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1. INTRODUCTION
1.a. General background information

Croatia is unitary parliamentary constitutional republic and a beautiful country
(country of thousand islands), situated in the southeastern part of Europe on the area of 56.594
km2 (21,851 square miles). It has a beautiful scenery, rich culture and tradition. Croatia has
4.224 millions of people that are members of different ethnics groups: 90.4% Croats,

4.4% Serbs, and 5.2% others (Bosnians, Hungarians, Italians, Slovenes, Germans, Czechs,
Romani and others). Children and adolescents constitute 21.1% of the total estimated
population - a relatively low proportion of children in the total population. Natality and
natural incremental rate indicate that Croatian society is growing older, and that the
population is steadily decreasing.

There are large differences in population density and development between Croatian
regions as most of the population is concentrated in four county centers: Zagreb, Split, Rijeka
and Osijek.

Capital city of Croatia is Zagreb and official language is Croatian. Croatian GDP total is
$59.911 billion (2015.) and GDP Per capita: $13,994. Currency in Croatia is Kuna (HRK).

1.a.a. Description for situation of parents of children with special needs

Prevalence of children with disabilities in general population of children is 4.4%.
(Benjak, 2017). That also means that there might be about 4% of parents of children with
disabilities in general population of parents in Croatia. The fact is that those parents are
vulnerable group with some specific needs. There are differences in parents’ situation
regarding the age of children.

,» Young® families with young children with disabilities are often full of expectations,
active and focused on providing the best possible services of support for their children. Law
from 2012 regulates early intervention, even dough services and education for early
intervention started about six years earlier. Still, there is a huge difference in number, variety,
quality and availability of support services between Zagreb and big cities in compare with
small cities and rural or/and distant parts of Croatia. That is why parents report feeling of



frustration and dissatisfaction with the lack of information as well as incompatibility and poor
coordination between services (Pe¢nik at al, 2013).

Furthermore, several studies showed that parents reported lack of support not only for
their children but also for them in terms of psychological and emotional support especially in
period during and after setting up a diagnosis to their children.

( Leutar & Stambuk 2007; Mili¢ Babi¢ & Leutar 2014; Peénik at al, 2013).
Parents also showed dissatisfaction with unprofessional attitudes of experts towards them.
(Mili¢ Babi¢ & Leutar 2014).

Results of one study show that parents of children with disabilities receive support
primarily from family members, then co-workers, Church, NGO-s and finally from social
workers from Social welfare Centre (Leutar & Stambuk 2007).

During school period parents report lack of support from school especially
misunderstanding and poor communication with teachers. Mothers cited as a reason of broken
marital relations lack of father role and figure and transfer of responsibilities from father to
mother. Mothers state that fathers are insufficiently engaged with their children with
disabilities. Despite the fact that most of mothers stated that they have support from their
spouse still mothers carry most of the burden. Not only that mothers support their children in
learning and rehabilitation process but also they advocate for their rights (Veldi¢ 2012.
according to Igri¢ et al. 2014)

On the other hand parents in ,,0ld* families with elder children with disabilities are
often isolated, exhausted, tired, old and sometimes ill. There is a serious lack of services for
senior people with disabilities and their families. They rely on their own strength. They
receive support from close family members or neighbors. While aging, they have less and less
energy to take their children to Day care centers or Ngo-s if they even have that opportunity.
The biggest worry to them is how to secure care to their children if they would not be able to
do that by themselves or they passed away (Wagner Jakab at al., 2016).

Awareness of importance of supporting parents of children with disabilities is
increasing in Croatia. There is more and more support services for that but still not enough.
Still there is lack of services addressing siblings and grandparents of children with disabilities.
It is very important to develop continuous and systematic emotional support to families of

children with disabilities.



1.b. National statistics

Data from 2017. (Benjak, 2017) shows that Croatia has 4.224 million citizens. There
are 511 850 children with disabilities and disabled adults, 307 934 male (60%) and 203 916
female. There are 24 278 boys with disabilities and 14 777 girls. In relation to all population
of children in Croatia prevalence of children with disabilities is 4.4%.

Largest number of children with disabilities, 29%, lives in Zagreb and in Splitsko
Dalmatinska County. When compare proportion of children with disabilities in relation to all
citizens in county we can conclude that biggest proportion of children with disabilities is in
Koprivnicko Krizevacka County.

Most children in Croatia have multiple disabilities (43.1%), as shown in table 1. Most
children with multiple disabilities have intellectual disabilities. Intellectual disability is found

in 16.3% of children where 49 % of children with ID have mild intellectual disabilities.

Table 1. Type of disabilities in children with disabilities

Type of disability Number Prevalence (%) in
number of children
with disabilities

Visual impairment 969 3.0

Hearing impairment 1069 3.3

Specific language impairment 12078 37.6

Locomotor system impairment 1746 54

CNS impairment 6035 18.8

Peripheral Nervous System 363 1.1

impairment

Other organ impairment 2847 8.9

Intellectual disability 1D 5246 16.3

Mental and conduct disorder 3221 10

Pervasive development disorder 1257 3.9

Congential anomalies 2662 14.6

chromosomopathy

Multiple disabilities 8673 43.1




Most common diagnosis of CNS impairment are dystonia in 2161 children; juvenile
cerebral palsy in 1627 children and epilepsy in 1510 children. The most common
chromosomopathy is syndrome Down in 675 children.

According to those statistical data, five children with disability attempt suicide, 36 of
them were abused. Children with disability in Croatia are included in educational process,
21555 of them, as the record shows. The most common education program is in inclusive
condition with individualized plan, mostly for children with specific language impairment i
learning disabilities, multiple disabilities and ID.

Children with disabilities lives mostly within family (97.5%), some of them are in

foster care (0.6%), and 275 children with disabilities lives within the institutions.

1.c. Inclusion policies in Croatia

The inclusion requires responding to the diversity of needs among all learners, through
increasing participation in learning, cultures, and communities, and reducing exclusion from
and within education. It involves changes in content, approaches, structures, and strategies,
driven by a common vision that covers all children and the conviction that it is the
responsibility of the regular system to educate all of them (UNGEI, 2010). Inclusion implies
adaptation and openness of the educational system to all pupils, regardless of the type and
degree of difficulty, the culture to which they belong, the language or any other possible
difference.

Inclusive education in Croatia is in the process of developing the capacity of the
school to adapt to all its students. The education system in the Republic of Croatia affords all
children, students and young people — including children with developmental disabilities,
children who are members of national minorities, gifted students and children and young
people in a disadvantaged position — inclusion in the education system on all levels (EASNIE,
2017).

