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Parental employment in families with disabilities: assessment, factors, solutions

Abstract

Object: Purpose of this paper is to assess the factors affecting the ability of a parent with a disabled child to find
employment to develop approaches to addressing this issue, including in the framework of the Employment Center ac-
tivities.

Methods: This study includes a sociological survey conducted in 5 regions (300 families) of Kazakhstan, pro-
cessing of the results using structural analysis and SmartPLS statistical methods.

Results: According to the results of a sociological survey, the share of working mothers after the birth of a child
with special needs is found to be decreasing from 86 % to 42 %. Of the 58 % of those unemployed, 31 % would like to
realize their human potential and increase family income. A PLS-PM model processing of the survey results allowed to
identify significant factors: time spent on childcare, his diagnosis, and family income. Authors of the article have af-
firmed two hypotheses about the relationship between mother’s status and the family income with the mother’s willing-
ness to find employment, mainly in the form of partial or temporary one. They have also confirmed the hypothesis
about the influence of “Additional government free of charge family services” on the mother’s ability to work. A signif-
icant number of respondents expressed a desire for government support to provide employment opportunities in a form
accessible to the parent and additional income. This led to the conclusion that the Employment Centers are not working
effectively enough with this category of citizens. In this regard, for Employment Centers, the authors propose three al-
gorithms of actions for the employment of this social group, which maximizes the range of possible solutions for each
individual case.

Conclusions: Realization of the human potential of parents with a disabled child is related to their employment
and labor income. Employment Centers need to take an active position on the issue of employment of target groups by
introducing a profiling methodology and fixing the specialization of specific employees on groups with social issues for
targeted individual work with each case. We suggest the possibility of addressing the issue within the framework of
social entrepreneurship.

Keywords: families with disabilities, parental employment, PLS analysis, employment algorithms.

Introduction

Families with disabilities have started getting attention in the social policy of the state since the 1970s.
Combination of factors that reduce the living standards in these families compared to an ordinary family has
identified them as an object of socio-economic research (Rimmerman, 2015).

The issues of families are investigated by international organizations, and according to the UNICEF es-
timates in 2013, the proportion of children with disabilities in the group of children under 14 in the world
varies from 4.1 % to 7.4 % (UNICEF, 2013, UNICEF, 2005).

In 2/3 of the OECD countries, poverty level in the group of families with disabled children is higher than
in ordinary families. The largest gap in the value of the poverty level indicator is in Portugal (11.9 %), the USA
(11.2 %), and the Czech Republic (6 %). However, in some countries, such families live better. The poverty
rate among ordinary families is 3 % higher in Belgium, 4.1 % higher in Iceland, and 1.5 % higher in Germany
(OECD, 2011). This is the result of social policy, specifically the promotion of parental employment.

According to official statistics of Kazakhstan, the share of children with disabilities is 1.5 % of the
number of children under 18 years old and this trend remained same over the past decade. The number of

* Corresponding author.
E-mail address: atabaeva@list.ru

62 BecTHuk KaparaHauHckoro yHusepcuTeTta



Parental employment in families with disabilities...

families raising children with disabilities is growing along with the population. In 2019, the number of such
families is about 90 thousand, considering the fact that some families have more than one such child
(UNICEF, 2014).

The level of employment in Kazakh families with disabilities is low. In the 2014 UNICEF sample sur-
vey, no one works in 10 % of families, one person works in 53 %, and both parents work in 33 % of families
(UNICEF, 2015).

One of the limitations for the family is the parent’s reduction (in 90 % of cases, the mother) of the op-
portunity to realize their human potential and find employment in the desired volume. This also entails indi-
rect losses in the family since family income is reduced, in some cases, significantly. If the family is incom-
plete, a critical level of dependence on state transfers and a passive model of life activity may form. Realiza-
tion of the human potential of the child’s mother in employment allows not only to increase family income,
but also to form an active life position for the child in adulthood.

Literature Review

Despite the array of family policy research, there is still no answer to the question, is the model of sup-
port for families with disabilities an independent direction of family policy or an addition to the standard
one. The discussion has been raised by J.Y. Kang (2019), K. Bogenschneider and Corbett (2010),
T. Ooms (2019), R. Giulio, D. Philipov, I. Jaschinski (2014). These authors believe that for the most devel-
oped countries, this is one of the directions of holistic family policy focusing on the family raising children
with disabilities.

Problems of realization of human potential family members with disabilities, including employment,
were considered by D. Kirton (2009), N. Bourke-Taylor, C., Cotter, R. Stephan (2014), Mary D., K. Grace
(2015), P. Loprest, A. Davidoff (2004), M. Olsson, S. Hwang (2006), and G. Preston (2006). These authors
consider that parental employment in such families is desirable, but possible in cases where the state pro-
vides a significant number of available services that address the issue of a child’s day stay in a specialized
center or providing home-based carers.

A number of studies focus on the health and social issues of single-parent families with disabilities, which
are explained by high poverty rates, e.g., the one by Campbell M., Thomson H., Fenton C., etc. (2016).

By assessing the relationship between the employment requirement of a parent and the receipt of addi-
tional social benefits for single-parent families, the authors conclude that there is no unambiguous positive
relationship between employment, well-being and health status of members of such a family. If the job is
low-skilled and low-paid, then it does not effectively address the issue of family poverty. Although the very
participation in employment promotion projects increases self-esteem for some participants.

