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This study has been done to examine the social support percevied of parents who have
individual with special education needs according to some demographic characteristics
of parents who have individual with special education needs. Demographic features the
age of individuals with special education need, the gender of individuals with special
education need and the number of children in families who have individuals with
special educationneed. The study was conducted with 215 parents who have individual
with special education needs in the province of Osmaniye in 2018. In the study were
used Person Information Form and Revised Parental Social Support Scale as data
collection means. According to results of the study, it was revealed that there is
significant change in the social support percevied sense-sub-dimensions of parents who
have individual with special education need according to the demographic
characteristics of parents who have individual with special education need.
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Arastirma 6zel egitim gereksinimli bireye sahip anne babalarin baz1 demografik 6zelliklere
gore sosyal destek algis1 diizeyini incelemek amaciyla yapilmistir. Bu arastirmada bagmsiz
degisken olarak incelenmis olan demografik degiskenler; 6zel egitim gereksinimli bireyin
yasi, 6zel egitim gereksinimli bireyin cinsiyeti ve 6zel egitim gereksinimli bireyin bulundugu
ailedeki ¢cocuk sayisidir. Aragtirma Osmaniye flinde 2018 Yilinda 6zel egitim gereksinimhi
bireye sahip toplam 215 anne baba ile ger¢eklestirilmistir. Arastirmada veri toplama araa
olarak Kisisel Bilgi Formu ve Yenilenmis Anne Baba Sosyal Destek Olgegi kullaniimistr.
Arastirma sonuglarna gore 6zel egitim gereksinimli bireye sahip anne babalarin sosyal
destek algisi alt boyutlarinda 6zel egitim gereksinimli bireye sahip anne babalamn
demografik 6zelliklerine gore anlaml degisikliklerin oldugu ortaya koyulmustur.
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Aile, bugiin toplumun temelini olusturan ve toplumsal bir kurum olarak varligini siirdiiren
kurumlarin basinda gelmektedir. Bir ¢ocugun aileye katilimi, ailede yenilige ve iligkilerde degisiklige
neden olur. Ebeveynlerin, es olarak birbirlerinden, yasamdan, yasam beklentilerinden, mesleklerinden,
yakinlarindan ve yasadiklar toplumdan beklentileri degisir (Akkok, 1992;Aslan 2010).

Weiss (2002) 6zel gereksinimli ¢ocuga sahip ebeveynlerin yorgunluk, depresyon, diisiik benlik
saygisi, kisiler aras1 memnuniyetsizlik yasayabileceklerini, 6zel gereksinimli ¢ocuga sahip annelerin
artan seviyede huysuzluk yasadiklarini ve hastaliklara daha yatkin olduklarin, annelerin kisisel
hedeflerine ulasamayacaklarini ve bog vakitlerinin az oldugunu diisiindiiklerini belirtmistir.

Ozel gereksinimli bir cocuga sahip olmak beraberinde pek ¢ok problemi getirmekte, aile bu
durumda duygusal olarak orselenmekte ve engelle birlikte gelen problemlerin iistesinden basariyla
gelmeleri zorlasmaktadir. Bu durumda sosyal destek anahtarrol oynamakta ve boyle bir cocuga sahip
olmanin sikintilarini hafifletmektedir (Ciirtik, 2008).

Ozel gereksinimli ¢ocugu kabul etmeye, bu durumu uyum saglamaya yardimci olan ve bu
durumu kolaylastiran ise gerek 0zel gereksinimli ¢ocugu bakimindan sorumlu olan ailenin
ihtiyaglarinin karsilanmasina yardimci olacak, gerekse yetersizligin getirdigi sorunlarin azaltilmasma
ve ailenin yasadigl problemlerin {istesinden gelmesini saglayacak destek hizmetlerinin varhigidir
(Kaner, 2004). Ozkubat vd. (2014), otizmli ¢ocuga sahip ebeveynlerin sosyal cevrede iliski icerisinde
bulunduklar1 kisi sayilarinin ve yapilan yakin aile ziyaretlerinin sikliginin azaldig1 bulgusuna
ulagmiglardar.

Gottlieb (1983) sosyal destegi, sozlii ve sozel olmayan bilgi ya da tavsiye, somut yardim ya da
sosyal yakinliklardan kaynaklanan ya da onlarin varligiyla ¢ikarim yapan ve alicilar {izerinde yararl
duygusal ya da davranigsal etkileri olan eylem seklinde ifade etmistir (Armstrong vd.2005).

Cohen (2004) sosyal destek kavramini sosyal iliskilerden olusan, bireylerin ruhsal ve fiziksel
saglig1 tizerindeki olumlu etkisi olan ve sosyal alana aitiligki yapilarindan kaynaklanan, kisinin kendini
degerli hissetmesinisaglayan destek olarak ele almaktadir.

Baska bir tanimda da sosyal destek, bireylerin cesitli konularda ¢evreden yardim saglamasi,
bireylerin sevildiklerine, korunduklarina inandiklari sosyal bir sistem igerisine girme ya da sosyal bir
gruba baglanma duygusunu gelistirme olarak agiklanmistir (Demir, 2008;Evans vd., 1991).

Algilanan sosyal destek bireyin digerleri ile giivenilir baglar1 olduguna ve destegi
saglayacagina dair bilissel algilamasidir. Bir anlamda kisinin destekleyici etkilesimleri yorumlama,
bagl oldugu kisilere kisisel anlamlar vermeye dayali 6znel degerlendirmesidir. insanlarin yasantilarina
ve duyduklarina yiikledikleri anlamlar farkli olmaktadir. Bu farkliliklar, bireylerin yetistirilis sekilleri
ve gecmis yasantilarina bagh olarak sekillenmektedir (Somoglu,2016).

Cobb (1976) ise sosyal destegi, bireyin sevildigine, ilgilenildigine, deger verildigine ve sosyal

bir agin pargasiolduguna dair diger kisilerden edindigi bilgi olarak tanimlamaktadir. Diger bir tanimda
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ise Sahin (1999) sosyal destegi zor durumlarda ya da sikinti icinde olan bireye aile iiyelerinin,
akrabalarinin, arkadaslarinin yani sira diger toplumsal iligkilerin sagladigi kaynaklar olarak
tanimlamaktadir (Aytag, 2011).

Sosyal destek kisi tarafindan algilanacak yardim, sevildigine ve korunduguna, kabul edilip
sayilldigina inanmasini saglayacak bir sistem olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Sosyal destegin tiirii ne
olursa olsun bireyler tizerinde olumlu etkileri oldugu ve bireyin ruh saglig ile yakindan iliskili oldugu
goriilmektedir (Baser, 2006; Demir, 2008).

Armstrong vd. (2005) ebeveynlerin kisisel karakterlerinden; kontrol odagi, kendine hakim olma
anlayis1 ve duygusal dengenin sosyal destegin temel etki Ozelligi ile ebeveynlerin duygusal iyi
oluslarina etki ettigini ve bu etkinin aile isleyisine etki ettigini modellemislerdir. Ayn1 arastirmada
cevresel ve sosyal stres kaynaklarindan bosanmis olma, terfi durumu, isini kaybetme ve yetersizligi
olan bir cocuga sahip olma durumlarina sosyal destegin tampon etki 6zelligi ile ebeveynlerin duygusal
iyi oluslarina ve ebeveynlerin yasam kalitelerine etki ettigi modellenmistir. Modelde sosyal destegin
temel etkisi ve tampon etkisinin ebeveynlerin duygusal iyi oluslar1 ve ebeveynlik kalitelerine etki
ederek, uzak vadede aile isleyisini etkiledigi ortaya koyulmuslardir.

Cantwell vd. (2014) sosyal destegin stres ile negatif, 6z yeterlilik ile pozitif oldugunu ortaya
koymuslardir. Ayni arastirmada sosyal destegin fiziksel saglikla pozitif bir iliski icerisinde oldugu
belirtilmistir.

Diilger (2009) sosyal destek kaynaklarini formal ve informal kaynaklar olmak iizere iki grupta
aktarmistir. Formal sosyal destek kaynaklari danigsmanlar, 6gretmenler, din adamlar, saglik
profesyonelleri; informal sosyal destek kaynaklar aile, arkadaslar, komsu ve akrabalar olarak ifade
etmistir. Alanyazinda sosyal destek kaynaklari resmi ve resmi olmayan sosyal destek kaynaklari
seklinde de ifade edilmistir. Resmi sosyal destek; yardimlasma gruplari, bilgi icin agik merkezler ve
resmi toplum hizmetlerinden elde edinilebilir. Resmi olmayan sosyal destek; aileden, akrabalardan,
arkadaslardan, is arkadaslarindan, akran gruplarindan ve komsulardan edinilebilir (Toprak, 2018).

Sosyal destegin bir¢ok islevi bulunmaktadir. Sosyal destek; kisilere gereksinim duyulan hizmet
ve materyali saglayarak duygusal rahatlama saglarlar, kisilere yasadiklar1 problemlerde rehberlik
ederek basa ¢ikma becerileri sunarlar, kisilerin performanslarini gelistirici geri bildirimler saglarlar,
uyum saglamaya katkida bulunurlar, giinliitk hayatta ve kriz anlarinda bireyler arasi baglantilar:
saglarlar (Kaner 2004). Vural-Yiizbas1 (2019) zihinsel yetersizligi olan ¢ocuga sahip annelerin, sosyal
destek ile psikolojik iyi oluslari arasinda dogrudan bir iliski oldugunu belirtmistir. Vural-Yiizbas:
(2019) na gore sosyal destek diizeyi yiiksek olan annelerin psikolojik iyi olma diizeyleri de yiiksektir
ve bu arastirmada sosyal destek araci isleve sahip bir degisken olarak karsimiz ¢itkmaktadair.

Sosyal destek hem niteliksel hem de niceliksel boyutlara sahiptir. Kazak ve Marvin (1984),
sosyal destegin yapisal (nicel) 6zelliklerini olarak ag biiyiikliigii, ag yogunlugu ve sinir yogunlugu

olarak tanimlamaiglardir (Sencar, 2007).
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Cohen ve Wills (1985) daha 6nceki sosyal destek tipolojilerinden yola ¢ikmis ve daha toparlayici
bir ifadeyle dort destek tiirii agiklamiglardir. Bireyin ihtiya¢ duydugunda cevresinden elde edebilecegi
destek sosyal destek tipleri; duygusal/sosyal, bilgisel, ara¢sal/maddi destek ve yaygin destek olarak
siniflanmistir (Aytag, 2011; Glingdr ve Tras 2011).

Ozel egitim gereksinimli cocuga sahip olma beraberinde bircok sorunu ebeveynlerin
hayatlarina tasimaktadir. Sosyal destegin varlig1 ve yiiksek destek algisi; 6zel egitim gereksinimli
¢ocugun kabulii, ebeveynlerin 6zel egitim gereksinimli ¢ocuk ile birlikte olusan yeni yasantilarina uyum
saglamalari, ebeveynlerin kendilerini degerli hissetmelerini, ebeveynlerin iyiolus diizeylerinin artmas,
ebeveyn streslerinin azalmasi ve ebeveynlerin 06z yeterlilik inang diizeylerinin artmasina etki
etmektedir.

Bu arastirmada 6zel egitim gereksinimli bireye sahip anne babalarin algiladiklar: sosyal destek
diizeyinin anne babalarin baz1 demografik 6zelliklerine (6zel egitim gereksinimli ¢cocugun bulundugu
ailedeki gocuk sayisy, 6zel egitim gereksinimli ¢ocugun cinsiyeti, 6zel egitim gereksinimli ¢ocugun yasi)
gore degisip degismediginin belirlenmesi amaglanmistir. Ozel egitim gereksinimli bireye sahip anne
babalarin demografik o6zelliklerine gore anne babalarin algiladiklari sosyal destek diizeyinde
degisikliklerin oldugunun ortaya koyulmas: durumunda, alanyazinda belirtilen sosyal destegin etkileri
151g1nda Ozel egitim gereksinimli bireye sahip annebabalara yonelik gelistirilecek olan destek sistemleri
ve uygulamalara veri saglamasi hedeflenmektedir. Arastirma sonuclarinin bu yonleri ile énem
tastyabilecegi dngoriilmektedir.

Yontem

Bu arastirmada, cesitli degiskenlerin birbirleriyle iliskilerini belirlemek amaglandig: igin
betimsel arastirma yontemlerinden iliskisel tarama modeli kullanilmistir.

Tligkisel tarama modelleri, iki ve daha ¢ok sayidaki degisken arasinda birlikte degisim varligini
ve/veya derecesini belirlemeyi amaglayan arastirma modelleridir. fliskisel ¢oziimleme iki tiir yapilir.
Bunlar: korelasyon tiirii iliski ve karsilastirma yolu ile elde edilen iliskilerdir.

Tarama yolu ile bulunan iligkiler ger¢ek bir neden-sonug iliskisi olarak yorumlanamaz; ancak,
o yonde bazi ipuclarn vererek, bir degiskendeki durumun bilinmesi halinde 6tekinin kestirilmesinde
yararli sonuglar verebilir. Korelasyon tirli iliski aramalarda degiskenlerin birlikte degisip
degismedikleri, birlikte bir degisme varsa, bunun nasil oldugu 6grenilmeye c¢alisilir (Karasar, N. 2014).

Calisma Grubu

Aragtirmanin galisma grubunu random segim yoluyla 2018 yilinda Osmaniye il'inde yasayan

ozel egitim gereksinimli bireye sahip anne baba olmak {izere toplam 215 katilimc1 olusturmaktadar.

Veri Toplama Araglar1
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Arastirmada verilerin toplanmasi igin anne babalarin demografik 6zelliklerini belirlemek i¢in
aragtirmacilar tarafindan olusturulan Demografik Bilgi Formu ve Yenilenmis Anne Baba Sosyal Destek
Olgegi kullanilmistir.