Croatia is a participant of all major international human rights conventions, such as
UNESCO Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989). Croatia ratified the Convention on
Rights of People with Disabilities (2007) and adopted the Facultative Protocol for the
Implementation of Convention. The establishment of Ombudsman for People with Disabilities
was the one step forward in repressing discrimination on this basis but also on every other

basis in general.



The development of inclusive school practice in Croatia’s primary and secondary
education had been advanced through Act on Education in Primary and Secondary Schools
(Official Gazette 87/08, 86/09, 92/10 and 105/10) and the Pedagogic standard (2008).

The legislative framework is an important prerequisite for educational inclusion, but in
addition it is important to inform, increase awareness and sensitization of stakeholders in the
educational process about children's rights as well as empowerment of teachers, informing
and empowering parents and children (Zic Rali¢, 2012).

Children with mild disabilities are enrolled in mainstream education, while children
with extensive disabilities are enrolled in special education institutions. The enrolment
process consists of a legally established procedure of assessing the child’s psychophysical
state in order to determine the most suitable education program and the necessary support,
methods and teaching tools during the period of compulsory education (Official Gazette, 102 /
06). The goal is to provide every child with the opportunity of learning in the natural
environment and therefore there is a tendency of placing the children in mainstream
education.

Educational inclusion is implemented according to two models of education, full and
partial inclusion. Full inclusion implies the inclusion of students with disabilities in
mainstream class in which they master the regular curriculum customized to individualized
ways of learning or curricula adjusted to their capabilities. Partial inclusion means that pupils
with disabilities (mostly mild intellectual disability) part of education (math, language,
science) acquire in a separate class with special education teacher, and the other part (arts and
PE) in the mainstream class with regular teacher. The program of partial integration is not
implemented in each school.

Inclusion requires professional support and spatial, pedagogical and didactic
adjustment in order to ensure suitable education and socialization for children with
developmental disabilities. Professionals in the education area, who work with children with
developmental disabilities, provide support to their teachers and parents; include educational
rehabilitators, speech and language therapists and social pedagogues who are members of
school expert team. Mostly there are one among mentioned experts who provide support for
children with disabilities in one school, but, still there are schools without any expert
responsible for children with disabilities. The inclusive education in Croatia, still, has not
been developed to provide the same quality to all Croatian pupils.

Croatia followed international trends and made provisions in its national educational

plans, strategies and legislation for the teacher assistant. The teacher assistant and mobile



expert team support for children with disabilities, implemented in Croatia from 2007, is one
of the models of support aimed at improving access to mainstream education.

Children with special needs who finish primary school can continue with their
secondary education. Students with special needs who want to take the state graduation exam
can do so with the use of adjusted exam technology. This is done in co-operation with the
National Centre for External Evaluation in Education.

The statutes and regulations of higher education institutions in the Republic of Croatia
include constitutional principles on the prohibition of every form of discrimination and the
equal right of all students to good quality study programs. Four out of seven universities in
the Republic of Croatia (the Universities of Zagreb, Zadar, Rijeka and Osijek) have set a goal
to facilitate access to higher education and to provide support for students with disabilities.

1.d. Support programs for parents in Croatia

There is a lack of literature about support programs for parents in Croatia. Although
there is a common understanding that support for families is a vital part of every system of
support for children with disabilities, that principle is often not evident in practice.

Specific education and support for parents of children with disabilities is provided within
programs of educational and social institutions. Usually, parents receive individual support or
small group support. Support usually includes topics like improving parental skills and
teaching a parent how to support a child in acquiring a new skill or how to deal with the
problem behavior. The support is usually more informal and the quality of support usually
depends on motivation and effort of individual special teacher or other staff and is not
systematically delivered within the institution. It is also not planned or evaluated in most of
the institutions.

There are some education packages that are developed for families of children with
disabilities. Workshops “Let’s grow together plus” were developed with the support of the
UNICEF office for Croatia for parents of children with disabilities. The intention of the
program is giving the parents information, knowledge and skills that will support them in their
parental responsibilities and promotion of their personal growth and competences of the
parent as well as competences of the child. Those workshops are conducted by educated
professionals in various institutions for children with disabilities and in NGOs, and the
program is being evaluated (Starc, 2014).

Program that is focused on families of children autism spectrum disorders (ASD)

“Positive approaches to autism” is being developed within ESIPP ERASMUS + project on the



base of survey of parents (Preece et al, 2017). The goal of the program is to give the parents
knowledge about ASD and autism specific parenting skills and strategies (Preece et al,
2017a).
Support groups for brothers and sisters are organized in different institutions and
NGOs by different professionals. Model of Wagner Jakab, Cvitkovi¢ and Hojani¢ (2006) is
used in some NGO’s and institutions.
To conclude, there are some initiatives and activities for parent support but there are a lot
of challenges:
- Support that is offered is often project based, it is not sustainable
- Education programs are various but not systematic and consistent
- There is no systematic education for parents across the country, education is not
reachable for all parents
- Existing education programs are often not evaluated
- When parents are taught to use a specific program there is no follow up, supervision nor
any other support for them when they start using those programs with their children

2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
2.a. Participants (social demographic characteristics) number

We were able to collect questionnaires from 187 parents, 119 of them were mothers
(63.6%), 51 of them were fathers (27.3%), and 17 (9.1%) of them gave no information about
the gender.

Most parents (51.4%) were aged between 35 and 44 years of age, we had only 15.3%
of parents younger than 35.

Most of them finished high school (48.3%), a lot of them had some University
diploma (45.3%), and only some of them finished middle (5.8%), or no school at all (0.6%)
school.

Most of the researchers have found high divorce rate among parents of children with
disabilities (Risdal and Singer, 2004). Nevertheless, in our research most of them were still
married or in extramarital relation (88%), 4.9% claimed to be divorced, 6% were single, and
we also had two widowers.

Most parents were employed, working 40 hours a week or more (56.7%). Some of
them used their legal right and worked less than 40 hours a week, mainly half time (20.3%).
Some of parents gave no answer, assuming they used their legal right to use social
beneficiaries (11.3%), and 11.8% were unemployed. Monthly income of most parents



(50.3%) were among the average (500 — 1500 €) for Croatia. More parents (27.3%) had
higher income than average, then lower (13.9%) income. Many parents (8.6%) did not answer
this question.

Most parents (45.2%) had two children, 24.3% had one child, 25.4% had three or four
children, and 3.4% had more than four children.

Most children had multiple disabilities (51.8%) which is more than stated in national
statistical data about the types of disabilities in children (Benjak, 2017). Nevertheless, since
we had a problem involving parents of children included in regular schools, our data are
expected to be different. Children with single disability attend regular schools, and only
children with multiple disabilities attend Centers for rehabilitation. Besides children with
multiple disabilities, large number of parents has children with learning disabilities (13.3%)
and ADHD (12.7%). Those are mostly parents who took on-line survey.

Regarding religious believes, most parents stated that the religion is somewhat
important to them (27.9%). Much larger number of parents stated that religion is, together
“not too” or “not at all important” (41.3%) than number of parents who stated that religion is,

together “most” or “very important” (28.5%).

2.b. Procedures of data collection

After receiving the final questionnaire, we did the double translation. After finalizing
the questionnaire we administered three of them to parents of children with no disabilities to
check how understandable and easy it is for answering the questions.

During this process we have send the information about the PSIWELL project and the
proposal for the research to the institutions we cooperate with. Most of the institutions gave
the consent to connect us to parents of children from their program. Regular schools, where
children with disabilities are included, asked for the Ethical approval, which we have to send
to the Ministry of Education. Since we did not received Ethical approval from the PSI Well
coordinators we did not spread the questionnaires in regular schools. Some Centers rejected
cooperation due to the end of the school year, since final questionnaire in Croatian language
was available by the 15" of May.

Therefore we carried the questionnaires to several Centers (Mali dom Zagreb, Center
for rehabilitation Zagreb, Korablja, Center for education and rehabilitation Velika Gorica,
Center for Education and Rehabilitation on the Faculty of Education and Rehabilitation
sciences, Kinder garden Latica, Kinder garden Suncica). In each Center we had one key

person in charge for administering the questionnaires. They gave the questionnaires, informed



consent and a proposal for participation in further activities of the project to parents. All those
papers were in separate envelopes. After filling the questionnaires at their homes, parents
gave them back in closed envelopes, and brought back informed consents and proposal to
further participation separately. Persons from the Centers brought closed envelopes, signed
informed consents and proposal to further participation to researchers from the PSI Well
project.

Since many institutions declined cooperation due to the end of the school year, we
created on-line survey with the same questionnaire. After that, we have sent the link of the
survey to parents involved in assessment and follow-ups in the Center for rehabilitation of the
Faculty of Education and Rehabilitation Sciences. It was also sent to presidents of
nongovernmental associations of parents of children with visual impairment and multiple

disabilities and ADHD. They have sent the link to associations members.

3. RESULTS
3.a. Description of results

Parents from our study estimated their Emotional Warmth towards the child to be very
high (M=4.5; SD=0.487; Range 3 - 5) (Table 2). Most parents estimated that they very often
show their child their love (69.3%) and cheer up the child when sad (63.4%). Even 91.5% of
parents agree and strongly agree that they they receive a lot of Support and encouragement,
appreciation, and they can rely on other people’s help (M=4.29; SD=0.621; Range 2 - 5).
A bit more parents think that more support they give to their partner (M=4.0; SD=0.701,;
Range 2 - 5) than to receive from partner (M=3.82; SD=1.080; Range 1 - 5). Nevertheless the
highest standard deviation was found on variable Supportive Dyadic Coping by partner.

Table 2. Description of results

Name of variable N Min | Max | Mean SD
Emotional Warmth 171 3 5 4.55 487
Negative Communication 171 1 5 2.73 747
General Stress 170 1 4 2.36| .700
Parental Stress 171 1 4 2.64| .838
Positive Religious Coping 158 1 4 2.23 .892
Negative Religious Coping 148 1 4 1.45 .636
Supportive Dyadic Coping by partner 161 1 5 3.82| 1.080




Supportive Dyadic Coping by oneself 160 2 5 4.00 701
Awareness 171 2 S) 3.26 .786
Clarity 171 1 4 2.85 578
Goals 171 1 5 2.30| .756
Impulse 171 1 5 2.05 733
Nonacceptance 171 1 5 2.32| .855
Strategies 170 1 4 2.01 792
DERStot 171 1 4 2.46 488
Support 171 2 5 4.29 .621
Community 171 1 5 3.54 844
Trust 171 1 5 3.24 162
Respect 171 2 5 3.89 555
Lonely 171 1 5 2.03 .881
Belonging 169 1 5 3.54 .848
Relations 171 2 4 3.46 370
General Relation Satisfaction 159 2 5 3.44| 549

N=number of cases; Min= minimum; Max= Maximum; SD=standard deviation

No parent think that they cannot access the effective emotion regulation strategies
(Strategies) very often (M=2.01; SD=0.792; Range 1 - 4) and only 7.1% often think it
happens often. Aslo they do not (except one parent) very often have a feeling to experience
lack of ability to manage own impulses during negative emotions (Impulse) (M=2.05;
SD=0.733; Range 1 - 5).

According to results of this study, parents from Zagreb do not feel Lonely (M=2.03;
SD=0.881; Range 1 - 5). Only 4.1% (N=7) of parents feel lonely or left out.

The lowest number of parents (148) answered the questions on a variable Negative
Religious Coping, and they have the lowest result on this variable (M=1.45; SD=0.636; Range
1 - 4), which means that they are not really worrying about God’s punishment or feel like they
are abandoned by God. On the other hand, they feel a bit more protected by God, since they
have a bit higher result on variable Positive Religious Coping (M=2.23; SD=0.892; Range 1 -
4), and a bit more parents (158) answered those questions.



Even though parents form our sample have very positive feelings of having a lot of
support and ability to manage their negative feelings, they still experience a lot of General
Stress (M=2.36; SD=0.700; Range 1 — 4 on a scale 1 — 4) and even more Parental Stress
(M=2.64; SD=0.838; Range 1 - 4)

3.b. Gender differences

Analyzing the gender differences on our scales, we expected significant difference on
more variables, but we found statistically significant difference between gender only on
Parental stress scale (t=-5.003; df=112.931; p=0.000), Supportive Dyadic Coping by partner
(t=2.611; df=115.492; p=0.010), Lack of awareness of one’s emotions (awareness) (t=3.046;
df=159; p=0.003) and Loneliness (t=-3.467; df=159; p=0.001) (Table 3). On the variable
Parental stress scale, mothers experience more stress (M=2.82) than fathers (M=2.20). Also,
on the scale of Loneliness mothers feel lonelier (M=2.18) than fathers (M=1.69). Only on
scale of Awareness, fathers state to have more awareness of their own feelings (M=3.54) than
mothers (M=3.14). Mothers claim to pay attention to how they feel, have no idea how they
are feeling and are more confused about how they feel than fathers. And on variable
Supportive Dyadic Coping by partner fathers also state that they receive more support from a
partner (M=4.15) than mothers (M=3.71).