Perry-Jenkins M. and Gillman S. (2000) emphasize that the assessment of the impact of employment
outcomes on socio-economic well-being in single-parent families with disabilities in comparison with full
families does not return unambiguous and statistically reliable results, because, in their opinion, the social
context and human characteristics are more important.

In the post-Soviet space, family policy issues are considered in demographic, gender, socio-cultural as-
pects by V.V. Yelizarov, N.G. Janayeva, A.L. Sinitsa, and Yu.A. Potanin (2018), however, these studies lack
obvious emphasis on the situation of families with disabilities. Many authors consider the family policy of
post-Soviet and European countries from the standpoint of the basic family model by V. Gribovsky (2019).
Others emphasize the socio-cultural features of family relations and the need to take them into account in
family support programs (V. Sidorov, 2016).

A.O. Tyndik, S.A. Vasin (2016), and Yu.S. Nenakhova (2015) chose families with disabled children as
the object of research as well. They consider limitations of realizing human potential possibilities for fami-
lies with disabled children from different positions. The paper by A.O. Tyndik and S.A. Vasin based on pop-
ulation census data provides the detailed analysis and assessment of the structure of families with disabled
children, parental education and employment, sources of income and accessibility of educational services for
children. In particular, they conclude that there is inequality in terms of the living standards of ordinary fami-
lies and families with disabilities, but ways to promote parental employment are not considered.
Yu.S. Nenakhova analyzes the data of a sociological study and focuses on the shortage of rehabilitation ser-
vices for children, however, overlooks ensuring parental employment.

Currently Kazakhstan authors would mainly research the issues of children with disabilities, available
services and regulatory features of rehabilitation practices, but not the socio-economic situation of the family
as a whole. The issues of realizing the human potential of parents do not receive an update in the works by
T.P. Pritvorova, J. Kaidarova (2011), Temirbaeva D.M. (2019), T.P. Pritvorova, D.E. Bektleeva (2014).
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M.P. Ayaganova (2019) and N. Gelashvili (2019) consider some methods of addressing the issue of pa-
rental employment in families with the disabled children in the context of social entrepreneurship, for which
such citizens are the target group.

The novelty of our research lies in the fact that we identify not only the share of employed parents in
families with disabled children, but also factors affecting the employment of a parent taking care of a child,
using the structural modeling method. Previously, only statistical sampling studies would be undertaken in
Kazakhstan without assessing the factors affecting employment in families with disabilities and developing
recommendations to address the difficulties of parents who want to find employment.

Methods

The study implies a sociological survey of 300 families from five regions of Kazakhstan (Almaty, Kara-
ganda, Pavlodar, East Kazakhstan, and Akmola regions) and processing the results using the PLS-PM structural
modeling method, which allows assessing complex networks of causal relationships with latent variables.

This method allows the assessment of the impact of several groups of independent X variables com-
bined within a single factor, on the Y variable within the framework of one model. This means, we can as-
sess the impact of both group of factors and each factor individually.

The structural analysis of the open questions of sociological research helps to clarify the qualitative as-
sessment by respondents of some factors acting on the side of the family and on the side of the state.

Results

According to the results of a sociological study, reduction or termination of employment in families
with disabilities is common.

Before the birth of a child, 86 % of the surveyed women would work (Table 1).

Table 1. The opportunity to work for the mother (or father, if there is no mother) of a child with disabilities

Mother’s status before the birth of a disabled child
Worked Didn’t work anymore Never Total
worked
86 % 2% 12 % 100 %
Mother’s status at the time of a survey
Job description: Works: Does not work: 58 % In % of the total of
42 % unemployed:
In % of the Options Of these: Reasons: Of these:
total of em-
ployed:
78 Full-time 33 Quit because of a child’s 38 66
disability
14 Part-time (half- 6 Unemployed now, because 3,5 6
pay or less) of another child under three
years of age (plans to start)
8 Self-employed 3 Unemployed as never was 12 20
Of these: Of these: Quit for other reasons 4,5 8
(health, family circumstanc-
es)
94 Has childcare 40 Perspective
options Of these: 100
6 Child can stay 2 Does not plan, because there 18 31
alone is neither the opportunity nor
the desire
Of these: Of these: Does not plan, because it 9 16
requires professional train-
ing, which also takes time
13 Employed, 5,5 There is a desire, there is no 27 46
mother of mul- job opportunity
tiple children
There is a desire, plans to 4 7
start soon
Note: Compiled by the authors based on the results of a sociological survey
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After the birth of a child with a disability, 42 % worked at the time of the survey, i.e., almost half as
much. Of all employees, 78 % were employed full-time, 14 % were employed at 0.5 % or less, and 8 % were
self-employed. That is, non-standard employment is actively in demand in such families.

At the time of the survey, 58 % of women are unemployed. Out of 100 % of unemployed women:

- 66 % noted that they quit working due to a child’s disability;

- 21 % of women, which is equivalent to the same 12 % in the total, noted that they had never worked;

- 5 % of women have another child under three years of age;

- 8 % of women have quit working for other reasons (health, family circumstances, etc.).

Potentially, realization of their human potential in the labor market is important for 53 % of women out
of 66 % who do not work due to the birth of a disabled child.

Of those 66 % who have stopped working because of a child’s disability, 46 % express willingness to
work, but currently do not see such an opportunity for themselves. 7 % say that they will get a job in the near
future. Another 16 % say that they need to pass or update professional training to get out, however that re-
quires time and opportunity.

If we consider the totality of women with children with disabilities, 31 % currently do not work, but
have a desire to work in some acceptable form. The projection on the number of families with disabilities
means that this is approximately 27,900 potential job seekers in Kazakhstan.

Let us determine the factors affecting the employment opportunities of women with disabled children
and form research hypotheses.

On the part of the family, the possibility of employment is affected by “Family characteristics” and
“Status of family members in the context of child care”.

On the part of the state, “Other services for the child” and “Additional government free of charge fami-
ly services”.

Let us formulate hypotheses according to the predicate analysis.

H1: There is a significant relationship between “Additional government free of charge family services”
and “Opportunity to work”.

H2: There is a significant relationship between “Family characteristics” and “Opportunity to work”.

H3: There is a significant relationship between “Other services for the child” and “Opportunity to
work”.

H4: There is a significant relationship between “Status of family members in the context of child care”
and “Opportunity to work”.

We have processed personal data and verified the hypotheses using specialized SmartPLS software
(Figure 1). SmartPLS helps to provide identification of characteristics that have the greatest impact on the
dependent variable “Opportunity to work” using PLS analysis.

The PLS model is analyzed and interpreted in two stages:

1. Assessment of the reliability and validity of the measurement model.

2. Evaluation of the structural model.

Internal reliability of the model is checked using the following built-in coefficients: Cronbach's Alpha,
rho A, AVE, and Composite Reliability.

We have obtained the following values:

- Cronbach’s Alpha: from 0.651 to 0.91 (best at 0.7 or higher).

-rho_A: from 0.027 to 1.563 (best at 0.5 or higher).

- AVE: from 0.292 to 0.821 (best at 0.5 or higher).

- Composite Reliability: from 0.146 to 0.932 (best at 0.7 or higher).

Accordingly, the model reliability and validity analysis have given adequate results. This confirms the
internal consistency of the survey and the strong influence of indicators on the latent variable. The deviation
from the standards has been confirmed by the group of factors “Family characteristics”, since their values are
heterogeneous and are largely spread. At the same time, the assessment of the reliability and validity of the
measurement model as a whole has illustrated satisfactory results. This allows us to proceed to the assess-
ment of the structural model.
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Figure 1. Structural model of opportunity to work
Note — compiled by the authors based on the analysis by the SmartPLS program

Let us proceed to Bootstrapping.

In order to check the effectiveness of all the obtained coefficients we use the Bootstrapping command
built into SmartPLS to test the statistical significance of the analysis results. The Bootstrapping procedure
initiates the step-by-step verification from simple events to complex ones and outputs the result of the study.
This is how we get an estimate of the reliability of the hypotheses (Table 2).

Table 2. Path Coefficients

Original Sample T Statistics .

Hypotheses (0) (O/STDEV)) P Values | Hypothesis status
H1. Additional government free of charge
family services -> Opportunity to work 0.193 2.099 0.036 Accepted
H2. Family characteristics -> Opportunity 0357 2373 0018 A
to work
H3.. Other services for the child -> Oppor- 0.092 0.860 0.390 Rejected
tunity to work
H4. Status of family members and child
e = Ogmaintisy o ok 0.326 3.309 0.001 Accepted
Note: Compiled by the authors based on data obtained using SmartPLS program

We have performed evaluation of the significance of the obtained coefficients of the model using Stu-
dent’s t-statistics. The observed t-statistics values are compared with the critical value of the Tobs > Terit =
1.96. Having checked this condition, we confirm statistical significance of the coefficients of the following
variables: “Additional government free of charge family services” (0.193), “Family characteristics” (0.357),
and “Status of family members in the context of child care” (0.326).

For the independent variable “Other services for the child”, the coefficient equal to 0.092 is statistically
trivial since Tobs = 0.860 < 1.96.

Significance of the coefficients is determined by P Values, the value of which should not exceed 0.05.
Bootstrapping has shown that the most significant one is the coefficient of the variable “Family characteris-
tics” equal to 0.357 (Figure 2). P Values of this coefficient is 0.018.
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Figure 2. The value of the coefficient of the independent variable “Family characteristics”

Note — Compiled by the authors based on the analysis by the SmartPLS program

“Family characteristics” coefficient’s high value (0.357) confirms its significant impact on the oppor-
tunity to work.

The test result demonstrates that hypotheses H1, H2 and H4 are supported.

This means that additional government free of charge family services, family characteristics (income
and diagnosis of the child), status of family members in the context of child care affect the opportunity to
work. Therefore, we can argue that improvement of the above-mentioned factors shall contribute to the em-
ployment of mothers caring for children with disabilities.

The Y variable reflects the willingness to work (human potential realization) of the parent who provides
the most care for the child. In assessing possible employment options, respondents prioritize the status of an
employee in the amount of temporary/part-time employment (Y10 = 0.889) followed by full-time employ-
ment (Y12 = 0.574). The smallest number of people who would like to work (Y11 = 0.331) prefer self-
employment; these are mainly those already experienced in such work.

The possibility of getting a job by 36 % is described by the factors included in the model, which is a
sufficient value, since the model describes only the factors acting within the family and in the immediate en-
vironment. While the outside world suffers from a number of other factors: the unemployment rate in the
region of residence, the demand for the parent’s profession in the labor market, etc.

Family characteristics have the greatest influence on Y (0.357), among which the diagnosis of the child
(X25 =0.826) and family income (X22 = 0.283) were paramount. The first characteristic is the defining one,
since there is a direct link between the time spent on daily care and the diagnosis of the child. Complex diag-
noses require additional funds for the rehabilitation of the child, since the services provided by the state for
children with medium and high needs are insufficient (this is confirmed by the weak connection of services
for children and the opportunity to work, the hypothesis H3 was not confirmed.) This also determines the
desire of the family for additional income. Hypothesis H2 Family Characteristics -> Opportunity to work
was confirmed with P Values = 0.018.

The second most important factor is the status of a person in the family with its influence value of
0.326. In the vast majority of cases, the opportunity to work while having a child with a disability and the
care they require is a mother’s problem (X15 = 0.929). In some cases, the second family member also faces
employment issues, but the coefficient (X14 = 0.365) is much less significant. This does not affect the capa-
bilities of other family members in any way possible. Hypothesis H4 The status of family members in the
context of child care -> Opportunity to work was confirmed with almost perfect P Values = 0.001.

The variable we have defined as “Additional government free of charge family services” would include
a whole range of the following services: short-term respite (a visiting social worker), long-term respite
(payment for care services for the period of the parent’s leave), and other services (an open position). The
first two services did not receive substantial attention from respondents, which determined a low value of
0.193, compared to the previous two factors. Many families do not receive social worker services (they are in
the process of obtaining disability status, or reside in rural areas, or do not have residence permit, etc.) or
they do not feel the social effect from it (X16 = —0.741). Current practice does not include long-term respite
service, and many people assess the probability of receiving it in the near future negatively; therefore (X17 =
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-0.415). At the same time, the desired support from government to provide employment opportunities in a
form accessible to the parent and to receive additional income has been expressed by a significant number of
respondents (X18 = 0.951). Hypothesis H1 Additional government free of charge family services -> Oppor-
tunity to work was confirmed with P Values = 0.036.

We believe that the solution to the employment issue is associated with the modification of the Em-
ployment Centers activities and the development of social entrepreneurship.

The way Employment Centers work is currently based on the streaming service of applicants and their
allocation to the projects of the state employment program (Petrenko E.S., Pritvorova, T.P., Spanova, B.K.,
2019). An individual approach to the applicant considering his life circumstances is practically nonexistent,
i.e., the applicant from the problematic target group is served on a general basis.

We propose several options for Employment Centers that will help to get results in the form of em-
ployment of a problematic target group, of which parents with disabled children are part of (Figure 3).

The algorithm of actions in this case is assumed in several variants depending on the level of education,
qualifications and desires of the applicant.

The first option is employment in the private sector on the terms of partial or remote employment. Digi-
talization of many business processes makes it possible to attract part-time workers on a rolling schedule.
Many trading companies and shops, firms in the service sector at the present time have websites and employ
consultants. They can connect from home and work part-time with a flexible schedule.

If necessary, the opportunity for such employment can be ensured by the visiting social worker who
provides childcare for 3—4 hours while the parent is working.

Such a workplace can happen under the “Social Workplaces” project, so that the employer can assess
the employee during the trial period.

However, if an employer wants to take an advantage of preferential taxation and other opportunities
provided to social entrepreneurs (SE) in Kazakhstan, they can hire several employees from target groups ac-
cording to the standards laid down in the legal act (disabled people, parents with disabled children, persons
serving sentences, low-income citizens, etc.) (the Law of Republic of Kazakhstan dated June 24, 2021). In
this case, an ordinary trading company, a mass catering company, or any other company with a consultant
position can apply for the status of a social entrepreneur.

Profiling in the
Employment Center

Attracting partners: NPOs and Searching for a

SEs workplace in the
private sector

- o ., Employment on the
AnNPO is an intermediary in SE is an employer and its (ETs Gt e saeall

5 3 o status allows for tax 5
employment and its service is benefits. et workplace and part-time
subsidized e employment

Figure 3. Pathways of action in the Employment Center to employ a target group of parents with disabled children

Note — compiled by the authors

For the second option, a non-profit organization (NPO) can be involved as an intermediary in employ-
ment, because such organizations work with target groups, are aware of their specifics and can quickly find a
job for an applicant in any sector of the economy. In this case, it is necessary to subsidize employment ser-
vices from the state to an NPO according to unit cost standards.

For the third option, the Employment Center can immediately appeal to a social entrepreneur for em-
ployment of an applicant from the target group, however, this requires an information base (in this case, the
register) of social entrepreneurs.

Discussion
The results of our sociological research confirm that a significant proportion of women after the birth of
a child with a disability reduces employment or completely abandons it. There are 44 % of them in our sam-
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ple, 20 % in OECD countries (Giulio P., Philipov D., Jaschinski 1., 2014), which is most probably explained
by a large number of supportive measures. For example, France offers free babysitters for toddlers up to
three years of age and individual allowances, the size of which takes into account the diagnoses of the child
by the cumulative method (Report “Family Policy in the 28 EU Member States”, 2018).

In addition, a large proportion of employed parents is explained by the active policy of employment
services, which, owing to a developed profiling system, determine belonging to the target group and work in
a targeted manner considering all the employment opportunities of the applicant for non-standard employ-
ment regimes (European Commission, 2021).

In our study, the share of employed parents was 42 %.

The above-mentioned UNICEF survey in Kazakhstan illustrates 53 % of families in which one parent
works, and 10 % of families in which no one does. However, it should be noted that the statistical review
does not specify the reason for parents’ lack of employment. It is worth mentioning that there may be other
reasons for staying unemployed, e.g. another small child, health issues and others, we have indicated in Ta-
ble 1. By providing specific reasons for the lack of employment in our survey, we trust our data to be more
accurate and reliable.

We believe that the difference between developed countries and Kazakhstan in the scale of employment
of parents with disabled children is due to the fact that the volume of available day rehabilitation services in
many countries, especially Scandinavian ones, Germany, France, is much higher (Olsson M., Hwang C.,
2006, Rimmerman A., 2015).

We think another reason is the lack of real use of profiling techniques and individual selection of the
form of employment for groups with social issues in Kazakhstan’s Employment Centers (Petrenko E.S.,
Pritvorova T.P., Spanova B.K., 2019).

We shall identify employment issues that parents with disabled children face diagnosed by Loprest P.,
Davidoff A. in our further studies.

Conclusions

Modern social policy in relation to families with disabilities considers the issues of all family members,
and, above all, the parent who provides most childcare. One of the options for realizing the parent’s human
potential is employment. According to the results of a sociological study conducted in five regions of Ka-
zakhstan, the main factors determining the possibility of working for a mother are the time spent on child-
care (due to the diagnosis of the child) and the family characteristics, its income above all. Income is the
paramount factor for single-parent families with no other sources of income other than transfers. Of 58 % of
unemployed parents, 31 % would like to find a job. If we extrapolate this to the number of families with dis-
abled children, we shall find approximately 28 thousand people in Kazakhstan.

The factor limiting the opportunities of parents with disabled children in the external environment, ac-
cording to verified hypotheses in the PLS-PM model, is the lack of an individual approach and adequate of-
fers from the Employment Center.

For this, in our point of view, we need Employment Centers to take an active position on the issue of
employment of target groups by introducing a profiling methodology, fixing the specialization of the em-
ployee (if necessary, 2—3 employees in the centers of large cities) on groups with social issues for targeted
individual work with each case.

There are three possible options:

- Employment in the private sector at a social workplace (part-time employment with full subsidy);

- Involvement of a non-profit sector as an employment agent with subsidized services for each em-
ployed applicant;

- Employment with a social entrepreneur, who could become such if they employ several (at least four)
citizens from target groups. In this case, digitalization of business processes can facilitate to ensure remote
employment in a flexible mode. For instance, consultants on the marketplace website, a mass catering facili-
ty, and a number of other services can work from home on a rolling schedule on a part-time basis. This will
allow the entrepreneur to get an official status and give them access to benefits.

Implementation of the proposed algorithms will address the difficulties of parents in families with disa-
bilities in finding employment in the official labor market.
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T.I1. IlpuTBopoBa, A.K. Atadaesa, E.C. IleTpenko

MymMmkingiri mekTeyJii oréacbuiapAaa aTa-aHaJdapAbIH )KYMBICKA OPHAJIACYBI:
O0aranay, ¢paxTopaap, memimaep

Anoamna:

Maxkcamul: MakanaHbslH MakcaTbl MyTeek 0ajachkl 6ap ara-aHaHBIH JKYMBICKA OpPHAJIACybIHAa 9CEp €TETIH, OHBIH
imiage XanmblKKa KbI3MET KOPCETY OPTAJBIFBIHBIH IICHOEPIHIIC OChI MACENCHI MICHIYAIH TICUIICPIH AaMBITYIbIH (ak-
TOpJIapBIH Oarasnay OOJBIN TaOBIIA B

Oodici: byn 3eprrey KazakcranHsiH 5 afimarsiaga sxyprizinre (300 or6acel) oaneyMeTTiK 3epTTeyi KaMTHIBI, M-
JIMETTep HOTHXKEC] KYPBUIBIMIIBIK aHAIN3 )KOHE CTaTHUCTHKAJBIK oicrieH Smart PLS Garnapinamaceiga eHaemni.

Kopuvimuinoer: ConyonorusibIK 3epTTey HOTHKeNepi OOMbIHIIA MyTreaeK 0aja TyblIFaHHAH KeHIH XKYMBICTICH KaM-
TBUTFaH aHAJIAPIBIH yireci 86 % -man 42 % -Fa neifin ToeMeHaeiTiHI aHbIKTaabl. JKymeic ictemeliTinnepaid 58 % -HBIH
31 % -bI ©31HIH aJaMU aJIeyEeTIiH ICKe achIPy/Ibl )KOHE 0TOACH! TAOBICHIH apTTHIPY/AbI KaJlaiIbl.

PLS yaricingeri HoTHXeNepi OHIeYy Ke3iHJIe alblHFaH HOTIDKENepre colikec, eHOEKKE JereH YMTBIIBICTH aHbIK-
TaWTBIH MaHBI3IBI (akTopiap — OyJ1 OajmaHbl KYTyre KeTKEH YaKbIT, OHBIH JHATHOCTHUKACHI )KOHE OTOACHl TaOBICHI.
AHaHBIH 0TOACBIHAAFBI MopTeOeci MEH 0TOACHUIBIK KipiCi )KOHE aHAHBIH JKYMBICKA OpHAJacyFa JEereH YMTBUIBICH MEH
eHOeK TaObIChl apachbIHJAFbl, HETi31HEH, TOJILIK €MEC HEeMeCe YaKbITIIA >KYMBIC TYpIHIEri KaTblHACTaphl TYpasbl €Ki
Oomwkam pacrangpl. «OTdackiHA apHAIFaH 0acka 1a MEMIICKETTIK aKbICHI3 KBI3METTEPIiH» aHAHBIH KYMBIC KaOiIeTTimi-
TiHE 9cepi Typaibl rumnore3a aa pactanabl. by XanbIKThl )KYMBICTIEH KAMTY OPTaJIbIFbl YCHIHATHIH )KYMBICIICH KaMTY
KbI3METTEPiHIH MaHBI3AbLUIBIFBIH alllyFa MYMKIHAIK Oep/i. JKYMBICIIEH KaMTy OpTalbIKTapblHa OCBI QJISYMETTIK TOITHI
KYMBICKa OpHAJIACTBIPYIbIH YII aJrOPUTMI YCHIHBUIFaH, OyJl opOip HaKTHI yKaFiail yIiH MYMKiH OOJIaThlH MIenliMaep
AyKBIMBIH OapbIHIIIA aPTTHIPAIBI.
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Tyorcoipvimoama: MYMKIHAIT TIEKTEY I 6anacel 6ap aTa-aHaIapIbIH aJlaMHU QJICYETIH iCKe achIpy OJapIbIH KYMBbI-
CBIMEH JKoHe eHOeK TabbICcTapbIMEH OalIaHBICTHI. XaJIBIKTHl KYMBICIICH KAMTY OpTaJbIKTapbIHA POQIIBALY diCTeMe-
CIH €Hri3e OTBIPHIN, MAKCATThI TONTAP/bI )KYMBICIICH KAMTY MAceJeciHie OeJICeH Il XKaFaiira Kellyi KepekK, op Karaai-
JIa J)KEKE MaKCATThI )KYMBIC JKacay YIIiH JICyMETTIK mpobieManapsl 0ap TonTapra MaMaHIap bl IOFBIPIIAHABIPY KEPEK.

Kinm ce3dep: MyMKiHIIr mekreyni orbackuiap, )KymbiclieH KamTy, PLS tanpay, skymbIicnieH KamTy anro-
puTM™Maepi.

T.II. IpuTBOpoBa, A.K. Atadaesa, E.C. Ilerpenko

3aHATOCTH POUTENIS B CEMbSIX ¢ OTPAHUYEHHBIMH BO3MOKHOCTSAMU:
OlleHKa, ()AKTOPbI, pelIeHust

Annomauusn

Llenv: OCHOBHOM LIENBIO CTAaThH SIBISIETCS OLEHKa (D)aKTOPOB BIIMSIHUSI HA BO3MOXHOCTb POJUTEINS C PEOEHKOM-
MHBAIUIOM OOpECTH 3aHATOCTh Ul pa3paOOTKH MOAXOAOB K PELICHUIO 3TOH MpoOIeMBbl, B TOM 4YHCIE B paMKax Jes-
TeJIbHOCTU [[eHTPOB 3aHATOCTH HACEIICHHUSI.

Memoouvl: [laHHOE HCCIIeOBAaHIE BKIFOYAET COIMMOIOTHIECKIN OTIPOC, IPOBEICHHEIH B 5-1 perunoHax (300 cemeit)
Kazaxcrtana, 00pabOTKy pe3yibTaToB METOJOM CTPYKTYPHOTO aHalW3a M CTATHCTHIECKUMH METOAAaMH B IpOrpamMMe
Smart PLS.

Pesynomamui: T1o pe3ynpTaTaM cOINOIOTHIECKOTO OIPOCa, OBUIO BEISIBIICHO, YTO AOJI pabOTAIOIINX MaTepeil mo-
cie poxkaeHUs peOeHKa ¢ 0COOCHHOCTIME COKpataetes ¢ 86 % mo 42. 13 58 % uepaboTaromux 31 % xenaroT peasnu-
30BaTh CBOH 4EJIOBEYECKHH IMOTEHIMAN M MOBBICUTH 10X0JblI ceMbi. OOpaboTka pe3ynbTaToB onpoca B Mojenu PLS-
PM no3Bonniia BBISIBUTH 3HaYMMBbIe (DaKTOPBI: 3aTpaThl BpEMEHH Ha yXOJ 32 PeOEHKOM, €ro JIMarHo3 M J0X0] CEMbH.
[Moxyunin noATBepKIEHNE JBE THIIOTE3bI O B3aMMOCBSI3U CTAaTyca MaTEPH M JI0X0Jla CEMBH C JKeJIaHHEM MaTtep odpe-
CTH 3aHSTOCTh, IPEUMYILECTBEHHO B (popMe YaCTUUHOI MM BpeMeHHOM 3aHsTocTH. [loaTBepAuIach TakKe rumnore3a o
BIMSHUM «APYT'HX T'OCYNApCTBEHHBIX OECILIATHBIX YCIYT Uil CEMbH» Ha BO3MOXKHOCTH MarepH paboTarh. JKenaHue
MOJZIEPKKH CO CTOPOHBI TOCYIapPCTBEHHBIX OPraHOB MO 0OECIIEYEHUI0 BO3MOXKHOCTH 3aHATOCTH B JOCTYITHOW JUIS poO-
uTesst popMe M JTOTOTHUTEIBHOTO J0X0/(a OBUIO BBICKA3aHO 3HAYMTEIHHBIM YHCIIOM PECTIOHICHTOB. DTO MO3BOJMIIO
cenaTh BBIBOJ O HEMOCTaTOYHO 3P QeKTUBHOM padore LIeHTpOB 3aHATOCTH C 3TOW Kareropueil rpaxzaaH. B ceszu c
5TIM 17151 LIeHTpOB 3aHATOCTH HACEJICHUS! HAMHU MPEAJIOKEHO TPH alrOpUTMa JEHCTBHH 1O TPYAOYCTPOIHCTBY 3TOH CO-
IAJIBHON TPYIMIIBI, YTO MAaKCUMAIBHO PACIIHUPHUT CIIEKTP BO3MOMKHBIX PEIICHUH VIS Ka’KAOTO WHIUBHIYaJIbHOTO CITy-
qasl.

Bbi6oovl: Peannzanus ueioBe4ecKoro noTeHnyaia poanTeseld, MMEIONIMX peOeHKa ¢ MHBAMIHOCTBIO, CBSI3aHA C
HX 3aHATOCTBIO U TPYAOBBIMH JOXOJaMHU. HeHTpaM 3aHATOCTU HACCICHHUA HCO6XO)II/IMO HepeﬁTH Ha aKTUBHYIO IIO3U-
LIUIO B BOMIPOCE TPYIOYCTPONUCTBA MENEBIX IPYII, BHEIPUB METOAUKY MPOPUIUPOBAHUS U 3aKPETUB CIEITHAIA3AIMIO
KOHKPETHBIX paGOTHI/IKOB B I'pynnax ¢ COHuaJIbHBIMA HpO6HeMaMI/I JIIsL allpeCHOﬁ HHHHBH}IyaHBHOﬁ pa6OTBI C KaXXIbIM
KOHKPETHBIM CJIy4dacM. HpennomeHa BO3MOXXHOCTb PCIICHUA HpO6J’IeMBI B paMKax COIUAJIBHOIO IMPEANPHUHUMATCIIb-
CTBa.

Knwuesvie cnoga: ceMbu ¢ OrpaHUYEHHBIMH BO3MOXKHOCTSIMH, 3aHSATOCTb poautenei, PLS-ananu3, anroputMel
TPYAOYCTPOICTBA.

References

Ayaganova M. Social entrepreneurship: business models and strategies for their development / M. Ayaganova,
T. Pritvorova, D. Mamrayeva, L. Tashenova // Economic Annals-XXI. — 2019.- Vol.178.- Issue 7, 8. — P. 96—104.

Bogenschneider K. Family policy: Becoming a field of inquiry and subfield of social policy / K. Bogenschneider,
T. Corbett // Journal of Marriage and Family. — 2010. — Ne 72 (3). — P.783-803.

Bourke-Taylor H. Young children with cerebral palsy: families self-reported equipment needs and out-of-pocket ex-
penditure / H. Bourke-Taylor, C. Cotter, R. Stephan // Child: Care, Health and Development. — 2014. — Ne 40 (5).
— P. 654-662.

Campbell M. Lone parents, health, wellbeing and welfare to work: a systematic review of qualitative studies /
M. Campbell, H. Thomson, C. Fenton / BMC Public Health. — 2016. — Ne 16. — P. 188-201.

European Commission. Report “Union of equality: Strategy for the rights of persons with disabilities 2021-2030.
[DnexTponnsrii pecypc]. 2021. Pexxum moctyma: https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp? catld=1484&langld=en

Gelashvili N.N. Problems of development of social entrepreneurship in the Republic of Kazakhstan: solutions and tools
/ N.N. Gelashvili, Y.D. Orynbassarova, B.K. Zhumanova // Bulletin of Karaganda University. Economy Series. —
2019. — Ne 4 (96). — P.180-186.

Giulio P. Families with disabled children in different European countries / P. Giulio, D. Philipov, 1. Jaschinski // Fami-
lies and Societies. — 2014, — Ne23. Pexum pgocryma: http://www.familiesandsocieties.eu/wp-
content/uploads/2014/12/WP23GiulioEtAl.pdf

72 BecTHuk KaparaHgmHckoro yHusepcurteTa



Parental employment in families with disabilities...

Kang J.Y. Convergence of family policy across welfare regimes (1990 to 2010): Different connotations of family policy
expansion / J.Y. Kang // International journal of social welfare. — 2019. — Ne 28 (2). — P.167-178.

Kirton D. Child social work policy & practice / D. Kirton // London: SAGE Publications Ltd. — 2009. — [P. 223.

Loprest P. A. How Children with Special Health Care Needs Affect the Employment Decisions of Low-Income Parents
/ P. Loprest, A. Davidoff // Matern Child Health Journal. — 2004. — Ne 8 (3). — P.171-182.

Mary D. Families and Poverty: Everyday Life on a Low Income / D. Mary, K. Grac // Bristol: Policy Press. — 2015.

OECD Family Database. (2011) Pexum noctyna: https://www.oecd.org/els/family/CO1.9 %20Child%20disability

%20FINAL.xls

Olsson M. Well-being, involvement in paid work and division of child-care in parents of children with intellectual disa-
bilities in Sweden / M. Olsson, C. Hwang // Journal of Intellectual Disability Research. — 2006. — Ne 50 (12). —
P. 963-969.

Ooms T. The evolution of family policy: Lessons learned, challenges, and hopes for the future / T. Ooms // Journal of
Family Theory & Review. — 2019. — Ne 1. — P.18-38.

Perry-Jenkins M. Parental Job Experiences and Children's Well-Being: The Case of Two-Parent and Single-Mother
Working-Class Families / M. Perry-Jenkins, S. Gillman // Journal of Family and Economic Issues. — 2000. —
No.21. —P. 123-147.

Preston G. Families with disabled children, benefits and poverty / G. Preston // The Journal of Poverty and Social Jus-
tice. Bristol. The Policy Press. — 2006. — Ne14 (1). — P.39-43.

Report «Family Policy in the 28 EU Member States». Taskforce on European and International Relations and Coopera-
tion Country Overview. 2018. Pexum goctyma: https://www.caf fi/sites/default/files/cnaf/Documents/
international/fiches%20pays/

Compil%?20fiches%20pays%20pays%20UE 01 %202018 English.pdf

Rimmerman A. Family Policy and Disability / A.Rimmerman // Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. — 2015.

Temirbaeva D.M. Analysis of social support for households with children in Kazakhstan / D.M. Temirbaeva // Bulletin
of the Karaganda University. Economy Series. — 2019. — No 4 (96). — P.119-215.

I'pubosckmii B. Cemelinas nonurtuka eBpockenThkoB ['epmannu, ABctpun u llseiinapuu / B. 'puGosckuii // Hayu.
aHanmut. BecTH. MH-Ta EBpomsl PAH. — 2019. — Ne 3 (9). — C. 54-57.

Joxnan «KadecTBO KU3HU UL, IMEIOIINX HHBAJIHIHOCTh, C YI€TOM reHaepHoi cnenudukm» (2015). Pexxum mocryma:
https://www.unicef.org/kazakhstan/media/671/file/%D0 %9F%D1 %83 %DO0 %B1 %D0 %BB%D0 %B8 %D0 %B
A%DO0 %B0 %D1 %86 %D0 %B8 %D1 %8F%20.pdf

Joxnan «[Ipobrmembl IeTcKOl HHBATHIHOCTH B mepexonubil mepuoxa B crpanax LIBE/CHI u bantum» (2005). Pexim
mocryna: https://www.unicef-irc.org/publications/pdf/disability-rus.pdf

Enmusapos B.B. [lemorpaduueckas u cemelinas nonutrka B ctpanax CHI' / B.B. Enuzapos // Jlemorpaduueckoe pa3su-
THE IMOCTCOBETCKOI'0 MPOCTpaHCTBa: ¢O. CT. W aHanuT. MarepuanoB. Cep. Jlemorpaduueckue MccieaoBaHus. —
M.: Okon. dak. MI'Y wum. M.B. Jlomonocora, 2018. — C.169-181. Pexum goctyma: https://www.
econ.msu.ru/sys/raw.php? 0=44887&p=attachment

3akoH PK ot 24 mrons 2021 roma Ne 52 —VII «O BHeceHUU W3MEHEHUH U TOTIOJTHEHHUH B HEKOTOPBIC 3aKOHOJATEIILHBIC
akTel PecrryOmmku Kazaxcran 1mo BompocaM NMpennpHHIMATENbCTBA, COHATFHOTO MPEANPUHAMATEIhCTBA H 00s13a-
TEIBHOTO COIMANBHOTO CTpaxoBaHIs». Pexwm noctyma: https://adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/Z2100000052/info

Henaxosa 10.C. Tlpob6nemsr cemeii ¢ nerbmu-unBamuaamu / FO.C. HemaxoBa // Hapoponacemenme. — 2015. —
Ne 2(68). — C. 107-123.

OTuer «AHaJIN3 TIOJIOKEHHUS IeTel ¢ MHBAIMIAHOCTBIO: pa3BUTHE MHKIFO3UBHOrO obiecTBa B PecryOnnke Kazaxcrany.
(2014). Pexum pocryma: https://www.unicef.org/kazakhstan/media/806/file/%D0 %9F%D1 %83 %D0 %B1 %
D0 %BB%D0 %B8 %D0 %BA%D0 %B0 %D1 %86 %D0 %B8 %D1 %8F%20.pdf

Otuet «The State of the World’s Children 2013». Children with disabilities: From exclusion to inclusion. (2013). Pe-
xuM goctyna: https://www.unicef.org/reports/state-worlds-children-2013

[etpenxo E.C. IIpodunupoBanue 6e3paOOTHBIX MPH OKa3aHUH YCIYT COICHCTBHUS 3aHATOCTH HACEICHHS: MHUPOBON
ombIT 1 Moaens st Kazaxcrana / E.C. Ilerpenko, T.I1. IIputBoposa, b.K. Cranosa // Oxonomuka tpyna. — 2019.
—T.6.—Ne 1. — C. 357-376.

[IputBoposa T.II. foxoabl 7oOMOXO34UCTB ¢ NeThbMHU B KazaxcTraHne: pocT ypoBHS KU3HU NPU COXPAHEHUU HEPaBHOMEP-
Hoctu pacnpenenenust / T.I1. TlpurBoposa, /I.E. BekrieeBa // DxoHoMmuKa: crpaterus W npaktuka. — 2014, —
Ne3(31). — C. 113-125.

[TputBoposa T.I1. Mozaenn 1 MexaHU3MbI CEMEHHOM MONUTHKH B pa3BuThix crpaHax / T.I1. TIpurBopona, XK. Kaiinaposa
// