is led by the Australian Disability Dis-
crimination Commissioner, from the Australian Hu-
man Rights Commission.  
The success of the current DES system focuses on the 
capacity of the disability employment service pro-
vider to find and sustain the client in employment set-
tings measured at 13, 26 and 52 weeks; weighted to-
wards outcomes at 26 weeks to receive outcome pay-
ments and are known to measure provider compli-
ance against the system (DES, 2021; Smith, 2018).  
The current system of key performance indicators 
(KPIs), with their focus on efficiency, effectiveness 
and service quality takes no account of the impact of 
employment or the quality of the placement on the in-
dividual, nor account for practice methods. Bellamy, 
Rhodes, and Albin (1986) highlighted the need to 
measure employment outcomes across the broader 
impact on the individual not simply hours and wages 
earned. We still have not progressed in our construct 
of measuring the success of employment support pro-
grams beyond simple placement hours and dollars 
earned. The current disability employment review in 
Australia proposes improvements towards the quality 
KPI, however there is no suggestion of measuring the 

impact of employment on the individual or the man-
dating of evidence-based practices. 
Current measures focus primarily on the institutional 
level, i.e., the efficiency of service provision in secur-
ing employment by the provider system in response 
to policy settings. Employment for people with a dis-
ability has historically been in low skills and low 
wages jobs, which does not sit comfortably with the 
intent of the landmark Disability Services Act 1986 
and the National Disability Insurance Scheme Act 
2013 (NDIS), both of which support the goal of a 
healthy life in the community. The legislation is con-
sistent with a whole of life capacity building approach 
that includes access and support to pursue quality em-
ployment, complete with wage justice. Mallett, 
Brown & Finnis (2021) highlighted the need to take a 
life course view of building the capacity of a person 
with a disability by intervening early to ensure that ed-
ucation and transition to employment are aligned to a 
real job in the community. However, the fragmented 
nature of transition and employment services contin-
ues to hamper successful transition for young people 
(Bond & Keys, 2020). Despite policy initiatives in 
Australia and legislation that supports employment 
opportunities for people with a disability, research has 
shown only a limited number (n=17) of projects being 
undertaken that support employment interventions 
for people with a disability using evidence-based 
practices (Brown & Mallett, 2021). School to post-
secondary education and employment is hampered 
by an absence of policy and practice alignment at this 
vital life stage by competing policy objectives that 
challenges the traditional boundaries of state and fed-
eral level governments (Shelvin et al., 2020). 
1.2 International Context 
Consistent with experience in Australia, researchers 
overseas have highlighted the disconnect between 
various agencies such as education, vocational reha-
bilitation, and lifestyle support (Luecking & Certo, 
2002). The outcome of this disconnect is low paid 
employment and poverty, with employment often in 
centre-based services such as sheltered workshops. 
Shultz & Carter (2022) reported that transition educa-
tion should have employment as a central goal along 
with connecting youth with disabilities to jobs that 
meet their needs and offer career pathways.  An ex-
amination of the provision of disability employment 
services worldwide shows various approaches, but in-
creasingly reflecting the prevailing free marketideol- 
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ogy and culture of the respective states which has seen 
a separation of employment provision from other 
support services. The past decade has seen an acceler-
ation of governments to tender out services they have 
traditionally provided, loosely based on adherence to 
Friedman’s ideology that market-based solutions of-
fer better service provision than government organi-
zations (Harris, 2001). 
Employment services are one area that has seen gov-
ernments abandon service provision in favor of utiliz-
ing external parties to deliver services. According to 
Struyven (2004) countries which decide to involve 
the private sector in the re-integration of long-term un-
employed people face a dual challenge of not only 
tackling unemployment but also implementing mar-
ket competition.  
Struyven (2004) identified two critical issues for gov-
ernments choosing this pathway: creating space for 
market competition and the need for positive cream-
ing, which encourages service providers to focus on 
the most profoundly disadvantaged job seekers. Con-
versely in the Australian context, there is evidence of 
"creaming and parking" of clients, where providers 
focus on job-ready clients (the most able of the disa-
bled) to exclude the more disadvantaged (Dept of So-
cial Services, 2014). This risk is more closely associ-
ated with programs that focus on rewarding providers 
for job outcomes. 
The development of Employment First policy initia-
tives in the USA, while highlighting the capacity of 
people with a disability to work in integrated settings 
has shown that policy settings need further develop-
ment to improve open employment outcomes 
(Domin & Butterworth, 2013). This suggests that pol-
icy and legislation alone will not be sufficient to 
change open employment opportunities (Martinez, 
2013), with a recent report by Grossi and Andresen 
(2022) into disability employment outcomes in the 
state of Indiana highlighting largely static employ-
ment outcomes, despite policy initiatives.  
Francis, Gross, Turnbull, and Turnbull (2014) exam-
ined barriers to employment for people with intellec-
tual disabilities and individualized support needs in 
the USA, who participated in the Family Employ-
ment Awareness Training (FEAT). Participants re-
ported that agencies and programs did not provide ap-
propriate or effective support and in general used a ge-
neric view of disability in service provision.  A generic 
approach to service delivery is often a response to pol-
icy settings and may be a contributing factor to 

outcomes reported in the USA (Grossi & Andresen, 
2022). An example of a generic simple approach to 
the demand side of employment is the use of quotas 
and fines in China to drive business to meet China’s 
UNCRPD obligations. A report jointly produced by 
The Conference Board, China and the Yang-Tan In-
stitute on Employment and Disability, ILR School, 
Cornell University (2018) highlighted how this type 
of simplistic approach to achieving policy outcomes 
does not address the issues employers face in employ-
ing people with a disability. 
Research has illustrated a number of factors that con-
tribute to successful school to work transition such as 
self-determination, a factor crucial to gaining employ-
ment (Sigstad & Garrels, 2022). At the same time, the 
absence of planning for post school inclusive higher 
education and employment increases the likelihood 
of being excluded from the normative pathways 
available to young people without a disability (Udit-
sky & Hughson, 2012). The outcome of this is higher 
levels of exclusion and the inability to develop career 
pathways and identities. Perri et al., (2021) noted that 
legislation in Canada to support school to work tran-
sition is needed so that policies are developed to en-
sure that young people with a disability can access ca-
reer and employment planning that support long-term 
employment. 
Beyer et al (2010a) examined supported employment 
in Europe, and while not covering employment sup-
port across all European countries did conclude that 
supported or open employment is a foundation tool 
for economic inclusion for people with intellectual 
disabilities. The study focused on funding and the use 
of supported employment services. Gustafsson, Per-
alta and Danermark (2018) reviewed supported or 
open employment in Sweden. The study highlighted 
the role of individual factors in successful employ-
ment outcomes, providing support for an individual-
ized approach that values the individual and the im-
pact of employment on their life beyond simple em-
ployment and income measures.  
Stainton et al (2011) examined the literature surround-
ing social and economic outcomes for supported em-
ployment from a cost benefit point of view conclud-
ing that supported or open employment has a higher 
cost benefit than sheltered employment of day pro-
grams. The literature search examined data from Can-
ada, Australia, the United States and United King-
dom. Research tends to focus on systematic issues, 
policy and what service providers and staff do with 
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little understanding of the personal outcomes of em-
ployment on the individual. An examination of and 
the development of an understanding of the impact of 
employment on the individual may go some way to 
understanding what processes, policies and practices 
are necessary to achieve real growth in disability em-
ployment and full economic citizenship that meets 
our obligations under the UNCRPD conventions. A 
comprehensive literature review that examines the 
benefits of employment from the perspective of its 
impact on the individual is needed. 

2. Results 
2.1 Literature Review 
A search utilizing EBSCO host databases was con-
ducted to find evidence of alternative approaches to 
measuring disability employment outcomes at an in-
dividual impact level.  
The initial search revealed over 500,000 peer-re-
viewed papers using the inclusion/exclusion criteria 

noted in Fig 1.It was based on using keywords and 
snowballing more keywords into the search to refine 
the possible literature that may fall into the search cat-
egory. This approach enabled the reduction of availa-
ble peer-reviewed papers to a manageable level, with 
the final keywords considered appropriate for the na-
ture of the research. This produced four hundred and 
fifty-four papers that met the keyword criteria. 
A review of all 454 papers highlighted a paucity of re-
search into outcome measures; indeed, the papers re-
viewed overwhelming focused on what services did 
and could do better, along with the quality-of-life out-
comes for several disability types. A significant num-
ber focused on analyzing longitudinal data to high-
light employment outcomes post-school and inter-
ventions such as Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) and 
Supported Employment (SE).  Following this pro-
cess, subsequent rounds of screening were under-
taken to reduce the selected papers to a final group that 
focused on outcomes measures at a personal level. 
 

Search No. EBSCO Host Database Keyword Terms 
1 Employment, outcome, measure (n=<500,000) 
2 Line 1 plus disability (n=102,000) 
3 Line 2 plus personal & post 2000 (n=22,000) 
4 Line 3 plus service (n=454) 
5 Abstract Review focusing on individual outcomes (n=454) 
6 Line 5 outcomes plus focus on personal quality of life (n=109)  
7 Line 6 outcomes plus specific focus on impact of employment (n=11) 

Fig 1. Flow chart illustrating selection process 

Only eleven papers met the criteria (Table 1). The 
search highlighted two recent papers that looked at 
outcome measures for specific populations; Taylor 
and Seltzer’s (2012) Vocational Index for Adults with 
ASD, and Di Rezze et al. (2018), which reviewed out-
come measures for adults with neurodevelopmental 
disabilities (NDD). Taylor and Seltzer produced an 
eleven-category scale based on data collected over 
twelve years from approximately 350 participants 
that measures change over time. They believed that it 
would be a suitable adjunct to other measures rather 
than a stand-alone measure. In that sense, while a 
helpful tool, it would be limited in its application. 