Table 3. Gender differences

] Sig. (2-| Mean |Std. Err. Mean
Name of variable t df ) )
tailed) Diff. Diff. Male Female
Emotional warmth -1.116 | 76.894 | .268 -.103 .093 4.47 4.58
Negative

o -1.303 159 194 -.164 126 2.61 2.78
communication

General stress -1.906 158 .058 -.229 120 2.20 2.43
Parental stress -5.003 | 112.931 | .000 -.626 125 2.20 2.82
Pos religious coping -.883 147 379 -.137 155 2.16 2.30
Neg religious coping -.918 138 .360 -.100 109 1.36 1.46

Supportive Dyadic
2.611 | 115.492 | .010 440 169 4.15 3.71
Coping - partner

Supportive Dyadic
] .663 148 .508 .083 125 4.06 3.98
Coping — oneself

Awareness 3.046 159 .003 .396 130 3.54 3.14

Clarity -1.459 159 147 -.140 .096 2.75 2.89

Goals -1.883 159 .061 -.244 129 2.15 2.39




Impulse -1.916 159 .057 -.241 126 1.90 2.14
Nonacceptance -1.490 159 138 -.218 146 2.18 240
Strategies -.827 158 410 -113 137 1.94 2.05
DERStot -1.127 159 .261 -.095 .084 241 2.51
Support -.702 159 484 -.075 107 4.24 4.32
Community - 734 159 464 -.105 144 3.47 3.57
Trust -1.070 | 72.747 | .288 -.154 144 3.15 3.30
Respect -.648 159 518 -.058 .090 3.88 3.94
Lonely -3.467 159 .001 -.492 142 1.69 2.18
Belonging 1.067 157 .288 158 148 3.67 3.51
Relations -1.588 | 72.122 | .117 -114 072 3.39 3.50
General relation

satisfaction 1.836 147 .068 175 .095 3.58 3.40

3.c. Correlations between variables

Since most of variables were not normally distributed, we used Spearman’s rank
correlation test to test the correlation between variables. Most of tested variables correlate to
more than 10 other variables. Variables Impulse, Strategies and Belonging correlate to most
(18) of other variables (Table 4 and 4a).

Table 4 Correlations between variables (Spearmans rho) with mean results on variables

Supp. | Supp.
Pa- Pos neg Dyadic | Dyadic
Emot. Neg. Gen. | rent | relig. relig. | Coping | Coping | Aware-
warmth | comm. | stress | stress | coping | coping | partner | oneself | ness | Clarity | Goals
Emot. | rg -228| -.077|-188| -.012| -.099 254 .307 118 .045 -.087
warmth
p .003 .316| .014 .882 .233 .001 .000 124 .559| .258
N 171 170| 171 158 148 161 160 171 171 171
Neg. rs -.228 310 .377| -.135 .040| -.234| -.090| -.197 1491 .326
comm.
p .003 .000| .000 .090 .629 .003 .255 .010 .052| .000
N 171 170| 171 158 148 161 160 171 171 171
Gen. rs -.077 310 488 -.171 25| -123| -.033| -.299 181 .402
stress
p 316 .000 .000 .032 129 121 .678 .000 .018| .000
N 170 170 170 157 148 160 159 170 170| 170




Parent. | ry | -188| .377| .488 -139| .091| -336| -.150| -586| .084| .218
stress
p .014| .000| .000 .081| .272| .000| .058| .000( .273| .004
N 171 171 170 158 148 161 160 171 171 171
Pos r| -012| -135| -171|-.139 407|142 .183| -011| .041| .074
relig.
-g p .882| .090| .032| .081 .000| .082| .025| .895| .611| .356
coping
N 158 158 157| 158 148 151 150 158 158 | 158
neg r{| -099| .040| .125| .091| .407 -019| -030| -130| .092| .197
relig.
_g p 233  .629| .129| .272| .000 826 .725| .114| .264| .016
coping
N 148 148 148 | 148 148 141 140 148 148| 148
Supp. | s 2541 -234| -.123]|-.336 142 -.019 746 .206| .045|-.104
Dyadic
. p .001| .003| .121| .000| .082| .826 .000( .009| .573| .189
Coping
partner | N 161 161 160| 161 151 141 160 161 161| 161
Supp. | s .307| -.090| -.033]-.150 183| -.030| .746 .159| -.008|-.185
Dyadic
. p .000| .255| .678| .058| .025| .725| .000 .045| .916| .019
Coping
- oneself| N 160 160 159 | 160 150 140 160 160 160| 160
Aware-| rq 118| -197| -299|-586| -.011| -130| .206| .159 -211|-.214
ness
p 124 .010| .000| .000| .895| .114| .009| .045 .006 | .005
N 171 171 170 171 158 148 161 160 171 171
Clarity | rs .045| 149| .181| .084| .041| .092| .045| -.008| -.211 291
p 559 .052| .018| .273| .611| .264| .573| .916| .006 .000
N 171 171 170 171 158 148 161 160 171 171
Goals | ry | -.087| .326| .402| .218| .074| .197| -104| -.185| -214| .291
p .258| .000| .000| .004| .356| .016| .189| .019| .005| .000
N 171 171 170 171 158 148 161 160 171 171
Impulse| ro | -.144| .234| .440| .300| -.024| .272| -203| -234| -204| .227| .716
p .061| .002| .000| .000| .762| .001| .010| .003| .007| .003| .000
N 171 171 170 171 158 148 161 160 171 171 171
Nonacce| r; | -102| .186| .404| .220| .193| .197| -076| -144| -241| .304| .825




ptance | p .183 .015 .000| .004 .015 .016 .336 .069 .001 .000| .000
N 171 171 170 171 158 148 161 160 171 171} 171

Strategi| r, | -.169 .381 .337| .305| -.051 J136| -.189 .236| -.253 .348| .710
® p .027 .000 .000| .000 528 102 .017 .003 .001 .000| .000

N 170 170 169| 170 157 147 160 159 170 170| 170

DERSto| r, | -.081 .263 381 .129 .062 A77| -.078 164 | -.039 .488| .883
t p .295 .001 .000| .092 438 .031 323 .038 .617 .000| .000

N 171 171 170 171 158 148 161 160 171 171 171

Support| r; 1241 -076| -.115]|-.075 019 -.272 .182 211 .049| -.031]|-.084
p .106 323 135 331 811 .001 .021 .007 .526 .688| .274

N 171 171 170 171 158 148 161 160 171 171 171

Commu| rs .036 .067| -.020]-.030 147 .062 150 314 .016 .016 | -.137
nity p .641 .386 .800| .701 .065 454 .057 .000 .835 .836| .074
N 171 171 170 171 158 148 161 160 171 171} 171

Trust | rg .008| -.006| -.158]-.098 .068| -.162 171 231 .092| -.078]-.136
p 917 .943 .040| .201 397 .049 .030 .003 230 .313| .076

N 171 171 170 171 158 148 161 160 171 171} 171

Respect| r .202| -.004| -.034]-.003 .052| -.127 324 417 .051| -.097|-.257
p .008 .963 .656 | .967 516 124 .000 .000 .508 .207| .001

N 171 171 170 171 158 148 161 160 171 171 171

Lonely | ro | -.124 .089 61| .191| -.006 359 -.356 .358| -.080| -.039| .242
p 105 .248 .036| .012 .945 .000 .000 .000 .298 .613| .001

N 171 171 170 171 158 148 161 160 171 171 171

Belong.| rs .083| -.161| -.166]|-.197 310 -.085 319 .360 126| -.007]|-.293
p .283 .036 .031| .010 .000 .302 .000 .000 102 .929| .000

N 169 169 168| 169 157 148 160 159 169 169| 169

Relation| r, .064 .009| -.040]|-.004 .207| -.001 182 .316 .057| -.041|-.187
> p 405 .909 .604| .958 .009 .995 .021 .000 462 594 | .014




N 171 171 170| 171 158 148 161 160 171 171 171
General| 1 .090| -.042| -.062| .058 .072| -.169 .556 494| -.036 .053]| -.177
relation

. p .261 .600 439 | .465 .381 .047 .000 .000 .648 .503| .026
satisfy.

N 159 159 158 | 159 149 139 159 159 159 159| 159

Table 4a Correlations between variables (Spearmans rho) with mean results on variables

Non- Com General

accepta | Strate | DER | Supp | muni- Relati | relation

Impuls nce gies | Stot | ort ty | Trust | Respect | Lonely | Belong.| ons | satisfy

Emot. | r; -144| -102|-.169-.081| .124| .036| .008 202 -.124 .083| .064 .090
warmth

p .061 83| .027| .295| .106| .641| .917 .008 105 .283| .405 .261

N 171 171 1v0| 171) 171| 171| 171 171 171 169 171 159

Neg. rs 234 186 | .381| .263|-.076| .067|-.006| -.004 .089| -.161| .009| -.042
comm.

p .002 .015| .000| .001| .323| .386| .943 963 .248 .036| .909 .600

N 171 171 1v0| 171) 171| 171| 171 171 171 169 171 159

Gen. rs 440 404 | .337| .381|-.115|-.020|-.158| -.034 61| -.166|-.040| -.062
stress

p .000 .000| .000| .000| .135| .800| .040 .656 .036 .031| .604 439

N 170 170| 169| 170| 170| 170| 170 170 170 168| 170 158

Parent. | r .300 .220| .305| .129|-.075|-.030-.098| -.003 191 -.197) -.004 .058
stress

p .000 .004| .000| .092| .331| .701| .201 .967 .012 .010| .958 .465

N 171 171 170 171| 171| 171| 171 171 171 169| 171 159

Pos rs -.024 193 |-.051| .062| .019| .147| .068 .052| -.006 .310| .207 .072
relig.

_g p 762 .015| .528| .438| .811| .065| .397 516 .945 .000| .009 .381
coping

N 158 158| 157| 158| 158| 158| 158 158 158 157 158 149

neg rs 272 A97| 136 177 -272| .062|-.162| -.127 359 -.085|-.001| -.169
relig.

_g p .001 .016| .102| .031| .001| .454| .049 124 .000 302 .995 .047
coping

N 148 148 | 147| 148| 148| 148| 148 148 148 148| 148 139

Supp. | rs -203| -076|-.189|-078| .182| .150| .171 324 -.356 319| .182 .556
Dyadic

Coping p .010 336 .017| .323| .021| .057| .030 .000 .000 .000| .021 .000




partner | N 161 161| 160| 161| 161| 161| 161 161 161 160| 161 159

Supp. | rs | -.234| -144|-236|-.164| .211| .314| .231 417 -.358 .360| .316 494
Dyadic

Coping p .003| .069| .003| .038| .007| .000| .003| .000| .000| .000| .000| .000

- oneselfl N 160 160| 159| 160| 160| 160| 160 160 160 159| 160 159

Aware-| rg | -204| -241|-253|-039| .049| .016| .092| .051| -.080| .126| .057| -.036

fess p .007| .001| .001| .617| .526| .835| .230| .508| .298| .102| .462| .648

N 171 171 1v0| 171| 171 171} 171 171 171 169| 171 159

Clari-ty| r 227 .304| .348| .488|-.031| .016|-.078| -.097| -.039| -.007|-.041 .053

