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Article Info Abstract

The life standards of families of children with disabilities (CwD) indicate that family

DOI: 10.14812/cufej. 818212 quality of life (FQOL) and the legal rights of these individuals are improving. This study

Research Article aims to examine FQOL perceptions of families of CwD who were attending in schools
in inclusive settings. This study is designed as a survey research and 195 parents
participated. The socio-demographic data was collected in 2019 by using the Family
Demographic Information Form and the data about FQOL perceptions were collected
with the Beach Center Family Quality of Life Scale. The data were analyzed by using t-
test and ANOVA tests. According to the research, FQOL of families and sub-domain
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scores of the participants (X=99.656) is above the average. The highest perception is

Keyv!/ords: ) ) "parenting (X=25.348)", the lowest is "emotional well-being (X=14.882)". FQOL
Fam|IY quality °f_|'fe' perceptions of participants and sub-domains differ significantly according to some
Inclusive education, variables such as educational level and working hours of mothers. Findings indicated

Family quality of life perceptions,
Children with disabilities,
Special education services

that it is very important to examine the variables that affect FQOL to be taken into
account in planning special education services.

Kaynastirma/Biitiinlestirme Ortamlarinda Egitim Goren Ozel
Gereksinimli Cocuklarin Ailelerinin Aile Yasam Kalitesi Algilari

Makale Bilgisi Oz

DOI: 10.14812/cufej.818212 Ozel gereksinimli cocuklarin egitiminde ailglerin, aile yasam standartlarinin ve yasam

kalitelerinin duzeyi 6nemli bir etkendir. Ozel gereksinimli cocuklar igin Ozel egitim
Arastirma Makalesi hizmetlerinin planlanmasinda ve sunulmasinda aile desteginin saglanmasi ve aile
Makale Gegmisi: yasam kalitesi degiskenlerinin belirlenmesi 6nemlidir. Arastirmada, kaynastirma/
Gelis 29.10.20 buttinlestirme ortaminda egitim goren &zel gereksinimli ¢ocuklarin ailelerinin aile
Dizeltme 26.03.21 yasam kalitesi degiskenlerine iliskin algilari incelenmektedir. Arastirma betimsel
Kabul 16.04.21 tarama modelinde olup, 195 anne ve baba katiimistir. Veriler 2019 yilinda Beach

Center Aile Yasam Kalitesi Olcegi ile toplanip, istatistik programlarindan t-testi ve

ANOVA testleri uygulanarak analiz edilmistir. Arastirmaya gore katilimcilarin aile yasam
kalitesi ve alt alan puanlari (X=99.656) ortalamanin (zerindedir. En yiksek alg
“ebeveynlik (X=25.348)”, en diisiik alg ise “duygusal yeterlik (X=14.882)" alt alanidir.
Katihmcilarin aile yasam kalitesi ve alt boyutlar algilari egitim durumu, annelerin
calisma saati gibi bazi degiskenlere gbre anlamli bir sekilde farklilagirken, bazilarinda
ise farklilasmamaktadir. Sonug¢ olarak, ailelerin aile yasam kalitesini etkileyen
degiskenlerin incelenmesi ve 6zel egitim hizmetlerinin planlanmasinda 6nemlidir.
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Introduction

Considering the variables that affect family quality of life (FQOL) of families with children with
disabilities (CwD), the goal of ensuring that CwD receive education together with their family and peers
is a situation that has been worked on for many years and has reached a certain extent (Turkish Ministry
of National Education [MoNE], 2018a). The education of CwD in the same environment as their peers
covers interventions related to inclusion and there is quite detailed information about the operation
principles of inclusion in the Special Education Services Regulation (SESR) of the MoNE (MoNE, 2018a).
The first fundamental regulation on inclusion in the world was included in the PL-94-142 Education Act
for Individuals with Special Needs (The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act [IDEA]), which entered
into force in the United States of America (USA) in 1975. In this law, the concept of "the least restrictive
environment" is included. The concept of the least restrictive environment was later expressed as the
term “mainstreaming” (U.S. Department of Education, 2020). In general, inclusion is defined as the
situation of children with mild disabilities, receiving education in the same environment as their peers
(Kargin, 2004). However, with the Salamanca Declaration signed in 1992, the inclusion practices
approach has undergone a great change, and inclusive education practices are mentioned in this
declaration (Dede, 1996). Accordingly, it has come to the priority for CwD of all types and levels to
receive education in the same settings with their peers by creating appropriate learning settings (Dede,
1996). Thus, the term "mainstreaming" has evolved into the term "integration/inclusion" in the national
literature, but especially with the publication of the MoNE (2018a) regulation, these two terms started
to be used together. According to Turkish MoNE regulation, integration/inclusion means that “full-time
or part-time education provided to individuals in need of special education with their peers by providing
them with supportive education services in order to ensure that they interact with other individuals at
all types and levels and achieve their educational goals at the highest level” (MoNE, 2018a). In addition,
MoNE has implemented inclusive education policies by further expanding the term of
integration/inclusion in recent years. In this sense, the concept of integration/inclusion is a concept
related to CwD, while the concept of inclusive education includes children of all types and characteristics
(e.g., CwD, immigrants, and low socio-economic backgrounds; MoNE, 2018b). However, especially in
Turkey, children with mild disabilities continue to receive education in the same settings with their
peers. These three concepts (mainstreaming/integration/inclusion) differ from each other in terms of
treatment in education. When the literature is examined, it is seen that researchers mostly use the term
inclusion/integration together (Ahmetoglu, Burak, & Acar, 2019). Curently, the term
inclusion/integration is used together in SESR (MoNE, 2018a).

Considering the developments in Turkey and in the world in recent years, it has been determined as
the main goal that CwD receive education without being isolated from social life and their peers,
especially within the scope of inclusive education approach (MoNE, 2018a; 2018b). For example, in the
5th article of SESR, there is a decision that "Special education services must be planned and carried out
in a way that includes the process of interacting with the society and mutual adaptation, without
separating the individuals who need special education from their social and physical environment as
much as possible" (MoNE, 2018a). This approach, which is based on the environment in which CwD live,
highlights the necessity of determining the variables that affect FQOL of families, which is the most
important element in achieving the desired goal of inclusive education (Isaacs et al., 2007). Similarly, it
emphasizes the importance of determining the socio-demographic characteristics of families in planning
education by considering the individual characteristics of these children, based on the fact that the vast
majority of CwD receive education in inclusive settings (Berger, 2008; MoNE, 2018b; 2020; Summers et
al., 2007). In special education, the participation of families in the education of CwD, the capacity of the
family to participate in education, and the development of the child are very important in terms of
ensuring the permanence of the education and increasing FQOL of CwD (Turnbull & Turnbull, 2001). The
family's level of participation in education is important in that the family is the institution that knows the
child best, can analyze the abilities and needs of the child best, and can defend the rights of the child in
the best way compared to other service providers (Ho et al., 2013; Summers et al., 2007).
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The family is one of the smallest and most important part of the society. When the relationships in
the social structure are evaluated, the mother-father-child relationships in the family are seen as the
long-lasting relationships that have significant effects on family members. Positive relationships
between family members are very important for raising happy, healthy, and successful individuals in the
society (Turnbull & Turnbull, 2001). Therefore, determining the life dynamics and social-emotional well-
being of CwD and their families is necessary for planning special education services to be provided for
CwD and their families (Summers et al., 2007). In this context, variables affecting FQOL should be taken
into account in family education programs and Individualized Education Plan (IEP) prepared for families
and CwD (Berger, 2008; Summers et al., 2007).

The term FQOL, on the other hand, refers to "as a whole by the family members, that there is
interaction at the individual and family level, and the dynamic and changing well-being of the family
according to life" (Zuna, Summerss, Turnbull, Hu, & Xu 2010). In other words, FQOL is defined as the
fulfillment of the family's needs, the ability of family members to do activities that are important to
them, and the pleasure of family members to be together (Park et al., 2003; Turnbull, Turbiville, &
Turnbull, 2000; as cited in Meral & Cavkaytar, 2013). Also, the concept of FQOL includes variables such
as intra-family interaction, socio-economic status of the family, family support system, parenting skills,
and social-emotional support (Summers et al., 2007). When the literature is examined, it is seen that
studies on FQOL examine FQOL variables within the framework of similar categories. For example,
Schalock (1994) examines FQOL indicators; as the fulfillment of personal needs and domestic duties
within the social group such as family, school, and work environment. Toprak (2018) examined FQOL in
terms of various variables such as socio-economic status, socio-cultural environment, and health. Isaacs
et al. (2007) analyzed FQOL indicators under nine titles in their study by collecting data from the families
of individuals with intellectual disabilities from five different countries. These are family health, family
relationship, environmental support, socio-economic status, disability related support system, values,
career, leisure activities, social interaction. According to Turnbull and Turnbull (2001) family variables
related to family quality life are the family's educational levels, needs, health status and the capacity to
access special education services. In most of the literature, variables affecting FQOL are determined as
monthly household income, the age of the CwD, the type of disability, the age of the mother and the
working status of the mother, education levels, social support and learning levels of children (Meral,
2011; Sakiz & Bas, 2018; Toprak, 2018). For example, according to Meral (2011), FQOL perceptions of
mothers of CwD were family interaction sub-domain was the highest perception; physical/material well-
being sub-domain was found to be the lowest perception. In addition, it was observed that FQOL
perceptions of mothers of children with autism spectrum disorder (ASD) were more negative than
families with children with intellectual and developmental disabilities (IDD). The monthly household
income of families, the age of CwD, the type of disability, the age of mother, and the working status of
mother negatively affect mothers’ FQOL.

In some studies, the variables affecting FQOL of families of CwD were compared with the factors
affecting FQOL of families of children with typical development (Aysan & Ozben, 2007; Balkanli, 2008).
For example, because families of gifted children can work in income-generating jobs, their economic and
educational levels are higher than families of children with IDD. Therefore, it has been concluded that
the perception levels of life satisfaction, FQOL, and social support are higher in families of gifted children
than in families of children with IDD (Toprak, 2018). According to Balkanh (2008), it has been observed
that the depression level of mothers of children with typical development is lower than the depression
levels of mothers of CwD. FQOL perceptions of mothers of CwD receiving education in inclusive settings
differ from perceptions of mothers of children with typical development according to variables such as
the education levels of mother, socio-economic well-being, number of children, the place where they
live, and having other CwD (Soglt & Cikili, 2018). The variables that determine FQOL perceptions of
families of CwD and families of children with typical development are similar (Ho et al., 2013). Emotions
such as shock, denial, guilt, and helplessness experienced by family members who learn that they will
have a child with disabilities in regard of concern about having a child with disability may lead to many
problems in the family (Turnbull & Turnbull, 2001) and these problems and anxieties continue for a
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lifetime (Berger, 2008). Therefore, studies emphasize that the variables that affect FQOL should be
determined in order to eliminate the problems experienced by families of CwD (Hoffman, Marquis,
Poston, Summerss, & Turnbull, 2006; Meral & Cavkaytar, 2014). Especially since 1990, it is seen that
researchers have focused on drawing the framework and determining FQOL indicators of CwD and their
families (Isaacs et al., 2007).

Determining FQOL indicators and FQOL levels is important in many aspects. According to Hoffman et
al. (2006), especially in the last 20 years, FQOL indicators of families are evaluated in a multidimensional
way for the special education field and special education services to reach a professional dimension.
Turnbull and Turnbull (2001) mentioned that, the family's level of knowledge about special education,
skills, and motivation for the education of their child play a critical role in making decisions about the
education of their child and establishing cooperation between the specialist and the family in this
process. Providing appropriate special education services supports FQOL. However, in order to plan and
provide appropriate special education services for both CwD and their families, it is necessary to
determine FQOL indicators and to make a family needs analysis (Summers et al., 2007). According to
national and international literature, it is not always easy to determine a standard FQOL framework for
families of CwD and to measure their level of FQOL because the situation of each family is unique
(Meral, 2011; Summers et al., 2005; Turnbull & Turnbull, 2001). The determination FQOL of the families
will enable the support education services to be applied to the child and the family to be carried out in
appropriate way (Summers et al., 2007). However, service deliverers often overlook the family structure,
economic well-being of the family, attitudes and behaviors of family members when planning support
services for CwD (Hoffman et al., 2006; Summers et al., 2007). Therefore, the variables that determine
FQOL perceptions of CwD and their families should be examined in order to carry out special education
services in an appropriate way (Hoffman et al., 2006).

In the international literature, there are many studies about FQOL of families of CwD (e.g., Hoffman
et al., 2006; 2013; Summer et al., 2007; Zuna et al., 2010), but there are a limited number of studies in
this area in the national literature. These are evaluating FQOL in children with cerebral paralysis (CP) and
their families in terms of health issues (Erdoganoglu, 2006); evaluating the relationship between
mothers of children with ASD and children without disabilities, and hopelessness levels, life satisfaction
and their FQOL (Balkanli, 2008); investigating FQOL in children with attention deficit hyperactivity
disorder (ADHD) and their families (Kandemir, 2009); comparing FQOL of families of children with ASD
(Cam & Ozkan, 2009); determining the effect of physical disability participating in sports on FQOL and
anxiety (Altun, 2010); investigating FQOL perceptions of parents of children with developmental
disabilities (Meral, 2011); evaluating perception of family functioning and FQOL of mothers with children
with mild IDD in terms of socio-demographic variables (Ozyurt, 2011); determining the influencing
factors related to FQOL of mothers of children with IDD (Tung, 2011) and most of these studies are
thesis studies. In the study conducted by Erdoganoglu (2006), it was aimed to evaluate FQOL in children
with CP and their families about the health-related well-being.

When the national literature on FQOL of the families of CwD was examined, it was seen that FQOL of
families of CwD who receive education in special education classes or special education schools were
examined (e.g., Erdoganoglu, 2006; Kandemir, 2009; Meral, 2011; Ozyurt, 2011). However, there are
limited studies in the literature on FQOL of families of CwD who receive education in inclusive settings
(Sogit & Cikih, 2018). In fact, almost 75% of CwD receive education in inclusive environments (MoNE,
2020). According to the literature, there are many problems in the planning of education-training
processes for CwD who receive education in inclusive settings, in the preparation and presentation of
education according to the individual characteristics of children, and in the preparation of functional IEP
(Kargin, 2004; 2007). Especially, the cooperation between school and family may be interrupted from
time to time (Meral & Cavkaytar, 2014; Turnbull & Turnbull, 2001). Therefore, it is necessary to examine
FQOL perceptions of these families to plan and provide suitable special education services for CwD who
receive education in inclusive settings, also to include families in children's education and to ensure
school-family cooperation (Sogiit & Cikili, 2018). Besides, it is thought that examining the status of CwD
receiving education in special educational settings or inclusive settings, affecting FQOL will also have
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positive contributions to the literature. Similarly, for the child to continue his life as a happy and
successful individual, there is a need for studies in which families, FQOL, and needs in this field are
analyzed and synthesized from the past to the present (Meral, 2011).

In the context of these needs, the purpose of this study is to determine FQOL perceptions of families
of CwD receiving education in inclusive settings and to evaluate whether there is a difference in FQOL
perceptions in terms of socio-demographic variables. For this purpose, answers to the following
questions were sought:

1. What are FQOL and sub-domain perception levels of families of CwD who receive education in
inclusive settings?

2. How do FQOL perceptions total score and sub-domain perception scores of the families of CwD
who receive education in inclusive settings differ in terms of various socio-demographic variables?

Method
Research Model

This study is designed as a survey research, one of the quantitative research methods. This model is
a research approach that aims to describe a past or present situation as it exists. Surveys help
researchers observe the arrangements made in the universe consisting of a large number of elements in
order to reach a general judgment about the universe, or through a group, sample or sample to be taken
from the universe (Karasar, 2005). This research was carried out with the volunteer families of CwD who
received education in general education schools in Eskisehir and also received support training from
special education and rehabilitation centers.

Participants
Children

As seen in Table 1, the socio-demographic characteristics of CwD are examined, 49% of them are the
first child and 46% have two siblings. Furthermore, 34% of CwD included in the study are girls and 66%
are boys. In addition, the vast majority of children have a diagnosis of speech and language disorders
(S/LD; 33%) and specific learning disabilities (SLD; 30%). Additionally, 6.7% of the children have a second
diagnosis. Besides, 31.9% of children receive pre-school education, 48.7% of them receive primary and
secondary education and 19.4% of them were having high school education, and the vast majority of
them have benefited from special education services for at least one year in schools.

Table 1.
Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Participating Children
5, “« Z 5 Z s K 5
2x g @ ° = 2. 52 =
5 c n €5 n 2@ n % © n £°n 2F n Sg n
v 2 @ F 5 -5 Aa 8 B
First 96 0 29 IDD 47 Mild 136 1 69  Girl 67 Pre 62
Sch.
Second 73 1 44 ASD 21 Moderate 59 2 50 Boy 128 Pri. 95
and and
severe Mid
Third 26 2 90 SLD 58 3 25 High 38
and up
3 32 S/Lb 64 4 51
and and
up up
MD 5
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Note. IDD=Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities; ASD=Autism Spectrum Disorders; SLD=specific learning disabilities;
S/LD=Speech and Language Disorders; MD=Multiple Disabilities.

Families

The sample of families with 195 children are diagnosed by Counseling and Research Centers (RAM)
participated in the study. These people are mothers or fathers of those children. When the socio-
demographic characteristics of the participants are examined, it is seen that the rate of working fathers
is higher than the working mothers. Considering the educational levels of the participants, most of the
participants graduated from a high school (see Table 2 and 3). In addition, according to the analysis, 90%
of the participants live in the city center and 10% do not have any social security. 9% of families have
children with multiple disabilities. Finally, most of the families (80%) have a nuclear family structure,
some (7.2%) are single parents and the rest (12.8%) have extended family structure.

Table 2.
Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Parents
Working Weekly Education
Gender n statiis n Age n working n level n
hours
2030 23 QHours g llliterate >
and less
Yes 38 31-35 64 11-40 14 Primary 59
school
N 157  36-40 62 41+ 19 Middile school 39
Mother 135 © adtie schoo
41+ 46 High school 63
B J
achelor’s 29
degree
30 hours 11
Yes 167 20-35 8 and less 11 Illiterate
36-40 33 31-40 31 Primary 38
school
41-45 70 41-50 110  Middile school 49
Father 60
No 28 46+ 43 51+ 16 High school 73
Other 27 Bachelor’s 33
degree

Data Collection Tools

In the research, information on the socio-demographic characteristics of children and their families
were collected with the Family Demographic Information Form prepared by the researchers. The Beach
Center Family Quality of Life Scale-FQOLS, which was adapted into Turkish and validity and reliability
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studies were conducted by Meral and Cavkaytar (2013), was used to determine families' perceptions of
FQOL.

Family demographic information form

This form was prepared by the researchers to determine the demographic and socio-economic
characteristics of the families of CwD participating in the study. The socio-demographic information
form consists of four sections. In the first and second sections, there are questions about age, education
level, working status, profession, total weekly working hours if employed, and parents' unity in order to
evaluate the FQOL indicators of the mother and father. In the third section, there are questions about
family structure, social security of the family, where the family lives, and whether the family receives a
care fee/pension for their children to determine the characteristics of the family. In the fourth section,
there are questions about gender, age, number of children in the family, number of siblings, disability,
degree of disability, whether there is a second child with disability, the level of education, the duration
of special education, having other CwD in the family in order to determine the characteristics of the
child.

The Beach Center Family Quality of Life Scale

FQOLS was first developed by the University of Kansas Beach Center on Disability (Beach Center on
Disability at the University of Kansas, 2006). The adaptation into Turkish and validity and reliability
studies of the scale were carried out by Meral and Cavkaytar (2013). The FQOLS is a data collection tool
consisting of 25 questions, five sub-domains and five-point rating type (Not at all appropriate, not
appropriate, neither appropriate nor not appropriate, appropriate, completely appropriate) to
determine the quality of life of families of CwD. FQOLS provides information on the basis of satisfaction
and perception of importance about whole FQOL total score (25 questions, Cronbach's alpha=.94; .92;
.91); family interaction (6 questions, Cronbach's alpha=.92; .81; .89); parenting (6 questions, Cronbach's
alpha=.88; .80; .76); emotional well-being (4 questions, Cronbach's alpha=.80; .71; .71); satisfaction and
importance regarding physical/material well-being (5 questions, Cronbach's alpha=.88; .81; .77) and
disability-related support (4 questions, Cronbach's alpha=.92; .82; .86) (Cronbach's alpha values given
for the scale are the original scale, the adapted scale and the measurement values of this study,
respectively).