Di Rezze et al. (2018) restricted their study to neuro-
developmental disabilities (NDD), with the explicit 
aim to identify standardised instruments and proce-
dures used in employment used over the past forty-
five years. They noted that a list of outcome measures 
might better inform VR professionals. Their inclusion 
criteria resulted in 45 peer-reviewed articles identify-
ing 64 measures for review. An examination of the ar-
ticles and instruments identified found that over-
whelmingly, they focused on job-site activities, work-
place integration, behaviour support, job service sup-
port, personality traits, work preferences and wages.  
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Table 1. Result summary table 
Author, 
Year, 
Country 

Type of 
publication 

Study Aim Disability 
type, n=, 
gender 

Age 
Range 

Methods Results Conclusion/ 
Comments 

Bond et 
al, 2000 

Study Measure implemen-
tation of supported 
employment for 
people with SMI us-
ing IPS 

SMI, n=31 Not 
stated 

Telephone 
interview 

Moderate to full 
implementation 
of program 

The measure is 
designed to fo-
cus on program 
implementation 
rather than indi-
vidual outcomes. 
 

Gardner 
et al, 
2005 

Research Relationship be-
tween Personal Out-
come Measure, ser-
vice accreditation 
and patterns of indi-
vidual outcome at-
tainment 

Develop-
mental Dis-
ability, 
Male 
n=1851, 
Female 
n=1385 

19-65 Database re-
view 

Process out-
comes improve 
with years of ac-
creditation 

Accreditation 
outcomes influ-
ence processes, 
whereas per-
sonal outcomes 
are subject to 
personal and 
community in-
fluences 
 

Dutta et 
al, 2008 

Study Examined the effect 
of vocational reha-
bilitation services on 
employment out-
comes of people 
with sensory/com-
municative, physi-
cal, and mental im-
pairments 

Sensory / 
communi-
cation 
(M49:F51), 
physical 
(M53:F47), 
and mental 
retardation 
(M56:F44) 
n=5000 for 
each group. 

Sensory 
median 
43.36, 
physical 
m=39.28, 
mental 
m=30.57 

Database 
study of 
closed cases 

This study pro-
vides some em-
pirical support 
documenting the 
association be-
tween vocational 
rehabilitation ser-
vices and em-
ployment out-
comes of people 
with disabilities. 
 

The study is a 
measure of ser-
vice provision 
rather than indi-
vidual outcomes. 

Beyer et 
al, 2010 

Research Comparison of sub-
jective and objective 
quality of life, and 
quality of work en-
vironment for adults 
with intellectual dis-
abilities across three 
settings against non-
disabled workers 

n=54, 
M=33, 
F=21, Non 
disabled 
n=17 

Aver-
age=38 

Comprehen-
sive Quality 
of Life Scale, 
and Work 
Environment 
Scale applied 
to all partici-
pants 

The findings sup-
port the utility of 
supported em-
ployment as a 
means to provide 
constructive oc-
cupation and en-
hanced quality of 
life to people with 
intellectual disa-
bilities 
 

Non-disabled 
workers have a 
higher quality of 
life with the 
study suggesting 
that there needs 
to be a quality 
improvement 
agenda for ser-
vice providers. 

Taylor & 
Seltzer, 
2012 

Research Development of an 
index of vocational 
and educational out-
comes that captures 
the full range of ac-
tivities experienced 
by adults with ASD. 

ASD, 
n=343, 
M=250, 
F=93 

Average 
= 23, age 
range 10-
52 

Qualitative 
data analysis 
based on par-
ent question 
response at 
selected in-
tervals. 

This study adds 
to the literature by 
providing an in-
dex with specific 
categories and 
decision rules. 

The authors con-
clude that the in-
dex is an adjunct 
to existing 
measures mak-
ing a number of 
potential usage 
suggestions. It 
suggests that it is 
not a stand-alone 
measure. 
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Table 1. (continued) 
Author, 
Year, 
Country 

Type 
of 
publi-
cation 

Study Aim Disability 
type, n=, gen-
der 

Age 
Range 

Methods Results Conclusion/ Com-
ments 

Fleming 
et al, 
2013 

Re-
search 

Comparison of the 
relationship be-
tween difficulty 
with work and 
daily living activi-
ties with QOL and 
more complex as-
sessments based on 
the ICF frame-
work. 

Student sam-
ple n=122, 
M=26, F=95. 
Community 
rehabilitation 
sample 
M=95, 
F=126. Disa-
bility type was 
broadly 
spread and 
relatively con-
sistent across 
the two 
groups 
 

Student 
sample 
74.8% 
<25 
Com-
munity 
sample 
87%>25 

Evaluation 
of data col-
lected using 
the 
WHODAS 
2.0 

The results indi-
cated that the typi-
cal outcomes 
measures used by 
rehabilitation ser-
vices (e.g., employ-
ment and inde-
pendent living 
tasks) were rela-
tively weak indica-
tors of QOL 

The study concluded 
that a change in how 
we measure inter-
vention outcomes 
may be better in tar-
geting individually 
meaningful out-
comes. 

Ross et 
al, 2013 

Study Report on the em-
ployment and inde-
pendent living out-
comes of 125 grad-
uates from the Taft 
College Transition 
to Independent 
Living (TIL) pro-
gram over a ten-
year period. 

n=125, 
M=70, F=55. 
Mild to mod-
erate Intellec-
tual disability, 
autism 

Older 
than 18, 
other-
wise not 
stated 

Survey data 
analysis 

Post-secondary ed-
ucation leads to bet-
ter outcomes across 
a number of do-
mains. 

The authors con-
clude that the selec-
tion process for par-
ticipation in the TIL 
program limit out-
comes to partici-
pants. Control 
groups are necessary 
to develop more ef-
fective measures of 
outcomes.  
 

Wehman 
et al, 
2014 

Re-
port 

Presents the pre-
liminary results of a 
randomized clini-
cal trial of Project 
SEARCH plus 
ASD Supports on 
the employment 
outcomes   for 
youth with ASD   
between the ages 
of 
18–21 years of age.  
 

n=40. ASD  18 to 
21.5 

Support In-
tensity scale 
and the 
Support 
Needs In-
dex analy-
sis 

The model pro-
vides very promis-
ing 
results in that the 
employment out-
comes for youth in 
the 
treatment group 
were much higher 
in non-traditional 
jobs 
with higher than 
minimum wage in-
comes than for 
youth in 
the control condi-
tion. 
 

The research illus-
trates the efficacy of 
the Project Search 
model 
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Table 1. (continued) 
Author, 

Year, 
Country 

Type of 
publica-
tion 

Study Aim Disabil-
ity type, 
n=, gen-
der 

Age 
Range 

Methods Results Conclusion/ Com-
ments 

Di Rezze 
et al, 2018 

Review Review of voca-
tional research lit-
erature focused on 
identifying 
measures of em-
ployment out-
comes for adults 
with NDD. 

na na Literature 
search 
across five 
databases 

The review high-
lighted six most com-
mon person themes 
include job motiva-
tion, preference, per-
sonality, readiness, 
skills, and satisfaction. 
The three recurrent 
themes for environ-
ment measures in-
clude workplace cul-
ture, social integration, 
and supports. 
 

The review limited 
itself to identifying 
employment out-
comes measures, 
noting the benefits of 
the research to train-
ing and the need for 
further evaluation. 

Freidman, 
2018 

Study Revalidation of the 
CQL Personal 
Outcome Measure 
(POM) 

n=1473, 
91.4% 
IDD as 
primary 
disabil-
ity 

Predomi-
nantly 
>25 

POM data 
analysed 
using 
SPSS 23 
and Princi-
pal Com-
ponents 
Analysis 

They concluded that 
the POM is a valid 
tool for measuring 
quality of life. 

As a multi-faceted 
tool, the POM has 
validity, however it 
examines a person 
from a generalised 
quality of life stand-
point and is not spe-
cific to employment 
and its impact. 
 

Schalock, 
2020 

Keynote 
paper 

Description of 
how the Quality of 
Life Supports 
Model can be inte-
grated into support 
provision, systems 
and organisation 
change 

na na na The ability to incorpo-
rate QOL Support 
Model is dependent 
on the need to incor-
porate disparate ele-
ments that cross mul-
tiple domains and ar-
eas of practice and 
policy. 
 

The proposition does 
not drill down into 
the outcomes of em-
ployment with suffi-
cient detail, with em-
ployment seen as 
one element of inclu-
sion. 

 

Beyer et al. (2010b) examined quality of life (QOL) 
outcomes across different employment services using 
existing QOL scales and the Work Environment 
Scale. That research focused on the quality of out-
comes from the different service types rather than em-
ployment impact, highlighting the need for more re-
search with better control of critical variables such as 
gender and adaptive behavior. Research by Dutta et 
al. (2008) could be classified as similar in its intent. It 
focused on longitudinal data from participants in VR 
services with various disabilities to determine which 
disability type achieved the more significant employ-
ment outcomes from this service type. The primary 
outcome of this study was that state VR services are 
associated with employment outcomes when used 