Yenilenmis Anne Baba Sosyal Destek Olgegi: Algilanan sosyal destegin nicel ve nitel
boyutlarini belirlemek amaciyla Kaner (2010) tarafindan gelistirilen YABSDO, iki kisimdan
olusmaktadir. Bunlardan ilki farkli destekleri verecek birinin ne diizeyde var oldugunu (niceliksel
boyut) degerlendiren Algilanan Sosyal Destek Diizeyi (ASDD), ikincisi ise her bir maddedeki
desteklerden hosnut olma diizeyini (niteliksel boyut) degerlendiren Algilanan Sosyal Destekten
Memnuniyet Diizeyidir (ASDMD). Her iki kissmda da ayn1 maddeler yer almaktadir (Tekinarslan ve
Sivrikaya,2013).

YABSDO-ASDD'nin yap1 gegerliligini saptamak amaciyla uygulanan agimlayici faktor analizi
sonucunda dort faktérden (Sosyal birliktelik Destegi, Bilgi Destegi, Duygusal Destek ve Bakim Destegi)
ve 28 maddeden olusan bir dl¢ek elde edilmistir. Elde edilen bu yapinin memnuniyet diizeyi i¢in de
gecerli olup olmadigini belirlemek amaciyla maddelere dogrulayici faktor analizi uygulanmis ve ayni
yapinin korundugu gozlenmistir (Kaner, 2010; akt. Tekinarslan ve Sivrikaya,2013 ss. 17-29).

YABSDO-ASDD ve YABSDO-ASDMD'nin ig tutarliligini belirlemek amaciyla Cronbach Alfa
ve Spearman Brown iki yarim giivenirlik analizi uygulanmistir. Alfa katsayilar1 YABSDO-ASDD igin
0,83-0,95, YABSDO-ASDMD icin 0,85-0,96 arasindadir. Spearman Brown iki yar giivenirlik katsayilari
ise YABSDO- ASDD icin 0,86-0,92, YABSDO-ASDMD icin 0,84-0,96 arasinda degismektedir (Kaner,
2010). YASDO maddeleri iki ayri sekilde puanlanmaktadir; birincisinde, anne babalarin ne tiir
desteklere sahip oldugunu belirlemek amaciyla, YASDO-ASDD’deki maddeler her zaman var (4 puan),
bazen var (3 puan), nadiren var (2 puan) ve hi¢ yok (1 puan) secgeneklerine gore puanlanmaktadir.
ikincisinde, bu desteklerden ne derece doyum aldiklarini belirlemek amaciyla, YASDO-ASDMD’ deki
maddeler ok memnunum, (4 puan), memnunum (3 puan), biraz memnunum (2 puan) ve hi¢memnun
degilim (1 puan) segeneklerine gore puanlanmaktadir (Tekinarslan ve Sivrikaya, 2013).

Kisisel Bilgi Formu: Kisisel Bilgi Formu, 6zel egitim gereksinimli bireye sahip anne babalarin
Ozel egitim gereksinimli ¢ocugun yasi, ailedeki ¢ocuk sayisi ve Ozel egitim gereksinimli bireyin
cinsiyetlerini belirlemeye yonelik olarak arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Ozel egitim
gereksinimli cocugun yas1 kismi10-2, 2-6, 7-10,11-14, 15 ve {izeri seklinde gruplandirilmistir. Ozel egitim
gereksinimli 6grencinin cinsiyeti kiz ve erkek olarak gruplandirilmistir. Ailedeki ¢ocuk sayis1 tek, 2, 3,
4, 5 ve iizeri olarak gruplandirilmistir.

Verilerin Toplanmasi ve Analizi

Arastirmaci 6rnekleme kolay ulasilabilir olmasi nedeniyle Osmaniye’de bulunan gesitli 6zel
ozel egitim ve rehabilitasyon merkezlerini ziyaret etmistir. Ozel &zel efitim ve rehabilitasyon
merkezlerinde arastirmacinin ziyareti esnasinda ulasabildigi 6zel gereksinimli bireye sahip anne ve

babalar ile arastirma gerceklestirilmistir. Veriler 6zel 6zel egitim ve rehabilitasyon merkezlerinde
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uygun olan oturma ortamlar: ve bahgelerinde toplanmistir. Arastirma verilerinin toplanma siireci
katilimeilar ile yiiz ylize goriisme yapilarak baslamistir. Goriisme esnasinda arastirmanin konusu
agiklanmuis ilgili veri toplama araglari tanitilmistir. Arastirmaya goniilli olarak katilmak isteyen
katilimcilardan arastirma onam formuna imza atmalar istenmistir. imzalar1 alinan katilimcilardan
veriler toplanmigtir. Verilerin toplanmasiesnasinda veri toplama araglarinda bulunan sorularin ihtiyag
duyulmasi halinde agiklamasi yapilmistir.

Arastirmada ki bagimsiz grup arasinda niceliksel siirekli verilerin karsilagtirilmasinda t-testi,
ikiden fazla bagimsiz grup arasinda niceliksel siirekli verilerin karsilastirilmasinda Tek yonlii (One
way) Anova testi kullanilmistir. Anova testi sonrasinda farkliliklari belirlemek {izere tamamlayici post-
hoc analizi olarak Scheffe testi kullanilmistir.

Elde edilen bulgular %95 giiven araliginda, %5 anlamlilik diizeyinde degerlendirilmistir.

Arastirmanin Etik izinleri

Yapilan bu ¢alismada “Yiiksekogretim Kurumlari Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Yonergesi”
kapsaminda uyulmasi belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yonergenin ikinci béliimii olan “Bilimsel
Arastirma ve Yaym Etigine Aykiri Eylemler” bashg altinda belirtilen eylemlerden higbiri
gerceklestirilmemistir.

Bulgular

Arastirmada kullanilan veri toplama arag¢larindan elde edilen veriler asagida tablolastirilmis ve

bulgular yorumlanmaistir.

Tablo 1. Ozel egitim gereksinimli bireye sahip anne ve babalarin anne baba sosyal destek puanlarinin zel egitim
gereksinimli cocugun cinsiyetine gore ortalamalar



Kahraman, E. & Efilti, E.

Grup N Ort Ss t p

s o Kiz 77 29,368 8,184

Sosyal birliktelik destegi Erkek 138 27 885 8,887 1,271 0,205
o .. Kiz 77 17,989 4,753

Bilgi destegi Erkek 138 16,777 5,404 1,733 0,084
Kiz 77 24,081 6,006

Duygusal destek Erkek 138 22,581 7188 1,638 0,103

Bakum destesi Kiz 77 12,368 2,954 2375 0018

axim destes! Erkek 138 11,277 3,634 ’ ’

Anne baba sosyal destek Kiz 77 83,805 21,249

1,705 0,090
toplam Erkek 138 78,520 23,881

Sosyal birliktelik destegi Kiz 77 26,862 8,228 0308 0759
doyum Erkek 138 27,216 8,687
Kiz 77 17,241 4,752

.1 . ) 7 7 1 4

Bilgi destegi doyum Frkek 138 15,804 5,551 2,019 0,045
Kiz 77 22,678 6,137

Duygusal destek doyum Erkek 138 21716 7370 1,026 0,306
.. Kiz 77 10,977 3,386

Bakim destegi doyum Erkek 138 10,588 3,792 0,790 0,430
K1 77 77,759 21,166

AnvrTe baba sosyal z 0783 0,434
destegi doyum toplam Erkek 138 75,324 24,023

Arastirmaya katilan anne ve babalarin, ¢ocugun cinsiyet degiskenine gore sosyal destek algisi
alt boyutlar1 incelendiginde; bakim destegi puanlari ortalamalariin cocugun cinsiyeti degiskenine gore
anlamli bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan t-testi sonucunda grup
ortalamalari arasindaki fark istatistiksel agidan anlamli bulunmustur(t=2.375; p=0.018<0,05). Kiz cocuga
sahip olanlarin bakim destegi puanlar (x=12,368), erkek c¢ocuga sahip olanlarin bakim destegi
puanlarindan (x=11,277) yiiksek bulunmustur.

Bilgi destegi doyum puanlar1 ortalamalarinin g¢ocugun cinsiyeti degiskenine goére grup
ortalamalari arasindaki fark istatistiksel agcidan anlamli bulunmustur(t=2.019; p=0.045<0,05). Kiz ¢ocuga
sahip olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum puanlar (x=17,241), erkek ¢ocuga sahip olanlarin bilgi destegi
doyum puanlarindan (x=15,804) yiiksek bulunmustur.

Sosyal birliktelik destegi, bilgi destegi, duygusal destek, annebaba sosyal destek toplam, sosyal
birliktelik destegi doyum, duygusal destek doyum, bakim destegi doyum, anne baba sosyal destegi
doyum toplam puanlarn ortalamalarinin ¢ocugun cinsiyeti degiskenine gore grup ortalamalan

arasindaki fark istatistiksel agidan anlamli bulunmamaistir (p>0,05).

Tablo 2. Ozel egitim gereksinimli bireye sahip anne ve babalarin anne baba sosyal destek puanlarimn dzel egitim
gereksinimli cocugun yagina gore ortalamalar:
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Grup N Ort Ss F p Fark
Sosyal birliktelik 2-6 Yas 74 24,785 9,451 7,766 0,000 2>1
destegi 7-10 Yas 56 30492 7,032 3>1
11-14 Yas 63 30,382 7,853 4>1
15 Yag ve tizeri 22 29,556 8,368
Bilgi destegi 2-6 Yas 74 14,747 5880 10,236 0,000 2>1
7-10 Yas 56 18,607 4,248 3>1
11-14 Yas 63 18,588 4,539 4>1
15 Yas ve tizeri 22 17,926 3,999
Duygusal destek 2-6 Yas 74 20,329 8,103 8,854 0,000 2>1
7-10 Yas 56 25,000 5,615 3>1
11-14 Yas 63 25,088 5487
15 Yas ve tizeri 22 22,222 5,094
Bakim destegi 2-6 Yas 74 10,519 4,163 5,108 0,002 2>1
7-10 Yas 56 12,525 2,328 3>1
11-14 Yas 63 11,971 3,172 4>1
15 Yas ve tizeri 22 12,444 3,004
Anne baba sosyal 2-6 Yas 74 70,380 26,648 8,640 0,000 2>1
destek toplam 7-10 Yas 56 86,623 18,627 3>1
11-14 Yas 63 86,029 19,876 4>1
15 Yas ve tizeri 22 82,148 18,594
Sosyal birliktelik 2-6 Yas 74 24,051 8917 7,305 0,000 2>1
destegi doyum 7-10 Yas 56 30,541 7,525 3>1
11-14 Yas 63 27,471 8,145 2>3
15 Yag ve tizeri 22 27,185 7,370
Bilgi destegi 2-6 Yas 74 13975 6,026 8,907 0,000 2>1
doyum 7-10 Yas 56 17,885 4,424 3>1
11-14 Yas 63 17,471 4,689 4>1
15 Yas ve tizeri 22 16,889 4,032
Duygusal destek 2-6 Yas 74 19,684 8,119 5506 0,001 2>1
doyum 7-10 Yas 56 23,344 6,016 3>1
11-14 Yas 63 23,794 5934
15 Yas ve tizeri 22 21,852 5,716
Bakim destegi 2-6 Yas 74 9,899 3,986 2,528 0,058
doyum 7-10 Yas 56 11,377 3,513
11-14 Yas 63 10,794 3,410
15 Yas ve tizeri 22 11,556 3,105
Anne baba sosyal 2-6 Yas 74 67,608 25901 6,461 0,000 2>1
destegi doyum 7-10 Yas 56 83,148 20,459 3>1
toplam 11-14 Yas 63 79,529 20,320 4>1
15 Yas ve tizeri 22 77,482 18,614

Arastirmaya katilan 6zel gereksinimli cocuga sahip anne babalarin sosyal destek algisi alt
boyutlar1 puan ortalamalarinda 6zel gereksinimli ¢ocugun yasi degiskenine gore istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bir farkin olusup olusmadigini ortaya koymak icin tek yonlii varyans analizi (Anova)
gerceklestirilmistir. Anlamlifarklarin ortaya ¢iktig1 alt boyutlarda farkliliklarin kaynaklarini belirlemek
amaciyla tamamlayici post-hoc analizi yapilmistir.

Sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlar ortalamalarinin 6zel gereksinimli ¢ocugun yas1 degiskenine
gore tek yonlii varyans analizi (Anova) sonucunda grup ortalamalar: arasindaki fark istatistiksel agidan
anlamli bulunmustur (F=7,766; p=0,000<0.05). Yas1 7-10 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlan
(30,492+7,032), yasi 2-6 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlarindan (24,785+9,451) yiiksek
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bulunmustur. Yas1 11-14 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlar1 (30,382+7,853), yas1 2-6 olanlarm
sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlarindan (24,785+9,451) yiiksek bulunmustur. Yas1 15 ve iizeri olanlarm
sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlarn (29,556+8,368), yas1 2-6 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi
puanlarindan (24,785+9,451) yiiksek bulunmustur.

Bilgi destegi puanlari ortalamalarinin 6zel gereksinimli ¢ocugun yas: degiskenine gore grup
ortalamalari arasindaki fark istatistiksel acidan anlamli bulunmustur (F=10,236; p=0,000<0.05). Yas1 7-
10 olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlar1 (18,607+4,248), vyas1 2-6 olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlarindan
(14,747+5,880) yiiksek bulunmustur. Yas1 11-14 olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlari (18,588+4,539), yas12-6
olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlarindan (14,747+5,880) yiiksek bulunmustur. Yas115 ve tizeri olanlarin bilgi
destegi puanlar (17,926+3,999), yas1 2-6 olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlarindan (14,747+5,880) yiiksek
bulunmustur.