p .003 .000| .000| .000| .688| .836| .313 .207 .613 929 .594 .503

N 171 171| 1v0| 171| 171 171} 171 171 171 169| 171 159

Goals | rs 716 .825| .710| .883|-.084|-.137|-.136| -.257 242 -293|-.187| -177

p .000 .000| .000| .000| .274| .074| .076 .001 .001 .000| .014 .026

N 171 171| 1v0| 171| 171 171| 171 171 171 169| 171 159

Impulse| r .647| .629| .783|-.084|-.116|-.164| -.251 .289| -392|-205| -.185

p .000| .000| .000| .274| .131| .032| .001| .000| .000| .007| .020

N 171| 1v0| 171| 171| 171| 171 171 171 169| 171 159

Nonacce| r; .647 576| .841|-.146|-.081|-.125| -.237 .238| -.225|-.143| -.104

ptance p .000 .000| .000| .057| .290| .104| .002| .002| .003| .062| .190

N 171 170| 171 171 171 171 171 171 169| 171 159

Strategi| r .629 .576 778 -105|-.152 | -.146 | -.295 209 -326|-.218| -.161

s p .000 .000 .000| .171| .048| .057 .000 .006 .000| .004 .043

N 170 170 170| 170| 170| 170 170 170 168| 170 158

DERSto| r, .783 .841| .778 -103|-.113|-.103| -.260 206| -.279|-.187| -.146

t p .000 .000| .000 79| 141 .180 .001 .007 .000| .014 .067

N 171 171| 170 171 171 171 171 171 169| 171 159

Support| ry | -.084| -.146|-.105]-.103 264| .188| .385| -.299| .182| .483| .119

p 274 057 .171| .179 .000| .014| .000| .000| .018| .000| .135

N 171 171| 170| 171 171 171 171 171 169| 171 159




Commu| ry | -116| -.081)|-.152|-113| .264 535 366 -.203 4251 .750 272
nity p 31| .290| .048| .141| .000 .000| .000| .008| .000| .000| .001
N 171 171| 170| 171| 171 171 171 171 169| 171 159
Trust | rg| -.164| -125]|-.146|-.103| .188| .535 475 -.275 421 .497 .306
p .032| .104| .057| .180| .014| .000 .000| .000| .000| .000| .000
N 171 171| 170| 171| 171| 171 171 171 169| 171 159
Respect| rs | -251| -.237|-295|-.260| .385| .366| .475 -.348 .364| .566 276
p .001 .002| .000| .001| .000| .000| .000 .000 .000| .000 .000
N 171 171 1v0| 171| 171 171} 171 171 169| 171 159
Lonely | r .289 .238| .209| .206|-.299|-.203|-.275| -.348 -.354|-.003| -.394
p .000 .002| .006| .007| .000| .008| .000 .000 .000| .965 .000
N 171 171| 1v0| 171| 171 171} 171 171 169| 171 159
Belong| rs | -392| -.225|-326|-279| .182| .425| .421 364 -.354 .654 .349
p .000| .003| .000| .000| .018| .000| .000| .000| .000 .000| .000
N 169 169| 168| 169| 169| 169| 169 169 169 169 158
Relation| ry | -.205| -.143|-.218|-.187| .483| .750| .497 .566| -.003 .654 225
° p .007| .062| .004| .014| .000| .000| .000| .000| .965| .000 .004
N 171 171| 170| 171| 171| 171| 171 171 171 169 159
Generall r | -185| -.104]|-.161|-.146| .119| .272| .306 276 -394 349 .225
relation
satisfy. p .020 .190| .043| .067| .135| .001| .000 .000 .000 .000| .004
N 159 159| 158| 159| 159| 159| 159 159 159 158| 159

The variables Impulse, which represents the lack of ability to manage one’s impulses
during negative emotions, is positively correlated to Goals, which represents the lack of
ability to engage in goal-directed activities during negative emotions (rs=0.716; p=0.000);
Non-acceptance, which represents the lack of acceptance of one’s emotions (1s=0.647;
p=0.000); Strategies, which represents the lack of access to effective emotions regulation
strategies (rs=0.629; p=0.000); Clarity, which represents the lack of clarity about the nature of
one’s emotions (rs=0.227; p=0.003) and on Total Scale of Emotion Regulation (DERstot), as
expected, since it was computed from Awareness, Clarity, Goals, Impulse, Non-acceptance,



Strategies (rs=0.783; p=0.000). Further on positive correlation was found to General stress
(rs=0.440; p=0.002); Parental stress (rs=0.300; p=0.000); Lonely (rs=0.289; p=0.000);
Negative religious coping (rs=0.272; p=0.001) and Negative communication (rs=0.234;
p=0.002). Negative correlation was found in relation to variables Belonging (rs=-0.392;
p=0.000); Respect (rs=-0.251; p=0.001); Supportive Dyadic Coping by oneself (rs=-0.234;
p=0.003); Relations (r;=-0.205; p=0.007); Awareness, which represents lack of awareness of
one’s emotions (rs=-0.204; p=0.007); Supportive Dyadic Coping by partner (rs=-0.203,;
p=0.010); General Relation Satisfaction (rs=-0.185; p=0.020) and Trust (rs=-0.164; p=0.032).

Variable Strategies positively correlates to DERStot (rs=0.778; p=0.000); Goals
(rs=0.710; p=0.000); Impulse (rs=0.629; p=0.000); Non-acceptance (rs=0.576; p=0.000);
Negative Communication (r;=0.381; p=0.000); Clarity (rs=0.348; p=0.000); General Stress
(rs=0.337; p=0.000); Parental Stress (rs=0.305; p=0.000); Lonely (rs=0.209; p=0.006). It also
correlates negatively to Belonging (rs=-0.326; p=0.000); Respect (rs=-0.295; p=0.000);
Awareness (rs=-0.253; p=0.001); Supportive Dyadic Coping by oneself (rs=-0.236; p=0.003);
Relations (rs=-0.218; p=0.004); Supportive Dyadic Coping by partner (rs=-0.189; p=0.017);
Emotional Warmth (rs=-0.169; p=0.027); General Relation Satisfaction (rs=-0.161; p=0.043)
and Community (rs=-0.152; p=0.048).

Variable Belonging also correlates with 18 other variables. It correlates positively to
Relations (rs=0.654; p=0.000); Community (rs=0.425; p=0.000); Trust (rs=0.421; p=0.000);
Respect (rs=0.364; p=0.000); Supportive Dyadic Coping by oneself (rs=0.360; p=0.000);
General Relation Satisfaction (rs=0.349; p=0.000); Supportive Dyadic Coping by partner
(rs=0.319; p=0.000); Positive religious coping (rs=0.310; p=0.000) and Support (rs=0.182;
p=0.018). It also correlate negatively to Impulse (rs=-0.392; p=0.000); Lonely (r;=-0.354;
p=0.000); Strategies (rs=-0.326; p=0.000); Goals (r;=-0.293; p=0.000); DERStot (rs=-0.279;
p=0.000); Non-acceptance (rs=-0.225; p=0.003); Parental Stress (rs=-0.197; p=0.010);
General Stress (rs=-0.166; p=0.030); Negative Communication (rs=-0.161; p=0.036);

From those results we can assume that persons who have more problems in managing
their impulses during negative emotions will have more problems in engaging the goal-
directed activities during negative emotions, in accessing effective emotions regulation
strategies in accepting emotions and will have less clear idea about the nature of their
emotions. Also they will feel more general and parental stress and will experience more
negative communication. They might feel like the God is punishing them, and feel lonely.
Also they will think that they receive and give less support in relations and will feel less trust.
Similar to this, persons who experience more problems in finding strategies for effective



emotions regulation will have more problems in managing their impulses during negative
emotions and will have more problems in engaging the goal-directed activities during
negative emotions. Also, this person will have problem in acceptance of own emotions and
will have less clear idea about the nature of their emotions. Those persons will feel more
general and parental stress. Persons with more problems in finding strategies for emotions
regulation will fell lonelier too, and they will state to have less support form partner and will
be unsatisfied with relations.

On the other hand, person who has a feeling of belonging will experience fewer
problems in regulation and acceptance of emotions, and will feel less stress and negative
communication. Also those persons will have more trust and better relations with persons and
community, and will experience better support from partner. Those persons will feel protected
by God.

As expected, parents who are emotionally warmer, show less negative communication
(rs=-0.228; p=0.003), but Negative Communication is correlated to more variables (11), then
Emotional Warmth (9). Negative Communication is correlated with General (rs=0.310;
p=0.000) and Parental Stress (rs=0.377; p=0.000), where persons who experience less stress
have less negative communication to a child (criticize child more often) or vice versa. Also
parents who use less negative communication towards children estimate that they receive
more support from a partner (Supportive Dyadic Coping by partner) (rs=-0.234; p=0.003), but
there is no significant correlation between Negative Communication and giving support to a
partner (Supportive Dyadic Coping by oneself). Negative Communication in relation to a child
is also correlated to Awareness (rs=-0.197; p=0.010); Goals (rs=0.326; p=0.000); Impuls
(rs=0.2340; p=0.002); Non-acceptance (rs=0.186; p=0.015); Strategies (r;=0.381; p=0.000)
and of course global DERStot (rs=0.263; p=0.001) where parents who criticize child less often
have more awareness and control of their feelings. Beside this, parents who have less
Negative Communication with a child have better feeling of Belonging (rs=-0.161; p=0.036).

Besides Emotional warmth, Religious Coping, Positive and Negative, also correlates
with few variables only. They correlate to each other (rs=0.407; p=0.000), where parents who
have more positive religious coping, at the same time have more negative religious coping,
meaning that parents who seek strength in religion, also question God’s love for them. Both
Religious Coping, Positive and Negative correlate to Non-acceptance (rs=0.193; p=0.015;
rs=0.197; p=0.016), where persons who have less worry about God’s punishment and seek

less for God’s love and care, accept their emotions better.



Our results have shown that parents who estimate to receive a lot of support from
partner (Supportive Dyadic Coping by partner) also give a lot of support back (Supportive
Dyadic Coping by oneself) (rs=0.746; p=0.000). Besides, those partners who receive and give
more support show more Emotional Warmth to a child (rs=0.254; p=0.001; rs=0.307;
p=0.000), they have more Awareness of their feelings (rs=0.206; p=0.009; rs=0.159; p=0.045),
are more able to manage their own feelings (Impuls) (rs=-0.203; p=0.010; rs=-0.234; p=0.003),
and are able to use strategies for emotion regulation (Strategies) (rs=-0.189; p=0.017; rs=-
0.236; p=0.003). Besides that, parents who have better Supportive Dyadic Coping estimate to
have more Support (rs=0.182; p=0.021; r;=0.211; p=0.007), better support from Community
(rs=0.150; p=0.057; rs=0.314; p=0.000), Trust (r=0.171; p=0.030; rs=0.231; p=0.003), they
experience more Respect (rs=0.324; p=0.000; rs=0.417; p=0.000), Belonging (rs=0.319;
p=0.000; rs=0.360; p=0.000), better Relations (r;=0.182; p=0.021; r;=0.316; p=0.000) and
General Relation Satisfaction (r;=0.556; p=0.000; r;=0.494; p=0.000). They also feel less
Lonely (rs=-0.356; p=0.000; rs=-0.358; p=0.000).

Variables which create general emotional regulation scale (DERStot)(Awareness,
Clarity, Goals, Impuls, Non-acceptance and Stragegies) are all correlating to each other
(Table 4 and 4a), where better results on one variable correlate to better result on other
variables, meaning that if person is having better awareness of their feeling, can understand
and regulate their emotions.

Futher on, variables which create the variable Relations (Support, Community,
Respect, Lonley and Belonging) correlate to each other and to General Relation Satisfaction
(Table 4 and 4a). According to results of our study parents who experience more support,
have better relation with community, receive more respect, feel like belonging, and are less

lonely than parents with less support.

3.d. Differences in Emotional Regulation Scaler e gar di ng Par ent s o
Parents’ level of education correlates significantly to total Emotional Regulation Scale
(DERStot), and all of her variables, except Non-acceptance (Table 5).

Table 5 Correlation of Parents Education and variables of emotional wellbeing

Name of the variable Level of education
Awareness I's -.222
p .004
N 170
Clarity Is 196
p .010
N 170

Educa



Goals Is 218
p .004
N 170
Impulse s .180
p .019
N 170
Nonacceptance rs 123
p 109
N 170
Strategies rs 199
p .009
N 169
s 201
Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale Total p .009
N 170
Support rs 161
P .036
N 170
Community I -.057
P 459
N 169
Trust I 113
p 142
N 170
Respect I 118
p 126
N 170
Lonely rs -111
p 148
N 170
Belonging rs 027
p .730
N 168
Relation I .082
p .288
N 170
General relation satisfaction I 133
p .095
N 158

Is- Spearman’s coefficient of correlation; p — significance; N — number of cases

Therefore we analysed the differences between groups regarding level of education
using ANOVA and Bonferoni Post Hoc Test. The results have shown (Table 6) the difference
between groups on variables Awareness (F=3.893; p=0.022); Clarity (F=5.784; p=0.004);
Goals (F=3.427; p=0.035); Strategies (F=3.612; p=0.029); Lonely (F=5.221; p=0.006)



Table 6 Differences between groups with different levels of education

Sum of Mean
Squares | df | Square F p
Awareness Between Groups 4.673 2 2.336| 3.893| .022
Within Groups 100.222| 167 .600
Total 104.895| 169
Clarity Between Groups 3.632 2 1.816| 5.784| .004
Within Groups 52.427| 167 314
Total 56.058| 169
Goals Between Groups 3.826 2 1.913| 3.427| .035
Within Groups 93.208| 167 .558
Total 97.033| 169
Impulse Between Groups 2.295 2 1.148| 2.153| .119
Within Groups 89.016| 167 533
Total 91.311| 169
Non-acceptance | Between Groups 2.906 2 1.453| 2.000| .139
Within Groups 121.330| 167 127
Total 124.236| 169
Strategies Between Groups 4.416 2 2.208| 3.612| .029
Within Groups 101.492| 166 611
Total 105.909| 168
DERStot Between Groups 1.378 2 .689| 2.938| .056
Within Groups 39.154| 167 234
Total 40.531| 169
Support Between Groups 1.412 2 .706| 1.839| .162
Within Groups 64.105| 167 .384
Total 65.517| 169
Community Between Groups 1.076 2 .538 50| 474
Within Groups 119.814| 167 717




Total 120.890| 169
Trust Between Groups 1.592 2 796 1.370| .257
Within Groups 97.075| 167 581
Total 98.667| 169
Respect Between Groups 1.410 2 .705| 2.310| .102
Within Groups 50.969| 167 .305
Total 52.379| 169
Lonely Between Groups 7.755 2 3.878| 5.221| .006
Within Groups 124.039| 167 743
Total 131.794| 169
Belonging Between Groups 239 2 120 164| .849
Within Groups 120.491| 165 .730
Total 120.730| 167
Relations Between Groups .601 2 300 2220 .112
Within Groups 22592 167 135
Total 23.193| 169
General Relation |Between Groups 376 2 .188 616| .542
Satisfaction Within Groups 47.255| 155| 305
Total 47.631| 157

Post Hoc Test showed no signifficant difference in pairwise comparison on the
variables Awareness and Strategies. Pairwise comparison showed that groups of parents with
high school (M.Diff.=-0.482; p=0.033) and university degree (M.Diff.=-0.622; p=0.003)
significantly differ from parents with finished elementary school. Interestinglly parents with
high school and university diploma have less clarity about the nature of their emotions. On
variable Goals, significant difference was found between parents with university diploma and
elementary education (M.Diff.=-0.639; p=0.035). Interestingly again, parents with university
diploma have more problems in engaging goal-directed activities during negative emotions.
On the variable Lonely, again parents with high school and university diploma do not differ

from each other, but they are significantly different from parents with elementary education



(M.Diff.=0.840; p=0.012 / M.Diff.=-0.935; p=0.004). According to results, parents with higer

level of education feel less lonely than parents with elementary education.

3.e. Correlation between stress and other variables

Results of our study show that mothers and fathers experience different level of
Parental Stress (t=-5.003; df=112.931; p=0.000). where mothers experience significantly
more stress than fathers (rs=0.341; p=0.000). Nevertheless they feel similar level of General
Stress.

General Stress does not correlate significantly with any other demographic variable.
On the contraty. Parental Stress correlatas with six of them. It correlates to Parent’s
Education (rs=0.328; p=0.000), where parents have high education level and high level of
stress. Parental Stress also correlates to Marital status (rs=-0.184; p=0.016). according to
results. parents living in extramarital relation experience a bit higher level of Parental Stress
(M=2.76) and single parents experience the lowest level of Parental Stress (M=2.23).

Parental Stress is also in correlation to Income (rs=0.220; p=0.006). It is interesting
that lowest level of Parental Stress is experienced by parents with lowest income (M=1.2).
nevertheless. only 4 parents had such a low income. The highest level of Parental Stress was
found in Parents with middle value of income (M=2.64).

As one could expected. Parental Stress is correlated to Number of Children (rs=-0.185;
p=0.006). but interestingly the highest leves of Parental Stress is reported by parents of only
one child (M=2.46). Parental Stress gets lower with an increase of number of children
respectively until (M=2.0 in parents with more than four children.

Parental Stress correlates significantly with 10 other variables describing parents
wellbeing. emotional regulation. support etc. Parents who experience less Parental Stress.
have better results on Emotional Warmth (rs=-0.118; p=0.014) and use less Negative
Communication with their children (rs=0.377; p=0.000). They also feel to get more support
from partner (Supportive Dyadic Coping by Partner) (rs=-0.336; p=0.000) and feel to belong
to community (Belonging) (rs=-0.197; p=0.010). Those parents with less Parental Stress are
more aware of their feelings (Awareness) (rs=-0.586; p=0.000). they are able to engage in goal
directed activities (Goals) (rs=0.218; p=0.004) and engage strategies to emotion regulation
(Strategies) (rs=0.305; p=0.000). They are able to accept their emotions (Non-acceptance)
(rs=0.220; p=0.004) and are able to manage impulses during negative emotions (Impulses)
(rs=0.300; p=0.000).



Parents who experience less Parental Stress. experience less also General Stress in life
(rs=0.488; p=0.000). Nevertheless. according to our results General Stress in life correlates
with more variables of emotional wellbeing and parent child relationship. General Stress
correlates significantly to Negative Communication (rs=0.310; p=0.000); Positive Religious
Coping (rs=-0.171; p=0.032) where persons who experience less General Stress in job. social
contacts. free time. finances etc. seek less for God’s love. care and help. Those parents have
better results on Total Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale (DERStot) (rs=0.381;
p=0.000) and on all variables of Emotion Regulation Scale: Awareness (rs=-0.299; p=0.000).
Clarity (rs=0.181; p=0.018). Goals (rs=0.402; p=0.000). Impulse (rs=0.440; p=0.000). Non-
acceptance (rs=0.404; p=0.000). Strategies (rs=0.337; p=0.000).

3.f. Application of the Syntax created

4. DISCUSSION

According to results of our survey, parents from Zagreb, Croatia estimate to have good
support from the community and people around them. They have rather good results on a
variables of Emotion Regulation Scale. Nevertheless, they experience quite a lot of parental
stress, much more than general stress caused by everyday problems.

Britner et al. (2003) reported more parental stress in mothers of children with cerebral
palsy than in parents of children with typical development, so as Rao and Beidel (2009) for
parents of children with autism. We did not have control group of parents of children with
typical development, but the level of stress that was found is quite high. It is connected to
level of parents education, income, number of children and marital status. According to our
results, parents with higher socio-economic status and higher level of education and les than 3
children experience more stress than parents of lower socio-economic status, lower school
degree and more than 3 children. This is qute interesting. Esspecially since authors found that
employment and therefore increase of income of parents have positive influence on their
parental stress (GYamfi et al. 2001; Riberio et al 2014).

Nomaguchi and Johnson (2016) found that for fathers a high level of stress is indeed
connected to unemployment, but also to workplace inflexibility, and for mothers it is
connected to unemployment but also to frequencies of engagement with children. Nomaguchi
and Brown (2012) also found that less educated mothers gain more new life meaning from
their children. Parents from our study who have higher education and better income are the



parents who work, and, eventhough they do not report high level of stress from work, might
be that they have a feeling not to spend enough time with their own children. No the other
hand, parents with lower socio-economic status and more than four children receive social
benefits, and have ability to use benefit as a caregiver to a child. Therefore they spend more
time with their children.

Nevertheless, regardless of income and education, most parents from our survey stated
that they are emotionally warm to their children. They praise a lot and show appreciation to
their children a lot. They also have good coping strategies and support from family and
partner. They think to have very sheldom negative communication with a child. Perhaps their
overall communication abilities are good so they give and receive a lot of support.

Eventhough parents estimate to receive a lot of support from their partner, fathers are
estimating their supportive dyadic coping to be better than mothers. Fathers think that they
give, but also receive more support from their spouses than mothers. Previous researches also
found different coping processes and support regarding gender, but gender roles are greatly
influenced by cultural norms (Giuliano and Nunn, 2013; Bodenmann, 2005; Xu et al., 2016).

Although our results show rather high satisfaction of parents of children with
disabilities, we have to be very cautious with the interpretation, since we had limited sample.
Almost all parents were from Zagreb, the capitol city of Croatia, where they have different
programs of education and rehabilitation for their children and them. Most of them were
included in early childhood intervention programs and received support in their homes very
early in child’s life. Therefore we should analyse our results also in relation to provided
support for children and families, in relation to program the child is attending and also in
relation to a level of support which child needs. We should also involve more parents from
different parts of Croatia to analyse the differences in family wellbeing and support provided

in those parts of Croatia.

5. CONCLUSIONS

According to our results, parents from our sample are rather satisfied with their relations, their
emotional regulation and support they receive. Nevertheless they reported rather high level of
parental stress. It is important to do further investigations to find the causes of this high level

of stress in order to plan the support.
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