The highest score that can be obtained for the whole FQOLS is 125 (25x5) points and the lowest
score is 25 (25x1) points (Beach Center on Disability at the University of Kansas, 2006; Hoffman et al.,
2006; Meral & Cavkaytar, 2013). Although there is no cut-off value for the scale since there is no large-
scale normative study in Turkey, high scores on the scale without negative items indicate a high level of
perception of family quality of life, and low scores indicate a low level of perception.

Data Collection Procedure and Analysis

The data were collected between February 2019 and April 2019. The study process includes
obtaining consents from four different special education and rehabilitation centers, determining the
families of CwD who are attending kindergarten, primary school, middle school and high school and
collecting all data. Before starting the data collection process, all mothers and fathers were asked to
read the Voluntary Participation Form prepared for the participants, it was emphasized that the
information received was kept confidential and that it would be used only for the purpose of the
research. It was stated that participation in the study was voluntary, and all participant rights were
explained to the parents and their permission was obtained. Data collection tools were applied in parent
waiting rooms in special education and rehabilitation centers, on children’s education days and hours.
During the data collection process, the forms were given to the mothers and fathers in an envelope, and
they were told that after filling out the forms, they should put the forms back into the envelope, close
the envelope and deliver it to the counselor teacher.

After the data were collected, data were entered into a statistics program used in the field of social
sciences. Then, to ensure the research reliability, 30% of the 195 forms were randomly selected to check
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data entry reliability into the statistical program (Buylkoztiirk, 2007). The data of 60 forms were
randomly selected and the data re-entered in the statistical program were compared. As a result of the
comparison, 100% data entry reliability rate was determined.

After the data enrty reliability check, the data obtained in the research were analyzed with the
Statistical Package for Social Sciences Statistical program (SPSS). The level of significance was accepted
as .05 for this research. FQOL perceptions of participants and perceptions of sub-domains were analyzed
based on mean and standard deviation calculations. Before the analysis of the data, the normality test
of the distribution was conducted to determine whether the data was normally distributed (Taspinar,
2017).

In addition, the kurtosis and skewness coefficients of the data were examined and it was determined
that the data did not show a normal distribution (see Table 3). Since the research data did not show a
normal distribution, the analysis of the data was carried out based on the 2000 resampling distribution
with the bootstrap (resampling) method in order to ensure normal distribution of data. Analyzes using
Bootstrap method give more realistic mean and variance parameters (Efron & Tibshirani, 1993). This
method allows researchers to calculate confidence intervals for all statistics regardless of the basic
distribution of data (Dogan, 2017; 2019). Since the normal distribution of all data was provided with the
Bootstrap method, parametric tests were applied in the analysis of all data.

During the analysis process of the data, the demographic information of the participant was
analyzed with descriptive analysis and the frequencies and averages were determined. Then, the total
scores of FQOL of the participants and the averages of the sub-domains of FQOL were analyzed. First of
all, the arithmetic means of the answers given to the items belonging to the sub-domains were
calculated. Then, the average of the maximum and minimum scores that can be taken from the test
belonging to the sub-domain, and the average score of the sub-domain to be associated with were
accepted. The arithmetic mean of the sub-domains and the mean scores of the sub-domains were
analyzed with the t-test for a single sample. In this research, Independent Samples t-Test and one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests were performed to determine the predictors of FQOL of mothers and
fathers. If there are two different variables, Independent Samples t-Test was used and if there are more
than two variables, ANOVA tests were applied. In cases where significant differences between groups
are detected with ANOVA, Post Hoc. Bonferroni analysis was performed, one of the complementary
multiple comparisons analyzes within the scope of the test (Blylkoztirk, Cokluk, & Kokli, 2017;
Taspinar, 2017). The general and sub-domains scores of FQOLS of the participants: “the child's being a
mother or father, having another child with disability at home, the working status of the parents, the
age of the parents, the educational levels of the parents, the weekly working hours of the parents,
differentiation according to the gender and school level of the child, the rank of the child with disability
among siblings, the number of siblings, the family structure and degree of disability of the child, the
families" and socio-demographic variables.

Findings

In this section, findings on whether there is a differentiation in terms of socio-demographic variables
in the perceptions of FQOL of families. It is also included that findings about the perception levels of the
families of CwD who are attending in inclusive settings on FQOL and family interaction, parenting,
emotional well-being, physical/material well-being, and disability-related support sub-domains.

Findings Related to the Levels of Families' Perceptions on FQOL and Subdomains

The average scores of FQOL total score and standard deviation values and normal distribution test
results of perception levels of sub-domain of participants were given in Table 3. FQOL average scores of
the families who have CwD, attending the inclusive education were 99.65 standard deviations as 14.04.
The family interaction sub-domains average score was 24.682 (out of the maximum score of 30), the
standard deviation is 4.51; parenting sub-domin mean score was 25.348 (over the maximum score of
30), the standard deviation was 3.20; emotional well-being sub-domain mean score was 14.882 (over 20
points maximum), the standard deviation was 3.02; physical/material/financial well-being sub-domain
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average score was 19.312 (over 20 points maximum), the standard deviation was 3.93; disability-related
support sub-domain average score was 15.430 (over 20 points maximum), the standard deviation was
calculated as 3.42.

According to the research findings, FQOL perception of the participants was above the average (five-
point rating equivalent was 99.656/25=3.98). As it is seen Table 3, the highest perception of FQOL sub-
domain of families was parenting, and the lowest sub-domain perception was the emotional well-being
sub-domain.

Table 3.
Descriptive Analysis and Normal Distribution Test Results Regarding Families’ Perceptions of FQOL and
Sub-domins

Variables Min.  Maks. X SD K-S Kurtosis ~ Skewness
Total score of family
quality of life 25 125 99.656 14.050 0.016 1.637 -0.768
Family interaction 6 30 24.682 4,517 0.000 1.883 -1.258
Parenting 6 30 25.348 3.201 0.000 1.486 -0.785
Emotional
well-being 4 20 14.882 3.025 0.000 0.628 -0.724

Physical/material well- 19.312 3936

being 5 25 0.000 0.355 -0.795
Disability-related
support 4 20 15.430 3.428 0.000 2.893 -1.229

Note. K-S=Kolmogorov-Smirnov.

Findings Regarding the Relationship between the Families’ Perceptions of FQOL and Socio-
Demographic Variables

In the study, it was investigated that whether the general total scores and sub-domain scores of
FQOL perceptions of participants were differentiated or not in terms of being a mother or father of a
child with disabilities, having another child with disabilities, the education levels of the parents, the
working status of the mother and father, the age of the mother and father, the weekly working hours,
the rank of the child among siblings, the number of siblings, family structure and disability type of the
child, and socio-demographic variables.

Table 4.
Independent Samples t-Test Results of FQOL and Sub-Domains Scores According to the Distribution of
Having Another Child with Disability in the Family

Variables Another =
X
cwD n SD df t p Lower Upper
Family Yes 18 22.444 6.581 193 -2.228 0.027* -4.647 -0.283
interaction No 177  24.909 4,212
Parenting Yes 18 25.222 2,798 193 -0.176 0.861* -1.705 1.426

No 177  25.361  3.246

Emotional Yes 18 14.222 3.687 193 -0.971 0.333* -2.203 0.749
well-being No 177 14949 2954

Physical/material Yes 18 18.500 4540 193 -0.919 0.359* -2.816 1.026
well-being No 177  19.395 3.874

Disability-related Yes 18 15.055 2.732 193 -0.486 0.627* -2.089 1.262
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support No 177  15.468 3.495

Total score Yes 18 95.444 17.547 193 -1.338 0.183* -11.482 2.201
No 177 100.084 13.632

* p<.05

The study results showed that, there was a significant difference in FQOL perceptions general scores
and sub-domain scores according to some variables, and there was no significant difference according to
other variables. When FQOL perceptions of the participants were examined according to their status of
being a parent, it was seen that 70% of the participants were mothers. 135 of the 195 participants in the
research were mothers. It was found that there is no significant difference (t(;53=-0.007, p>.05)
according to the result of the independent samples t-test conducted to determine whether FQOL scores
of mothers and fathers differed significantly according to the degree of being mother or father of the
child.

When Table 4 is examined, it is seen that there aren’t other CwD in 91% of the families. According to
the results of the independent samples t-test conducted to determine the differentiation status of FQOL
overall score and sub-domains scores according to having another child with disability in the family, only
one significant difference was found in the family interaction sub-domain score (t(193=-2.228. p<.05).
FQOL total score was determined as t(193=-1.338. p>.05.

According to the analysis results of the independent samples t-test conducted to determine the
differentiation status of FQOL and sub-domains scores of the mother and father, it was found that the
working status of the mother affected FQOL but the father's working status didn’t. Table 5 contains
information about the mother's working status.

Table 5.
Independent Samples t-Test Results of FQOL and Sub-Domains Scores According to the Distribution of
Working Status of the Mother

Variables Working n X SD t p Lower Upper
Status

Family interaction Working 38 25.868 3.800

*
Not working 157 24.394  4.639 1815 0.071 0.127 3.074

Parenting Working 38 26.315 3.076 2.093 0.038* 0.069 2.332
Not working 157 25.114 3.196
Emotional Working 38 15.657 3.322 1.771  0.078* -0.109 2.036
well-being Not working 157  14.694  2.930
Working 38 20.973 3.679 2.956  0.004* 0.686 3.439
Physical/material Not working 157 18.910 3.901
well-being
Working 38 16.447 3.922 2.054 0.041* 0.050 2.475
Disability related Not working 157 15.184 3.263
support
Total score Working 38 105.26 14.661 2.789  0.006* 2.039 11.888

Not working 157 98.299 13.601

* p<.05

When Table 5 was examined, the general total score of FQOL perceptions (t(103=2.789, p<.05),
disability-related support sub-domain score (t93=2.054, p<.05); physical/material well-being sub-
domain score (t(103=2.956, p<.05) and parenting sub-domain score (t93=2.093, p<.05) significantly
differed. Family interaction and emotional well-being sub-domain scores did not differ according to the
mother's working status. In addition, when the working status of fathers was examined, it was
determined that the majority of them (85%) were working. According to the results of the independent
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samples t-test analysis, FQOL perceptions did not differ significantly according to the fathers' working
status (t103=-.096, p>.05). According to the results of ANOVA to determine the differentiation status of
FQOL and sub-domains scores according to the age distribution of the mother and father, it was found
that the age distribution of the father affected FQOL, but the age distribution of the mother did not.
Table 6 contains information on the age distribution of the father.

Table 6.

ANOVA Results of FQOL and Sub-Domains Scores According to Father's Age Distribution

Variables Source of  Sum of df Mean F Sig. Difference
Variance  Squares Square Bonferroni
Family Between 73.497 3 24.499
interaction groups
Within 3238.841 150 21.592 1.135 0.337
groups
Total 3312.338 153
Parenting Between 43.488 3 14.496
groups
Within 1583.551 150 10.557 1.373 0.253
groups
Total 1627.039 153
Emotional Between 33.852 3 11.284
well-being groups
Within 1402.284 150 9.349 1.207 0.309
groups
Total 1436.136 153
Between 45.442 3 15.147
Physical/material  groups
well-being
Within 2264.954 150 15.100 1.003 0.393
groups
Total 2310.396 153
Between 121.153 3 40.384
Disability related  groups ”
support )
Within 1462.074 150 9.747 4.143 0.007*
groups 34
Total 1583.227 153
Total score Between  1322.905 3 440.968
groups
Within  30515.361 150 203.436 2.168 0.094
groups
Total 31838.266 153
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Note: 1=35 age and under, 2=36-40 age, 3=41-45 age, 4=46 age and up
*
p<.05

When Table 6 was examined, it was determined that the majority of the participants (53%) were
between the ages of 36-45. According to the results of ANOVA, a significant difference was found only in
the support sub-domain of disability based on the age of the father (F5.153=4.143, p<.05). This difference
is analyzed by the post hoc. analysis, and according to Bonferroni analysis results between the fathers
between the ages of 36-40 (X=14.818, SD=3.512) and the fathers over the age of 46 (X=16.883,
S$D=2.528); the mean scores of the younger father groups were lower between the groups of fathers
(X=15.042, SD=3.316) between the ages of 41-45 and fathers over the age of 46 (X=16.883, SD=2.528),
and this difference is statistically significant.

When the age distribution of the mothers who participated in the study was examined, it was
determined that the majority of the participants (65%) were between the ages of 30-40. According to
ANOVA result, it was determined that the mothers' FQOL total score and sub-domain scores did not
significantly differ according to the age of the mothers (F(3.194=1.035, p>.05).

According to the results of ANOVA, which was conducted to determine the differentiation status of
FQOL and sub-domains scores of the families according to the education levels of the parents, it was
found that the education status of the parents affected FQOL. Tables 7 and 8 contain information about
the education levels of the parents.

Table 7.
ANOVA Results of FQOL and Sub-Domains Scores According to Education Levels of Mother
Variables Source of Sum of df Mean F Sig. Difference
Variance Squares Square Bonferroni
Family interaction Between 101.657 3 33.886 1.656 0.178
groups
Within 3806.285 186 20.464
groups
Total 3907.942 189
Parenting Between 90.535 3 30.178 3.022 0.031*
groups
Within 1857.233 186 9.985 2-4
groups
Total 1947.768 189
Emotional Between 41.178 3 13.726 1.529 0.208
well-being groups
Within 1669.396 186 8.975
groups
Total 1710.574 189
Between 244.365 3 81.455 5.602 0.001*
Physical/material well- groups 1-4
being o 2-4
Within 2704.288 186 14.539 3-4
groups
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Total 2948.653 189
Between 131.919 3 43.973 3.901 0.010*
Disability related groups
support 2-4
Within 2096.823 186 11.273
groups
Total 2228.742 189
Total score Between 2281.204 3 760.401 4.024 0.008*
groups
L 1-4
Within 35150.106 186 188.979 24
groups
Total 37431.311 189
Note: 1= Primary school, 2= Middle school, 3= High school, 4= Bachelor’s degree

* p<.05

As seen in Table 7, there wasn’t statistically significant difference in the sub-domain scores of family
interaction (F(3.189=1.656, p>.05) and emotional well-being (F3.180=1.529, p>.05) according to mothers’
education level. However, there was a significant difference in other sub-domains and total score.

A significant difference was found between the educational level variable in terms of parenting sub-
domain scores (F(3.135=3.022, p<.05). The Bonferroni test, which was conducted to determine which
groups had this significant difference in the parenting sub-domain, showed that this difference was
between the mothers of middle school (X =24.461, SD=3.633) and bachelor’s degree (X =26.758,
SD=3.031). In terms of physical/financial/material well-being sub-domain, a significant difference was
found between the variable of education level of the mothers (F3.130=5.602, p<.05). This significant
difference was observed among the mother groups; primary school (X =18.406, $D=3.379) and
bachelor’s degree (X =21.793, SD=3.244); middle school (X =18.641, SD=3.950) and bachelor’s degree (X
=21.793, SD=3.244); high school (X =19.349, SD=4.314) and bachelor’s degree (X =21.793, SD=3.244). A
significant difference was found between the educational level variable in terms of disability related
support sub-domain scores (F(3.139=3.901, p<.05). In terms of the scores obtained from this sub-domain,
the average of middle school graduate mothers (X =15.282, SD=3.448) was lower than the average of
bachelor’s degree (X =17.069, SD=3.663) mothers, and the difference was found statistically significant.
There was a statistically significant difference between the total FQOLscore and the education level of
the mother (F3.159) = 4.024, p<.05). After this process, Bonferroni test was applied to determine which
groups caused the significant difference after ANOVA. Accordingly, this significant difference was
observed in primary school (X =18.406, SD=3.379) and bachelor’s degree (X =21.793, SD=3.244) mother
groups; middle school (X =18.641, SD=3. 950) and bachelor’s degree (X =21.793, SD=3.244) mothers.

When Table 8 was examined, a significant difference was found between the educational level of the
father variable in terms of family interaction sub-domain (Ff;153=4.908, p<.05). This difference is
between middle school graduate (X=22.300, SD=5.648) and high school graduate (X =25.219, SD=4.568)
father groups; middle school graduates (X =22.300, SD=5.648) and bachelor’s degree (X =25.848,
S$D=3.456) fathers. A significant difference was found between the educational level variable in terms of
emotional well-being sub-domain (F3 133= 3.576, p<.05).

According to the results of the Bonferroni analysis results, this difference was seen between the
middle school graduate (X =13.475, SD=3.226) and bachelor’s degree (X =15.575, SD=3.132) father
groups. A significant difference was found between the educational level variable in terms of physical
financial/material well-being sub-domain (F3 153=8.811, p<.05). According to Bonferroni analysis results,
this difference was found between primary school graduate (X =17.657, SD=3.543) and bachelor’s
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degree (X=22.000, SD=3.391) father groups; middle school graduate (X =18.575, SD=3.608) and bachelor
degree (X =22.000, SD=3.391) father groups; high school graduates (X =19.411, SD=3.985) and bachelor
degree (X =22,000, SD=3.391) father groups. In terms of disability related support sub-domain, a
significant difference was found between the variable of educational levels (F153=3.290, p<.05).
According to Bonferroni analysis results, this difference was found between primary school graduate (X
=14.789, SD=3.898) and bachelor’s degree (X =17.000, SD=3.391) father groups; middle school graduates
(X=14.800, SD=2.388) and bachelor’s degree (X =22,000, SD=3.391) father groups.

Table 8.
ANOVA Results of FQOL and Sub-Domains Scores According to Education Level of Father
Variables Source of Sum of df Mean F Sig. Difference
Variance Squares Square Bonferroni
Family Between 290.924 3 96.975 4.908 0.003*
interaction groups 2-3
2-4
Within 3556.636 180 19.759
groups
Total 347.560 183
Parenting Between 47.369 3 15.790 1.542 0.205
groups
Within 3556.636 180 10.240
groups
Total 3847.560 183
Emotional Between 94.207 3 31.402 3.576  0.015* 2-4
well-being groups
Within 1580.744 180 8.782
groups
Total 1674.951 183
Between 364.778 3 121,593 8.811 0.000* 1-4
Physical/material groups
well-being 2-4
Within 2483.999 180 13.800
groups
3-4
Total 2848.777 183
Between 112.799 3 37.600 3.290 0.022* 1-4
Disability related groups 2-4
support
Within 2056.935 180 11.427
groups
Total 2169.734 183
Total score Between 3259.615 3 1086.538 5.855 0.001* 1-4
groups 2-4
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Within 33402.815 180 185.571
groups
Total 36662.429 183

Note: 1= Primary school, 2= Middle school, 3= High school, 4= Bachelor’s degree
* p<.05

There was a statistically significant difference between the general total score of FQOL and the
educational level of the fathers (F(3153=5.855, p<.05). This difference was between the average of
primary school graduate fathers (X =97.236, SD=9.364) and bachelor degree fathers (X =106.454,
SD=12.852); it was between the average of middle school graduates (X =93.600, SD=14.114) and
bachelor degree (X =106.454, SD=12.852), and it was significant in terms of Bonferroni analysis. As seen
in Table 8, there is no statistically significant difference between educational levels in terms of the
scores obtained from parenting (F(31s3=1.542, p>.05) sub-domain. However, there is a significant
difference in other sub-domains and total score.

According to ANOVA results, which was conducted to determine the differentiation status of the
FQOL and sub-domains scores of the families according to the weekly working hours of the mother and
father, it was found that the distribution of the weekly working hours of the mother affected FQOL, but
the weekly working hours of the father did not. Table 9 contains information on the distribution of the
weekly working hours of the mother.

Table 9.
ANOVA Results of FQOL and Sub-Domains Scores According to Weekly Working Hours of Mother
Variables Source of Sum of df Mean F Sig. Difference
Variance Squares Square Bonferroni
Family interaction Between 99.404 2 49.702 2.473 0.087
groups
Within groups 3858.883 192 20.098
Total 3958.287 194
Parenting Between 100.584 2 50.292 5.115  0.007* 1-2
groups
2-3
Within groups 1887.703 192 9.832
Total 1988.287 194
Emotional Between 63.262 P 31.631 3.545 0.031* 1-2
well-being groups
Within groups 1713.025 192 8.922
Total 1776.287 194
Between 325.938 2 162.969 11.675 0.000* 1-2
Physical/material groups
well-being 2-3
Within groups 2679.980 192 13.958
Total 3005.918 194
Between 98.337 2 49.169 4.328 0.015* 1-2
Disability related groups
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support Within groups 2181.478 192 11.362
Total 2279.815 194

Total score Between 3104.782 2 1552.391 8.470 0.000* 1-2
groups 2-3

Within groups 35191.198 192 183.287

Total 38295.979 194

Note. 1=10 Hours and less, 2=11-40 Hours, 3=41 Hours and more
* p<.05

According to Table 9, 83% of mothers work 0-10 hours in a week. As a result of ANOVA conducted to
determine whether the weekly working hours of the mothers participating in the study affect FQOL of
families, it was found that the overall total score of FQOL perceptions differed significantly according to
the weekly working hours of the mother (F(;.194=8.470, p<.05). According to the results of the Bonferroni
analysis, this difference was between the mother’s working 10 hours and less weekly (X =98.407,
SD=13.726) and the mother working 11-40 hours (X =113.923, SD=8.334); mothers working 11-40 hours
per week (X =113.923, SD=8.334) and working mothers working 41 hours or more (X =99.789,
SD=14.819).

As seen in Table 9, there is no statistically significant difference between the score obtained from the
family interaction (F(;194=2.473, p>.05) sub-domain and the weekly working hours of the mother.
However, there is a significant difference in other sub-domain scores. A significant difference was found
between the weekly working hours variable of the mother in terms of parenting sub-domain
(F(2.194=5.115, p<.05). In terms of the scores obtained from the parenting sub-domain, between the
mothers’ group working 10 hours or less weekly (X =25.160, $D=3.173) and the mother working 11-40
hours (X =27.928, SD=1.859). It was observed between groups of mothers working 11-40 hours (X
=27.928, SD=1.859) and groups of mothers working 41 hours and more (X =25.052, SD=3.503). Mothers
with higher average weekly working hours perceived themselves to be more inadequate in terms of
parenting sub-domain. In terms of emotional well-being sub-domain, a significant difference was found
between the variable of the mother's weekly working hours (F;.154=3.545, p<.05).

According to the Bonferroni test, this difference was observed between mothers working 10 hours
and less weekly (X=14.716, SD=2.970) and mothers working 11-40 hours (X=16.928, SD=2.673). A
significant difference was found between the weekly working hours variable of the mother in terms of
physical/material well-being sub-domain (F;194= 11.675, p<.05). According to the results of the
Bonferroni test, this difference was between the groups of mothers working 10 hours and less weekly (X
=18.901, SD=3.906) and the groups working 11-40 hours (X =23.928, SD=1.384); it was observed
between groups of mothers working 11-40 hours (X =23.928, SD=1.384) and groups of mothers working
41 hours and more (X =19.421, SD=3.321). A significant difference was found between the weekly
working hours variable of the mother in terms of disability related support sub-domain (F(;.154=4.328,
p<.05). According to Bonferroni analysis results, the average score of the mothers working 10 hours or
less weekly (X=15.185, SD=3.302) was lower than the average score of the mothers who work 11-40
hours (X=17.928, SD=4.393), and the difference between them was statistically significant.

According to the study, there was no significant difference between FQOL general total score and
sub-domains scores in terms of the weekly working hours of the father (F(;194=.795, p>.05). 56% of
fathers work between 41-50 hours a week, and fathers who work the least weekly had a higher
perception of FQOL and sub-domains than fathers who working 30 hours or more weekly 30 hours and
less (X=105,636); 31- 40 hours (X=100.612); 41- 50 hours (X=98.990); 51 hours and more (X=100.312).

According to the results of ANOVA, it was found that the number of siblings of CwD and the rank
distribution among the siblings had an effect on FQOL. Most of the participants had more than one
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child. 49% of CwD were in the first place and 15% of them had no siblings. 46% of the families
participating in the research had three children; 23% of them had two children. Tables 10 and 11 contain
information on the rank distribution and number of siblings of CwD.

According to Table 10, when the differentiation of FQOL total score and sub-domain scores in terms of
rank distribution among siblings mentioned in the study was examined, FQOL perceptions differed
significantly while the total score distribution (F; 192=3.113, p<.05) but sub-domains scores did not differ
significantly according to rank distribution among siblings.

Table 10.
ANOVA Results of FQOL and Sub-Domains Scores According to Rank Distribution Among Siblings
Variables Source of Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Variance Squares Square
Family interaction Between 50.614 2 25.307 1.243 0.291
groups
Within 3907.673 192 20.352
groups
Total 3958.287 194
Parenting Between 38.293 2 19.203 1.885 0.155
groups
Within 1949.994 192 10.156
groups
Total 1988.287 194
Emotional Between 34.406 2 17.203 1.896 0.153
well-being groups
Within 1741.881 192 9.072
groups
Total 1776.287 194
Between 79.359 2 39.680 2.603 0.077
Physical/material well-being groups
Within 2926.559 192 15.242
groups
Total 3005.918 194
Between 67.705 2 33.853 2.938 0.055
Disability related support groups
Within 2212.815 192 11.521
groups
Total 2279.815 194
Total score Between 1202.650 2 601.325 3.113 0.047*
groups
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Within 37093.330 192 193.194
groups
Total 38295.979 194

* p<.05

According to Table 11, when the differentiation of FQOL total score and sub-domain scores in terms
of the number distribution among siblings mentioned in the study was examined, disability related
support sub-domain differed significantly while the overall total score distribution (F(.192=3.113, p<.05)
but other sub-domains and total scores did not differ significantly according to the number distribution
among siblings. When the marital status of the parents participating in the study was examined, it was
seen that 92.3% of the families were married. FQOL perceptions of participants did not differ
significantly according to the t-test (t(193=.800, p>.05). When the family structure of the participants was
examined, it was determined that 80% of the participants had a nuclear family structure. The family
structure of the families participating in the study did not differ significantly according to ANOVA result
to determine whether they affect FQOL (F;.104)=.076, p>.05).

Table 11.
ANOVA Results of FQOL and Sub-Domains Scores According to Number Distribution Among Siblings
Variables Source of Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Variance Squares Square
Family interaction Between 92.059 3 30.685 1.516 0.212
groups
Within 3866.229 191 20.242
groups
Total 3958.287 194
Parenting Between 13.233 3 4,411 0.427 0.734
groups
Within 1975.054 191 10.341
groups
Total 1988.287 194
Emotional Between 43.806 3 14.602 1.610 0.188
well-being groups
Within 1732.482 191 9.071
groups
Total 1776.287 194
Between 88.833 3 29.611 1.939 0.125
Physical/material well-being groups
Within 2917.085 191 15.273
groups
Total 3005.918 194
Between 113.289 3 37.763 3.329 0.021*
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Disability related support groups
Within 2166.526 191 11.343
groups
Total 2279.815 194
Total score Between 1368.403 3  456.134 2.359 0.073
groups
Within 36927.576 191 193.338
groups
Total 38295.979 194
* p<.05

When the types of disability and the degree of disability of CwD were examined, it was seen that the
majority of the children were diagnosed with SLD and S/LD and they had mild disabilities. According to
the results of ANOVA, which was conducted to determine the types of disability and the degree of
disability of CwD participating in the study affect FQOL of families, FQOL perceptions did not
significantly different by the types of disability of children (F;194=.757, p>.05) and the degree of
disability of children (F(;.154=1.226, p>.05). Similarly, FQOL of participants did not differ significantly
according to the gender of the children (t;04=-.300, p>.05) and school levels (different age groups;
Fi2.104=1.367, p>.05).

Discussion & Conclusion

In the research, it was examined that whether the general and sub-domains of FQOL scores (family
interaction, parenting, emotional well-being, physical/material well-being, disability-related support) of
FQOL perceptions of families of CwD receiving education in inclusive settings were different or not in
terms of socio-demographic variables of the families that include “being mother or father of the child,
having another child with disability, the working status of the parents, the age of the parents, the
education status of the parents, the weekly working hours of the parents, the rank of the child among
the siblings, the number of siblings, the child's disability type, family structure”. When the literature is
investigated, it is seen that the studies examining FQOL of the families of CwD who receive education in
inclusive settings is limited (e.g, Meral & Cavkaytar, 2014; Sirin-Deveci, 2014). There are many
deficiencies in the provision of special education services to these children in inclusive settings, and
there are disconnections between families and service providers (Melekoglu, Kirici, Kartal, & Tekin,
2018). For example, after their children are diagnosed officially, families do not know what to do after
the diagnosis and how to access special education services (Melekoglu et al., 2018). Therefore, it is very
important to determine FQOL of families and ensure their full participation in the education of their
children in order to provide appropriate special education services and to ensure school-family
cooperation. In this part of the study, the total and sub-domains scores of FQOLS were discussed in the
context of the national and international literature on the differentiation states in terms of socio-
demographic variables.

Findings Regarding the Change in FQOL in Terms of Socio-Demographic Variables

In this study, the general total score average of FQOL perceptions of mothers and fathers was found
as 99.65 (see Table 4). When the findings of the research are compared with other studies obtained by
using the "Beach Center FQOLS" in the literature, FQOL perceptions of families of CwD are very similar.
When the literature is examined, Meral (2011) mentioned that the average FQOL perception of mothers
of children with developmental disabilities is 91.26; it was observed that Sirin-Deveci (2014) determined
FQOL perceptions of families of CwD as 92.82, and Meral and Cavkaytar (2014) determined FQOL
perceptions of families of children with ASD as 90.69. In addition, Ho et al. (2013) found similar results in
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a study they conducted with families of CwD from 26 countries. According to the literature, FQOL
perceptions of CwD are above average. However, it was observed that the scores of families of children
with ASD are lower than the others. According to this study, the total scores of FQOL perceptions of
CwD are above average, and they differ considerably according to socio-demographic variables. It is
thought that this is due to the fact that many different socio-demographic characteristics are different
from other studies. These reasons were listed as depending on the diagnosis of children of families
participating in the study, the education level of families, the weekly working hours, families living in the
city center, and the general characteristics of the geographical region where the study was conducted.
Also, most of the children had a diagnosis of SLD or S/LD, most of them have mild disabilities and all of
them receive education in inclusive settings. For this reason, FQOL perceptions of families participating
in this study may be higher than families of CwD who receive education in special education classes or
schools.

When the participants' status of being a mother or father of the child was examined, there was no
significant difference in FQOL perception total scores and all sub-domain perception scores. The findings
of the study are similar to the findings of the studies conducted by Sirin-Deveci (2014) and Toprak
(2018). According to some studies, FQOL perceptions of mothers are lower than those of fathers in
families of CwD (e.g, Canarslan, 2014; Erdoganoglu, 2006). It was found that there is a significant
relationship between the educational levels of the parents participating in the study and their FQOL
perceptions. This difference is especially observed between mothers who are middle school graduates
and mothers who have bachelor’s degree. Fathers also show similar characteristics with mothers, but
fathers only see FQOL better in the parenting sub-domain. Looking at the overall total score, mothers
feel better than fathers. Although the education level of mothers and fathers is close to each other, the
education level of fathers is higher than mothers with a small difference. In general, families with low
education levels have lower FQOL perceptions. In other words, it has been observed that there is an
increase in FQOL perception due to the increase in education level. In the study conducted by Ozyurt
(2011), it was concluded that the education level variable is an important predictor of FQOL. The
education levels variable is a situation that directly affects FQOL. According to this study, most of the
participants are high school graduates and the majority of mothers are housewives and most of the
fathers are workers. Especially, depending on the fact that high school is compulsory in Turkey, the
education level of families of CwD may have been higher in this study compared to previous studies. As
a result, increasing the education level of families means having a better job, and having a good job
means having a better income level. An increase in the education level of families means that families
have easier access to the services and information they need. All these variables can positively affect
FQOL of families (Ozyurt, 2011).

According to the research, FQOL perceptions of mothers generally differ according to the weekly
working hours, and FQOL perceptions of mothers who work 11-40 hours a week is quite high. This may
be due to the mother's ability to support the family more financially by working harder. According to the
findings of this study, the working status of fathers does not significantly affect their FQOL perceptions.
Similarly, according to Meral and Cavkaytar (2014) and Sogut and Cikili (2018), mothers' working status
has a weak predictive power for FQOL perception of families. On the other hand, Toprak (2018) stated
that families of children with IDD have a significant effect on FQOL perceptions and whether the parents
work or not. Accordingly, families who work less or longer have a lower FQOL perception. Summers et
al. (2007) stated that the social support that families receive is an important indicator of FQOL. In this
sense, mothers need to support the family by working, but when the working hours of mothers
decrease, FQOL also decreases because less work means lower income. Related to this finding, families
with higher education have a higher FQOL perception. A good educational background often means a
good job and economic income. Participating fathers have a job, but the number of working mothers is
low in the study. FQOL perception of mothers who work less weekly is lower. In this case, it seems to be
a more important variable than the mother supports the family economically rather than staying at
home. Mothers who work 30-40 hours a week on average feel better than others.
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Similar to the literature, FQOL perceptions of families do not differ according to the unity of their
parents who participated in the study (Sirin-Deveci, 2014; Sogut & Cikili, 2018). Tung (2011) stated in his
study that there were significant differences in FQOL between mothers who are married and have
children with IDD and mothers whose spouses have died and divorced from their spouses. FQOL
perception of single-parent families is lower (Tung, 2011). 92% of the families participating in this
research live together. Having an equal sample selection to determine whether this variable is a variable
affecting FQOL positively or negatively may contribute to obtaining relevant results.

It was found that there was no significant relationship between the types of disability of the children
of the parents participating in this study and FQOL perceptions of families. According to Toprak (2018),
FQOL of families of gifted children is higher than FQOL of families of children with IDD. Ozyurt (2011)
concluded in his study that the perceived family functioning and FQOL of mothers of children with mild
IDD were significantly lower than families of children with typical development. In the study conducted
by Canarslan (2014), FQOL of parents of children with hearing and language disorders and S/LD
compared to the parents of children with physical, mental, and multiple disabilities compared to the
parents of children with moderate and severe disabilities, it was determined to be higher. Most of the
children participating in this study were diagnosed with SLD and S/LD and recieved education in
inclusive settings. Therefore, the fact that FQOL perceptions of the families participating in this study
were higher than the participants of other studies (eg, Meral, 2011; Sirin-Deveci, 2014), the disability
type and degree of the children may be a variable that affects the FQOL perceptions. In order to
determine whether the variables of the type and degree of disability affect the FQOL, different studies
are needed, especially with the equal sample study group.

Findings Regarding the Changes of FQOL Sub-Domains in Terms of Socio-Demographic Variables

When the findings of FQOL sub-domains of the research are analyzed; it shows that the highest
perception of FQOL is the parenting sub-domain and the lowest perception is the emotional well-being
sub-domain. The findings of the study regarding the highest perception (Sirin-Deveci, 2014) and the
lowest perception (Akandere, Acar, & Bastug, 2009; Meral, 2011; Meral & Cavkaytar, 2014) are similar
to the literature. However, the finding that the highest perception of the research is in the parenting
sub-domain is inverse with the findings of Meral (2011) and Meral and Cavkaytar (2014). According to
the studies of Meral (2011) and Meral and Cavkaytar (2014), the highest FQOL sub-domain perception
of mothers of children with developmental disabilities was the family interaction sub-domain. The
similarity of FQOL and sub-domain perception levels in studies may indicate that families of CwD have
similar life characteristics (Ho et al., 2013). The probable reason for the parenting sub-domain in this
study to be higher than the literature may be those families feel better about the needs of their children
and that their children receive education in inclusive settings with their peers. In this case, it shows that
families who have children with severe disabilities have lower FQOL perceptions.

When the findings of the emotional well-being sub-domain were examined, it was seen that the
degree of disabilities of children or having mild disability did not have a positive effect on the
perceptions of the families about the emotional well-being sub-domain but families had a lower
perception compared to the families of children with typical development (Balkanli, 2008). In this case,
it can be said that having a child with disabilities affects the emotional well-being of families regardless
of the type and degree of disability. According to this study, although FQOL perceptions of the mothers
and fathers were quite similar, the perception level scores of the mothers in the emotional well-being
sub-domain did not differ significantly compared to the fathers' scores, but the perception level scores
of the mothers in the emotional well-being sub-domain were lower than the fathers. This may be due to
mothers spending more time with their children and observing all kinds of positive and negative
situations related to their children.

It was determined that fathers' perceptions were lower in the disability related support sub-domain
area provided for CwD. This can be explained by the fact that mothers spend more time with their
children since most of them were housewives, establishing closer relationships with their children and
seeing their children's emotional needs more closely. On the other hand, fathers generally take the
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socio-economic responsibilities of the family, so their FQOL perception regarding disability may be
below. Meral (2011) and Sirin-Deveci (2014) stated in their research that parental ages did not affect
FQOL. Balkanh (2008) stated that FQOL and hopelessness levels of mothers of children with ASD differed
according to the age of the mother, while Tung (2011) stated that there was a relationship between the
age of mothers with children with IDD and their FQOL. In this study, it was seen that FQOL of the
families did not differ with the age of the parents. However, according to the age distribution of the
participants in this study, it was seen that there was a significant difference only between the age
distribution of the fathers and the sub-domain of disability-related support. Especially fathers who were
younger (30-35 years old) had a very low perception of providing disability-related support to the family.
It was a period in which individuals who had socially entered the adulthood phase, especially in the
period of 25-35, in terms of establishing their own lives (nutrition, shelter, obtaining transportation
equipment, etc.) were generally economically intense. Therefore, young fathers' FQOL perceptions may
have been low regarding the disability-related support sub-domain, as the participating mothers mostly
stay at home to care for their CwD and fathers may assume more economic responsibilities for the
maintenance of the house. Besides, young fathers may not yet learn how to support their CwD in terms
of their disabilities compared to older fathers, and they may be anxious about this issue. In the study of
Melekoglu et al. (2018), families stated that their children had difficulties in accessing appropriate
special education services during the initial diagnosis process and after diagnosis, in matters such as
financial, information, and social accessibility, but over time they overcame the problems they
experienced through various resources to a certain extent.

In the study, it was found that there was a significant difference only in the score of family
interaction sub-domain in terms of having other CwD in the family. According to the participants, if
there is more than one child with disability in the family, family interaction is not at the desired level. It
can be thought that mothers, who are responsible for the general care and work of the house, have
difficulties in ensuring positive interaction within the family due to having more than one child with
disability in the family. Tung (2011) found in his study similar findings with findings of this study. In that
study, he stated that there was a significant difference between the status of having other CwD and
FQOL of mothers with children IDD. According to the findings of the research, the number of siblings and
family type were not one of the determinants of FQOL perception. The number of children in the family
was a situation that directly affected the financial characteristics of the family. Similarly, family structure
is also very important in the family support system. The close circle of the family can have positive as
well as negative contributions to families of CwD. This situation needs to be investigated in detail.
Similarly, FQOL perceptions of the participants do not change significantly according to the number of
the child with disabilty among siblings.

In conclusion, according to this study, it is still necessary to increase FQOL of families of CwD who
receive education in inclusive settings, as FQOL and sub-domains differ significantly in general and in
terms of some variables. However, FQOL perceptions of families of children who receive education in
inclusive settings are higher than families of CwD who receive education in special education classes or
schools (Ségit & Cikili, 2018; Toprak, 2018) compared to families of children with typical development
(Balkanli, 2008). In this case, it is very important to support inclusion practices, as inclusive education is
a positive situation for both families and CwD. According to this study, FQOL is influenced by the
variables of "mother's working status, having more than one CwD in the family, the age of the father,
the educational levels of the parents and the weekly working hours of the mothers. In the national and
international literature, there are studies in which the scale used in this study is applied (e.g., Ho et al.,
2013; Meral, 2011; Sirin-Deveci, 2014) and the results of these studies mostly overlap (Summers et al.
2007; Sirin-Deveci, 2014). However, this research is important in terms of supporting the literature by
examining FQOL of families of CwD who receive education in inclusive settings. Since, 75% of CwD
receive education in inclusive settings (MoNE, 2020) and this research provides scientific information to
the readers and service providers about the factors to be considered in planning special education
services in these settings for CwD and their parents. In addition, knowing FQOL of families contributes to
the collaboration between service providers and the families. When service providers are informed
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about family dynamics, they will have prevented possible problems in preparing and presenting
education according to the individual characteristics of children and preparing functional IEP (Kargin,
2004; 2007). Finally, in special education, the changing family structure or the needs of families
according to the age should be constantly monitored in terms of service quality, and this study provides
up-to-date information on this subject.

The findings of this study should be interpreted considering its limitations. The limitations of the
study are that there are only a certain number of participants in this study, it does not cover CwD in
every category of inclusive education, the participants were from a certain region and the participant
characteristics were not homogeneous enough. Future researchers need to take these limitations into
account. Within the framework of the results of the research, the differences between the families of
children who are receiving inclusive education and the families of the children who continue their
education in special education schools or special education classes can be investigated for future
research. Families of children with multiple disabilities can be compared with the results of this study by
examining their FQOL perceptions according to socio-demographic variables. Apart from mothers and
fathers, FQOL perceptions of siblings of CwD can be investigated. The research had been carried out in a
province of Central Anatolia, and regional differences may be revealed by doing other researches in
different cities. Qualitative and quantitative research findings can be compared by conducting
qualitative studies on FQOL of families with CwD receiving education in the inclusive settings. This
situation should be investigated in more detail. FQOL perceptions can be examined in terms of different
variables by determining variables other than those determined in this study. According to Berger
(2008), determining the dynamics of the family, especially determining FQOL indicators, is an important
issue in planning family services in special education. In addition, according to this research and
literature, FQOL and sub-domain scores vary significantly in terms of family socio-demographic
variables. New research can be planned to include special education services that support FQOL. As a
result, the most important need in the literature is to analyze how the predictors of FQOL have changed
compared to the past years. For this, research can be conducted with an equal number of samples for
each variable.

All rules included in the “Directive for Scientific Research and Publication Ethics in Higher Education
Institutions” have been adhered to, and none of the “Actions Contrary to Scientific Research and
Publication Ethics” included in the second section of the Directive have been implemented.
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Tiirkge Siirimui

Giris

Ozel gereksinimli gocuga (OGC) sahip ailelerin, aile yasam kalitelerini etkileyen degiskenler g6z 6niine
alinarak OGC’lerin ailesi ve akranlari ile bir arada egitim almalarini saglama hedefi, cok uzun yillardir
Gzerinde calisilan ve belli 6lctiide belirlenen hedeflere ulasiimis bir durumdur (Milli Egitim Bakanhgi
[MEB], 2018a). OGC’lerin akranlariyla ayni ortamlarda egitim almasi kaynastirma/bitiinlestirme egitimi
ile ilgili uygulamalari kapsamakta olup MEB (2018a) Ozel Egitim Hizmetleri Yénetmeligi'nde (OEHY)
kaynastirma/butinlestirme egitiminin isleyis esaslari konusunda oldukga detayh bilgiler yer almaktadir.
Diinyada kaynastirma/butinlestirme ile ilgili ilk kokli dizenleme 1975 yilinda Amerika Birlesik
Devletleri'nde (ABD) yiiriirliige giren PL-94-142 Ozel Gereksinimli Bireyler icin Egitim Yasasi’nda (The
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act [IDEA]) “en az kisitlayici egitim ortami” kavrami olarak yer
almistir. En az kisitlayici egitim ortami kavrami daha sonralari “kaynastirma” terimi olarak ifade edilmistir
(U.S. Departman of Education [IDEA], 2020). Kaynastirma genel anlamda, 6zellikle yetersizlik durumlari
daha hafif olan OGC’lerin akranlariyla ayni ortamda egitim almasi durumu olarak ifade edilmektedir
(Kargin, 2004). Ancak 1992 yilinda imzalanan Salamanca Bildirgesi ile kaynastirma uygulamalari yaklagimi
biyltk degisiklige ugramis olup, bu bildirgede kapsayici egitim uygulamalarindan bahsedilmektedir
(Dede, 1996). Buna goére her tiir ve diizeyde OGC’lerin uygun 6grenme ortamlarinin olusturularak
akranlari ile ayni ortamda egitim almasi durumu giindeme gelmistir (Dede, 1996). Ulusal alanyazinda
boylece “kaynastirma” terimi “bltinlestirme” terimine evirilmistir ancak oOzellikle MEB (2018a)
yonetmeliginin yayinlanmasi ile bu iki terim birlikte kullaniimaya baslanmistir. MEB (2018a)
ybnetmeligine gére kaynastirma/butinlestirme, “6zel egitim ihtiyaci olan bireylerin her tiir ve kademede
diger bireylerle karsilikhi etkilesim iginde bulunmalarini ve egitim amaclarini en Ust diizeyde
gerceklestirmelerini saglamak amaciyla bu bireylere destek egitim hizmetleri de sunularak akranlariyla
birlikte tam zamanli ya da yari zamanli olarak verilen egitim” olarak tanimlanmigstir. Buna ek olarak, MEB
son vyillarda batinlestirme terimini daha da genisleterek kapsayici egitim politikalarini uygulamaya
koymustur. Bu anlamda biitiinlestirme kavrami OGC’lerle ilgili bir kavram iken kapsayici egitim kavrami
her tir ve ozellikteki (6r., tanmili, gocmen, disik sosyo-ekonomik c¢evreden gelen) cocuklari
kapsamaktadir (MEB, 2018b). Ancak 6zellikle ilkemizde uygulama baglaminda halen yetersizlikleri daha
hafif olan cocuklar akranlariyla ayni ortamda egitim almaya devam etmektedir. Egitim-6gretimde
uygulama acisindan bu ¢ kavram (kaynastirma/bitinlestirme/kapsayicilik) birbirinden ayrilmaktadir.
Alanyazin incelendiginde ise arastirmacilarin g¢ogunlukla kaynastirma/bitiinlestirme terimini birlikte
kullandigi gérilmektedir (Ahmetoglu, Burak & Acar, 2019). Ciinkii MEB (2018a) OEHY’de de
kaynastirma/butinlestirme terimi birlikte kullaniimaktadir.

Son vyillarda llkemizde ve diinyada yasanan gelismeler dikkate alindiginda OGC’lerin &zellikle
kapsayici egitim yaklasimi kapsaminda toplumsal yasamdan ve akranlarindan soyutlanmadan egitim
almalari ana hedef olarak belirlenmistir (MEB, 2018a ve 2018b). Ornegin, OEHY’nin 5. maddesinde
“OEH’lerinin dzel egitim ihtiyaci olan bireyleri sosyal ve fiziksel gevrelerinden miimkiin oldugu kadar
ayirmadan, toplumla etkilesim ve karsilikli uyum saglama sirecini kapsayacak sekilde planlanip
yiritilmesi esastir” karari yer almaktadir (MEB, 2018a). OGC’lerin egitiminde yasadigi cevreyi temel
alan bu yaklasim, kaynastirma/bitinlestirme egitiminin istenilen hedefe ulasmasinda en 6nemli 6ge
olan ailelerin, aile yasam kalitelerini etkileyen degiskenlerin belirlenmesinin gerekliligini 6n plana
ctkarmaktadir  (Isaacs vd., 2007). Benzer sekilde, OGClerin biyik bir c¢ogunlugunun
kaynastirma/bltunlestirme ortamlarinda egitim aldigi (MEB, 2020) gerceginden yola cikarak, bu
cocuklarin bireysel ozelliklerinin dikkate alinarak egitim-6gretim planlanmasinda ailelerin sosyo-
demografik ozelliklerinin belirlenmesinin 6nemine vurgu yapmaktadir (Berger, 2008; MEB, 2018b;
Summers vd., 2007). Ozel egitimde, OG(’lerin egitimine ailelerin katilimi ve ailenin egitime katilim
goésterebilme kapasitesi; cocugun gelisimi, verilen egitimin kaliciliginin saglanmasi ve OEH’lerin
kalitesinin arttirilmasi agisindan olduk¢a 6nemlidir (Turnbull & Turnbull, 2001). Nitekim aile, ¢cocugu en
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iyi bilen, cocugunun yeteneklerini ve ihtiyaglarini en iyi analiz edebilen ve gcocugunun haklarini diger
hizmet saglayicilara gére en iyi sekilde savunabilecek kurum olmasi agisindan ailenin egitime katilim
dizeyi 6nemlidir (Ho vd., 2013; Summers vd., 2007).

Aile, toplumun en kigik ve en onemli kurumlarindandir. Toplumsal vyapidaki iliskiler
degerlendirildiginde aile igerisindeki anne-baba-gocuk iliskileri en uzun 6murla ve aile bireyleri tGzerinde
onemli etkilere sahip iliskiler olarak gorilmektedir. Aile bireyleri arasindaki olumlu iliskiler toplumda
mutlu, saghkli ve basarili bireylerin yetismesi agisindan ¢ok 6nemlidir (Turnbull & Turnbull, 2001).
Dolayisiyla, OGC’ler ve ailelerinin yasam dinamiklerinin, sosyal-duygusal &zelliklerinin belirlenmesi,
OGC'ler ve aileleri icin sunulacak ézel egitim hizmetlerinin planlanmasi agisindan gereklidir (Summers
vd., 2007). Bu baglamda, aileler ve OGC’ler igin hazirlanan aile egitim programlarinda ve
Bireysellestirilmis Egitim Planlarinda (BEP) aile yasam kalitesini etkileyen degiskenlerin dikkate alinmasi
gerekmektedir (Berger, 2008; Summers vd., 2007).

Aile yasam kalitesi terimi ise “bireysel ve aile dlizeyinde etkilesimin oldugu, aile tyeleri tarafindan bir
bitiun olarak ve 6znel olarak tanimlanmis ve bilingli, ailenin dinamik yani sabit olmayan ve yasantilara
gore degisen iyi olus durumunu ifade etmektedir” (Zuna, Summerss, Turnbull, Hu & Xu 2010). Diger bir
degisle aile yasam kalitesi, ailenin gereksinimlerinin yerine getirilmesi, aile bireylerinin kendileri igin
onemli olan aktiviteleri yapabilmesi ve aile bireylerinin birlikte olmaktan zevk almasi olarak
tanimlamaktadir (Park vd., 2003; Turnbull, Turbiville & Turnbull, 2000; Akt Meral & Cavkaytar, 2013).
Buna ek olarak aile yasam kalitesi kavrami aile ici etkilesim, ailenin sosyo-ekonomik durumu, aile destek
sistemi, ebeveynlik becerileri ve sosyal-duygusal destekler gibi degiskenleri icermektedir (Summers vd.,
2007). Alanyazin incelendiginde, aile yasam kalitesini inceleyen arastirmalarin benzer kategoriler
gercevesinde aile yasam kalitesi degiskenlerini inceledigi gériilmektedir. Ornegin, Schalock (1994) aile
yasam kalitesi gostergelerini; aile, okul ve is gevresi gibi toplumsal grup igerisinde kisisel ihtiyaglarin
yerine getirilmesi ve aile ii gérevlerin yerine getirilmesi olarak betimlenmektedir. Toprak (2018) ailenin,
aile yasam kalitesini; sosyo-ekonomik durum, soyo-kiiltiirel cevre, saglik gibi cesitli degiskenler agisindan
incelemistir. Isaacs ve digerleri (2007) bes farkli tilkeden zihin yetersizligi olan bireylerin ailelerinden veri
toplayarak gerceklestirdikleri ¢alismalarinda aile yasam kalitesi gostergelerini dokuz baslik altinda
incelemislerdir. Bunlar; aile saghg, aile ici iliski, cevresel destek, sosyo-ekonomik durum, yetersizlik ile
ilgili destek sistemi, degerler, kariyer, bos zaman aktiviteleri, toplumsal etkilesimdir. Turnbull ve Turnbull
(2001) ailenin, aile yasam kalitesi ile ilgili degiskenlerini; ailenin egitim durumu, ihtiyaglari, saglik durumu
ve OEH’lerine ulasabilme kapasitesi olarak siralamaktadir. Cogu alanyazinda, aile yasam kalitesini
etkileyen degiskenler; aylik hane geliri, gelisimsel yetersizligi olan gocugun yasi, cocugun yetersizlik tiirQ,
annenin yasl ve annenin c¢alisma durumu, egitim diizeyleri, sosyal destek ve cocuklarinin 6grenme
seviyeleri olarak belirlenmistir (Meral, 2011; Sakiz & Bas, 2018; Toprak, 2018). Ornegin, Meral’e (2011)
gore gelisimsel yetersizligi olan ¢ocuk annelerinin aile yasam kalitesi algilarinin genel ortalamadan fazla
oldugu ve aile etkilesimi degiskenin en yiksek algi; fiziksel/materyal/finansal yeterlilik degiskenin ise en
distk algr oldugu gorialmustir. Buna ek olarak, OSB olan ¢ocuklarin annelerinin aile yasam kalitesi
algilarinin, zihinsel yetersizligi olan ¢ocuga sahip ailelere oranla daha olumsuz ydnde oldugu
gorulmistur. Ailelerin, aylik hane geliri, gelisimsel yetersizligi olan gocugun yasi, cocugun yetersizlik tird,
annenin yasi ve annenin ¢alisma durumu annelerin aile yasam kalitesini olumsuz yénde etkilemektedir.

Bazi calismalarda OGC'lerin ailelerinin, aile yasam kalitelerini etkileyen degiskenler ile tipik gelisim
gosteren cocuklarin ailelerinin, aile yasam kalitelerini etkileyen etkenlerin karsilastirilmasi yapilmistir
(Aysan & Ozben, 2007; Balkanli, 2008). Ornegin, Ustiin yetenekli cocuga sahip aileler gelir getiren islerde
cahisabildikleri igin, ekonomik durumlarinin ve egitim dizeyleri zihin yetersizligi olan ¢ocuklarin ailelerine
gore daha yuksektir. Dolayisiyla, yasam doyumu, aile yasam kalitesi, sosyal destek algi diizeylerinin Gstiin
yetenekli cocuga sahip ailelerde, zihin yetersizligi olan ¢ocuga sahip ailelere oranla daha yiksek oldugu
sonucuna ulasilmistir (Toprak, 2018). Balkanli’'ya (2008) gore tipik gelisim gosteren cocuga sahip
annelerin depresyon diizeyinin, OGC’lere sahip annelerin depresyon diizeylerine gére daha dusiik
oldugu gorulmustir. Tipik gelisim gosteren c¢ocuklarin anneleri ile kaynastirma/butiinlestirme
ortamlarinda egitim géren tanili cocuklarin annelerin aile yasam kalitesi algilari annenin egitim durumu,
sosyo-ekonomik durum, ¢ocuk sayisi, yasanilan mekan, cocuklarinin tanisi gibi degiskenlerine gore
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farklilagsmaktadir (S6git & Cikili, 2018). OGClerin aileleri ile tipik gelisim gdsteren gocuklarin ailelerinin,
aile yasam kalitesi algilarini belirleyen degiskenler benzerlik géstermektedir (Ho vd., 2013). OGC'gu
olacagini 6grenen aile bireylerinin yasadigl sok, inkar, sugluluk, garesizlik gibi duygular aile icerisinde
bircok probleme yol agabilmekte (Turnbull & Turnbull, 2001) ve bu sorunlar ve kaygilar bir dmir boyu
devam etmektedir (Berger, 2008). Bu nedenle, arastirmalar OGC’ye sahip ailelerin yasadigi problemlerin
ortadan kaldirilmasi icin yasam kalitelerini etkileyen degiskenlerin neler oldugunun belirlenmesi
gerektigini vurgulamaktadir (Hoffman, Marquis, Poston, Summerss & Turnbull, 2006; Meral & Cavkaytar,
2014). Ozellikle 1990 yilindan itibaren arastirmacilarin, ailelerin cocuklarinin egitime katiim durumlari ve
aile yasam kalitesinin c¢ercevesinin cizilmesi ve gostergelerinin belirlenmesi Uzerine yogunlastigi
goriilmektedir (Isaacs vd., 2007).

Aile yasam kalitesi gostergelerinin ve aile yasam kalitesi dizeylerinin belirlenmesi bir¢ok agidan
dnemlidir. Hoffman ve digerlerine (2006) gore 6zellikle son 20 yildir 6zel egitim alaninin ve OEH’lerin
profesyonel boyuta ulasmasi igin ailelerin, aile yasam kalite goOstergeleri, cok boyutlu olarak
degerlendirilmektedir. Turnbull ve Turnbull’e (2001) gore ailenin 6zel egitim hakkindaki bilgi dizeyi,
becerileri ve gocugunun egitimi konusundaki motivasyonu ¢ocugunun egitimi hakkinda kararlar alma ve
bu siiregte uzman-aile arasinda is birligi kurma agisindan kritik rol oynamaktadir. Uygun OEH’lerin
saglanmasi, aile yasam kalitesini desteklemektedir. Ancak hem OGC’ler hem de aileleri igin uygun
OEH’lerin planlanmasi ve saglanmasi igin aile yasam kalitesi gdstergelerinin belirlenmesi ve aile ihtiyag
analizlerinin yapilmasi gerekmektedir (Summers vd., 2007). Ulusal ve uluslararasi alanyazina gore OGC’
lerin aileleri icin standart bir yasam kalitesi cergevesi belirlemek ve yasam kalitesi diizeylerini 6lgmek her
zaman kolay olmamaktadir. Cinkl her ailenin durumu kendisine 6zeldir (Meral, 2011; Summers vd.,
2005; Turnbull & Turnbull, 2001). Ailelerin yasam kalitelerinin belirlenmis olmasi, gocuk ve aile igin
uygulanacak destek egitim hizmetlerinin saglikh bir sekilde yurttilmesine imkan saglayacaktir (Summers
vd., 2007). Ancak uzmanlar genellikle OGC'ler igin destek hizmetleri ile ilgili planlama yaparken aile
yapisini, ailenin ekonomik durumunu, aile bireylerinin tutum ve davranislarini gézden kacirabilmektedir
(Hoffman vd., 2006; Summers vd., 2007). Bu yizden destek egitim hizmetlerinin saglikh bir sekilde
ylritilebilmesi icin 6zel gereksinimi olan g¢ocuklarin ve ailelerinin yasam kalitesi algilarini belirleyen
degiskenlerin incelenmesi gerekmektedir (Hoffman vd., 2006).

Uluslararasi alanyazinda OGC’lerin ailelerinin, aile yasam kaliteleri ile ilgili bircok calisma
bulunmaktadir (6r., Hoffman vd., 2006; 2013; Summer vd., 2007; Zuna vd., 2010) ancak ulusal
alanyazinda bu alanda sinirli sayida ¢alisma bulunmaktadir. Bunlar; serebral paralizi (SP)’li ¢ocuklar ve
ailelerinde saglikla ilgili aile yasam kalitesinin degerlendirilmesi (Erdoganoglu, 2006); otizm spektrum
bozuklugu (OSB) olan gocuklarin ve tanisi olmayan cocuklarin annelerde yasam kalitesi, umutsuzluk
diizeyleri ve yasam doyumu arasindaki iliskinin degerlendirilmesi (Balkanh, 2008); dikkat eksikligi ve
hiperaktivite bozuklugu (DEHB) olan c¢ocuklar ve ailelerinde aile yasam kalitesinin incelenmesi
(Kandemir, 2009); OSB olan gocuk sahibi ailelerin, aile yasam kalitelerinin karsilastiriimasi (Cam & Ozkan,
2009); fiziksel yetersizligi olan bireylerin spora katimlarinin yasam kalitesi ve kaygi durumlarina etkisinin
belirlenmesi (Altun, 2010); gelisimsel yetersizligi olan ¢ocuklarin ebeveynlerinin aile yasam kalitesi
algilarinin incelenmesi (Meral, 2011); hafif zihin yetersizligi olan ¢ocugu olan annelerin algiladiklari aile
isleyisi ve aile yasam kalitesinin sosyo-demografik degiskenler acisindan degerlendirilmesi (Ozyurt,
2011); zihin yetersizligi olan cocuga sahip annelerin yasam kalitelerini ve yasam kalitelerini etkileyen
faktorlerin belirlenmesi (Tung, 2011) calismalaridir ve bu calismalarin ¢ogu tez calismalaridir.
Erdoganoglu (2006) tarafindan yapilan arastirmada SP’li ¢ocuklar ve ailelerinde saglkla ilgili yasam
kalitesini degerlendirmeyi amaglamistir.

OGC’lerin ailelerinin, aile yasam kalitesine iliskin 6zellikle ulusal alanyazin incelendiginde,
arastirmalarda genellikle 6zel egitim siniflarinda ya da 6zel egitim okullarinda egitim gérmekte olan
OGC’lerin ailelerinin, aile yasam kalitesinin incelendigi gériilmiistiir (6r., Erdoganoglu, 2006; Kandemir,
2009; Meral, 2011; Ozyurt, 2011). Ancak, kaynastirma/biitiinlestirme ortamlarinda egitim goren
OGC’lerin ailelerinin, aile yasam kaliteleri konusundaki arastirmalar alanyazinda oldukca sinirhidir (S6giit
& Cikili, 2018). Oysaki OGC'lerin neredeyse %75’i kaynastirma/biitiinlestirme ortamlarinda egitim
almaktadir (MEB, 2020). Alanyazina gore kaynastirma/bitinlestirme ortamlarinda egitim almakta olan
OGC’lere yonelik egitim-dgretim siireclerinin planlanmasinda, dgretimin ¢ocuklarin bireysel ézelliklerine
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gore hazirlanip sunulmasinda, islevsel BEP’lerin hazirlanmasinda birgok sorunlar yasanmaktadir (Kargin,
2004; Kargin, 2007). Ozellikle okul-aile arasinda isbirliginin saglanmasi zaman zaman sekteye
ugrayabilmektedir (Meral & Cavkaytar, 2014; Turnbull & Turnbull, 2001). Dolayisiyla
kaynastirma/biitiinlestirme ortamlarinda egitim alan OGC’lere uygun OEH hizmetlerinin planlanmasi ve
sunulmasi, ¢ocuklarin egitimine ailelerin dahil edilmesi ve okul-aile is birliginin saglanmasi igin bu
ailelerin, aile yasam kalitesi algilarinin incelenmesine gereksinim vardir (Sogit & Cikili, 2018). Buna ek
olarak, OGC'lerin 6zel egitim ortamlarinda ya da kaynastirma/bitiinlestirme ortamlarinda egitim alma
durumunun ailelerin, aile yagam kalitesini etkileme durumunun incelenmesinin de alanyazina olumlu
katkilar olacagl distiniilmektedir. Benzer sekilde, cocugun mutlu ve basarili bir birey olarak yasamini
surdirebilmesi icin ailelerin, aile yasam kalitesinin ve bu alandaki gereksinimlerin gegmisten giinimiize
analiz edilerek bir sentezinin yapildigi calismalara ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir (Meral, 2011).

Belirtilen bu ihtiyaclar baglaminda bu arastirmanin amaci, kaynastirma/bitinlestirme ortamlarinda
egitim gérmekte olan OGC'lerin ailelerinin, aile yasam kalitesi algilarini belirlemek ve sosyo-demografik
degiskenler agisindan aile yasam kalitesi algilarinda farklilasma olup olmadigini degerlendirmektir. Bu
amag dogrultusunda, asagidaki sorularina cevap aranmistir:

1. Kaynastirma/bitiinlestirme ortamlarinda egitim gérmekte olan OGC’lerin ailelerinin, aile
yasam kalitesi ve alt alan algi diizeyleri nedir?

2. Kaynastirma/bitiinlestirme ortamlarinda egitim gérmekte olan OGClerin ailelerinin, aile
yasam Kkalitesi algilar toplam puani ve alt alan algilari puanlari gesitli sosyo-demografik
degiskenler agisindan nasil farklilagsmaktadir?

Yontem

Arastirma Modeli

B Bu arastirma nicel arastirma yontemlerinden betimsel tarama modeli olarak tasarlanmigtir. Bu
model, gegmiste ya da halen var olan bir durumu var oldugu sekliyle betimlemeyi amaglayan bir
arastirma yaklasimidir. Karasar'a (2009) goére tarama modelleri tlrindeki arastirmalar birgok
degiskenden olusan bir evrende, evren hakkinda genel bir yargiya varmak igin evrenin timi ya da ondan
alinacak &rneklem {zerinde vyapilan calismalardir. Bu arastirma i¢ Anadolu bélgesinde yer alan
buyuksehir statistindeki bir ilin iki merkez ilgesinde yer alan kaynastirma/butlnlestirme yoluyla egitim
alan ve bunun yaninda &6zel egitim ve rehabilitasyon merkezlerinden destek egitim alan OGC'lerin
arastirmaya katilmaya gonulli aileleri ile gergeklestirilmistir.

Katilimcilar
Cocuklar

Arastirmaya konu olan ¢ocuklarinin sosyo-demografik 6zellikleri incelendiginde, gocuklarin % 49’u
birinci gocuk olup, % 46’sinin iki kardesi vardir (bkz. Tablo 1). Arastirmaya dahil olan ¢ocuklarin %34’ U kiz
ve %66’si erkektir. Buna ek olarak, cocuklarin biyik ¢ogunlugunun dil ve konusma bozuklugu (DKB)
(%33) ve 6zel dgrenme giicliigii (OOG) (%30) tanisi bulunmaktadir. Ayrica ¢ocuklarin %6,7’sinin ikinci
tanisi bulunmaktadir. Cocuklarin; %31,9’u okul 6ncesi, %48,7’si ilkokul ve ortaokul ve %19,4’l ise lise
diizeyinde egitim almakta olup, biiyiik cogunlugu en az bir yildir OEH’lerinden yararlanmaktadir.
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Tablo 1.

Katiimcilarin Arastirma Baglamindaki OGC’lere Ait Bilgiler

- c (=S o c = =
g% gz X 8 £ 3 58 < 3
S g n =52 n 25 n 2¢ n Ew n 23 n S > n
s S 83 3 8 S g w5 o £ w s
x (O] = T = o o ¢
Birinci 9 0 29 Y 47 Hafif 136 1 69 Kiz 67 00 62
6 E
ikinci 7 1 44 OSB 21 Ortave 59 2 50 Erkek 128 ilk 95
3 agir ve
orta
3ve 2 2 90 0OOG 58 3 25 lise 38
Uzeri 6
3ve 32 DKB 64 4 ve 51
Uzeri Uzeri
cY 5

Not: ZY: Zihin Yetersizligi; OSB: Otizm Spektrum Bozuklugu; O0G: Ozel Ogrenme Giigliigli; DKB: Dil ve
Konusma Bozuklugu; CY: Coklu Yetersizlik

Aileler

Arastirmanin ¢alisma grubunu, Rehberlik Arastirma Merkezi (RAM) tarafindan tanilanmis olan 195
cocugun aileleri olusturmaktadir. Arastirmada 195 katilimci aile yer almistir. Bu kisiler cocuklarin anne ya

da babasidir.
Tablo 2.
Katilimcilarin Sosyo-Demografik Bilgileri
Katilma eers Haftalik
A Yas Egitim
Cinsiyet n ¢alisma n . n n ¢alisma n
araligi durumu .
durumu saati
Evet 38 20-30 23 Okur- 5 10 ve 162
31-35 64 yazar saat alti
36-40 62 ilkokul 59
Anne 135 Hayir 157 Ortaokul 39 110 14
41+ 46 Lise 63
Universite 29 a1+ 19
Evet 167 2035 3 Okur- 30 saat 11
yazar 11 ve alti
36-40 33 31-40 31
Baba 60 Hayir 28 4145 70 ilkokul 38 41-50 110
43  Ortaokul 40 51+ 16
46+ .
Lise 3 Diger 27
Universite 33 &

Katilimcilara ait sosyo-demografik bilgiler incelediginde, calisan babalarin oraninin galisan annelere
oranla daha fazla oldugu goriilmektedir. Katilimcilarin egitim durumuna bakildiginda, katiimcilarin ¢ogu
lise mezunudur (bkz. Tablo 2). Buna ek olarak, yapilan analizlere gére katilimcilarin % 90’si il merkezinde
yasamakta olup, % 10’nun herhangi bir sosyal glivencesi yoktur. Ailelerin % 9’u birden fazla tanili gocuga
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sahiptir. Son olarak, ailelerin ¢cogu (%80) cekirdek aile tipine sahip olup, bazilari (%7,2) tek ebeveynli,
bazilari (%12,8) ise genis aile tipine sahiptir.

Kullanilan Veri Toplama Araglar

Arastirmada kaynastirma/biitiinlestirme ortaminda egitim géren OGC’ lerin ve ailelerinin demografik
ve sosyo-ekonomik bilgileri arastirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanmis olan Aile Demografik Bilgi Formu ile
toplanmistir. Ailelerin aile yasam kaliteleri algilarini belirmek igin Meral ve Cavkaytar (2013) tarafindan
Tiirkce’ye uyarlanmig ve gecerlik, giivenirlik calismalari yapilmis Beach Center Aile Yasam Kalitesi Olcegi
(BCAYKO) kullanilmustir.

Aile demografik bilgi formu

Bu form, arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilerek arastirmaya katilan ailelerin ve bu ailelerin sahip
olduklari OGC ile ilgili demografik ve sosyo-ekonomik bilgilerini belirlemek amaciyla hazirlanmistir.
Sosyo-demografik bilgi formu dort boélimden olusmaktadir. Birinci ve ikinci bélimde, annenin ve
babanin aile yasam kalite gostergelerini degerlendirmek amaciyla; yas, egitim dizeyi, ¢alisma durumu,
meslek, bir iste calisiyorsa haftalik ¢alisma saatleri toplami, anne-babanin birliktelik durumuna iliskin
sorular bulunmaktadir. Uglincii béliimde, aileye ait &zelliklerin belirlenmesine yénelik; aile tipi, ailenin
sosyal glivencesi, ailenin yasadigi yer ve ailenin ¢ocuk veya cocuklarindan dolayi bakim ticreti/aylik alip
almadigina iliskin sorular yer almaktadir. Dordiincii bdlimde ise gocugun sahip oldugu o6zellikleri
belirlemeye yonelik; cinsiyet, yas, ailenin kaginci cocugu, kardes sayisi, tanisi, tani derecesi, ikinci bir 6zel
egitim tanisi olup olmadigi, devam ettigi okul diizeyi, 6zel egitim aldigi slire, ailede baska 6zel egitim
tanisi olan ¢ocuk olup olmadigina iliskin sorular bulunmaktadir.

Beach Center Aile Yasam Kalitesi Olgegi (BCAYKO)

Beach Center Aile Yasam Kalitesi Olgegi (BCAYKO) Kansas Universitesi Beach Yetersizlik Merkezi
(Beach Center on Disability, 2006) tarafindan gelistirilmistir (Hoffman vd., 2006). Olgegin Tiirkce
uyarlama, gecerlik ve giivenirlik calismalari Meral ve Cavkaytar (2013) tarafindan yapilmistir. BCAYKO,
OGC’ye sahip ailelerin yasam kalitesinin belirlenmesi igin 25 soru, bes alt alan ve besli derecelendirme
tipi (Hi¢ uygun degil, uygun degil, ne uygun ne uygun degil, uygun, tamamen uygun) cevaplarindan
olusan bir veri toplama aracidir. BCAYKO, aile yasam kalitesinin toplam puana (25 soru, Cronbach’s alpha
=.94; .92;.91) ve Aile Etkilesimi (6 soru, Cronbach’s alpha = .92; .81; .89); Ebeveynlik (6 soru, Cronbach’s
alpha = .88; .80; .76); Duygusal VYeterlik (4 soru, Cronbach’s alpha = .80; .71; .71);
Finansal/Fiziksel/Materyal Yeterligi (5 soru, Cronbach’s alpha = .88;.81;.77) ve Yetersizlige lliskin Destek
(4 soru, Cronbach’s alpha = .92; .82; .86) alt alanlarina iliskin memnuniyet ve énem algisi temelinde
bilgiler sunmaktadir (Olgege ait verilen Cronbach’s Alpha degerleri sirasiyla orijinal dlgek, uyarlanmis
dlgek ve bu calismaya ait 6lciim degerleridir). BCAYKO’niin biitiinii icin alinabilecek en yiiksek puan 125
(25x5) puan, en dislk puan ise 25 (25x1) puandir (Beach Center on Disability at the University of Kansas,
2006; Hoffman vd., 2006; Meral & Cavkaytar, 2013). Ulkemizde heniiz genis lcekli bir normatif calisma
yapilmadigindan olgege iliskin bir kesme degeri bulunmasa da olumsuz madde bulunmayan o6lgekten
alinan yiksek puanlar, yiksek dizeyde aile yasam kalitesi algisini, diisik puanlar ise disiik dizeydeki
algiyi gosterir.

Veri Toplama Siireci ve Analizi

Arastirma verileri, 0zel egitim ve rehabilitasyon merkezlerinde gorevli rehber 6gretmenlerin is
birligiyle arastirmacilar tarafindan toplanmistir. Veriler 2019 yili Subat-Nisan aylari arasinda toplanmistir.
Arastirmacilar, veri toplama araglarini hazirlayip, katihmcilari belirledikten sonra formlari rehber
6gretmenlere vermistir. Rehber 6gretmenler, katihmcilari arastirma hakkinda bilgilendirmis, 6lcekleri
ailelere dagitmis ve geri toplayip arastirmaciya teslim etmistir. Veri toplama sirecinde katilimcilardan
GOniillii Katihm Formunu okumalari istenmis, arastirma ile ilgili bilgilendirmeler yapilmis, arastirmaya
katilmin gonillik esasina dayali oldugu belirtilmis, kimlik bilgilerinin dnemli olmadigi vurgulanmis ve
tim katilimcr haklari anlatilarak kendilerinden izin alinmistir. Veri toplama araglari, 6zel egitim ve
rehabilitasyon merkezlerindeki veli bekleme odalarinda, ¢ocuklarin egitimlerinin oldugu gilin ve saatlerde
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uygulanmistir. Veri toplama siirecinde anne ve babalara formlar zarf i¢inde verilmis, kendilerinden
formlari doldurduktan sonra tekrar formlari zarfin igine koymalari, zarfi kapatip rehber 6gretmene teslim
etmeleri gerektigi belirtilmistir.

Veriler toplandiktan sonra, sosyal bilimler alaninda kullanilan bir istatistik programina veri girisi
yapilmistir. Daha sonra, veri giris glivenirligi icin arastirmadan bagimsiz bir uzmana arastirmaya dabhil
olan 195 verinin % 30'u random segilerek verilmistir (Buyikoztiirk, 2007). Uzman, segilen 60 &lgekteki
veriler ile istatistik programina girilen verileri karsilastirilmig ve veri giris guvenirliginin % 100 olarak
hesaplanmistir. Veri giris glivenirliginden sonra veriler ayni programda analiz edilmistir. Arastirmada
onem dlizeyi .05 olarak kabul edilmistir. Katihmcilarin aile yasam kalitesi algilari ve alt alanlara yonelik
algilari ortalama ve standart sapma hesaplarina dayanilarak analiz edilmistir. Verilerin analizinden 6nce
verilerin normal dagihp dagilmadigini belirlemek igin dagilimin normalligi testi yapilmis ve katilimci sayisi
50’nin tzerinde oldugu icin Kolmogorov-Smirnov testi sonuglari kullanilmistir (Tagpinar, 2017). Buna ek
olarak verilerin basiklik ve carpiklik katsayilari incelenmis ve verilerin yine normal dagilim gostermedigi
belirlenmistir (bkz. Tablo 3). Arastirma verileri normal dagiim goéstermedigi icin normal dagihmi
saglamak amaciyla verilerin analizi bootstrap (yeniden 6érnekleme) yontemi ile 2000 yeniden 6rnekleme
dagilimina dayal olarak gergeklestirilmistir. Bootstrap yontemini kullanilarak gergeklestirilen analizler
daha gergekgi ortalama ve varyans parametreleri vermektedir (Efron & Tibshirani, 1993). Bu y6ntem,
verilerin temel dagilimindan bagimsiz olarak arastirmacilarin tiim istatistikler icin gliven araligi
hesaplayabilmesine imkan tanimaktadir (Dogan, 2017, 2019). Bootstrap yontemi ile tim verilerin
normal dagihmi saglandigi icin tim verilerin analizinde parametrik testler uygulanmistir.

Verilerin analiz slirecinde, katilimci demografik bilgileri betimsel analiz ile analiz edilerek frekans ve
ortalamalari belirlenmistir. Daha sonra katilimcilarin aile yasam kalitesi toplam puanlari ve yasam
kalitesine ait alt alanlarin ortalamalari analiz edilmistir. Oncelikle alt alanlara ait maddelere verilen
cevaplarin aritmetik ortalamalari hesaplanmistir. Daha sonra alt alana ait testten alinabilecek maksimum
ve minimum puanlarin ortalamalari, iliski kurulacak alt alana ait ortalama puan kabul edilmistir. Alt
alanlara ait aritmetik ortalama ile alt alandan alinacak puanlarin ortalamalari tek érneklem igin t-testi
yapilarak analiz edilmistir. Anne ve babalarin aile yasam kalitesi algilarinin belirli degiskenler agisindan
farkhlasma durumunun belirlenmesinde ayni degiskenin iki farkh grupta 6lgildigd durumlarda bagimsiz
orneklemeler igin t-testi, U¢ ve daha fazla grupta o6lglldiglu durumlarda tek yonliu varyans analizi
(ANOVA) yapilmistir. ANOVA ile gruplar arasinda anlamh duzeyde farklilasmanin tespit edildigi
durumlarda, belirlenen anlamli farkliigin hangi gruplardan kaynaklandigini saptamak Uzere Post Hoc.
testi kapsaminda tamamlayici ¢oklu karsilastirma analizlerinden Bonferroni analizi yapilmigtir
(Buyukoztirk, Cokluk & Kokl, 2017; Taspinar, 2017). Katilimcilarin aile yasam kalitesi 6lgeginin genel ve
alt alanlari puanlari “cocugun anne ya da babasi olmasi, evde baska OGC’nin olma durumu, anne ve
babanin ¢calisma durumu, anne ve babanin yasi, anne ve babanin egitim durumu, anne-babanin haftalk
calisma saati, cocugun cinsiyeti ve okul kademesi, OOC’'nin kardesler arasinda kaginci sirada oldugu,
kardes sayisi, aile birliktelik durumu, gocugun yetersizlik tir( ve derecesi, aile tipi” sosyo-demografik
degiskenlerine gore farklilasma durumlari incelenmistir.

Bulgular

Bu bdlimde arastirmanin amaglari dogrultusunda, kaynastirma/bitiinlestirme ortamlarinda egitim
gormekte olan tanili 6grencilerin ailelerinin, genel olarak aile yasam kalitesi algi diizeyi ve aile etkilesimi,
duygusal yeterlik, fiziksel/materyal yeterligi, ebeveynlik ve yetersizlige iliskin destek alt alanlari alg
diizeylerinin belirlenmesine; ailelerin yasam kalitesi algilarinda sosyo-demografik degiskenler agisindan
bir farklilagma olup olmadigina iliskin bulgulara yer verilmistir.

Katihmcilarin Aile Yasam Kalitesi ve Alt Alanlarina Ait Algilarinin Diizeylerine iliskin Bulgular

Kaynastirma/butiinlestirme ortamlarinda egitim gérmekte olan 6grencilerin ailelerinin, aile yasam
kalitesi toplam puani ve alt alan algi diizeylerine iliskin ortalama puanlari ile standart sapma degerleri ve
normal dagilim testi sonuglari Tablo 3’de verilmistir. Buna gore katilimcilarin aile yasam kalitesi ortalama
puanlari 99.656 standart sapmalari 14.050 seklindedir. Katilimcilarin aile yasam kalitesi alt alanlarindan
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aile etkilesimi ortalama puani 24.682 (maksimum alabilecegi 30 puan Uzerinden), standart sapmasi
4.517; ebeveynlik alt alani ortalama puani 25.348 (maksimum alabilecegi 30 puan izerinden), standart
sapmasi 3.201; duygusal yeterlik alt alan ortalama puani 14.882 (maksimum alabilecegi 20 puan
Uzerinden), standart sapmasi 3.025; fiziksel/materyal/finansal yeterlik alt alani ortalama puani 19.312
(maksimum alabilecegi 20 puan Uzerinden), standart sapmasi 3.936; yetersizlige iliskin destek alt alani
ortalama puani 15.430 (maksimum alabilecegi 20 puan Uzerinden), standart sapmasi 3.428 olarak
hesaplanmistir. Arastirma bulgularina gére katiimcilarin aile yasam algilari ortalamanin tstiindedir (besli
derecelendirme karsiligi 99.656/25=3.98'dir). Ailelerin, aile yasam kalitesi en yiksek alt alan algisi
ebeveynlik, en duslk alt alan algisi ise duygusal yeterlik alt alan algisidir.

Tablo 3.
Ailelerinin Aile Yasam Kalitesi ve Alt Alanlari Algilarina iliskin Betimsel Analiz ve Normal Dagilim Testi
Sonuclari

Faktorler Min. Maks. X SS K-S Basiklik Carpikhk

Aile yasam kalitesi
algisi genel toplam 25 125 99.656 14.050 0.016 1.637 -0.768
Aile etkilesimi alt alani 6 30 24.682 4,517 0.000 1.883 -1.258
Ebeveynlik alt alani 6 30 25.348 3.201 0.000 1.486 -0.785

Duygusal yeterlik
Alt alani 4 20 14.882 3.025 0.000 0.628 -0.724

Fiziksel/materyal/finansal

yeterlik alt alani 5 25 19.312 3.936 0.000 0.355 -0.795

Yetersizlige iliskin
Destek alt alani 4 20 15.430 3.428 0.000 2.893 -1.229

Not: K-S=Kolmogorov-Smirnov

Katilimcilarin Aile Yasam Kalitesi Algilarinin Sosyo-Demografik Degiskenler Agisindan Farkhlasma

Durumuna iligkin Bulgular

Katilimcilarin aile yasam kalitesi algilarinin genel toplam puanlari ve alt alan puanlarinin katiimcinin
cocugun anne ya da babasi olma durumu, evde baska OGC’nin olma durumu, anne ve babanin ¢alisma
durumu, anne ve babanin yasi, anne ve babanin egitim durumu, anne-babanin haftalik ¢alisma saati,
cocugun kardesler arasinda kaginci sirada oldugu, kardes sayisi, aile birliktelik durumu, gocugun
yetersizlik tiirQ, aile tipi sosyo-demografik degiskenleri agisindan farklilagip farklilasmadigi arastirilmistir.
Arastirma sonuglarina gére bazi degiskenlere gore aile yasam kalitesi algilari genel puanlari ve alt alanlari
puanlarinda anlamli diizeyde farkhlasma olup, bazi degiskenlere gore ise bir farklilasma olmamaktadir.
Katihmcilarin aile yasam kalitesi algilari anne-baba olma durumlarina gore incelendiginde, katihmcilarin
% 70'ni annelerin olusturdugu goérilmektedir. Arastirmaya katilan 195 katiimcinin 135’ini anneler
olusturmaktadir. Annelerin ve babalarin yasam kaliteleri puanlarinin yakinhk derecesine gére anlamh
diizeyde farklilasip farklilasmadigini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan bagimsiz 6rneklem t-testi sonucunda
anlamli bir fark olmadigi bulunmustur (t (103 = -0.007, p >.05).

Tablo 4 incelendiginde, ailelerin % 91’inde tanili baska ¢ocugun olmadigi gorilmektedir. Aile yasam
kalitesi genel toplam puani ve alt alanlari puanlarinin ailede baska tanili cocugun olmasi durumuna gore
farklilasma durumu belirlemek amaciyla yapilan bagimsiz 6rneklem t-testi sonucuna gore sadece aile
etkilesimi alt alani puaninda anlaml diizeyde farklilasma bulunmustur (t (193 = -2.228. p < 0.05). Aile
yasam kalitesi toplam puani (t (193 =-1.338. p > 0.05) olarak tespit edilmistir.
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Tablo 4.
Aile Yasam Kalitesi ve Alt Alanlari Puanlarinin Ailede Baska OGC’nin Olmasi Dagilimina Gére Bagdimsiz
Orneklem t Testi Sonuclari

Faktorler Tanih n X ss sd t p Alt sinir ~ Ust sinir
baska
gocuk

Aile etkilesimi Evet 18 22.444 6.581 193 -2.228 0.027* -4.647 -0.283
Hayir 177  24.909 4.212

Ebeveynlik Evet 18 25.222 2798 193 -0.176  0.861* -1.705 1.426
Hayir 177  25.361 3.246

Duygusal Evet 18 14.222 3.687 193 -0.971 0.333* -2.203 0.749
yeterlik Hayir 177 14.949 2.954

Finansal. Evet 18 18.500 4.540 193 -0919 0.359* -2.816 1.026

fiziksel ve Hayir 177 19.395 3.874

materyal

Yetersizlige Evet 18 15.055 2.732 193 -0.486 0.627* -2.089 1.262
iliskin destek Hayr 177 15468  3.495

Toplam puan Evet 18 95.444 17.547 193 -1.338 0.183*  -11.482 2.201
Hayir 177 100.084 13.632

*p<0.05

Ailelerin, aile yasam kalitesi ve alt alanlari puanlarinin annenin ve babanin ¢alisma durumuna gére
farkhlasma durumunu belirlemek icin yapilan bagimsiz 6rneklem t-Testi analiz sonuglarina gére annenin
¢alisma durumunun aile yasam kalitesine etki ettigi ancak babanin ¢alisma durumunun etki etmedigi
bulunmustur. Tablo 5’te annenin galisma durumuna iliskin bilgiler yer almaktadir.

Tablo 5.
Aile Yasam Kalitesi ve Alt Alanlari Puanlarinin Annenin Calisma Durumu Dagilimina Gére Bagimsiz
Orneklem t-Testi Analiz Sonuglari

Faktorler Calisma n X Ss t p Alt sinir  Ust sinir
durumu

Calisiyor 38 25.868 3.800
Calismiyor 157 24394  4.639

Caligiyor 38 26.315  3.076 2.093 0.038* 0.069 2.332
Calismiyor 157 25.114 3.196

Calisiyor 38 15.657  3.322 1.771 0.078*  -0.109 2.036
Duygusal yeterlik  Calismiyor 157 14.694 2.930

Aile etkilesimi 1.815 0.071* -0.127 3.074

Ebeveynlik

Finansal, fiziksel Calisiyor 38 20.973 3.679 2.956 0.004* 0.686 3.439
ve materyal Calismiyor 157 18.910 3.901
yetersizlik
Yetersizlige Caligiyor 38 16.447 3.922 2.054 0.041* 0.050 2.475
iliskin destek Calismiyor 157 15.184 3.263
Toplam puan Calisiyor 38 105.26 14.661 2.789 0.006* 2.039 11.888
Calismiyor 157 98.299 13.601
*p<0.05
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Tablo 5 incelendiginde aile yasam kalitesi algilarinin genel toplam puaninin (t (103 = 2.789, p < 0.05),
yetersizlige iliskin destek sistemi alt alani puani (t 103y = 2.054, p < 0.05), cocuguna yeterli diizeyde
finansal/fiziksel ve materyal saglama alt alani puani (t (193 = 2.956, p < 0.05) ve ebeveynlik alt alani puani
(t (193 = 2.093, p < 0.05) gore anlaml diizeyde farklilagsmaktadir. Aile etkilesimi ve duygusal yeterlik alt
alanlari puanlari annenin galisma durumuna gore farklilasmamaktadir.

Ayrica babalarin ¢alisma durumu incelendiginde biylik ¢ogunlugunun (% 85) bir iste calistigl
belirlenmistir. Babalarin ¢alisma durumlarinin ailelerin aile yasam kalitesini etkileyip etkilemedigini
belirlemek amaciyla yapilan bagimsiz 6rneklem t-testi analiz sonucuna gére aile yasam kalitesi algilarinin
baba calisma durumuna gére anlamli diizeyde farklilasmadigi belirlenmistir (t (193,=-.096, p >.05).

Ailelerin, aile yasam kalitesi ve alt alanlari puanlarinin annenin ve babanin yas dagilimina gore
farkhlasma durumunu belirlemek icin yapilan ANOVA sonuglarina gére babanin yas dagilimi aile yasam
kalitesine etki ettigi ancak annenin yas dagiliminin etki etmedigi bulunmustur. Tablo 6’da babanin yas
dagihimina iliskin bilgiler yer almaktadir.

Tablo 6.
Aile Yasam Kalitesi ve Alt Alanlari Puanlarinin Babanin Yas Dagilimlarina Gére ANOVA Sonuglari
Varyansin  Kareler sd Kare F p Farkhhk
Faktér kaynagi toplami ler ort. Bonferroni
Gruplar 73.497 3 24.499
arasi
Aile etkilesimi 1.135 0.337

Grupici  3238.841 150 21.592
Toplam  3312.338 153

Gruplar 43.488 3 14.496
arasi

Ebeveynlik Grupici 1583551 150 10557  L3/3 0233

Toplam 1627.039 153

Gruplar 33.852 3 11.284
arasl

Duygusal yeterlik Grupici  1402.284 150 9349 1.207 0.309

Toplam 1436.136 153

Gruplar 45.442 3 15.147
Fiziksel/finansal/ e
iziksel/finansal/materya
1. .
yeterliligi Grupici  2264.954 150 15.100 003 0.393

Toplam  2310.396 153

Gruplar 121.153 3 40.384

arasl 2-4
Yetersizlige iliskin destek Grup ici 1462.074 150 9.747 4.143 0.007 i

Toplam 1583.227 153

Toplam Gruplar 1322.905 3 440.968

2.168 0.094
Puan arasl
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Grupici 30515.361 150  203.436

Toplam 31838.266 153

Not: 10 = 35 yas alti, 2 = 36-40 yas, 3 = 41-45 yas, 4 = 46 yas ve lizeri
*p<0.05

Tablo 6 incelendiginde, katiimcilarin biyik ¢ogunlugunun (%53) 36-45 yas arasinda oldugu
belirlenmistir. Arastirmaya katilan babalarin yaslarinin ailelerin, aile yagam kalitesi genel toplam puani ve
alt alanlari puanlarinda nasil bir farklilasma oldugunu belirlemek amaciyla yapilan ANOVA sonucuna gore
babanin yasina gore sadece yetersizlige iliskin destek alt alani puaninda anlaml diizeyde farklilasma
belirlenmistir (F (3.153) = 4.143, p < 0.05). Bu farkllik Post Hoc. testi cesitlerinden Bonferroni analiz
sonuglarina gére 36-40 yas arasindaki babalar ile (X = 14.818, SS = 3.512) ve 46 yas uzerindeki baba (X =
16.883, SS = 2.528) gruplar arasinda; 41-45 yas araligindaki baba (X = 15.042, SS = 3.316) ve 46 yas
uzerindeki baba (X = 16.883, SS = 2.528) gruplari arasinda olup daha geng baba gruplarinin puan
ortalamalari daha disiktlr ve bu fark istatistiksel olarak anlamlidir.

Arastirmaya katilan annelerin yas dagilimi incelendiginde, katiimcilarin biyiik cogunlugunun 30-40
yas arasinda oldugu belirlenmistir. ANOVA sonucuna gore, annelerin aile yasam kalitesi genel toplam
puan ve alt algilari puanlarinin annelerin yasina gére anlamh dizeyde farklilasmadigi belirlenmistir (F ;.
194= 1.035, p > 0.05).

Ailelerin, aile yasam kalitesi ve alt alanlari puanlarinin anne ve babanin egitim durumuna gore
farkhlasma durumunu belirlemek igin yapilan ANOVA sonuglarina goére anne ve babanin egitim
durumunun aile yasam kalitesine etki ettigi bulunmustur. Tablo 7 ve 8de anne ve babanin egitim
durumuna iliskin bilgiler yer almaktadir.

Tablo 7.
Aile Yasam Kalitesi ve Alt Alanlari Puanlarinin Annenin Egitim Durumu Dagilimlarina Gére ANOVA
Sonuglari

Varyansin Kareler sd Kareler F p Farkhhik
Faktor kaynagi toplami ort. Bonferroni
Gruplar 101.657 3 33.886 1.656 0.178
arasi
Aile etkilesimi Grup ici 3806.285 186  20.464
Toplam 3907.942 189
Gruplar 90.535 3 30.178 3.022 0.031*
arasi
Ebeveynlik Grup ici 1857.233 186  9.985 2-4
Toplam 1947.768 189
Gruplar 41.178 3 13.726 1.529 0.208
arasi
Duygusal yeterlik Grup ici 1669.396 186  8.975
Toplam 1710.574 189
Fiziksel/finansal/ Gruplar 244.365 3 81.455 5.602 0.001* 1-4
materyal yeterliligi arasl 2-4
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Grup ici 2704.288 186 14.539 3-4
Toplam 2948.653 189
Gruplar 131.919 3 43.973 3.901 o0.010*
arasl
Yetersizlige iliskin 2-4
destek Grup ici 2096.823 186 11.273
Toplam 2228.742 189
Toplam Gruplar 2281.204 3 760.401 4.024 0.008*
Puan arasl
1-4
Grup ici 35150.106 186  188.979 2-4

Toplam 37431.311 189

Not: 1 = ilkokul, 2 = Ortaokul, 3 = Lise, 4 = Universite
*p<0.05

Tablo 7’de goriildigl gibi “aile yasam kalitesi aile etkilesimi (F (3.159) =1.656, p > 0.05) ve duygusal
yeterlik (F 3.1809) = 1.529, p > 0.05) alt alan puanlari annenin egitim durumlari dagilimina gore istatistiksel
olarak anlamli bir fark olusmamaktadir. Ancak diger alt alanlar ve toplam puanda anlamh farkhhk
gorulmektedir. Ebeveynlik alt alan puanlari agisindan egitim durumlari degiskeni arasinda anlamli bir
farkhhk bulunmustur (F 3180 = 3.022, p < 0.05). Ebeveynlik alt alanindaki bu anlamli farkliigin hangi
gruplar arasinda oldugunu belirlemek icin yapilan Bonferroni testi bu farkhihigin ortaokul mezunu (X
=24.461, SS = 3.633) ve Universite mezunu (X = 26.758, SS = 3.031) anne gruplar arasinda oldugunu
gostermistir. Fiziksel/finansal/materyal yeterliligi alt alani agisindan annenin egitim durumlari degiskeni
arasinda anlamli fark bulunmustur (F 3.189) = 5.602, p < 0.05). Bu anlamli farkhlik; ilkokul (X = 18.406, SS
=3.379) ve Universite mezunu (X =21.793, SS = 3. 244); ortaokul (X =18.641, SS = 3. 950) ve Universite
mezunu (X =21.793, SS = 3. 244); lise (X =19.349, SS = 4.314) ve Universite mezunu (X =21.793, SS = 3.
244) anne gruplari arasinda gozlenmektedir. Yetersizlige iliskin destek alt alani puanlari agisindan egitim
durumlari degiskeni arasinda anlamli fark bulunmustur (F (3.1g9) = 3.901, p < 0.05). Bu alt alandan alinan
puanlar agisindan ortaokul mezunu annelerin (X = 15.282, SS = 3.448) ortalamasi, tniversite mezunu (X
=17.069, SS = 3.663) annelerin ortalamasindan daha disiik olup, fark istatistiksel olarak anlamli
bulunmustur. Aile yasam kalitesi genel toplam puani ile annenin egitim durumu arasinda istatistiksel
olarak anlamh bir fark olusmaktadir (F (3135 = 4.024, p < 0.05). Bu islemin ardindan ANOVA sonrasi
belirlenen anlamli farkhhgin hangi gruplardan kaynaklandigini saptamak amaciyla tamamlayici ¢oklu
karsilastirma tekniklerinden Bonferroni teknigi kullanilmistir. Buna gére bu anlaml fark ilkokul (X =
18.406, SS = 3.379) ve Universite mezunu (X =21.793, SS = 3. 244) anne gruplari; ortaokul (X = 18.641,
SS = 3. 950) ve lniversite mezunu (X =21.793, SS = 3. 244) anne gruplar arasinda gézlenmektedir.
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Tablo 8.
Aile Yasam Kalitesi ve Alt Alanlari Puanlarinin Babanin Egitim Durumu Dagihmlarina Gére (ANOVA
Sonuglari
Varyansin Kareler sd Kareler F P Farklilik
Faktor kaynagi toplami ort. Bon
ferroni
Gruplar 290.924 3 96.975 4908 0.003*
arasi 2-3
. S 2-4
Aile etkilesimi Grup ici 3556.636 180  19.759
Toplam 347.560 183
Gruplar 47.369 3 15.790 1.542 0.205
arasl
Ebeveynlik Grup ici 3556.636 180  10.240
Toplam 3847.560 183
Gruplar 94.207 3 31.402 3.576  0.015* 2-4
arasl
Duygusal yeterlik Grup ici 1580.744 180  8.782
Toplam 1674.951 183
Gruplar 364.778 3 121.593 8.811  0.000* 1-4
arasl
Fiziksel/finansal/materyal 2-4
yeterliligi Grup ici 2483.999 180  13.800
Toplam 2848.777 183 3-4
Gruplar 112.799 3 37.600 3.290 0.022* 14
arasl 2-4
Yetersizlige iliskin destek Grup ici 2056.935 180 11.427
Toplam 2169.734 183
Toplam Gruplar 3259.615 3 1086.538 5.855 0.001* 14
puan arasl 2-4
Grup igi 33402.815 180 185.571
Toplam 36662.429 183

Not: 1= ilkokul, 2= Ortaokul, 3 = Lise, 4 = Universite

*p<0.05

Tablo 8 incelendiginde, aile etkilesimi alt alani agisindan babanin egitim durumu degiskeni arasinda
anlamh bir fark bulunmustur (F (3153) = 4.908, p < 0.05). Bu farklilik ortaokul mezunu (X = 22.300, SS =
5.648) ve lise mezunu (X = 25.219, SS = 4.568) baba gruplari; ortaokul mezunu (X =22.300, SS = 5.648)
ve Universite mezunu (X = 25.848, SS = 3. 456) baba gruplan arasinda olusmaktadir. Duygusal yeterlilik
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alt alani agisindan egitim durumlari degiskeni arasinda anlamli fark bulunmustur (F (31s3) = 3.576, p <
0.05). Post Hoc. testi Bonferroni analiz sonuglarina gére bu farkhlik ortaokul mezunu (X = 13.475, SS =
3.226) ve universite mezunu (X = 15.575, SS = 3. 132) baba gruplar arasinda gorilmektedir.
Fiziksel/finansal/materyal yeterliligi alt alani agisindan egitim durumlar degiskeni arasinda anlamli fark
bulunmustur (F (3 1s3) = 8.811, p < 0.05). Bonferroni analiz sonuglarina gore bu farkllik ilkokul mezunu (X
=17. 657, SS = 3.543) ve Universite mezunu (X = 22. 000, SS = 3.391) baba gruplari; ortaokul mezunu (X
= 18.575, SS = 3.608) ve Universite mezunu (X = 22. 000, SS = 3.391) baba gruplari; lise mezunu (X =
19.411, SS = 3.985) ve lniversite mezunu (X =22. 000, SS = 3.391) baba gruplari arasinda gériilmektedir.
Yetersizlige iliskin destek alt alani agisindan ise egitim durumlari degiskeni arasinda anlamli fark
bulunmustur (F (3.183) = 3.290, p < 0.05). Bonferroni analiz sonuglarina gore bu farklilik ilkokul mezunu
(X =14. 789, SS = 3.898) ve liniversite mezunu (X = 17. 000, SS = 3.391) baba gruplari; ortaokul mezunu
(X = 14.800, SS = 2.388) ve Universite mezunu (X = 22. 000, SS = 3.391) baba gruplar arasinda
gorilmektedir.

Aile yasam kalitesi genel toplam puani ile babanin egitim durumu arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamh
bir fark olusmaktadir (F (3153) = 5.855, p < 0.05). Bu farkhlik ilkokul mezunu babalarin ortalamalari (X =
97. 236, SS = 9.364) ile lniversite mezunu babalarin (X = 106.454, SS = 12.852) ortalamalari arasinda;
ortaokul mezunu (X = 93.600, SS = 14.114) ve Universite mezunu babalarin (X = 106.454, SS = 12.852)
ortalamalari arasinda olup, Bonferroni analizi agisindan anlamhdir. Tablo 8'de gorildiigu gibi ebeveynlik
(F (3.183) = 1.542, p > 0.05) alt alanindan alinan puanlar agisindan egitim durumlari arasinda istatistiksel
olarak anlamh bir fark olusmamaktadir. Ancak diger alt alanlar ve toplam puanda anlamh farklilik
bulunmaktadir.

Ailelerin, aile yagam kalitesi ve alt alanlari puanlarinin anne ve babanin haftalik ¢alisma saatine gore
farklilagma durumunu belirlemek igin yapilan ANOVA sonuglarina gére annenin haftalik ¢alisma saati
dagihminin aile yasam kalitesine etki ettigi ancak babanin haftalik ¢alisma etki etmedigi bulunmustur.
Tablo 9’da annenin haftalik calisma saati dagilimina iliskin bilgiler yer almaktadir.

Tablo 9.
Aile Yasam Kalitesi ve Alt Alanlari Puanlarinin Annenin Haftalik Calisma Saati Durumu Dagilimlarina Gére
ANOVA Sonuglari

.. Varyansin Kareler sd  Kareler F P Farkhilik
Faktor . .
kaynagi toplami ort. Bonferroni
Gruplar ~ 99.404 2 49.702 2473 0.087
arasi
Aile etkilesimi Grupici  3858.883 192  20.098
Toplam  3958.287 194
Gruplar 100584 2 50.292 5.115 0.007* 12
arasi
- 23
Ebeveynlik Grupici  1887.703 192  9.832
Toplam 1988.287 194
Gruplar 63262 2 31631 3.545 0.031* 12
arasi
Duygusal yeterlik Grupici  1713.025 192  8.922

Toplam 1776.287 194
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Gruplar 325.938 2 162.969 11.675 0.000* 1-2
arasl
Fiziksel/finansal/materyal 2-3
veterliligi Grupigi  2679.980 192 13.958

Toplam 3005.918 194

Gruplar 98.337 2 49.169 4.328 0.015* 1-2

arasl
Yetersizlige iliskin destek grup ici 2181.478 192 11.362

Toplam 2279.815 194

Toplam Gruplar 3104.782 2 1552.391 8.470 0.000* 1-2
puan arasi 2-3

Grupici  35191.198 192 183.287

Toplam  38295.979 194

Not: 1 = 10 saat ve alti, 2 = 11-40 saat, 3= 41 saat ve lUzeri

*p<0.05

Tablo 9’a goére, annelerin %83l haftada 0-10 saat arasinda calismaktadir. Arastirmaya katilan
annelerin haftalik galisma saatlerinin ailelerin, aile yasam kalitesini etkileme durumunu belirlemek
amaciyla yapilan tek yonli varyans analizi (ANOVA) sonucunda aile yasam kalitesi algilarinin genel
toplam puanin annenin haftalik ¢alisma saatine gére anlamli diizeyde farklilastigi bulunmustur (F (5.104) =
8.470, p < 0.05). Bonferroni analiz sonuglarina gére bu farklilik haftalik 10 saat ve altinda ¢alisan anne ( X
=98. 407, SS = 13,726) ve 11-40 saat ¢alisan anne (X = 113.923, SS = 8.334) gruplari; haftalik 11-40 saat
calisan anne (X =113.923, SS = 8.334) ve 41 saat ve lzeri ¢alisan anne (X =99.789, SS = 14,819) gruplari
arasindadir.

Tablo 9’da goriildugi gibi aile etkilesimi (F (5.194) = 2.473, p > 0.05) alt alanindan alinan puani ile
annenin haftalik calisma saati arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark olusmamaktadir. Ancak diger
alt alan puanlarinda anlamli farkhhk bulunmaktadir. Ebeveynlik alt alani agisindan annenin haftalik
galisma saati degiskeni arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunmustur (F (;.104) = 5.115, p < 0.05). Ebeveynlik alt
alanindan alinan puanlar agisindan haftalik 10 saat ve altinda ¢alisan (X =25.160, SS = 3.173) anne grubu
ile 11-40 saat calisan anne (X = 27.928, SS = 1.859) gruplari arasinda; 11- 40 saat ¢alisan anne (X =
27.928, SS = 1.859) gruplari ile 41 saat ve Uzerinde ¢alisan anne (X = 25.052, SS = 3.503) gruplari
arasinda goézlenmektedir. Ortalama haftalik calisma saati daha yiiksek olan anneler kendilerini aile yasam
kalitesi ebeveynlik alt alani konusunda daha yetersiz gormektedir. Duygusal yeterlilik alt alani agisindan
annenin haftalik ¢alisma saati arasindaki degiskeni arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunmustur (F (5.104) = 3.545,
p < 0.05). Post hoc. testi Bonferroni analiz sonuglarina gére bu farkhlik haftalik 10 saat ve altinda galisan
anneler (X = 14.716, SS = 2.970) ile 11-40 saat calisan anneler (X = 16.928, SS = 2. 673) arasinda
gorilmektedir. Fiziksel/finansal/materyal yeterliligi alt alani agisindan annenin haftalik ¢alisma saati
degiskeni arasinda anlamli fark bulunmustur (F (5.154) = 11.675, p < 0.05). Post Hoc. testi Bonferroni analiz
sonuglarina gére bu farklilik haftalik 10 saat ve altinda ¢alisan anne gruplar (X = 18. 901, SS = 3.906) ile
11-40 saat calisan anne (X =23.928, SS = 1.384) gruplari arasinda; 11- 40 saat c¢alisan anne (X =23.928,
SS = 1.384) gruplan ile 41 saat ve lzerinde calisan anne (X = 19.421, SS = 3.321) gruplar arasinda
gozlenmektedir. Yetersizlige iliskin destek alt yasam kalitesi alani agisindan annenin haftalik ¢alisma saati
degiskeni arasinda anlamli fark bulunmustur (F;.154) = 4.328, p < 0.05). Post Hoc. testi Bonferroni analiz
sonuglarina gore bu alt alandan alinan puanlar agisindan haftalik 10 saat ve altinda ¢alisan annelerin (X =
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15.185, SS = 3.302) ortalamasi 11- 40 saat calisan annelerin (X = 17.928, SS = 4.393) ortalama puanindan
diistik olup aradaki fark istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur.

Arastirmaya gore aile yasam kalitesi genel toplam puani ve alt alanlari puanlari ile babanin haftalik
calisma saati arasinda anlamli bir fark gériilmemistir (F (5.104)= .795, p >.05). Babalarin %56’si haftalik 41-
50 saat arasinda galismaktadir ve haftalik en az galisan babalar aile yasam kalitesi ve alt alanlari algilari
haftalik 30 saat ve uzeri ¢alisan babalara gére daha yuiksektir 30 saat ve alti (X = 105.636); 31- 40 saat
arasi (X =100.612); 41-50 saat arasi (X = 98.990); 51 saat ve iizeri (X = 100.312).

Ailelerin, aile yasam kalitesi ve alt alanlari puanlarinin OGC’lerin toplam kardes sayilari ve kardesler
arasindaki sira dagilimina gore farklilasma durumunu belirlemek icin yapilan ANOVA sonuglarina goére
OGC'lerin kardes sayilarinin ve kardesler arasindaki sira dagiliminin aile yasam kalitesine etkisi oldugu
bulunmustur. Katihmcilarin cogu birden fazla cocuga sahiptir. OGC’lerin % 49’u birinci sirada yer almakta
olup % 15’i tek cocuktur. Arastirmaya katilan ailelerin % 46’s1 i¢ cocuga; % 23’l iki cocuga sahiptir.
Tablo 10 ve 11’de OGC'lerin kardesler arasindaki sira dagilimina ve kardes sayilarina iliskin bilgiler yer
almaktadir.

Tablo 10.
Aile Yasam Kalitesi ve Alt Alanlari Puanlarinin OGC’nin Kardegler Arasindaki Sira Dagilimlarina Gére
ANOV) Sonuglari

.. Varyansin Kareler sd Kareler F P
Faktor o
kaynagi toplami ort.
Gruplar arasi 50.614 2 25.307 1.243 0.291
Aile etkilesimi Grup ici 3907.673 192 20.352
Toplam 3958.287 194
Gruplar arasi 38.293 2 19.203 1.885 0.155
Ebeveynlik Grup ici 1949.994 192 10.156
Toplam 1988.287 194
Gruplar arasi 34.406 2 17.203 1.896 0.153
Duygusal yeterlik Grup igi 1741.881 192 9.072
Toplam 1776.287 194
Gruplar arasi 79.359 2 39.680 2.603 0.077
Fiziksel/finansal/materyal Grup ici 2926559 192 15.242
yeterliligi
Toplam 3005.918 194
Gruplar arasi 67.705 2 33.853 2.938 0.055
Yetersizlige iliskin destek Grup ici 2212.815 192 11521
Toplam 2279.815 194
Toplam Gruplar arasi 1202.650 2 601.325 3.113 0.047*
puan
Grup ici 37093.330 192 193.194
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Toplam 38295.979 194

*p<0.05

Tablo 10’a gore aile yasam kalitesi genel toplam puani ve alt alanlari puanlarinin arastirmada bahsi
gecen OGC'lerin kardesler arasinda bulunduklari sira agisindan farklilasma durumu incelendiginde, aile
yasam kalitesi algilari genel toplam puan dagilimlari anlamli diizeyde farklilasmakta iken (F(.192) = 3.113,
p < 0.05) alt alanlari puanlari ¢ocugun bulundugu kardesler arasindaki sirasina gore anlamli sekilde
farkhlasmamaktadir.

Tablo 11.
Aile Yasam Kalitesi ve Alt Alanlari Puanlarinin OGC’nin Kardes Sayisi Dadilimlarina Gére ANOVA Sonuclari
Faktor Varyanim Kareler sd Kareler F p
kaynagi toplami ort.
Gruplar arasi 92.059 3 30.685 1.516 0.212
Aile etkilesimi Grup igi 3866.229 191 20.242
Toplam 3958.287 194
Gruplar arasi 13.233 3 4411 0.427 0.734
Ebeveynlik Grup ici 1975.054 191  10.341
Toplam 1988.287 194
Gruplar arasi 43.806 3 14.602 1.610 0.188
Duygusal yeterlik Grup igi 1732.482 191 9.071
Toplam 1776.287 194
Gruplar arasi 88.833 3 29.611 1.939 0.125
Fiziksel/finansal/materyal Grup igi 2017.085 191  15.273
yeterliligi
Toplam 3005.918 194
Gruplar arasi 113.289 3 37.763 3.329 0.021*
Yetersizlige iliskin destek Grup ici 2166.526 191 11.343
Toplam 2279.815 194
Toplam Gruplar arasi 1368.403 3 456.134 2.359 0.073
puan
Grup ici 36927.576 191  193.338
Toplam 38295.979 194
*p<0.05
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Tablo 11’e gére aile yasam kalitesi genel toplam puani ve alt alanlari OGC'lerin toplam kardes sayisi
dagilimina gore farklilasma durumu incelendiginde, aile yasam kalitesi algilari yetersizlige iliskin destek
puan dagilimlari anlaml diizeyde farklilasmakta iken (F(3 191)= 3.329, p < 0.05) diger alt alanlar ve toplam
puanlari gocugun kardes sayisina gore anlamh sekilde farklilasmamaktadir.

Arastirmaya katilan anne babalarin birliktelik durumlarini incelendiginde, ailelerin % 92.3’inln evli
oldugu gorulmdistur. Arastirmaya katilan anne babalarinin birliktelik durumlari t testine gore aile yagam
kalitesi algilari anlamli diizeyde farklilasmamaktadir (t (105 = .800, p > .05). Arastirmaya katilan
katiimcilarin  aile tipi incelendiginde, katihmcilarin %80’nin ¢ekirdek aile tipine sahip oldugu
belirlenmistir. Arastirmaya katilan ailelerin aile tipleri yasam kalitesini etkileyip etkilemedigini belirlemek
amaciyla yapilan ANOVA sonucuna goére anlamli diizeyde farklilasmamaktadir (F(;.194) = .076, p > .05).
Arastirmaya katilan anne ve babalarin sahip olduklari ¢ocuklarin yetersizlik tirleri ve tani derecesi
incelendiginde, cocuklarin bliyik cogunlugunun oOzel 6grenme glicligl ve dil konusma bozuklugu
tanisina sahip oldugu ve hafif dizeyde yetersizlikleri oldugu gorUlmuistir. Arastirmaya katilan
ogrencilerin tanilarinin ve tani derecelerinin ailelerin yasam kalitesini etkileyip etkilemedigini belirlemek
amaciyla yapilan ANOVA sonucuna gore aile yasam kalitesi algilarinin gocugun yetersizlik tiirline (F(3.104)
= .757, p > .05) ve tani derecesine (F194y = 1.226, p > .05) gore anlamli diizeyde farklilasmadig
bulunmustur. Benzer sekilde, katilimcilarin aile yasam kalitesi ¢ocuklarin cinsiyetine (t (104) = -.300, p >
.05) ve okul kademelerine (farkli yas gruplarina) (Fp.194) = 1.367, p > .05) gére de anlamh diizeyde
farkhlasmamaktadir.

Tartisma ve Yorum

Kaynastirma/bitiinlestirme ortamlarinda egitim géren OGC’lerin ailelerinin, aile yasam kalitesi
algilarinin aile yasam kalitesi Olgeginin genel ve alt alanlarinin (aile etkilesimi, ebeveynlik, duygusal
yeterlik, finansal/fiziksel/materyal yeterlik, yetersizlige iliskin destek) puanlari ve bu puanlarin ailelerin
“cocuga olan yakinlk derecesi, evde baska tanili ¢cocugun olma durumu, anne ve babanin galisma
durumu, anne ve babanin yasi, anne ve babanin egitim durumu, anne-babanin haftalik ¢alisma saati,
cocugun kardesler arasinda kacinci sirada oldugu, kardes sayisi, aile birliktelik durumu, gocugun
yetersizlik tlrd, aile tipi” sosyo-demografik degiskenlerine gore farklilasma durumu incelenmistir.
Alanyazin incelendiginde kaynastirma/biitiinlestirme ortamlarinda egitim alan OG(’lerin ailelerinin, aile
yasam kalitesini inceleyen arastirmalarin sinirli oldugu goérilmektedir (6r., Meral ve Cavkaytar, 2014;
Sirin-Deveci’nin, 2014). Kaynastirma/biitiinlestirme ortamlarinda bu ¢ocuklara OEH’lerin sunulmasinda
bircok eksiklikler yasanmakta ve aileler ile hizmet saglayicilar arasinda kopukluklar olmaktadir
(Melekoglu, Kirici, Kartal ve Tekin, 2018). Ornegin, cocuklarina resmi tani konulduktan sonra aileler tani
sonrasinda ne yapacaklari, 6zel egitimle ilgili hizmetlere nasil ulasacaklarini bilememektedir (Melekoglu
vd., 2018). Dolayisiyla, uygun OEH saglanmasi ve okul-aile is birliginin saglanmasi icin ailelerin aile yasam
kalitelerinin belirlenmesi ve gocuklarinin egitimine tam katimlarinin saglanmasi oldukg¢a 6nemlidir.
Arastirmanin bu kisminda, aile yasam kalitesi 6lgeginin toplam ve alt alanlari puanlari sosyo-demografik
degiskenler agisindan farklilasma durumlarina ait arastirma bulgulari ulusal ve uluslararasi alanyazin
baglaminda tartisiimistir.

Aile Yasam Kalitesinin Sosyo-Demogafik Degiskenler Acisindan Degismesine iliskin Bulgular

Bu arastirmada anne ve babalarin aile yasam kalitesi algilari genel toplam puan ortalamasi 99.65
olarak bulunmustur (bkz. Tablo 4). Arastirma bulgulari, alanyazinda “BCAYKO” kullanilarak elde edilen
diger arastirmalar ile karsilastirildiginda OGC'lerin ailelerinin aile yasam kalitesi algilari birbirlerine
oldukga yakindir. Alanyazin incelendiginde, Meral’in (2011) gelisimsel yetersizligi olan ¢ocuk annelerinin
aile yasam kalitesi algilarini ortalama 91.26; Sirin-Deveci’'nin (2014) OGC’lerin ailelerinin, aile yasam
kalitesi algilarini ortalama 92.82 ve Meral ve Cavkaytar'in (2014) OSB olan gocuklarin ailelerinin, aile
yasam kalitesi algilarini ortalama 90.69 olarak tespit ettigi gortlmustlr. Buna ek olarak, Ho ve digerleri
(2013) 26 ilkenden OGC'lerin aileleri ile yirittikleri calismada da benzer sonuclara ulasmislardir.
Alanyazina gére OGC'lerin aile yasam kalitesi algilari ortalamanin lizerindedir. Ancak OSB olan ¢ocuklarin
ailelerinin puanlarinin digerlerine gére daha diisiik oldugu goériilmektedir. Bu arastirmaya gére OGC’lerin
aile yasam kalitesi algilari toplam puanlari ortalamanin lzerinde olup, sosyo-demografik degiskenlere

371



KARTAL, MELEKOGLU & YENIOGLU — Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakultesi Dergisi, 50(1), 2021, 331-378

gore oldukga farklilasmaktadir. Bunun nedeni bu arastirmaya katilan ailelerin ¢ocuklarinin tani
derecesine bagl olarak kaynastirma/butiinlestirme ortamlarinda egitim aliyor olmasi, ailelerin egitim
durumu, haftalik ¢calisma saati, ailelerin il merkezinde yasiyor olmasi ve arastirmanin yapildigi cografi
bolgenin genel 6zellikleri gibi sosyo-demografik 6zelliklerinin diger calismalardaki katilimcilara gére daha
iyi durumda olmasindan kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Buna ek olarak, bu arastirmaya katilan ailelerin
cocuklarinin ¢ogu 6zel 6grenme giicliigl ya da dil konusma bozuklugu tanisina sahip olup, ¢ogu hafif
derecede vyetersizlik gostermektedirler ve hepsi kaynastirma/bitlnlestirme ortamlarinda egitim
almaktadirlar. Bu nedenle, bu arastirmaya katilan ailelerin, aile yasam kalitesi algilari, 6zel egitim
siniflarinda ya da okullarinda egitim alan OGC'lerin ailelerine gére daha yiiksek olabilir.

Katilimcilarin, ¢gocugun anne ya da babasi olma durumu incelendiginde, aile yasam kalitesi algilar
toplam puanlari ve tiim alt alan algi puanlarinda anlamli bir fark yoktur. Arastirmanin bulgulari, Sirin-
Deveci (2014) ve Toprak (2018) tarafindan yapilan arastirmalarin bulgulariyla benzerlik gostermektedir.
Bazi arastirmalara gére OGC’ye sahip ailelerde annelerin, aile yasam kalitesi algilari, babalarin algilarina
gore daha dusiktir (6r., Canarslan, 2014; Erdoganoglu, 2006). Arastirmaya katilan anne ve babalarin
egitim durumu ile aile yasam kalitesi algilari arasinda anlamli bir iliski oldugu bulunmustur. Bu farkhlik
ozellikle ortaokul mezunu anneler ile liniversite mezunu anneler arasinda gézlenmektedir. Babalar da
anneler ile benzer ozellikler gostermektedir ancak babalar sadece ebeveynlik alt alaninda aile yasam
kalitesini daha iyi gormektedir. Genel toplam puana bakildiginda anneler kendilerini babalara gore daha
iyi hissetmektedir. Anne ve babalarin egitim dizeyi birbirine yakin olmasina karsin babalarin egitim
diizeyi kiguk bir farkla da olsa annelerden yiksektir. Genel olarak egitim diizeyi dislik olan ailelerin, aile
yasam kalitesi algilari daha dustktir. Diger bir ifadeyle, egitim seviyesinde artisa bagl olarak aile yasam
kalitesi algisinda bir artis oldugu gdzlenmistir. Ozyurt (2011) tarafindan yapilan arastirmada egitim
durumu degiskeninin aile yasam kalitesi lizerinde dnemli bir yordayici oldugu sonucuna ulasiimistir.
Egitim durumu degiskeni aile yasam kalitesini dogrudan etkileyen bir durumdur. Bu arastirmaya goére
katilimcilarin ¢ogu lise mezunudur ve annelerin bilylk ¢cogunlugu ev hanimi ve babalarin ¢ogu ise iscidir.
Ozellikle lisenin (ilkemizde zorunlu olmasi durumuna bagh olarak OGC’lerin ailelerinin egitim diizeyi bu
arastirmada gecgmis arastirmalara kiyasla yiksek olmus olabilir. Sonuc olarak, ailelerin egitim seviyesinin
artmasi demek daha iyi bir iste ¢alismasi, iyi bir iste ¢calismak ise daha iyi bir gelir seviyesine sahip olmak
demektir. Ailelerin egitim seviyesindeki artis ailelerin gereksinim duyduklari hizmete ve bilgiye daha
kolay ulasabilmesi demektir. Tim bu degiskenler ise ailelerin aile yasam kalitesini olumlu yonde
etkileyebilmektedir (Ozyurt, 2011).

Arastirmaya gore annelerin genel olarak haftalik galisma saatine gore aile yasam kalitesi algilari
farkhlasmakta olup 6zellikle haftalik 11-40 saat ¢alisan annelerin yasam kalitesi algilari oldukga yliksektir.
Bunun nedeni annenin daha fazla calisarak aileyi maddi olarak daha fazla destekleyebilmesine bagli
olabilir. Bu arastirmanin bulgularina gore babalarin ¢alisma durumu aile yasam kalitesi algilarini anlamh
dizeyde etkilememektedir. Benzer sekilde Meral ve Cavkaytar’a (2014), S6gut ve Cikili'ya (2018) gore
annelerin galisma durumunun ailelerin, aile yasam kalitesi algisini yordama giicli zayiftir. Toprak (2018)
ise zihinsel yetersizligi olan ¢ocuga sahip ailelerin yasam kalitesi algilarini, ebeveynin ¢alisip ¢alismama
durumu anlamh dizeyde etkiledigini belirtmektedir. Buna gore daha az ya da fazla siire c¢alisan ailelerin
aile yasam kalitesi algilari daha diistiik olmaktadir. Summers ve digerleri (2007) ailelerin aldiklari sosyal
destegin aile yasam kalitesinin 6nemli bir planlayicisi oldugunu belirtmistir. Bu anlamda annelerin
calisarak aileyi desteklemesi olduk¢a 6nemlidir ancak annelerin ¢alisma saati distliglinde yasam kalitesi
de dismektedir ¢linkii daha az ¢alismak demek daha distk gelir demektir. Bu bulguyla iliskili olarak,
arastirmaya gore egitim durumu daha yiksek olan ailelerin aile yasam kalitesi algisi daha yiksek
olmaktadir. lyi bir egitim durumu cogunlukla iyi bir is ve ekonomik gelir anlamina gelmektedir. Katilimci
babalar bir iste calismaktadir ancak galisan anne sayisi azdir ve haftalik daha az galisan annelerin aile
yasam kalitesi algisi daha distktir. Bu durumda, annenin evde kalmak yerine aileyi ekonomik olarak
desteklenmesi daha 6nemli bir degisken gibi goriinmektedir. Ortalama haftalik 30-40 saat calisan
anneler digerlerine gore kendilerini daha iyi hissetmektedir.

Alanyazinla benzer sekilde arastirmaya katilan anne ve babalarinin birliktelik durumlarina gore
ailelerin yasam kalitesi algilari farklilasmamaktadir (Sirin-Deveci, 2014; S6gut & Cikili, 2018). Tung (2011)
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yaptigl arastirmada zihinsel yetersizligi olan ¢ocuga sahip evli olan anneler ile esi 6lmiis ve esinden
bosanmis anneler arasinda yagsam kalitesinde anlamli farkliliklar oldugunu belirtmistir. Soyle ki tek
ebeveynli ailelerin, aile yasam kalitesi algilari daha dustktir (Tung, 2011). Bu arastirmaya katilan
ailelerin %92’si birlikte yasamaktadir. Bu degiskenin aile yasam kalitesi olumlu ya da olumsuz yénde
etkileyen bir degisken olup olmadigini belirlemek igin esit érneklem segiminin olmasi daha saglkli
sonuglar elde edilmesine katki saglayabilir.

Bu arastirmaya katilan anne ve babalarin sahip olduklar ¢ocuklarin yetersizlik tirleri ile ailelerin
yasam kaliteleri algilari arasinda anlamli bir iliski olmadigi bulunmustur. Alanyazin incelendiginde, Toprak
(2018) tarafindan yapilan arastirmada Ustin yetenekli cocuk sahibi ailelerin tim alt alanlariyla birlikte
aile yasam kaliteleri zihinsel yetersizlige sahip cocuklarin ailelerinin aile yasam kalitelerinden daha
yiksek oldugunu belirtmistir. Ozyurt (2011) ise yaptigl arastirmada hafif zihinsel yetersizlige sahip
cocugu olan annelerin algiladiklari aile isleyisinin ve yasam kalitelerinin tipik gelisim gdsteren cocuga
sahip ailelere gére anlamli diizeyde disiik oldugu sonucuna ulasiimistir. Canarslan (2014) tarafindan
yapilan arastirmada isitme ve dil ve konusma bozuklugu olan ¢ocuklarin anne ve babalarinin bedensel,
zihinsel ve goklu yetersizlige sahip ¢ocuklarin anne babalarina goére, hafif diizeyde yetersizlige sahip
cocuklarin anne ve babalarinin orta ve agir diizeyde yetersizlige sahip ¢ocuklarin anne babalarina gére
yasam kalitelerinin daha yiiksek oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu arastirmaya katilan ¢cocuklarin gogu 00G ve dil
konusma bozuklugu tanisina sahip olup, kaynastirma/butinlestirme ortamlarinda egitim gérmektedirler.
Dolayisiyla bu arastirmaya katilan ailelerin aile yasam kalitesi algilarinin diger arastirmalarin (6r., Meral,
2011; Sirin-Deveci, 2014) katilimcilarina gore yiksek olmasi durumu c¢ocuklarin yetersizlik tird ve
derecesi aile yasam kalitesi algilarini etkileyen bir degisken olabilir. Yetersizlik tiirii ve derecesi
degiskenlerinin aile yasam kalitesini etkileme durumunu belirlemek igin 6zellikle esit rneklem ¢alisma
grubu ile farkli galismalarin yapilmasina gereksinim vardir.

Aile Yasam Kalitesi Alt Alanlarinin Sosyo-Demogafik Degiskenler Agisindan Degismesine iliskin
Bulgular

Arastirmanin aile yasam kalitesi alt boyutlariyla ilgili bulgular analiz edildiginde; aile yasam kalitesi ile
ilgili en yuksek alginin ebeveynlik alt alani, en diisik alginin ise duygusal yeterlik alt alani ile ilgili
oldugunu gostermektedir. Arastirmanin en ylksek algisi (Sirin-Deveci, 2014) ve en distk algisi ile ilgili
bulgusu (Akandere, Acar & Bastug, 2009; Meral, 2011; Meral & Cavkaytar, 2014) alanyazinla benzerlik
gostermektedir. Fakat arastirmanin en yiksek algisinin ebeveynlik alt alaninda olmasi bulgusu Meral
(2011), Meral ve Cavkaytar’in (2014) bulgulariyla ters yéndedir. Meral (2011), Meral ve Cavkaytar (2014)
calismalarina gore gelisimsel yetersizligi olan ¢ocuk annelerinin en yiksek aile yasam kalitesi alt alani
algisi aile etkilesimi alt alanidir. Arastirmalarda aile yasam kalitesi ve alt alanlari algi dizeylerinin
benzerlik gdstermesi, OGC’lerin ailelerinin benzer yasanti &zelliklerine sahip olduklarinin géstergesi
olabilir (Ho vd., 2013). Bu arastirmada ebeveynlik alt alaninin alanyazina gére daha yiiksek olmasinin
muhtemel nedeni ailelerin ¢ocuklarinin gereksinimi konusunda kendilerini daha iyi hissetmelerinden ve
gocuklarinin akranlariyla kaynastirma/butiinlestirme ortamlarinda egitim almasindan kaynaklaniyor
olabilir. Bu durumda, ¢ocuklarinin tani derecesi daha agir olan ailelerin aile yasam kalitesi algilarinin
daha dusilk oldugunu géstermektedir.

Duygusallik alt alani ile ilgili bulgular incelendiginde, katilimcilarin gocuklarinin tani derecesinin hafif
olmasi ya da g¢ocuklarin kaynastirma ortamlarinda egitim almasi ailelerin duygusallik alt alani ile ilgili
algilarina olumlu bir etkisi olmadigi ve ailelerin tipik gelisim gbsteren ¢ocuklarin ailelerine kiyasla daha
diistk bir algiya sahip oldugu gérilmektedir (Balkanli, 2008). Bu durumda, bir OGC’ye sahip olmak tani
tlrd ve derecesi ne olursa olsun ailelerin duygusallik durumlarini etkiledigi soylenebilir. Bu arastirmaya
gore anne ve babalarin aile yasam kalitesi algisi olduk¢a benzerlik géstermesine ragmen duygusal
yeterlik alt alaninda annelerin algl dizeyi puanlari babalarin puanlarina goére anlamli diizeyde
farklilasmasa da duygusal yeterlik alt alaninda annelerin algi dilizeyi puanlari babalara gére daha
dislktlir. Bunun nedeni annelerin g¢ocuklariyla daha fazla vakit gecirmesi ve c¢ocuklarinin olumlu
olumsuz her tirlt durumlarini gézlemlemelerine bagh olabilir.
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Cocugun yetersizligine iliskin saglanan destek alaninda ise babalarin algilarinin daha diisiik oldugu
belirlenmistir. Bu durum, annelerin ¢ogu ev hanimi oldugu icin ¢ocuklari ile daha fazla vakit gegirmesi
nedeniyle cocuklariyla daha yakin iliski kurmalari ve gocuklarin duygusal ihtiyaglarini daha yakindan
gormeleri ile aciklanabilir. Babalar ise genellikle ailenin sosyo-ekonomik sorumluluklarini aldigi igin
yetersizlige iliskin destek alani konusundaki aile yasam kalitesi algisi dislk olabilir. Meral (2011) ve Sirin-
Deveci (2014) yaptiklari arastirmalarda ebeveyn yaslarinin aile yasam kalitesi Gzerinde etkili olmadigini
belirtmislerdir. Balkanl (2008) OSB olan ¢ocuga sahip annelerin yasam kalitesi ve umutsuzluk
diizeylerinin annenin yasina gore farkllik gosterdigini, Tung (2011) ise zihinsel yetersizligi olan ¢ocuga
sahip annelerin yagslari ile aile yasam kaliteleri arasinda iliski oldugunu belirtmistir. Bu arastirmada ise
ailelerin aile yasam kalitesinin ebeveynin yasi ile farklilasmadigl gorilmektedir. Ancak arastirmaya
katilan katiimcilarin yas dagilimlarina gore sadece babalarin yas dagilimina gore yetersizlige iliskin
destek alt alani arasinda anlamli bir fark oldugu goriilmektedir. Ozellikle yaslari daha geng olan (30-35
yas) babalarin aileye 6zel egitim desteklerinin saglanmasi boyutundaki algilari oldukga dislktir.
Toplumsal olarak yetiskinlik evresine gec¢mis olan bireylerin 25-35 yas déneminde o6zellikle kendi
yasantilarini kurmalari agisindan (beslenme, barinma, ulasim arag-gereglerini edinme vb.) genellikle
ekonomik olarak yogun ihtiyag duydugu bir donemdir. Dolayisiyla katilimci annelerin gogunlukla 6zel
gereksinimi olan ¢ocuklarina bakim saglamak igin evde kaldigi ve evin gegindirilmesiyle ilgili ekonomik
sorumluluklari daha ¢ok babalar aldigi icin OGC’lere saglanan destekler konusunda geng babalarin aile
yasam Kkalitesi algilar disiik olmus olabilir. Ayrica genc¢ babalar daha ileri yasta olan babalara gore
OGC’lerini yetersizlikleri agisindan nasil destekleyeceklerini tam olarak heniiz grenememis olabilirler ve
bu konuda kayg! yasiyor olabilirler. Melekoglu ve digerleri (2018) galismasinda aileler ¢ocuklarinin ilk
tanilama slrecinde ve tanilama sonrasi onlar igin uygun 0Ozel egitim hizmetlerine ulasma konusunda
maddi, bilgi ve toplumsal olarak ulasilabilirlik gibi konularda olduk¢a zorluk yasadiklarini ancak zamanla
cesitli kaynaklar araciliyla yasamis olduklari sorunlarin Gstesinden belirli oranda geldiklerini
belirtmislerdir.

Arastirmada ailede baska OGC’nin olmasi ile sadece aile ici etkilesim alt alani puaninda anlamli
diizeyde farklilasma oldugu bulunmustur. Katiimcilara gére ailede birden fazla OGC olmasi durumunda
aile ici etkilesim istendik diizeyde olmamaktadir. Ailede birden fazla OGC’nin olmasi nedeniyle 6zellikle
evin genel bakimindan ve islerinden sorumlu olan annelerin aile igerisindeki olumlu etkilesimi saglamada
zorlandigi dustnulebilir. Tung (2011) yaptigi arastirmada bu arastirmanin bulgularina benzer bulgulara
ulasarak zihinsel yetersizligi olan gocuga sahip annelerin, baska OGC’ye sahip olma durumu ile yasam
kalitesi arasinda anlamli bir farklilik oldugunu belirtmistir. Arastirma bulgularina gére ailede bulunan
kardes sayisi ve aile tipi de aile yasam kalitesi algisini belirleyici degiskenlerden biri degildir. Ailede
bulunan c¢ocuk sayisi 6zellikle ailenin finansal 6zelliklerini direkt etkileyen bir durumdur. Benzer sekilde,
aile destek sisteminde aile tipi de olduk¢a ®nemlidir. Ailenin yakin gevresinin OGC’ye sahip ailelere
olumlu katkilari oldugu gibi olumsuz katkilari da olabilmektedir. Bu durumun detayl bir sekilde
arastirilmasi gerekmektedir. Benzer sekilde katilimcilarin aile yasam kalitesi algilari OGC’nin kardesler
arasindaki sirasina gére anlamli diizeyde degismemektedir.

Sonug olarak, bu arastirmaya goére kaynastirma/bltlnlestirme ortamlarinda egitim almakta olan
OGC’lerin ailelerinin, aile yasam kalitesi ve alt alanlari genel olarak ve bazi degiskenler agisindan anlamli
dizey farkhlik gosterdigi icin ailelerin aile yasam kalitesinin arttirilmasina halen gereksinim
duyulmaktadir. Ancak kaynastirma/bitinlestirme ortaminda egitim alan c¢ocuklarin ailelerinin, aile
yasam kalitesi algilari 6zel egitim siniflarinda ya da okullarinda egitim alan OGC’lerin ailelerine gére daha
yiiksek olup (Ségit & Cikili, 2018; Toprak, 2018) tipik gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklarin ailelerine gore distktir
(Balkanli, 2008). Bu durumda kaynastirma/biitiinlestirme egitim hem aileler hem de OGC’ler agisindan
olumlu bir durum oldugu icin kaynastirma/bitiinlestirme uygulamalarinin desteklenmesi oldukga
onemlidir. Bu arastirmaya goére, aile yasam kalitesi “annenin c¢alisma durumu, ailede birden fazla
OGC’nin olmasi, babanin yasi, anne-babanin egitim durumu ve annelerin haftalik calisma saatleri
degiskenlerinden etkilenmektedir. Ulusal ve uluslararasi alanyazinda 6zellikle bu arastirmada kullanilan
olgegin uygulandigi arastirmalar mevcuttur (6r., Ho vd., 2013; Meral, 2011; Sirin-Deveci, 2014) ve bu
arastirmalarin sonuglari birbirleriyle ¢cogunlukla 6rtiismektedir (Summers vd. 2007; Sirin-Deveci, 2014).
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Ancak bu arastirma kaynastirma/biitiinlestirme ortamlarinda egitim alan OGC’lerin ailelerinin aile yasam
kalitesini inceleyip, alanyazini destekleme agisindan 6nemlidir. Ciinkii  OGC’lerin ~ %75’i
kaynastirma/butinlestirme ortamlarinda egitim almaktadir (MEB, 2020) ve bu ortamlarda 6zel egitim
hizmetlerinin planlanmasinda ailelerle ilgili dikkate alinacak etmenler konusunda bu arastirma
okuyucuya ve uzmanlara bilimsel bir bilgi sunmaktadir. Buna ek olarak, ailelerin yasam kalitesini bilmek
uzman-aile arasindaki isbirligine katki saglamakta; uzmanlar aile dinamikleri hakkinda bilgi sahibi
oldugunda, 6gretimin cocuklarin bireysel 6zelliklerine gére hazirlanip sunulmasinda, islevsel BEP’lerin
hazirlanmasinda yasanacak olasi sorunlari 6nlemis olacaktir (Kargin, 2004; Kargin, 2007). Son olarak, 6zel
egitimde degisen aile yapisi ya da ¢aga gore ailelerin gereksinimlerinin sunulan hizmet kalitesi agisindan
surekli takip edilmesi gerekmektedir ve bu ¢alisma uzmanlara bu konuda gtincel bilgileri saglamaktadir.

Bu arastirmanin bulgulari sinirhliklari g6z 6niinde bulundurularak yorumlanmalidir. Soéyle ki bu
arastirmada sadece belirli sayida katihmcinin yer almasi, kaynastirma/butiinlestirme egitimi alan her
kategorideki OGC’leri kapsamamasi, katiimcilarin belirli bélgeden olmasi ve katilimcr 6zelliklerinin
yeterince homojen olmamasi arastirmanin sinirhliklarini olusturmaktadir. ileriki arastirmacilarin bu
sinirhliklar dikkate almasi oldukga 6nemlidir. Arastirmanin sonuglari gergevesinde ileride yapilacak
arastirmalara yonelik, kaynastirma/butiinlestirme egitimi gérmekte olan cocuklarin aileleri ile 6zel
egitim okullarinda ya da 6zel egitim siniflarinda egitimlerine devam eden 6grencilerin ailelerinin, aile
yasam kalitesi arasindaki farkhhklar arastirilabilir. Coklu yetersizlige sahip cocuklarin ailelerinin, aile
yasam kalitesi algilarinin sosyo-demografik degiskenlere gore incelenerek bu arastirmanin sonuglari ile
karsilastirmalar yapilabilir. Anne ve babalarin disinda OGC’nin kardeslerinin yasam kalitesi algilari
arastirilabilir. Arastirma i¢ Anadolu’nun bir ilinde yapilmis olup, farkli sehirlerde de baska arastirmalar
yapilarak bolgesel farkhhklar ortaya konulabilir. Kaynastirma/butiinlestirme egitimi gérmekte olan
¢ocuklarin ailelerini, aile yasam kalitelerine iliskin nitel ¢alismalar yapilarak nitel ve nicel arastirma
bulgulari karsilastirilabilir. Bu durum daha detaylandirilarak arastiriimalidir. Bu arastirmada belirlenen
degiskenler disinda degiskenler belirlenerek aile yasam kalitesi algilari farkh degiskenler agisindan
incelenebilir. Berger’e (2008) gore aile hizmetlerinin planlanmasinda ailenin dinamiklerinin belirlenmesi,
ozellikle de aile yasam kalite gostergelerinin belirlenmesi 6nemli bir husustur. Buna ek olarak, bu
arastirma ve alanyazina gore aile yasam kalitesi ve alt alan puanlari, aile sosyo-demografik degiskenler
agisindan anlamli diizeyde degismektedir. Yeni arastirmalar aile yasam kalitesini destekleyici OEH’leri
icerecek sekilde planlanabilir. Sonug¢ olarak, alanyazindaki en buyik ihtiyag, aile yasam kalitesi
yordayicilarinin gegmis yillara gére giniimuizde nasil bir degisim gosterdigi analiz edilerek belirlenmesi
gerekmektedir. Bunun igin her bir degisken igin esit sayida drneklemlerle arastirmalar yapilabilir.

“Yiiksekogretim Kurumlari Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Yonergesinde’ yer alan tim kurallara
uyulmus ve yonergenin ikinci boluminde yer alan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigine Aykir
Eylemlerden” hicbiri gerceklestirilmemistir..
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