Duygusal destek puanlarn ortalamalarmin ¢ocuk yasi degiskenine gore grup ortalamalar
arasindaki fark istatistiksel a¢idan anlamli bulunmustur (F=8,854; p=0,000<0.05). Cocuk yas1 7-10
olanlarin duygusal destek puanlar (25,000+5,615), yas1 2-6 olanlarin duygusal destek puanlarindan
(20,329+8,103) yiiksek bulunmustur. Yasi 11-14 yas olanlarin duygusal destek puanlari (25,088+5,487),
yas1 2-6 olanlarin duygusal destek puanlarindan (20,329+8,103) yiiksek bulunmustur.

Bakim destegi puanlart ortalamalarinin ¢ocuk yasi degiskenine gore grup ortalamalar
arasindaki fark istatistiksel a¢idan anlamli bulunmustur (F=5,108; p=0,002<0.05). Cocuk yas1 7-10
olanlarin bakim destegi puanlar (12,525+2,328), yas1 2-6 olanlarin bakim destegi puanlarindan
(10,519+4,163) yitksek bulunmustur. Yas1 11-14 olanlarin bakim destegi puanlar1(11,971+3,172), yas1 2-
6 olanlarin bakim destegi puanlarindan (10,519+4,163) yiiksek bulunmustur. Yas1 15 ve {izeri olanlarm
bakim destegi puanlar1 (12,444+3,004), yas1 2-6 olanlarin bakim destegi puanlarindan (10,519+4,163)
yliksek bulunmustur.

Sosyal destek toplam puanlari ortalamalarinin ¢ocuk yasi1 degiskenine gore grup ortalamalar:
arasindaki fark istatistiksel a¢idan anlamli bulunmustur (F=8,640; p=0,000<0.05). Cocuk yas1 7-10
olanlarin anne baba sosyal destek toplam puanlari (86,623+18,627), yas1 2-6 olanlarin anne baba sosyal
destek toplam puanlarindan (70,380+26,648) yiiksek bulunmustur. Yas111-14 olanlarin anne baba sosyal
destek toplam puanlari (86,029+19,876), yasi 2-6 olanlarin annebaba sosyal destek toplam puanlarindan
(70,380+26,648) yliksek bulunmustur. Yas1 15 ve {izeri olanlarin annebaba sosyal destek toplam puanlan
(82,148+18,594), yas12-6 olanlarin annebaba sosyal destek toplam puanlarindan (70,380+26,648) yiiksek
bulunmustur.

Sosyal birliktelik destegi doyum puanlar ortalamalarinin ¢ocuk yasi degiskenine gore grup
ortalamalari arasindaki fark istatistiksel agidan anlamli bulunmustur (F=7,305; p=0,000<0.05). Cocuk
yas1 7-10 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi doyum puanlar (30,541+7,525), yast 2-6 olanlarin sosyal
birliktelik destegi doyum puanlarindan (24,051+8,917)yiiksek bulunmustur. Yas111-14 olanlarin sosyal

birliktelik destegi doyum puanlar (27,471+8,145), yas1 2-6 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi doyum
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puanlarindan (24,051+8,917) yiiksek bulunmustur. Yas1 7-10 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi doyum
puanlart (30,541+7,525), yast 11-14 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi doyum puanlarindan
(27,471+8,145) yiiksek bulunmustur.

Bilgi destegi doyum puanlar ortalamalarinin ¢ocuk yasi degiskenine gore grup ortalamalari
arasindaki fark istatistiksel a¢idan anlamli bulunmustur (F=8,907; p=0,000<0.05). Cocuk yas1 7-10
olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum puanlar (17,885+4,424), yas1 2-6 olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum
puanlarindan (13,975+6,026) yiiksek bulunmustur. Yasi1 11-14 olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum puanlan
(17,471+4,689), yas1 2-6 olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum puanlarindan (13,975+6,026) yiiksek bulunmustur.
Yas1 15 ve {izeri olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum puanlari (16,889+4,032), yas1 2-6 olanlarin bilgi destegi
doyum puanlarindan (13,975+6,026) yiiksek bulunmustur.

Duygusal destek doyum puanlari ortalamalarinin ¢ocuk yasi degiskenine gore grup
ortalamalari arasindaki fark istatistiksel agidan anlamli bulunmustur(F=5,506; p=0,001<0.05). Cocuk yas1
7-10 olanlarin duygusal destek doyum puanlar1 (23,344+6,016), yas1 2-6 olanlarin duygusal destek
doyum puanlarindan (19,684+8,119) yiiksek bulunmustur. Yas1 11-14 olanlarin duygusal destek doyum
puanlari (23,794+5,934), yasi 2-6 olanlarin duygusal destek doyum puanlarindan (19,684+8,119)yiiksek
bulunmustur.

Sosyal destegi doyum toplam puanlari ortalamalarinin gocuk yasi degiskenine gore grup
ortalamalari arasindaki fark istatistiksel agidan anlamli bulunmustur (F=6,461; p=0,000<0.05). Cocuk
yas1 7-10 olanlarin anne baba sosyal destegi doyum toplam puanlari (83,148+20,459), yas1 2-6 olanlarm
anne baba sosyal destegi doyum toplam puanlarindan (67,608+25,901) yiiksek bulunmustur. Yas111-14
olanlarin anne baba sosyal destegi doyum toplam puanlari (79,529+20,320), yas1 2-6 olanlarin anne baba
sosyal destegi doyum toplam puanlarindan (67,608+25,901) yiiksek bulunmustur. Yas1 15 ve {izeri
olanlarin anne baba sosyal destegi doyum toplam puanlari (77,482+18,614), yas12-6 olanlarin anne baba
sosyal destegi doyum toplam puanlarindan (67,608+25,901) yiiksek bulunmustur.

Bakim destegi doyum puanlar ortalamalarinin ¢cocuk yas1 degiskenine gore grup ortalamalari

arasindaki fark istatistiksel agidan anlamlibulunmamaistir(p>0.05).

Tablo 3. Ozel egitim gereksinimli bireye sahip anne ve babalarin anne baba sosyal destek puanlarimn dzel egitim
gereksinimli cocugun bulundugu ailedeki cocuk sayisina gore ortalamalar:

Grup N Ort Ss F p Fark
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Sosyal birliktelik destegi

Bilgi destegi

Duygusal destek

Bakim destegi

Anne baba sosyal destek
toplam

Sosyal birliktelik destegi
doyum

Bilgi destegi doyum

Duygusal destek doyum

Tek Cocuk
2
3
4

5 ve tizeri

Tek cocuk
2
3
4

5 ve tizeri

Tek ¢ocuk
2
3
4

5 ve tizeri

Tek cocuk
2
3
4

5 ve lizeri

Tek cocuk
2
3
4

5 ve tlizeri

Tek ¢ocuk
2
3
4

5 ve lizeri

Tek ¢ocuk
2
3
4

5 ve tlizeri

Tek ¢ocuk
2

16
62
67
46
24

16
62
67
46
24

16
62
67
46
24

16
62
67
46
24

16
62
67
46
24

16
62
67
46
24

16
62
67
46
24

16
62

20,625
24,485
33,137
30,192
26,846

11,875
15,721
19,849
17,846
15,846

17,125
21,206
26,480
24,115
20,539

8,750
10,603
13,315
12,615

9,846

58,375
72,015
92,781
84,769
73,077

20,750
23,471
31,986
28,423
24,000

11,875
14,515
18,932
17,385
14,462

16,250
20,118

8,294
8,426
6,056
8,776
7,086

5,227
5,561
3,646
5,304
3,221

7,089
7,321
5,088
6,735
4,130

3,715
3,837
2,260
3,419
1,488

24,138
23,747
16,123
23,440
13,882

8,699
7,865
6,447
8,989
6,013

5,353
5,605
3,835
5,232
4,052

7,742
7,002

16,376

13,265

12,033

14,145

15,312

15,673

12,610

10,437

0,000

0,000

0,000

0,000

0,000

0,000

0,000

0,000

3>1
4>1
5>1
3>2
4>2
3>4
3>5
2>1
3>1
4>1
5>1
3>2
4>2
3>4
3>5
2>1
3>1
4>1
3>2
4>2
3>4
3>5
4>5
2>1
3>1
4>1
3>2
4>2
3>5
4>5
2>1
3>1
4>1
5>1
3>2
4>2
3>4
3>5
4>5
3>1
4>1
3>2
4>2
3>4
3>5
4>5
3>1
4>1
3>2
4>2
3>5
4>5
2>1
3>1
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3 67 24,452 5,864 4>1

4 46 24,500 6,787 3>2

5 ve tizeri 24 19,231 4,616 4>2

3>5

4>5

Bakim destegi doyum Tek ¢ocuk 16 8,250 4,058 10,970 0,000 3>1
2 62 9,956 3,597 4>1

3 67 11,712 2,970 3>2

4 46 12,346 3,395 4>2

5 ve tizeri 24 8,308 3,308 2>5

3>5

4>5

Anne baba sosyal destek Tek ¢ocuk 16 57,125 25,552 13,732 0,000 3>1
doyum toplam 2 62 68,059 22,482 4>1
3 67 87,082 17,786 3>2

4 46 82,654 22,608 4>2

5 ve tizeri 24 66,000 17,139 3>5

4>5

Ozel egitim gereksinimli cocuga sahip anne babalarin sahip olduklari cocuk sayis1 degiskenine
gore sosyal destek algis1 alt boyutlar1 puan ortalamalarinda anlamli bir farklilik olusup olusmadiginin
ortaya koyulmasi amaciyla tek yonlii varyans analizi (Anova) gergeklestirilmistir. Istatistiksel olarak
anlamli farklarin kaynagini belirlemek amaciyla tamamlayici post-hoc analizi yapilmistir.

Sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlari ortalamalarinin ¢ocuk sayis1 degiskenine tek yonlii varyans
analizi (Anova) sonucunda grup ortalamalari arasindaki fark istatistiksel agidan anlamli bulunmustur
(F=16,376; p=0,000<0.05). Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlar (33,137+6,056),
¢ocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlarindan (20,625+8,294) yiiksek bulunmustur.
Cocuk sayis14 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlari (30,192+8,776), c¢ocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarm
sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlarindan (20,625+8,294) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 5 ve iizeri
olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlari(26,846+7,086), ¢ocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarin sosyal birliktelik
destegi puanlarindan (20,625+8,294) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayisi 3 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik
destegi puanlar1 (33,137+6,056), cocuk sayis1 2 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlarindan
(24,485+8,426) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayisi 4 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlan
(30,192+8,776), cocuk sayis1 2 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlarindan (24,485+8,426) yiiksek
bulunmustur. Cocuk sayisi 3 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlari (33,137+6,056), cocuk sayis1 4
olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlarindan (30,192+8,776) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3
olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi puanlari (33,137+6,056), cocuk sayis1 5 ve iizeri olanlarin sosyal
birliktelik destegi puanlarindan (26,846+7,086)yiiksek bulunmustur.

Bilgi destegi puanlari ortalamalarinin ¢ocuk sayisi degiskenine gore grup ortalamalari
arasindaki fark istatistiksel agidan anlamli bulunmustur (F=13,265; p=0,000<0.05). Cocuk sayis1 2
olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlar (15,721+5,561), gocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlarindan

(11,875+5,227) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlari (19,849+3,646), cocuk
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sayisi Tek ¢ocuk olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlarindan (11,875+5,227) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayisi
4 olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlari (17,846+5,304), cocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlarindan
(11,875+5,227) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1i 5 ve iizeri olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlan
(15,846+3,221), cocuk sayist1 Tek olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlarindan (11,875+5,227) yiiksek
bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis13 olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlari (19,849+3,646), cocuk say1s12 olanlarin bilgi
destegi puanlarindan (15,721+5,561) yiiksek bulunmustur. ¢ocuk sayis14 olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlan
(17,846+5,304), ailede ¢ocuk sayis1 2 olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlarindan (15,721+5,561) yiiksek
bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlar (19,849+3,646), cocuk sayis1 4 olanlarm
bilgi destegi puanlarindan (17,846+5,304) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin bilgi destegi
puanlart (19,849+3,646), cocuk sayis1 5 ve iizeri olanlarin bilgi destegi puanlarindan (15,846+3,221)
yiiksek bulunmustur.

Duygusal destek puanlar ortalamalariin ¢ocuk sayis: degiskenine gore grup ortalamalar:
arasindaki fark istatistiksel agidan anlamli bulunmustur (F=12,033; p=0,000<0.05). Cocuk sayis1 2
olanlarin duygusal destek puanlar (21,206+7,321), ¢ocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarin duygusal destek
puanlarindan (17,125+7,089) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin duygusal destek puanlan
(26,480+5,088), cocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarin duygusal destek puanlarindan (17,125+7,089) yiiksek
bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 4 olanlarin duygusal destek puanlari (24,115+6,735), cocuk sayis1 Tek
olanlarin duygusal destek puanlarindan (17,125+7,089) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarm
duygusal destek puanlar (26,480+5,088), cocuk sayisi 2 olanlarin duygusal destek puanlarindan
(21,206+7,321) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 4 olanlarin duygusal destek puanlari (24,115+6,735),
¢ocuk sayisi 2 olanlarin duygusal destek puanlarindan (21,206+7,321) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk
sayis1 3 olanlarin duygusal destek puanlar (26,480+5,088), ¢ocuk sayis1 4 olanlarin duygusal destek
puanlarindan (24,115+6,735) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin duygusal destek puanlan
(26,480+5,088), cocuk sayis1 5 ve iizeri olanlarin duygusal destek puanlarindan (20,539+4,130) yiiksek
bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis14 olanlarin duygusal destek puanlari (24,115+6,735), cocuk say1s15 ve {izeri
olanlarin duygusal destek puanlarindan (20,539+4,130) yiiksek bulunmustur.

Bakim destegi puanlar ortalamalarinin gocuk sayisi degiskenine gore grup ortalamalar
arasindaki fark istatistiksel agidan anlamli bulunmustur (F=14,145; p=0,000<0.05). Cocuk sayis1 2
olanlarin bakim destegi puanlari (10,603+3,837), cocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarin bakim destegi puanlarindan
(8,750+3,715) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin bakim destegi puanlar (13,315+2,260),
¢ocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarin bakim destegi puanlarindan (8,750+3,715) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayist
4 olanlarin bakim destegi puanlan (12,615+3,419), c¢ocuk sayisi Tek olanlarin bakim destegi
puanlarindan (8,750+3,715) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin bakim destegi puanlan
(13,315+2,260), cocuk say1s12 olanlarin bakim destegi puanlarindan (10,603+3,837) yiiksek bulunmustur.
Cocuk sayis1 4 olanlarin bakim destegi puanlar (12,615+3,419), cocuk sayis1 2 olanlarin bakim destegi

puanlarindan (10,603+3,837) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin bakim destegi puanlan
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(13,315+2,260), gocuk sayis1 5 ve iizeri olanlarin bakim destegi puanlarindan (9,846+1,488) yiiksek
bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 4 olanlarin bakim destegi puanlari (12,615+3,419), cocuk sayisi 5 ve {izeri
olanlarin bakim destegi puanlarindan (9,846+1,488) yiiksek bulunmustur.

Anne baba sosyal destek toplam puanlari ortalamalarinin ¢ocuk sayisi degiskenine gore grup
ortalamalari arasindaki fark istatistiksel agidan anlamli bulunmustur (F=15,312; p=0,000<0.05). Cocuk
sayis1 2 olanlarin anne baba sosyal destek toplam puanlar (72,015+23,747), cocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarm
anne baba sosyal destek toplam puanlarindan (58,375+24,138) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3
olanlarin annebaba sosyal destek toplam puanlar1(92,781+16,123), cocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarin annebaba
sosyal destek toplam puanlarindan (58,375+24,138) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis14 olanlarin anne
baba sosyal destek toplam puanlari (84,769+23,440), cocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarin anne baba sosyal destek
toplam puanlarindan (58,375+24,138) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 5 ve iizeri olanlarin anne baba
sosyal destek toplam puanlar (73,077+13,882), cocuk sayisi Tek olanlarin anne baba sosyal destek
toplam puanlarindan (58,375+24,138) yiiksek bulunmustur. Ailede ¢ocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin anne baba
sosyal destek toplam puanlar (92,781+16,123), ailede ¢ocuk sayis12 olanlarin anne baba sosyal destek
toplam puanlarindan (72,015+23,747) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 4 olanlarin anne baba sosyal
destek toplam puanlar (84,769+23,440), cocuk sayisi1 2 olanlarin anne baba sosyal destek toplam
puanlarindan (72,015+23,747) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin anne baba sosyal destek
toplam puanlar (92,781+16,123), cocuk say1s14 olanlarin anne baba sosyal destek toplam puanlarindan
(84,769+23,440) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin annebaba sosyal destek toplam puanlan
(92,781+16,123), ¢ocuk sayis1 5 ve {izeri olanlarin anne baba sosyal destek toplam puanlarindan
(73,077+13,882) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis14 olanlarin annebaba sosyal destek toplam puanlan
(84,769+23,440), cocuk sayis1 5 ve tiizeri olanlarin anne baba sosyal destek toplam puanlarindan
(73,077+13,882) yiiksek bulunmustur.

Sosyal birliktelik destegi doyum puanlari ortalamalarinin ¢ocuk sayisi degiskenine gore grup
ortalamalari arasindaki fark istatistiksel agidan anlamli bulunmustur (F=15,673; p=0,000<0.05). Cocuk
sayis1 3 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi doyum puanlari (31,986+6,447), cocuk sayisi Tek olanlarm
sosyal birliktelik destegi doyum puanlarindan (20,750+8,699) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 4
olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi doyum puanlar (28,423+8,989), cocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarin sosyal
birliktelik destegi doyum puanlarindan (20,750+8,699) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarm
sosyal birliktelik destegi doyum puanlar (31,986+6,447), cocuk sayis1 2 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik
destegi doyum puanlarindan (23,471+7,865) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayisi 4 olanlarin sosyal
birliktelik destegi doyum puanlar (28,423+8,989), cocuk sayis1 2 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi
doyum puanlarindan (23,471+7,865) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik
destegi doyum puanlar (31,986+6,447), cocuk sayisi 4 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi doyum
puanlarindan (28,423+8,989) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi

doyum puanlar (31,986+6,447), cocuk sayisit 5 ve iizeri olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi doyum
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puanlarindan (24,000+6,013) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis14 olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi
doyum puanlarn (28,423+8,989), cocuk sayis1t 5 ve {iizeri olanlarin sosyal birliktelik destegi doyum
puanlarindan (24,000+6,013) yiiksek bulunmustur.

Bilgi destegi doyum puanlari ortalamalarinin ¢ocuk sayis1 degiskenine gore grup ortalamalari
arasindaki fark istatistiksel agidan anlamli bulunmustur (F=12,610; p=0,000<0.05). Cocuk sayist 3
olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum puanlar (18,932+3,835), cocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum
puanlarindan (11,875+5,353) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 4 olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum
puanlar (17,385+5,232), cocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum puanlarindan (11,875+5,353)
yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk say1s13 olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum puanlar1 (18,932+3,835), cocuk sayisi
2 olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum puanlarindan (14,515+5,605) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 4
olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum puanlar (17,385+5,232), cocuk sayis1 2 olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum
puanlarindan (14,515+5,605) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum
puanlart (18,932+3,835), cocuk sayis1 5 ve f{izeri olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum puanlarindan
(14,462+4,052) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 4 olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum puanlan
(17,385+5,232), ¢ocuk sayis1 5 ve tizeri olanlarin bilgi destegi doyum puanlarindan (14,462+4,052)
yliksek bulunmustur.

Duygusal destek doyum puanlar1 ortalamalarinin gocuk sayisi degiskenine gore grup
ortalamalari arasindaki fark istatistiksel agidan anlamli bulunmustur (F=10,437; p=0,000<0.05). Cocuk
sayis1 2 olanlarin duygusal destek doyum puanlar (20,118+7,002), ailede ¢ocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarm
duygusal destek doyum puanlarindan (16,250+7,742) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarmn
duygusal destek doyum puanlar (24,452+5,864), cocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarin duygusal destek doyum
puanlarindan (16,250+7,742) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 4 olanlarin duygusal destek doyum
puanlar1 (24,500+6,787), cocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarin duygusal destek doyum puanlarindan (16,250+7,742)
yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin duygusal destek doyum puanlar (24,452+5,864), cocuk
sayis1 2 olanlarin duygusal destek doyum puanlarindan (20,118+7,002) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk
sayis1 4 olanlarin duygusal destek doyum puanlar (24,500+6,787), cocuk sayis1 2 olanlarin duygusal
destek doyum puanlarindan (20,118+7,002) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis: 3 olanlarin duygusal
destek doyum puanlan (24,452+5,864), cocuk sayis1 5 ve iizeri olanlarin duygusal destek doyum
puanlarindan (19,231+4,616) yiiksek bulunmustur. ¢ocuk sayisi 4 olanlarin duygusal destek doyum
puanlart (24,500+6,787), cocuk sayis1 5 ve {izeri olanlarin duygusal destek doyum puanlarindan
(19,231+4,616) yiiksek bulunmustur.

Bakim destegi doyum puanlari ortalamalarinin cocuk sayisi degiskenine gore grup ortalamalari
arasindaki fark istatistiksel agidan anlamli bulunmustur (F=10,970; p=0,000<0.05). Cocuk sayis1 3
olanlarin bakim destegi doyum puanlar (11,712+2,970), cocuk sayis1 Tek olanlarin bakim destegi
doyum puanlarindan (8,250+4,058) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis14 olanlarin bakim destegi doyum

puanlari (12,346+3,395), cocuk sayist Tek olanlarin bakim destegi doyum puanlarindan (8,250+4,058)
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yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayisi 3 olanlarin bakim destegi doyum puanlar (11,712+2,970), gocuk
sayis1 2 olanlarin bakim destegi doyum puanlarindan (9,956+3,597)yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayisi
4 olanlarin bakim destegi doyum puanlari (12,346+3,395), cocuk sayis1 2 olanlarin bakim destegi doyum
puanlarindan (9,956+3,597) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayisi 2 olanlarin bakim destegi doyum
puanlart (9,956+3,597), cocuk sayis1 5 ve iizeri olanlarin bakim destegi doyum puanlarindan
(8,308+3,308) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin bakim destegi doyum puanlan
(11,712+2,970), cocuk sayis1 5 ve iizeri olanlarin bakim destegi doyum puanlarindan (8,308+3,308)
yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 4 olanlarin bakim destegi doyum puanlarn (12,346+3,395), cocuk
sayis15 ve {izeri olanlarin bakim destegi doyum puanlarindan (8,308+3,308) yiiksek bulunmustur.

Sosyal destek doyum toplam puanlari ortalamalarinin ¢ocuk sayisi degiskenine gore grup
ortalamalari arasindaki fark istatistiksel agidan anlamli bulunmustur (F=13,732; p=0,000<0.05). Cocuk
sayis1 3 olanlarin anne baba sosyal destegi doyum toplam puanlar1 (87,082+17,786), cocuk sayis1 Tek
olanlarin anne baba sosyal destegi doyum toplam puanlarindan (57,125+25,552) yiiksek bulunmustur.
Cocuk sayis1 4 olanlarin anne baba sosyal destegi doyum toplam puanlari (82,654+22,608), cocuk sayisi
Tek olanlarin anne baba sosyal destegi doyum toplam puanlarindan (57,125+25,552) yiiksek
bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin anne baba sosyal destegi doyum toplam puanlan
(87,082+17,786), ¢ocuk sayist 2 olanlarin anne baba sosyal destegi doyum toplam puanlarindan
(68,059+22,482) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis14 olanlarin anne baba sosyal destegi doyum toplam
puanlart (82,654+22,608), ailede ¢ocuk sayis1 2 olanlarin anne baba sosyal destegi doyum toplam
puanlarindan (68,059+22,482) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayis1 3 olanlarin anne baba sosyal destegi
doyum toplam puanlarn (87,082+17,786), cocuk sayis1 5 ve {izeri olanlarin anne baba sosyal destegi
doyum toplam puanlarindan (66,000+17,139) yiiksek bulunmustur. Cocuk sayisi 4 olanlarin anne baba
sosyal destegi doyum toplam puanlar (82,654+22,608), cocuk sayis1 5 ve iizeri olanlarin anne baba
sosyal destegi doyum toplam puanlarindan (66,000+17,139) yiiksek bulunmustur.

Tartisma

Bu arastirmada 6zel egitim gereksinimli ¢ocugu kiz olan anne ve babalarin bakim destegi ve
bilgi destegi doyum puanlar erkek 6zel egitim gereksinimli ¢ocugu olan anne babalarin bakim destegi
ve bilgi destegi doyum puanlarindan yiiksek bulunmus diger boyutlarda anlamli bir fark
bulanamamuistir. Yersel ve Durualp (2019) isitme engeli ve dil konusma bozuklugu olan ¢ocuklarin
annelerinin sosyal destek diizeylerini incelemistir. Arastirmada erkek ¢ocugu olan annelerin sosyal
birliktelik, bilgi ve toplam sosyal destek algilar1 kiz ¢ocugu olan annelere gore daha yiiksek
bulunmustur. Erkek ¢ocugu olan annelerin duygusal ve bakim destegi algilar1 daha yiiksek olmasina
karsin aradaki fark anlamli olmadig: belirtilmistir. Toplumumuzun erkek c¢ocuklarini daha kolay
kabullenmelerinin erkek c¢ocuklarina sahip annelerin daha fazla destek gormelerine neden olmus
olabilecegi arastirmada belirtilmistir. Yersel ve Durualp (2019)'in arastirmasi bu arastirma sonuglarm
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sonucunu desteklememektedir. Bu arastirmada gikan sonucun aksine erkek 6zel egitim gereksinimli
¢ocuk degiskeni lehine yiiksek puanlarin oldugu ancak istatistiksel olarak anlamli olmadig:
belirtilmistir. Her iki arastirmada da 0Ozel egitim gereksinimli ¢ocugun cinsiyeti duygusal destek
diizeylerini anlamli sekilde etkilememektedir.

Sivrikaya (2012) aragtirmasinda zihinsel yetersizligi olan ¢ocugun cinsiyeti ile genel aile stresi,
karamsarlik, algilanan genel sosyal destek, sosyal birliktelik destegi, bilgi destegi, duygusal destek,
bakim destegi, algilanan genel sosyal destekten memnuniyet, sosyal birliktelik desteginden
memnuniyet, bilgi desteginden memnuniyet, duygusal destekten memnuniyet, bakim desteginden
memnuniyet arasinda anlamli bir iligski bulunmadigin: belirtmistir. Sivrikaya (2012) arastirmasi 6zel
egitim gereksinimli ¢ocugun cinsiyetinin bakim destegi ve bilgi destegi doyum puanlarindakianlamh
farklilig: etkiledigi sonucunu desteklememektedir. Diger alt boyutlarda sosyal destek ile ilgili sonuglan
desteklemektedir.

Deveci ve Ahmetoglu (2018) zihinsel yetersizligi olan ¢ocuga sahip ailelerin algiladiklar: sosyal
destek diizeyinin; anneya da baba olma durumuna, anne babanin birlikte ya da ayri olmasina, annenin
ve babanin 6grenim durumuna, ailenin sosyal giivencesinin olup olmamasina, ailenin ekonomik
durumuna, ¢ocugun yasina, cinsiyetine ve engel derecesine gore incelenmistir. Arastirma sonuglan
incelendiginde ¢ocugunun cinsiyeti ile sosyal destek toplam puani bakimindan anlaml fark olmadig1
ve 13 -18 yas aras1 cocugu olan ebeveynin daha az sosyal destek algiladigr belirlenmistir. Deveci ve
Ahmetoglu (2018)nun arastirmasi bu arastirma c¢ocugun cinsiyetinin sosyal destek algisi toplam
puanint anlamli gekilde etkilemedigi sonucunu desteklerken c¢ocugun yasi degiskenine gore
farklilagsmaktadir. Bu arastirmada en ¢ok sosyal destege ihtiya¢ duyan grubun 2-6 yas aras1 6zel egitim
gereksinimli ¢ocugu olan anne babalar oldugu ortaya ¢ikmisken Deveci ve Ahmetoglu (2018)'nun
arastirmasinda en 13-18 yas arasi¢cocugu olan grup olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.

Kumbasar (2016) isitme yetersizligi olan g¢ocuklarin cinsiyetlerinin ebeveynlerin sosyal destek
algis1 tizerinde etkisi olmadigini ortaya koymustur. Kumbasar (2016) arastirmasinin sonuglar1 bu
arastirma sonugclariyla karsilagtirildigindan ebeveynlerin sosyal destek algilar tizerinde 6zel egitim
gereksinimli ¢ocugun cinsiyetinin, bakim destegi ve bilgi destegi doyum puanlar alt boyutlarindaki
sonucu desteklemedigi diger alt boyutlara iliskin sonuglar1 destekledigi sonucu ortaya ¢ikmistir. Kaner
(2004) zihinsel yetersizligi ve isitsel yetersizligi olan ¢ocuga sahip anne babalar tizerinde arastirma
yapmistir. Kaner (2004) ¢ocugun cinsiyetine bagli olarak anne babalarin sosyal destek algilarinmn
degiskenlik gostermedigini belirtmistir. Bu arastirmada ortaya ¢ikan bakim destegi ve bilgi destegi
doyum puanlarinin kiz veya erkek ¢ocuga sahip olma durumuna gore farklilasiyor olmasi sonucunu
Kaner (2004)'in arastirmas1 desteklememekte fakat bakim destegi ve bilgi destegi doyum alt boyutlar:
disindaki diger alt boyutlarda bu arastirma sonuglarini desteklemektedir.

Golalmig-Erhan (2005) zihinsel yetersizligi olan g¢ocugu olan annelerin umutsuzluk ve

karamsarlik diizeylerinin, sosyal destek algilarnin ve gelecek planlarinin anne ve ¢ocuk ile ilgili
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degiskenler agisindan farklilasip farklilasmadigini incelemistir. Golalmis-Erhan (2005) arastirma
sonucunda ¢ocugun yast ve cinsiyeti degiskenlerinin annelerin sosyal destek algilari {izerinde bir
farklilasma meydana getirmedigini belirtmistir. Ortaya ¢ikan bu sonuglar bu arastirmada 6zel egitim
gereksinimli ¢ocugun cinsiyetine bagli olarak ebeveynlerin sosyal destek algilari diizeylerinin, bakim
destegi ve bilgi destegi doyum alt boyutlar1 disindaki diger alt boyutlarda bu arastirma sonuglarin
desteklemektedir. Akcamete ve Kargin (1996) isitme yetersizligi olan ¢ocugun cinsiyeti agisindan
annelerin gereksinimlerinin farklilasip farklilasmadigiincelemis, toplam puanlarin gocugun cinsiyetine
gore farklilasmadign bulunmustur. Ancak, "maddi gereksinimlerde" annelerin belirttikleri
gereksinimlerin, isitme engelli ¢ocugun cinsiyetine gore farklilastigi bulunmustur. Ortalama puanlar
dikkate alindiginda erkek c¢ocuga sahip annelerin daha fazla gereksinim belirttikleri arastrmada
belirtilmistir.

Ozel egitim gereksinimli cocugu erkek olan anne babalarin bakim destekleri ve bilgi destekleri
diizeylerinin farklilasmasi sonucu alanyazinda yer alan arastirmalardan ayrilan bir yon olarak
karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.

Akcamete ve Kargin (1996) isitme yetersizligi olan ¢ocuga sahip anne babalarin ¢ocuklarinin
yaslari kiiciildiik¢e daha ¢ok destek gereksinimi duyduklarini belirtmistir. Bu arastirmada 2-6 yas arasi
ozel egitim gereksinimli ¢ocuga sahip olan anne babalarin, yaslar1 daha biiyiik olan 6zel egitim
gereksinimli ¢ocuga sahip anne babalara gore daha cok sosyal destege ihtiya¢ duydugu sonucunu
desteklemektedir. Toprak (2018) arastirmasindaiki ya da daha fazla ¢ocugu olan {istiin yetenekli veya
zihinsel yetersizligi olan ¢ocuga sahip anne babalarin sosyal destek algilari diizeylerinin 6zel egitim
gereksinimli tek ¢ocuga sahip anne babalarin sosyal destek algis1 diizeylerinden yiiksek bulmustur.
Toprak (2018) arastirmasi bu arastirmada ortaya ¢ikan 6zel egitim gereksinimli tek ¢ocugu olan anne
babalarin sosyal destek diizeylerinin diisitk olmasi sonucunu desteklemektedir. Alanyazinda da
desteklenen bu sonug ebeveynlerin ¢ocuk bakimi ve diger gereksinimleri {izerinde tecriibe eksikliginin
sosyal destek algilarini etkiledigi diisiincesini diisiindiirmektedir.

Ozdemir (2018) epilepsisi olan ¢ocuga sahip ebeveynlerin ailede baska kronik rahatsizligiolan
bir cocugu olma durumuna gore sosyal destek alt boyutlarinda anlamli bir farklilasma olmadig:
belirtmistir. Kismen bu sonug bu arastirmadaki ¢ocuk sayisina gore sosyal destek diizeyinin degistigi
sonucunu desteklememektedir. Bu arastirmada ailede bagka bir kronik rahatsizlig1 olan ¢ocuk olma
durumu degil genel olarak bagka bir cocuk ya da gocuklarin varlig1 sorusu sorulmustur.

Kurtbeyoglu (2018) 6zel 6grenme giicliigii tanili cocuga sahip anne babalarin sahip olduklari
cocuk sayisina gore sosyal destek diizeylerinin degistigini, cocuk sayisiarttikca sosyal destek diizeyinin
distiigiinii belirtmistir. Cocuk sayisinin ebeveynlerin sosyal destek algisi diizeyini etkiledigi bu
arastirmada desteklenmekte fakat tek gocuklu ebeveynlerin sosyal destek diizeylerinin daha diisiik
oldugu sonucunu Kurtbeyoglu (2018)nun arastirmasimin sonuglar1 desteklememektedir. Ayni
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yaslarinin, sosyal destek diizeylerinin degismesi iizerinde anlamli bir farkliik bulunmamaistir.
Kurtbeyoglu (2018) arastirmasinda 6zel 6grenme giicliigii tanili ¢ocugun cinsiyeti ile 6zel 6grenme
glicliigii tanili cocuga sahip anne babalarin sosyal destek algis1 diizeyleri ile arasinda anlamli bir iligki
bulunmadigini ifade etmistir. Ozel egitim gereksinimli cocugun yasinin ebeveynlerin sosyal destek
algis1 diizeylerini etkilemedigi sonucu bu arastirma sonuclarini desteklemezken Ozel egitim
gereksinimli ¢ocugun ebeveynlerinin sosyal destek algisi diizeylerini etkilemedigi sonucu bakim
destegi ve bilgi destegi doyum alt boyutlar1 haricinde yapilan bu aragstrma sonuglarim
desteklemektedir.

Yersel ve Durualp (2019) annelerin ¢ocuk sayilar ile bilgi destegi, duygusal destek, bakim
destegi ve toplam destek puanlarinda anlamli bir fark bulunmadigini belirtmistir. Sosyal birliktelik
destegi algilar1 ile g¢ocuk sayisi arasinda goriilen fark anlamli oldugunu Tek ¢ocuk sahibi annelerin
sosyal birliktelik destegini daha fazla algiladigin1 ortaya koymustur. Yersel ve Durualp (2019)'in
arastirmasi bu arastirma sonuglarini ailedeki gocuk sayis1 degiskenine gore desteklememektedir. Bu
arastirmada tek c¢ocuklu anne babalar en diisiik sosyal destek algisina sahip grup olarak karsimiza
¢ikmaktadir. Bu durumun ortaya ¢ikmasinda ailenin g¢ocuga sahip olmayla iliskin becerilerde
yetersizliklerinin ve tecriibesizliklerinin olabilecegi diisiincesini akillara getirmektedir.

Alanyazin incelendiginde ailedeki ¢ocuk sayisinin 6zel egitim gereksinimli ¢ocuga sahip
ebeveynlerin sosyal destek algis1 diizeylerini etkiledigini ortaya koyan (Gorgii, 2005; Kerns Ve Siklos,
2006) arastirmalar bulunmaktadir. Ailedeki ¢ocuk sayisinin 6zel egitim gereksinimli ¢ocuga sahip
ebeveynlerin sosyal destek algis1 diizeylerini etkilemedigini ortaya koyan arastirmalar da
bulunmaktadir (Aydemir, 2015; Bilgin, 2012; Ciiriik, 2008). Literatiirde yer alan arastirma sonuglan
incelendiginde, bu arastirma sonuglarin1 destekleyen ve desteklemeyen arastirmalar oldugu
goriilmektedir.

Sonug ve Oneriler
Sonuclar

Arastirma bulgularindan elde edilen sonuglara gore 6zel egitim gereksinimli ¢ocugu kiz olan
anne babalarin bakim destegi ve bilgi destegi doyum puanlari 6zel egitim gereksinimli ¢ocugu erkek
olan annebabalarin bakim destegi ve bilgi destegi doyum puanlarindan yiiksek bulunmustur. Diger alt
boyutlarda anlamli bir sonug ortaya ¢ikmamaigtir.

Anne babalarin 6zel egitim gereksinimli bireyin yasina gore algilana sosyal destek diizeylerine
iligkin sonuglara gore ¢ocugu 7-10 ve 11-14 yas arasiolan annebabalarin ¢ocugu 2-6 yas arasi olan anne
babalarin algiladiklar1 sosyal destek diizeylerine gore bakim destegi, sosyal birliktelik destegi, bilgi
destegi, duygusal destek, anne baba sosyal destek toplam, sosyal birliktelik destegi doyum, duygusal
destek doyum, bilgi destegi doyum, anne baba sosyal destegi doyum toplam puanlari ortalamalarinin
yiiksek oldugu ortaya koyulmustur. Cocugu 15 yas ve {iizeri olan anne babalarin, 6zel egitim

gereksinimli gocugu 2-6 yas arasiolan annebabalarin algiladiklari sosyal destek diizeylerine gore sosyal
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birliktelik destegi, bilgi destegi, bakim destegi, anne baba sosyal destek toplam, bilgi destegi doyum,
anne baba sosyal destek doyum toplam puanlart yiiksek bulunmustur. Bakim destegi doyum
puanlarinda ¢ocugun yasina gore gruplar arasinda anlamli bir fark ortaya ¢tkmamistir. Cocugu 7-10 yas
arast olan anne babalarin ¢ocugu 11-14 yas arasi olan anne babalarin algiladiklari sosyal destek
diizeylerine gore sosyal birliktelik destegi doyum puanlari yiiksek bulunmustur.

Ozel egitim gereksinimli cocugun bulundugu ailedeki cocuk sayisina gore algilanan sosyal
destek diizeylerine iliskin sonuglara gore ailesinde 3 ¢ocuk olan anne babalarin, ailelerinde tek ¢ocuk, 2
¢ocuk, 4 ¢ocuk, 5 ve {izeri gocuk olan anne babalardan sosyal birliktelik destegi, bilgi destegi, duygusal
destek, anne baba sosyal destek toplam ve sosyal birliktelik destegi doyum puanlarn yiiksek
bulunmustur.

Anne babalardan ailesinde 3 ¢ocuk bulunanlar ile ailesinde 4 ¢ocuk bulunanlar arasinda
duygusal destek doyum, bilgi destegi doyum, bakim destegi, bakim destegi doyum ve anne baba sosyal
destek doyum toplam puanlari arasinda anlamli bir farklilik bulunmamastir.

Tek cocuklu anne babalarin algiladiklar1 sosyal destek diizeyleri puanlar, ailesinde 3 ve 4
¢ocugu olan anne babalarin algiladiklar sosyal destek diizeyi puanlarindan diisiik ¢ikmistir. Ailesinde
4 cocuga sahip anne babalarin algilanan sosyal destek diizeyleri, ailesinde tek ¢ocuk, 2, 5 ve iizeri
¢ocuga sahip olan anne babalarin algiladiklar1 sosyal destek diizeyi puanlarindan duygusal destek,
bakim destegi, anne baba sosyal destek toplam, sosyal birliktelik destegi doyum, bilgi destegi doyum,
duygusal destek doyum, bakim destegi doyum ve anne baba sosyal destek doyum toplam puanlarinda
yiiksek bulunmustur. Sosyal birliktelik destegi ve bilgi destegi puanlarinda ailesinde 4 ¢ocuga sahip
anne babalar ile ailelerinde 5 gocuga sahip anne babalarin algilanan sosyal destek diizeyi puanlan
arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunmamustir.

Ailesinde 2 ve 5 ¢ocuga sahip anne babalarin algiladiklar sosyal destek diizeyi puanlari,
ailesinde tek ¢ocuga sahip anne babalarin algiladiklari sosyal destek diizeyi puanlarindan sosyal
birliktelik destegi, bilgi destegi, anne baba sosyal destek toplam puanlarinda yiiksek bulunmustur. 2
¢ocuga sahip annebabalarin algiladiklari sosyal destek diizeyi puanlari, ailesinde tek cocuga sahip anne
babalarin algiladiklari sosyal destek diizeyi puanlarindan duygusal destek, bakim destegi, duygusal
destek doyum anne baba sosyal destek toplam puanlarinda ytiksek bulunmustur.