aggressively with medical interventions. In some 
ways this is similar to the Wehman et al (2014) study 
that looked at program outcomes, in this case high-
lighting the effectiveness of internships as a transition 
to work support. 
Fleming et al. (2013) conducted a similar study into 
the effectiveness of VR services when using the 
World Health Organization, (2001) International 
Classification and Functioning and Health (ICF), con-
cluding that the ICF improves predictors of QOL. 
Earlier research by Gardner contributed to the devel-
opment of the Council on Quality and Leadership’s 
Outcome Based Performance Measures published in 
1993, now known as Personal Outcomes Measures 
(POMs) which is a person-centered outcome 
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measure that is widely used for organizational certifi-
cation in person-centered service delivery (Gardner & 
Carran 2005). It does not single out employment or 
measure the impact of employment on the individual. 
It shares characteristics with the Quality of Supported 
Employment Implementation Scale (QSEIS) devel-
oped by the Individual Place and Support (IPS) com-
munity that focuses on measuring the implementation 
of supported employment programs for people with 
severe mental illness (Bond, Picone, Mauer, Fishbein 
& Stout, 2000), a measure of service delivery rather 
than the impact of employment. Later research by 
Friedman (2018) focused on the validity of the POMs 
measure, which while agreeing with its validity, did 
not extend it to encompass the impact of employment 
beyond simple quality of life measures. Schalock 
(2020) proposed a Quality of Life Supports Model 
that combined the quality-of-life concept with the 
supports model as a framework for policy develop-
ment, however it was proposed as a model that sup-
ported service provision, organization and systems 
change. It made no significant mention of employ-
ment, despite being rooted in the personal well-being 
framework of quality of life.  
Overall, the search failed to highlight any measure 
that focused on the impact of employment on the in-
dividual beyond quality-of-life measures. Not dis-
counting the importance of quality-of-life measures, it 
is our view that a measure that looks at the impact of 
employment would more closely align with the intent 
of the government policy.  That is, it supports employ-
ment as a fundamental human right and individual-
ized funding that supports choice and control. This 
type of measure would have significant potential to 
improve the quality of employment outcomes for 
people with a disability by shifting the focus from ser-
vice provision to the quality of the outcome and its 
benefit to the individual. Successful service provision 
is often seen as a proxy for quality service by govern-
ments; however, at a time of increasing focus on indi-
vidualization in both funding and practice, measures 
that exclude the quality of the outcome are seen as out 
of step with society and personal views. The current 
Australian Star Rating measurement system is a 
measure of inputs and reflects system compliance and 
processes rather than changes in the clients’ domains 
commonly associated with the benefits of employ-
ment: social inclusion, social cohesion, socio-

economic security, and self-empowerment. These 
domains align with the definition of social quality as 
being “the extent to which people are able to partici-
pate in social relationships under conditions which en-
hance their well-being, capacity and individual poten-
tial” (Lin & Herrmann, 2015).  

3. Discussion 
The literature has highlighted a need for an alternative 
approach focuses on the impact of services on the in-
dividual. The creation of the European Network on 
Indicators of Social Quality project in 2001 and its 
aim of developing indicators of social quality has pro-
vided a basis for the conceptualization of a new em-
ployment outcome measure. 
3.1 Social Quality Theory – A Different Perspec-
tive 
The growing movement that links social quality to cit-
izenship offers a new framework on which to base the 
outcome measure with its focus on the impact of pol-
icy on the individual. van der Maesen and Walker 
(2005) defined social quality as "the extent to which 
people can participate in social, economic and cultural 
life and the development of their communities under 
conditions that enhance their well-being and individ-
ual potential, which enables them, in turn, to influence 
the conditions of their existence" (p.11). This defini-
tion illustrates a strengths-based approach to the em-
powerment of the individual and sits comfortably 
with the personal values of self-control, choice and 
personal advocacy, values seen as inherent to the suc-
cess of any program that supports individualisation. 
Social Quality Theory (SQT) originated in Europe 
within the social policy idiom, commonly viewed as 
an attempt to push back against the prevailing neolib-
eral policy construct that heavily influenced Western 
policy development (Beck et al., 1998).  
3.2 Defining the Primary Domains 
In defining the proposed domains, it is crucial to rec-
ognize that the outcome measure measures the im-
pact of employment on the individual or self (figure 
2). Disability employment systems through their pol-
icy settings, have primarily focused on measuring the 
system success through provider placement rates and 
employment retention up to and including fifty-two 
weeks of employment in the context of the Australian 
disability employment system (DES, 2021).    
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Figure 2. Outcome Dimensions of the Self 

With the development of the NDIS in Australia, the 
focus has progressively moved towards the individual 
to purchase disability supports from the open market. 
This shift presents an opportunity to focus on the cli-
ent and the impact of various supports on them. In that 
sense, the individual is now the center and focus of 
government systems, reducing the provider to that of 
supplier of services at the beck and call of the client – 
actual person-centered choice and control. It also 
highlights the focus of NDIS supports on building the 
clients capacity to lead an independent life with em-
ployment a major aspect. 
This shift provides the impetus for the development 
of an outcome measure that measures the impact of 
employment on the self. A necessary part of this is the 
defining of the domains as they relate to the intent of 
the measure to bring clarity and purpose to the meas-
ure.  
3.3 Social Cohesion 
In examining the literature on social cohesion, it is ap-
parent that it is still the subject of robust debate be-
tween academia and government on policy objec-
tives.  
A literature search revealed an extensive collection of 
peer-reviewed papers that addressed social cohesion 
from a wide variety of subjects ranging from commu-
nities, ethnic diversity, social capital, streetscape de-
sign, town planning, civil war, sexual behavior and 
even cohesion between female marmots.  Research-
ers argue that it is a characteristic of society and not an 
individual trait (Schiefer & van der Noll, 2017). 
Schiefer and van der Noll (2017) go so far as to quote 
Durkheim's (1893) view that "Social cohesion is not 
a by-product of individual behavior but rather based 
on solidarity, shared loyalties, cooperation and mutual 
action"(pp. 584). However, it is our view that it is con-
stituted on individual attitudes, communities con-
structed of individuals and, at the highest level, organ-
izations of individuals.  

This leads to the necessary conclusion that higher in-
clusion levels are a requirement of increasing levels of 
cohesion within society (Oxoby, 2009). We argue 
that Durkheim's view of excluding individual agency 
precludes the development of cohesion as an out-
come of self-actualization or realization, and the ca-
pacity of the self-actualized to create higher levels of 
social capital as a condition of cohesion within soci-
ety. Much of the earlier research into social cohesion 
focused on social order or the integration of individu-
als and groups from different cultures living in an in-
tegrated society. In recent years, the discussion regard-
ing social cohesion has shifted towards government 
policy outcomes as countries deal with mass immi-
gration, which reinforces the absence of a formal def-
inition (Oxoby, 2009). 
Various researchers have proposed differing numbers 
of constituents that make up social cohesion, with 
Bottoni (2017) proposing a seven-constituent model 
comprising, interpersonal trust, social support, the 
density of social relationships, openness, participa-
tion, institutional trust, and legitimacy of institutions. 
Schiefer & van der Noll (2017) proposed six dimen-
sions: Social relations, identification, orientation to-
wards the common good, shared values, quality of 
life, and (in) equality. While they share some com-
monalities, they are different and again highlight the 
absence of consensus on cohesion. 
Within the social quality literature, social cohesion is 
expressed as; "the extent to which social relations, 
based on identities, values and norms, are shared" 
(van der Maesen & Walker, 2005, p12). It focuses on 
forming a collective identity created by relationships 
in daily life. In a sense, it is the creation of social capital 
(norms) that binds communities of common interest 
together. This was highlighted in Bourdieu's (1986) 
definition of social capital as; An aggregate of the ac-
tual or potential resources which are linked to posses-
sion of a durable network of more or less 

Social Inclusion Social Cohesion

Self 
Determination

Socio-Economic 
Security

The Self 
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institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance 
and recognition which provides each of its members 
with the backing of the collectively owned capital. 
(pp. 248) How then do we define cohesion? The van 
der Maesen and Beck (2005) definition; "the extent to 
which social relations, based on identities, values and 
norms, are shared" articulates it well; however, given 
our focus on the impact of employment, we propose 
that social cohesion is: The capacity of the self-actual-
ized to develop relationships of mutuality and reci-
procity that support access to community institutions 
that alleviate economic exclusion and create condi-
tions that support the individual’s economic participa-
tion in society. In this definition, we highlight the link 
between inclusion and cohesion and how social capi-
tal is a vital ingredient in healthy societies (Oxoby, 
2009). From our perspective, social capital is an out-
come of mutuality and reciprocity, without which so-
cial capital has no value.  
3.4 Social Inclusion 
Developing an understanding of social inclusion 
through the literature provides an exciting glimpse of 
its nature. The literature displays a number of research 
papers that discuss social inclusion through the lens of 
sport, transport, pets, and immigration. However, 
there is a paucity of literature focusing purely on de-
fining social inclusion, something that is apparent 
across other areas of research into "Social" (Bigby, 
2012). In a sense, research into social inclusion fo-
cuses on activities that are "inclusive", with Murphy 
(2009) concluding that social inclusion is often con-
sidered a substitute for the quality of life in discussions 
(Bigby, 2012). The Australian Federal Government 
constituted Social Inclusion Board in 2012 defined 
social inclusion as:  
Being socially included means that people have the 
resources, opportunities, and capabilities they need to: 
Learn (participate in education and training); Work 
(participate in employment, unpaid or voluntary work 
including family and carer responsibilities); Engage 
(connect with people, use local services, and partici-
pate in local, cultural, civic, and recreational activi-
ties); and have a voice (influence decisions that affect 
them) (p. 12). This definition has more in common 
with activities and is consistent with Murphy (2009) 
and Bigby’s (2012) observations. 
This highlights the multi-dimensional nature of social 
inclusion with researchers, suggesting that it covers 
both a psychological and physical/material state (Wil-
son & Secker, 2015). Often discussion on inclusion 

focus on exclusion, framed around the narrative that 
we know what exclusion looks like, so it is the oppo-
site. This excludes the possibility that exclusion is a 
different setting altogether. Secker (2010) proposed 
that exclusion is a structural factor, whereas inclusion 
functions are individual. This is consistent with Ox-
oby (2009), who observed that discussions regarding 
exclusion tend to focus on barriers to social and polit-
ical institutions. In that sense, the discussion could be 
framed along the exact dimensions as cohesion versus 
inclusion, which we have stated earlier are two states 
of the same individual defined by their state of self-
actualization. 
Bigby (2012) observed that social inclusion is an as-
pect of their existence for people with an intellectual 
disability and challenging behavior that only happens 
after they are made ready for social inclusion. In a 
sense, it is the result of accepting an intervention, im-
plying that some people in society may have to be 
deemed ready for social inclusion. Beck et al. (2012) 
defined social inclusion as the extent to which people 
have access to and are integrated into the different in-
stitutions and social relations that constitute everyday 
life (pp 62). This seems to have a closer relationship 
to Secker (2010) and Oxoby (2009) and their obser-
vations regarding exclusion being a structural setting 
as opposed to the personal subjective highlighted by 
Hacking et al., (2008). Is it possible that the structural 
elements are verging on cohesive factors? 
 In developing their social inclusion index; Hacking et 
al., (2008) classified the domains of inclusion as; so-
cial isolation, social relations, social acceptance, and 
individual factors. It clearly articulated the personal or 
individual subjective nature of social inclusion.  
How then do we define social inclusion in the context 
of the individual? Our view is that inclusion must be 
a product of the capacity to exercise choice and con-
trol, something that programs such as the NDIS pro-
mote as their remit. We propose that Social Inclusion 
is: The capacity of the individual to self-actualize and, 
in doing so, exercise choice and control over the man-
ner that they lead an ordinary life in the community, 
whether through active participation or not as they so 
choose. 
3.5 Self-Determination 
The definition of Social Inclusion feeds into the next 
domain of SQT; Social Empowerment. Beck et al., 
(2012) defined social empowerment as; "the extent to 
which the personal capabilities of individual people 
and their ability to act is enhanced by social relations" 
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(pp. 62). It is stated that this domain is about human 
capabilities and their development, along with the for-
mation of collective identities, which is a factor in so-
cial cohesion. We contend that self-determination is a 
more appropriate personal construct to measure in the 
context the measure. In his early work developing vo-
cational programs, Wehmeyer (2003) defined self-
determination as; the right and capacity of people to 
exert control over and direct their lives (p. 68). 
Wehmeyer (2003) observed that in vocational reha-
bilitation or employment, enhanced self-determina-
tion and choice led to better employment outcomes, 
mainly when applied to the school to employment 
transitions. Self- Determination in employment is 
seen as a factor in enabling people with disabilities to 
be actively involved in their career development by 
promoting self-management, self-instruction, self-
employment, and self-supported decision making 
(Kilsby & Beyer, 2002), which support better em-
ployment outcomes. This signifies a level of inde-
pendence.  
We argue that the Beck et al., (2012) definition, which 
includes the capacity to act independently being en-
hanced by social relations while intrinsically correct, 
precludes the possibility that self-determined people 
may and can act on their own volition without being 
in a relationship or the need to seek permission to act 
volitionally.  
In SQT, social empowerment has within it, 
knowledge, labor markets, openness and supportive-
ness of institutions, public space, and personal rela-
tionships as primary domains. The indicators within 
these domains are not exclusively focused on the in-
dividual in that they address broader issues such as 
childcare, housing, government factors, public advo-
cacy, and dissent, among many, most of which imply 
a level of permission from the state to act or access. 
Not all of these would be seen as relevant to employ-
ment or self-determination at an individual level and 
seem more akin to European notions of community 
activation.  
Self Determination contains the possibility of acting 
volitionally and autonomously and the experience of 
choice (Gagne & Deci, 2005). This would be con-
sistent with Causal Agency Theory (Shogren et al., 
2015) that proposes self-determined people are causal 
agents in one's life and pursue freely chosen goals. 
Shogren et al., (2015) noted that an agentic person is 
the "origin of his or her actions, has high aspirations, 
perseveres in the face of obstacles, sees more and 

varied options for action, learns from failures, and 
overall, has a greater sense of well-being" (Little et al., 
2002, p. 390). Casual Agency Theory is a framework 
for developing supports that promote the develop-
ment of self-determination.  
Social empowerment in the context of SQT is not 
concerned with the individual (Herrmann, 2012) but 
with institutions and active citizenship and its capacity 
to utilize public budgets to support social action. Self-
determination may be enhanced through social em-
powerment; measuring self-determination, or the de-
velopment of this characteristic in the individual re-
ceiving employment support, has greater coherence 
with social inclusion and social cohesion and would 
illustrate the impact of employment. This is consistent 
with the idea that persons with higher levels of the per-
sonal agency have a higher sense of empowerment 
(Chang et al., 2017). 
We propose that self-determination within the meas-
ure be defined as: 
The development of the capacity to act as a causal 
agent with volition and autonomy in exercising 
choice and control in the pursuit of career and work 
choices. 
3.6 Socio-Economic Security 
The final pillar of the measure is socio-economic se-
curity. Ward et al., (2013) defined socio-economic se-
curity as: 
The extent to which individual people or groups of 
people have access to and utilization of successful out-
comes related to various resources (including fi-
nances, housing, healthcare, employment, and educa-
tion) throughout and over time (p. 3). 
These can be seen as outcomes of participation in a 
society that would be enhanced by employment. 
With the advent and rise of the "gig" economy, em-
ployment security as it is traditionally understood is 
changing, along with increasing casualization of em-
ployment and the workforce. This increasingly 
makes employment security something of a mirage 
and signals the potential for a widening disparity of in-
come differences across households, genders, and age 
groups, threatening workers' socio-economic security 
and capacity. 
Much of the literature has focused on the idea of flex-
icurity, a contraction of flexibility or successful transi-
tions and security, which is about equipping people 
with sufficient skills to successfully improve their 
working lives and find new employment during these 
transitions (Keune & Serrano, 2014). This places a 
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greater emphasis on the individual attaining eco-
nomic security through their labours, highlighting the 
importance of employment.  
How then do we define socio-economic security in 
the context of measuring the impact of employment? 
The lens of flexicurity would focus on how an indi-
vidual successfully negotiates employment transi-
tions, a vital transition but not necessarily broad 
enough to encapsulate employment outcomes that 
may include access to social welfare as part of an em-
ployment pathway. Abbott and Wallace (2012) de-
fined socio-economic security as; "ensuring that peo-
ple have the resources over time to be able to cope 
with daily life, enjoy a dignified lifestyle and take ad-
vantage of the opportunities available to citizens (pp. 
156). 
" They stated that it is about employment that pays a 
decent wage and having access to welfare services to 
support this over the life course.  
Building on these definitions, we propose that the def-
inition of socio-economic security for the measure be 
defined as: 
Having secure employment that pays sufficient in-
come that a person can afford to live a lifestyle that 
secures access to resources that are available to all cit-
izens and access to welfare that supports successful 
employment transitions throughout the life course. 
The definition context is consistent with the Interna-
tional Labor Organization (ILO) 2004 statement that 
highlighted seven elements as requisites for decent 
work. They are labour market security, employment 
security, work security (OHS), job security, skill re-
production security (skills development), income se-
curity and representation security (trade and employer 
representation). This framework will be used to influ-
ence the socio-economic domain within the measure.  

4. Conclusion 
We argued the need to establish a more useful meas-
ure of employment service provision from the van-
tage point of measuring the impact of employment on 
the individual utilising a framework based on the con-
ception of Social Quality Theory. We have high-
lighted inconsistencies in the current understanding 
and definitions of the domains commonly measured 
that may simply reflect the current state of the science. 
Defining the four primary domains that underpin the 
outcome measure is critical to the design of the sub-
domains and subsequent development of the ques-
tions, along with the final measure itself.  

It is the measure's intent to support natural choice and 
control and the capacity to measure the impact of em-
ployment on an individual. Researchers have started 
to explore the micro-level aspects of SQT, particularly 
the constructs of trust in institutions, trust, and social 
capital (Attwell et al., 2018). This work adds to the 
growing work that adapts SQT to the individual or 
micro level. 
The proposed definitions provide a framework from 
which the outcome measure can be developed, focus-
ing on the impact of employment rather than systemic 
outcomes. The domains are consistent with current 
evidence-based practices that support a transition 
from school to employment and post-school employ-
ment programs that focus on the whole person, not 
merely employment outcomes. This particular em-
phasis on developing the whole person is an under-
pinning principle of the NDIS in Australia which 
takes an early intervention insurance approach to ser-
vice delivery.  
This paper proposes an alternative client-focused out-
come measure: Personalized Inclusive Employment 
Outcome Measure (PIEOM) that measures the im-
pact of employment at an individual level using the 
four primary domains of Social Quality Theory (so-
cio-economic security, social cohesion, social inclu-
sion, and social empowerment) as the inspiration for 
its development. By shifting the focus to the impact of 
employment on the individual, we believe that it will 
promote service provider practices that focus on the 
quality of the employment developed, emphasising 
employment and career longevity. At the same time, 
the inclusion of personal factors may provide further 
impetus to aligning employment and education in a 
whole of life approach. 
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