Oneriler

1. Ozel egitim gereksinimli bireye sahip anne babalar igin aile egitim programlar
diizenlenebilir. Diizenlenecek olan bu programlarda gruplar olusturulurken ¢ocuklarinin cinsiyetine
yas gruplarma ve ailelerin sahip olduklar1 ¢ocuk sayilarina gore gruplar olusturulabilir ve program
igerikleri bu duruma gore belirlenebilir.

2. lleri aragtirmalarda bu arastirmanin sinirhiliklarindan dolay: ele alinmayan demografik
ozellikler ele alinarak literatiire destek saglanabilir.

3.Benzer aragtirmalar farkli 6rneklem gruplarinda calisilabilir.
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The family is one of the leading institutions that form the basis of society and continue its
existence as a social institution. The child’s participation in the family causes innovation in the family
and changes in relationships. The expectations of parents from each other as spouses, life, profession,
relatives and the society they live in change (Akkdk, 1992; Aslan 2010).

Parents of special needs children may experience fatigue, depression, low self-esteem and
interpersonal dissatisfaction. Besides, mothers of special needs children experience increased levels of
moodiness and are more prone to illness, feeling that they cannot achieve their personal goals and have
little leisure time (Weiss, 2000).

Having a child with special needs brings with it many problems, families are emotionally
traumatized and it is difficult for them to successfully overcome the problems that come with the
disability. In this case, social support plays a key role and alleviates the troubles of having such a child
(Ciirtik, 2008).

The supporting services that will help to meet the needs of the family responsible for the caring
of the special needs children, reduce the problems caused by the disability and help the family overcome
the problems experienced by the family (Kaner, 2004). Ozkubat et al. (2014) revealed that the number
of people with whom parents of children with autism interact in their social environment and the
frequency of close family visits decreased.

Gottlieb (1983) defines the social support as verbal and nonverbal information or advice,
tangible help, or action that results from or infers from the presence of social affinities and has beneficial
emotional or behavioral effects on recipients (Armstrong, Birnie-Lefcovitch and Ungar, 2005).

Cohen (2004) considers the concept of social support as the support that consists of social
relations, has a positive effect on the mental and physical health of individuals, and that originates from
the relationship structures of the social field, which makes the person feel valuable.

In another definition, the social support has been explained as providing help from the
environment on various issues, entering a social system in which individuals believe they are loved and
protected, or developing a sense of attachment to a social group (Evans et al. 1991; Demir 2008).

Perceived social support is individuals’ cognitive perceptions that they have reliable ties to
others and will provide support. In a sense, it is a subjective evaluation based on interpreting supportive
interactions and giving personal meanings to the people to whom they are attached. The meanings that
people attach to their lives and what they hear are different. These differences are shaped by the way
individuals are brought up and their experiences (Somoglu, 2016).

Cobb (1976) defines the social support as the knowledge that individuals receive from others
that they are loved, cared, valued, and that they are part of a social network. Sahin (1999) defines the
social support as resources provided by family members, relatives and friends as well as other social

relations to individuals in difficult situations or distress (Aytag, 2011).
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The social support emerges as a system that will help the people to believe that they are loved
and protected, accepted and respected. Regardless of the type of the social support it has positive effects
on individuals and is closely related to the individual’s mental health (Baser, 2006; Demir, 2008).

Armstrong et al. (2005) modeled thatlocus of control, understanding of self-control, emotional
balance and social support affect the emotional well-being of parents with their main effects and this
effect affects family functioning. They modeled that environmental and social stress sources such as
being divorced, being promoted, losing a job and having a child with disability affect the emotional
well-being of parents and their quality of life with the buffering effect of social support. In the model,
they revealed that the main effect of the social support and the buffering effect affected the emotional
well-being of parents and parenting quality, and affected family functioning in the long term.

Cantwell et al. (2014) revealed that there was a negative relationship between social support
and stress, and a positive relationship between social support and self-efficacy. They also revealed that
there was a positive relationship between social support and physical health.

Diilger (2009) described the social support resources in two groups as formal and informal. He
expressed the formal social support sources as counselors, teachers, clergies, health professionals, and
informal social support sources as family, friends, neighbors and relatives. In the literature, social
support resources are also expressed as formal and informal social support resources. Formal social
support can be obtained from self-help groups, open centers for information, and official public services.
Informal social support can be obtained from family, relatives, friends, colleagues, peer groups and
neighbors (Toprak, 2018).

The social support has many functions. It is useful in providing people with the services and
materials they need, relieving them emotionally, providing coping skills by guiding people through
their problems, providing feedback to improve people’s performance, contributing to adaptation, and
providing interpersonal connections in daily life and in times of crisis (Kaner 2004). Vural-Yiizbas1
(2019) stated that there is a direct relationship between the social support and psychological well-being
of mothers with mentally retarded children. Psychological well-being levels of mothers with high social
support levels are also high, and this is a variable with a mediator function of social support in this
study.

The social support has both qualitative and quantitative dimensions. Kazak and Marvin (1984)
defined the structural (quantitative) characteristics of social support as network size, network density
and boundary density (cited in Sencar, 2007).

Cohen and Wills (1985) departed from previous social support typologies and, in a more
summative way, described four types of support. The types of social support that people can receive
from their environment are classified as follows: emotional/social, informational, instrumental/material

support and widespread support (Aytag, 2011; Giingor & Tras 2011).
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Having a child with special education needs brings many problems into the lives of parents.
The presence of social support and the perception of high support affect the acceptance of the child with
special education needs, the adaptation of the parents to their new life with the child with special
education needs, the feeling of value of the parents, the increase in the level of well-being of the parents,
the reduction of parental stress and the increase in the self-efficacy belief levels of the parents.

In this study, it was aimed to determine whether the perceived social support levels of parents
of children with special education needs changes by demographic characteristics of the parents (number
of children in the family, gender and age of the child with special education needs). If itis revealed that
there are changes in the level of social support perceived by the parents by the demographic
characteristics of the parents of children with special education needs, it is aimed to provide data for
the support systems and practices to be developed for parents with individuals with special education
needs in the light of the effects of social support specified in the literature. We consider that the results
of the research will be important with these aspects.

Method

In this study, the relational surveying model, one of the descriptive research methods, was used
to determine the relationships between various variables. Relational surveying model is a research
model that aims to determine the existence and/or degree of co-variance between two or more variables.
There aretwo types of relational analysis: correlation type relation and relation obtained by comparison.

The relationships determined by surveying cannot be understood as a real cause-effect
relationship. However, by giving some clues in that direction, if the situation in one variable is known,
it can give useful results in estimating the other. In correlation type relationship surveys, it is tried to
find out whether the variables change together and if there is a change, how this happens (Karasar,
2014).

Study Group

The sample of the research consists of 215 participants randomly selected from parents who

have individuals with special educational needs living in Osmaniye Province in 2018.
Data Collection Tools

Revised parental social support scale: The Revised Parental Social Support Scale (RPSSS) was
developed by Kaner (2010) to determine the quantitative and qualitative dimensions of perceived social
support and consisted of two parts. The first one is the Perceived Social Support (PSS), which assesses
the level of availability of someone to provide different supports (quantitative dimension), and the
second is the Satisfaction with Perveived Social Support (SPSS), which evaluates the level of satisfaction
with the supports (qualitative dimension) in each item. Both parts contain the sameitems (Sivrikaya &

Tekinarslan, 2013).
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As a result of the exploratory factor analysis applied to determine the construct validity of
RPSSS-PSS, a scale consisting of four factors (Social Companionship Support, Information Support,
Emotional Support and Caring Support) and 28 items was obtained. In order to determine whether this
structure is valid for the satisfaction level, confirmatory factor analysis was applied to the items and it
was observed that the same structure was preserved (Kaner, 2010; cited in Sivrikaya & Tekinarslan,
2013:p. 17-29).

Cronbach’s Alpha and Spearman Brown split-half reliability analyzes were applied to
determine the internal consistency of RPSSS-PSS and RPSSS-SPSS. The Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients
are between 0.83-0.95 for RPSSS-PSS and 0.85-0.96 for RPSSS-SPSS. The Spearman Brown split-half
reliability coefficients ranged between 0.86-0.92 RPSSS-PSS and 0.84-0.96 for RPSSS-SPSS (Kaner, 2010).
RPSSS items are scored in two different ways. In the first, the items in the RPSSS-PSS are scored
according to the options 4 (always), 3 (sometimes), 2 (rarely) and 1(never) in order to determine what
kind of support parents have. Secondly, in order to determine how satisfied they are with these
supports, the items in the RPSSS-SPSS are scored according to the options of 4 (I am very satisfied), 3 (I
am satisfied in general), 2 (I am satisfied a little), and 1 (I am never satisfied) (Kaner, 2010).
Demographic information form: The Demographic information form was developed by the researchers
to determine the age and gender of the child with special education needs, the number of children in
the family. The age part of the child with special education needs was grouped as 0-2, 2-6, 7-10, 11-14,
15 and over. The gender of the student with special education needs was grouped as male and female.
The number of children in the family was grouped as 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and more.

Data Collection and Analysis

The researchers visited different special education and rehabilitation centers in Osmaniye due
to the easy accessibility of the sample. The research was carried out with mothers and fathers of
individuals with special needs that the researchers could reach during their visit in special education
and rehabilitation centers. The data were collected in living environments and gardens in special
education and rehabilitation centers. The process of collecting research data started with face-to-face
interviews with the participants. At the beginning of the interview, the subject of the research was
explained and the relevant data collection tools were introduced to the participants. The participants
who wanted to participate in the study voluntarily were asked to sign the research consent form. The
data were collected from the participants who signed the form. During the data collection, the questions
in the data collection tools were explained when needed.

In the study, t-test was performed to compare continuous quantitative data between two
independent groups, and One-way Anova test was performed to compare continuous quantitative data
between more than two independent groups. Scheffé test was performed as a post-hoc analysis to
determine the differences after the Anova test. The findings were evaluated at the 95% confidence

interval and at the 5% significance level.
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Findings

The data obtained within the scope of the research were presented in tables below and the

findings were interpreted.

Table 1. Data of social support scores of parents with special education needs by the gender variable of children

Group N Mean SD t P
i i i Female 77 29,368 8,184
Social companionship 1271 0,205
support Male 138 27,885 8,887
Female 77 17,989 4,753
Information support 1,733 0,084
Male 138 16,777 5,404
Female 77 24,081 6,006
Emotional support 1,638 0,103
Male 138 22,581 7,188
Female 77 12,368 2,954
Caring support 2,375 0,018
Male 138 11,277 3,634
P tal social t Female 77 83,805 21,249
arental social suppor 1705 0,090
total Male 138 78,520 23,881
ial ionshi Female 77 26,862 8,228
Socia compamor}s ip 0,308 0,759
support satisfaction Male 138 27,216 8,687
i Female 77 17,241 4,752
Infc')rma’?on support 2019 0,045
satisfaction Male 138 15,804 5,551
i Female 77 22,678 6,137
Em-otlon.al support 1,026 0,306
satisfaction Male 138 21,716 7,370
Female 77 10,977 3,386
Caring support satisfaction 0,790 0,430
Male 138 10,588 3,792
Parental social t Female 77 77,759 21,166
arental social suppor 0,783 0,434
satisfaction total Male 138 75,324 24,023

When the sub-dimensions of social support perception of the parents participating in the study
were examined by the gender variable of children, the difference between the mean scores of caring
support was found to be statistically significant (t=2.375; p=0.018<0.05). The caring support scores of the
parents with female children (x=12.368) are higher than parents with male children (x=11.277).

The difference between the mean scores of information support satisfaction and the group mean
scores by the gender variable of the children is statistically significant (t=2.019; p=0.045<0.05). The
information support satisfaction scores of parents with female children (x=17.241) are higher than the
parents with male children (x=15.804).

The difference between the group mean scores of social companionship support, information
support, emotional support, parental social support total, social companionship support satisfaction,
emotional support satisfaction, caring support satisfaction, parental social support satisfaction total

scores was not found statistically significant (p>0.05).
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Table 2. Data of social support scores of parents with special education needs by the age variable of children

Group N Mean SD F p Difference
Social 2-6 Age 74 24,785 9,451 7,766 0,000 2>1
companionship 710 Age 56 30492 7,032 3>1
support 4>1
11-14 Age 63 30,382 7,853
15 Age and over 22 29,556 8,368
Information support  2-6 Age 74 14,747 5,880 10,236 0,000 2>1
710 Age 56 18,607 4,248 Z g 1
11-14 Age 63 18,588 4,539
15 Age and over 22 17,926 3,999
Emotional support 2-6 Age 74 20,329 8,103 8,854 0,000 2>1
7-10 Age 56 25,000 5,615 3>1
11-14 Age 63 25,088 5,487
15 Age and over 22 22,222 5,094
Caring support 2-6 Age 74 10,519 4,163 5,108 0,002 2>1
7-10 Age 56 12,525 2,328 Z z 1
11-14 Age 63 11,971 3,172
15 Age and over 22 12,444 3,004
Parental social 2-6 Age 74 70,380 26,648 8,640 0,000 2>1
support total 7-10 Age 56 86,623 18,627 i : 1
11-14 Age 63 86,029 19,876
15 Age and over 22 82,148 18,594
Socialcompanionship 2-6 Age 74 24,051 8917 7,305 0,000 2>1
support satisfaction 7-10 Age 56 30541 7,525 z z :1))
11-14 Age 63 27471 8,145
15 Age and over 22 27,185 7,370
Information support 2-6 Age 74 13,975 6,026 8,907 0,000 2>1
satisfaction 7-10 Age 56 17,885 4,424 i : 1
11-14 Age 63 17471 4,689
15 Age and over 22 16,889 4,032
Emotional support 2-6 Age 74 19,684 8,119 5506 0,001 2>1
satisfaction 710 Age 56 23344 6,016 31
11-14 Age 63 23,794 5,934
15 Age and over 22 21,852 5,716
Caring support 2-6 Age 74 9,899 3986 2,528 0,058
satisfaction 7-10 Age 56 11,377 3,513
11-14 Age 63 10,794 3,410
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15 Age and over 22 11,556 3,105
Parental social 2-6 Age 74 67,608 25901 6,461 0,000 2>1
support satisfaction 7-10 Age 56 83,148 20,459 3>1
total 4>1

11-14 Age 63 79,529 20,320

15 Age and over 22 77482 18,614

A one-way analysis of variance (Anova) was performed to reveal whether there was a
statistically significant difference in the mean scores of the social support perception sub-dimensions of
the parents of children with special needs participating in the study by the age variable. The
complementary post-hoc analysis was performed to identify the sources of differences in the sub-
dimensions.

As a result of one-way analysis of variance (Anova) of the mean scores of social companionship
support by the age variable of the children with special needs, the difference between the group mean
scores was statistically significant (F=7,766; p=0,000<0.05). The social companionship support scores of
those in the 7-10 age group (30.492+7.032) were found to be higher than the social companionship
support scores of those in the 2-6 age group (24.785+9.451). The social companionship support scores of
those aged 11-14 years (30.382+7.853) were higher than those of the 2-6 age group (24.785+9.451). The
social companionship support scores of those aged 15 and over (29.556+8.368) were found to be higher
than those of the 2-6 age group (24.785+9.451).

The difference between the groups’ mean scores of information support by the child age
variable of the child with special needs was statistically significant (F=10.236; p=0.000<0.05). The
information support scores of those in the 7-10 age group (18.607+4.248) were higher than those of the
2-6 age group (14,747+5,880). The information support scores of the 11-14 age group (18,588+4,539) were
higher than the those of the 2-6 age group (14,747+5,880). The information support scores of
those aged 15 and over (17.926+3,999) were found to be higher than those of the 2-6 age group
(14,747+5.880).

The difference between the groups’ mean scores of emotional support by the child age variable
was statistically significant (F=8,854; p=0,000<0.05). The emotional support scores (25,000+5,615)in the
7-10 age group were higher than those of the in the 2-6 age group (20,329+8,103). The emotional support
scores of the 11-14 age group (25.088+5.487) were higher than those of the 2-6 age group (20,329+8.103).

The difference between the groups’ mean scores of caring support by the child age variable was
statistically significant (F=5.108; p=0.002<0.05). The caring support scores of the 7-10 age group
(12,525+2.328) were higher than those of the 2-6 age group (10.519+4.163). The caring support scores of
the 11-14 age group (11.971+3.172) were higher than those of the 2-6 age group (10.519+4.163). The caring
support scores of those aged 15 and over (12,444+3,004) were higher than those of the 2-6 age group
(10.519+4.163).



Kahraman, E. & Efilti, E.

The difference between the groups’ mean scores of social support total by the child age variable
was statistically significant (F=8,640; p=0,000<0.05). The parental social support total scores of the 7-10
age group (86,623+18,627) were higher than those of the 2-6 age group (70,380+26,648). The parental
social support total scores of the 11-14 age group (86.029+19.876) were higher than those of the 2-6 age
group (70.380+26.648). The parental social support total scores of those aged 15 and over (82,148+18,594)
were higher than those of those in the 2-6 age group (70,380+26,648).

The difference between the groups’ mean scores of social companionship support satisfaction
by the child age variable was statistically significant (F=7.305; p=0.000<0.05). The social companionship
support satisfaction scores of those in the 7-10 age group (30.541+7.525) were found to be higher than
those in the 2-6 age group (24.051+8.917). The satisfaction scores of social companionship support of
those aged 11-14 years (27.471+8.145) were found to be higher than those in the age group of 2-6 years
(24.051+8.917). The social companionship support satisfaction scores of the 7-10 age group
(30.541+7.525) were higher than those of the 11-14 age group (27.471+8.145).

The difference between the mean scores of information support satisfaction and the group mean
scores by the child age variable was statistically significant (F=8.907; p=0.000<0.05). The information
support satisfaction scores of the 7-10 age group (17.885+4.424) were higher than those of the 2-6 age
group (13,975+6.026). The information support satisfaction scores of the 11-14 age group (17.471+4,689)
were higher than those of the 2-6 age group (13,975+6,026). The information support satisfaction scores

of those aged 15 and over (16,889+4,032) were higher than those of the 2-6 age group (13.975+6,026).

The difference between the mean scores of emotional support satisfaction scores and the group
mean scores by the child age variable was statistically significant (F=5.506; p=0.001<0.05). The emotional
support satisfaction scores of the 7-10 age group (23.344+6.016) were higher than those of the 2-6 age
group (19.684+8.119). The emotional support satisfaction scores of the 11-14 age group (23.794+5.934)
were higher than those of the 2-6 age group (19.684+8.119).

The difference between the mean scores of social support satisfaction total and the group mean
scores by the child age variable was statistically significant (F=6.461; p=0.000<0.05). The parental social
support satisfaction total scores of the 7-10 age group (83.148+20,459) were higher than those of the 2-6
age group (67.608+25.901). The parental social support satisfaction total scores of the 11-14 age group
(79,529+20,320) were higher than those of the 2-6 age group (67.608+25,901). The parental social support
satisfaction total scores of those aged 15 and over (77.482+18.614) were higher than the total scores of

parental social support satisfaction of those aged 2-6 years (67.608+25.901).

The difference between the mean scores of caring support satisfaction and the group mean

scores by the child age variable was not statistically significant (p>0.05).
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Table 3. Data of social support scores of parents with special education needs by the variable of the number of
children in the family

Group N  Mean SD F p Difference
Only one 16 20,625 8,294 3>1
4>1
2 62 24,485 8,426 51
Social companionship support 3 67 33,137 6,056 16,376 0,000 3>2
4>2
4 46 30,192 8,776 354
5and more 24 26,846 7,086 3>5
Only one 16 11875 5,227 g > 1
>
2 62 15721 5561 451
Information support 3 67 19,849 3,646 13,265 0,000 g > ;
>
4 46 17,846 5,304 452
5and more 24 15846 3,221 3>4
Only one 16 17,125 7,089 g > i
>
2 62 21206 7,321 451
Emotionalsupport 3 67 26,480 5088 12,033 0,000 i > g
>
4 46 24115 6,735 3>4
5 and more 24 20539 4,130 3>5
Only one 16 8,750 3,715 2>1
3>1
2 62 10,603 3,837 451
Caring support 3 67 13,315 2,260 14,145 0,000 3>2
4 46 12615 3,419 4>2
3>5
5 and more 24 9,846 1,488 4>5
Only one 16 58,375 24,138 g >1
>1
2 62 72,015 23,747 4>1
Parentalsocial support total 3 67 92,781 16,123 15312 0,000 g > ;
>
4 46 84,769 23,440 4592
5 and more 24 73,077 13,882 3>4
Only one 16 20,750 8,699 3>1
2 62 23471 7,865 ‘3‘ g ;
Social companionship support 4 67 31986 6447 15673 0000 4>2
satisfaction 354
4 46 28,423 8,989
3>5
5and more 24 24,000 6,013 4>5
Only one 16 11875 5,353 351
2 62 14,515 5,605 4>1
Information support satisfaction 3 67 18932 3835 12,610 0,000 j g g
4 46 17,385 5,232 3>5
5 and more 24 14462 4,052 4>5
Only one 16 16,250 7,742 2>1
3>1
2 62 20,118 7,002 451
Emotionalsupport satisfaction 3 67 24,452 5864 10,437 0,000 3>2
4 46 24500 6,787 4>2
3>5

5and more 24 19,231 4,616 4>5
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Only one 16 8,250 4,058 3>1

4>1

2 62 9,956 3,597 359

Caring support satisfaction 3 67 11,712 2,970 10,970 0,000 4>2
4 46 12346 3,395 2>5

3>5

5 and more 24 8,308 3,308 4>5

Only one 16 57,125 25552 351

2 62 68,059 22,482 4>1

Parentalsocial support 3 67 87,082 17,786 13,732 0000 °5>2
satisfaction total 4>2
4 46 82,654 22,608 3>5

5 and more 24 66,000 17,139 4>5

A one-way analysis of variance (Anova) was performed to determine whether there was a
significant difference in the mean scores of the social support sub-dimensions by the variable of the
number of children with special education needs. Complementary post-hoc analysis was performed to

identify the source of statistically significant differences.

As a result of the one-way analysis of variance (Anova) of the mean scores of social
companionship support to the number of children variable, the difference between the group mean
scores was found to be statistically significant (F=16.376; p=0.000<0.05). The social companionship
support scores of parents with 3 children (33,137+6,056) were higher than those of parents with only one
child (20,625+8,294). The social companionship support scores of those with 4 children (30.192+8.776)
were higher than those with single children (20,625+8.294). The social companionship support scores of
those with 5 or more children (26,846+7.086) were higher than those with only one child (20.625+8.294).
The social companionship support scores of those with 3 children (33,137+6,056) were found to be
higher than those with 2 children (24,485+8,426). The social companionship support scores of those with
4 children (30.192+8.776) were higher than those with 2 children (24.485+8.426). The social
companionship support scores of those with 3 children (33,137+6,056) were higher than those with 4
children (30,192+8,776). The social companionship support scores of those with 3 children (33,137+6,056)

were higher than those with 5 or more children (26,846+7.086).

The difference between the group mean scores by the number of children variable of the
information support mean scores was found to be statistically significant (F=13.265; p=0.000<0.05). The
information support mean scores of those with 2 children (15,721+5.561) were higher than those with
only one child (11.875+5.227). The information support mean scores of those with 3 children
(19.849+3,646) were higher than those with one child (11.875+5.227). The information support mean
scores of those with 4 children (17,846+5,304) were found to be higher than those with only one child
(11.875+5,227). The information support mean scores of those with 5 or more children (15,846+3,221)
were higher than those with single children (11.875+5,227). The information support mean scores of

those with 3 children (19,849+3,646) were higher than those with 2 children (15,721+5.561). The
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information support mean scores of those with 4 children (17,846+5,304) were found to be higher than
those with 2 children (15,721+5.561). The information support mean scores of those with 3 children
(19,849+3,646) were higher than those with 4 children (17,846+5,304). The information support mean
scores of those with 3 children (19,849+3,646) were higher than those with 5 or more children

(15,846+3,221).

The difference between the group mean scores of emotional support by the number of children
variable was statistically significant (F=12.033; p=0.000<0.05). The emotional support mean scores of
those with 2 children (21,206+7.321) were higher than those with only one child (17,125+7.089). The
emotional support mean scores of those with 3 children (26.480+5.088) were higher than those with only
one child (17.125+7.089). The emotional support mean scores of those with 4 children (24.115+6,735)
were higher than those with only one child. (17.125+7.089). The emotional support mean scores of those
with 3 children (26,480+5,088) were found to be higher than those with 2 children (21,206+7,321). The
emotional support mean scores of those with 4 children (24.115+6,735) were found to be higher than
those with 2 children (21,206+7,321). The emotional support mean scores of those with 3 children
(26,480+5,088) were higher than those with 4 children (24,115+6,735). The emotional support mean
scores of those with 3 children (26,480+5,088) were higher than those with 5 or more children
(20,539+4,130). The emotional support mean scores of those with 4 children (24.115+6,735) were found
to be higher than those with 5 or more children (20,539+4,130).

The difference between the group mean scores of caring support by the number of children
variable was statistically significant (F=14.145; p=0.000<0.05). The caring support mean scores of those
with 2 children (10,603+3,837) were higher than those with only one child (8,750+3,715). The caring
support mean scores of those with 3 children (13,315+2,260) were higher than those with only one child
(8,750+3,715). The caring support mean scores of those with 4 children (12,615+3,419) were higher than
those with only one child (8,750+3,715). The caring support mean scores of those with 3 children
(13,315+2.260) were higher than those with 2 children (10,603+3.837). The caring support mean scores of
those with 4 children (12,615+3,419) were higher than those with 2 children (10,603+3,837). The caring
support mean scores of those with 3 children (13,315+2.260) were higher than those with 5 or more
children (9,846+1.488). The caring support mean scores of those with 4 children (12,615+3,419) were

higher than those with 5 or more children (9,846+1,488).

The difference between the parental social support total scores and the group mean scores by
the number of children variable was statistically significant (F=15.312; p=0.000<0.05). The parental social
support total scores of those with 2 children (72.015+23,747) were higher than those with only one child
(58.375+24.138). The parental social support total scores of those with 3 children (92,781+16,123) were
higher than those with only one child (58,375+24,138). The parental social support total scores of those
with 4 children (84,769+23,440) were higher than those with only one child (58,375+24,138). The parental
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social support total scores of those with 5 or more children (73,077+13,882) were higher than those with
only one child (58,375+24,138). The parental social support total scores of those with 3 children
(92,781+16,123) were found to be higher than those with 2 children (72.015+23,747). The parental social
support total scores of those with 4 children (84,769+23,440) were higher than those with 2 children
(72.015+23,747). The parental social support total scores of those with 3 children (92,781+16,123) were
higher than those with 4 children (84.769+23,440). The parental social support total scores of those with
3 children (92,781+16,123) were found to be higher than those with 5 or more children (73,077+13,882).
The parental social support total scores of those with 4 children (84.769+23,440) were found to be higher

than those with 5 or more children (73,077+13,882).

The difference between the mean scores of social companionship satisfaction and the group
mean scores by the number of children variable was statistically significant (F=15.673; p=0.000<0.05).
The social companionship support satisfaction scores of those with 3 children (31,986+6,447) were found
to be higher than those with only one child (20,750+8,699). The social companionship support
satisfaction scores of those with 4 children (28,423+8,989) were higher than those with only one child
(20,750+8,699). The social companionship support satisfaction scores of those with 3 children
(31,986+6,447) were found to be higher than those with 2 children (23,471+7,865). The social
companionship support satisfaction scores of those with 4 children (28,423+8,989) were found to be
higher than those with 2 children (23,471+7,865). The social companionship support satisfaction scores
of those with 3 children (31,986+6,447) were higher than those with 4 children (28,423+8,989). The social
companionship support satisfaction scores of those with 3 children (31,986+6,447) were found to be
higher than those with 5 or more children (24,000+6,013). The social companionship supportsatisfaction
scores of those with 4 children (28,423+8,989) were found to be higher than those with 5 or more children

(24,0006,013).

The difference between the mean scores of information support satisfaction and the group mean
scores by the number of children variable was statistically significant (F=12.610; p=0.000<0.05). The
information support satisfaction scores of those with 3 children (18.932+3,835) were higher than those
with only one child (11.875+5.353). The information support satisfaction scores of those with 4 children
(17,385+5,232) were higher than those with only one child (11.875+5,353). The information support
satisfaction scores of those with 3 children (18.932+3.835) were higher than those with 2 children
(14.515+5.605). The information support satisfaction scores of those with 4 children (17,385+5,232) were
found to be higher than those with 2 children (14,515+5,605). Theinformation support satisfaction scores
of those with 3 children (18.932+3,835) were higher than those with 5 or more children (14,462+4.052).
Information support satisfaction scores of those with 4 children (17,385+5,232) were found to be higher

than those with 5 or more children (14,462+4,052).
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The difference between the mean scores of emotional support satisfaction and group mean
scores by the number of children variable was statistically significant (F=10.437; p=0.000<0.05). The
emotional support satisfaction scores of those with 2 children (20.118+7.002) were higher than those
with only one child (16.250+7.742). The emotional support satisfaction scores of those with 3 children
(24,452+5,864) were higher than those with only one child (16,250+7,742). The emotional support
satisfaction scores of those with 4 children (24,500+6,787) were higher than those with only one child
(16,250+7,742). The emotional support satisfaction scores of those with 3 children (24,452+5,864) were
found to be higher than those with 2 children (20,118+7,002). The emotional support satisfaction scores
of those with 4 children (24,500+6,787) were higher than those with 2 children (20,118+7,002). The
emotional support satisfaction scores of those with 3 children (24,452+5,864) were found to be higher
than those with 5 or more children (19,231+4,616). The emotional support satisfaction scores of those

with 4 children (24,500+6,787) were higher than those with 5 or more children (19,231+4,616).

The difference between the mean scores of caring support satisfaction and the group mean
scores by the number of children variable was statistically significant (F=10.970; p=0.000<0.05). The
caring support satisfaction scores of those with 3 children (11.712+2.970) were higher than those with
only one child (8.250+4.058). The caring support satisfaction scores of those with 4 children
(12,346+3,395) were higher than those with only one child (8,250+4,058). The caring support satisfaction
scores of those with 3 children (11.712+2.970) were higher than those with 2 children (9.956+3,597). The
caring support satisfaction scores of those with 4 children (12,346+3,395) were higher than those with 2
children (9,956+3,597). The caring support satisfaction scores of those with 2 children (9,956+3,597) were
higher than those with 5 or more children (8,308+3,308). The caring support satisfaction scores of those
with 3 children (11.712+2.970) were higher than those with 5 or more children (8.308+3,308). The caring
support satisfaction scores of those with 4 children (12,346+3,395) were higher than those with 5 or more

children (8,308+3,308).

The difference between the mean of parental social support satisfaction total scores and the
group mean scores by the number of children variable was statistically significant (F=13.732;
p=0.000<0.05). The parental social support satisfaction total scores of those with 3 children
(87,082+17,786) were found to be higher than those with only one child (57,125+25,552). The parental
social support satisfaction total scores of those with 4 children (82,654+22,608) were found to be higher
than those with only one child (57,125+25,552). The parental social support satisfaction total scores of
those with 3 children (87,082+17,786) were found to be higher than those with 2 children (68.059+22,482).
The parental social support satisfaction total scores of those with 4 children (82,654+22,608) were found
to be higher than those with 2 children (68.059+22,482). The parental social support satisfaction total
scores of those with 3 children (87,082+17,786) were found to be higher than those with 5 or more
children (66,000+17,139). The parental social support satisfaction total scores of those with 4 children
(82,654+22,608) were found to be higher than those with 5 or more children (66,000+17,139).



Kahraman, E. & Efilti, E.
Discussion

In this study, the caring support and information support satisfaction scores of parents of female
children with special education needs were found to be higher than those of parents of male children
with special education needs, and no significant difference was found in other dimensions. Yersel and
Durualp (2019) examined the social support levels of mothers of children with hearing impairment and
language-speech disorder. They found that mothers of male children have higher perceptions of social
cohesion, knowledge and total social support than mothers of female children. Although the
perceptions of emotional and caring support of mothers with male children were higher, the difference
was not significant. They stated in their research that the easier acceptance of male children by Turkish
society may have caused mothers of male children to receive more support. The findings of Yersel and
Durualp (2019) do not support the result that parents who have female children with special educational
needs have high caring support scores. Contrary to the results of this study, they stated that there were
high scores in favor of the male children with special educational needs variable, but it was not
statistically significant.In both studies, the gender of the children with special educational needs do not

significantly affect emotional support levels.

Sivrikaya (2012) reported that there was no significant relationship between the gender of the
child with intellectual disability and general family stress, pessimism, perceived general social support,
social companionship support, information support, emotional support, caring support, satisfaction
with perceived general social support, satisfaction with social unity support, satisfaction with
information support, satisfaction with emotional support and satisfaction with caring support.
Sivrikaya’s (2012) findings do not support our findings that the gender of the child with special
educational needs affects the significant difference in caring support and information support

satisfaction scores. However, they support the results related to social support in other sub-dimensions.

Deveci and Ahmetoglu examined the perceived social support level of families with children
with intellectual disability by their status as parents, living together or separately, educational status of
the parents, the social security of the family, the economic status of the family, the age, gender and
degree of disability of the child. As aresult of the findings, they concluded that there was no significant
difference between the gender of the child and the total score of social support, and that parents with
children between the ages of 13 and 18 perceived less social support. While the findings of Deveci and
Ahmetoglu (2018) support our findings that the gender of the child does not significantly affect the total
score of perception of social support, and it differs by the variable of the child's age. In this study, we
revealed that the group in need of social support the most was parents with children with special
education needs between the ages of 2-6, while in the study of Deveci and Ahmetoglu (2018), the group

that most needed social support was the group with children aged 13-18.
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Kumbasar (2016) revealed that the gender of children with hearing impairmenthas no effect on
parents’ perceptions of social support. When the findings of the Kumbasar (2016) were compared with
the results of this research, it was concluded that the gender of the child with special education needs
did not support the results in the sub-dimensions of care support and information support satisfaction
scores on the parents' perceptions of social support, but supported the results on other sub-dimensions.
Kaner (2004) conducted a research on parents of children with intellectual and auditory disabilities. She
stated that parents' perceptions of social support do not vary depending on the gender of the child.
Kaner’s (2004) finding does not support our finding that the satisfaction scores of caring support and
information support, which emerged in this study, differ by the status of having a male or female child.
On the other hand, Kaner's (2004) research supports the results of this research in other sub-dimensions

other than the satisfaction sub-dimensions of caring support and information support.

Golalmig-Erhan (2005) examined whether the hopelessness and pessimism levels, perceptions
of social support, and future plans of mothers of children with intellectual disability differ in terms of
mother and child-related variables. She stated that the variables of child’s age and gender did not create
a differentiation on mothers’ perceptions of social support. These results support the results of this
study in other sub-dimensions of parents” perceptions of social support, caring support and information
support satisfaction, depending on the gender of the child with special education needs. Akcamete and
Kargin (1996) examined whether the needs of mothers differed in terms of the gender of the child with
hearing impairment and found that the total scores did not differ by the gender of the child. However,
they found that the needs stated by the mothers in “material needs” differ by the gender of the hearing-
impaired children. Considering the average scores, they stated that mothers with male children stated

more needs.

As a result of the differences in the levels of caring support and information support of parents
with male children with special education needs, we revealed a different result from the studies in the

literature.

Akgamete and Kargin (1996) stated that parents of children with hearing impairment need more
support as their children get younger. This study also supports the result of this study that parents of
children with special education needs between the ages of 2-6 need more social support than parents of
children with special education needs who are older. Toprak (2018) found that the social support
perception levels of parents who have 2 or more children, gifted or mentally retarded children are
higher than the social support perception levels of parents who have an only one child with special
education needs. The finding of Toprak (2018) supports the result of this study that the social support
levels of parents who have only one child with special education needs are low. This result, which is
also supported in the literature, suggests that the lack of experience of parents on child care and other

needs affects their perceptions of social support.
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Ozdemir (2018)stated that there was no significantdifference in social support sub-dimensions
by the status of parents with a child with epilepsy having a child with another chronic disease in the
family. Partly, this result does not support the conclusion that the level of social support changes by the
number of children in this study. In the present study, the question of the existence of another child or

children in general was asked, not whether there is a child with another chronic disease in the family.

Kurtbeyoglu (2018) stated that the level of social support of parents with a child with a special
learning disability varies by the number of children they have, and as the number of children increases,
the level of social support decreases. This study supports the fact that the number of children affects the
level of social support perception of parents, but the results of Kurtbeyoglu (2018) research do not
support the conclusion that parents with one child have lower social support levels. In the same study,
no significant difference was found on the changes in the age and social support levels of the children
of parents who have a child with a special learning disability. Kurtbeyoglu (2018)stated that there is no
significant relationship between the genders of children with special learning disabilities and their
parents' perceptions of social support. The result of the fact that the age of the child with special
education does not affect the level of social support perception of the parents does not support the
results of this research, while the result that the child with special education needs does not affect the
level of the perception of social support of the parents supports the results of this study, except for the

sub-dimensions of care support and information support satisfaction.

Yersel and Durualp (2019) stated that there was no significant difference between the number
of children and their information support, emotional support, caring support and total support scores.
They revealed that the difference between the perceptions of social coexistence support and the number
of children was significantand that mothers with only one child perceive social companionship support
more. The research of Yersel and Durualp (2019) does not support the results of this research by the
variable of the number of children in the family. In their study, parents with only one child appear as
the group with the lowest perception of social support. The emergence of this situation brings to mind
the thought that the family may have inadequacies and inexperience in the skills related to having a

child.

There are studies in the literature that reveal that the number of children in the family affects
the social support perception of parents of children with special educational needs (Gorgii, 2005; Kerns
& Siklos, 2006). In the literature, there are alsostudies showing that the number of children in the family
does not affect the level of social support perception of parents of children with special educational
needs (Aydemir, 2015; Bilgin, 2012; Ciiriik, 2008). There are different studies in the literature that

support and do not support these research results.
Conclusion and Recommendations

Results
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The findings of this study revealed that the caring support and information support satisfaction
scores of parents whose female children with special educational needs are higher than those of parents
whose male children with special educational needs. No significant results were found in the other sub-
dimensions.

The results of the perceived social support levels of the parents by the age of the child with
special educational needs revealed that the caring support, social companionship support,
informational support, emotional support, parental social support total, social companionship support
satisfaction, emotional support satisfaction, information support satisfaction, parental social support
satisfaction total mean scores of the parents whose children are between 7-10 and 11-14 age groups is
higher than the parents whose children are between the f 2-6 age group. According to the perceived
social support levels of parents whose children with special education need are in the age group of 2-6
and 15 years of age and over, the total scores of social companionship support, information support,
caring support, parental social support total, information support satisfaction, and parental social
support satisfaction were found to be high. According to the perceived social support levels of parents
whose children are between the 7-10 age group and parents whose children are between the 11-14 age
group, satisfaction scores for social coexistence support were found to be high.

In this study, we revealed that parents with 3 children in their families have higher satisfaction
scores for social companionship support, information support, emotional support, parental social
support, and social ¢ companionship support than parents who have only one child, 2 children, 4
children, and 5 or more children in their families.

There was no significant difference between the total scores of emotional support satisfaction,
information support satisfaction, caring support, caring support satisfaction and parental social support
satisfaction in families with 3 children and 4 children.

We reached that the perceived social support level score of parents with only one child was
lower than the perceived social support level score of parents with 3 or 4 children in their family. The
perceived social support levels of parents with 4 children were higher than the perceived social support
level scores of parents with one child, 2 children, and 5 or more children in the sub-dimensions of
emotional support, caring support, parental social support total, social companionship support
satisfaction, information support satisfaction, emotional support satisfaction, caring support
satisfaction and parental social support satisfaction. There was no significant difference between the
scores of parents with 4 children in their families and those of parents with 5 children in their families
in terms of social companionship support and information support.

The perceived social support level scores of parents who have 2 and 5 children in their families
were found to be higher than the parents who have only one child in their families in total scores of
social companionship support, information support, and parental social support. The perceived social

support level scores of the parents with 2 children were found to be higher than the parents who have
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only one child in their families in total scores of emotional support, caring support, emotional support
satisfaction, and parental social support.

Recommendations

1. We suggest that family education programs can be organized for parents of individuals with
special educational needs. When creating groups in these programs to be organized, groups can be
formed according to the gender of their children, age groups and the number of children they have, and

the program contents canbe determined accordingly.

2. We suggest that further research can contribute to the literature by considering the

demographic characteristics that were notincluded in the study due to the limitations of this research.

3. We suggest that future studies can be conducted in different sample groups.
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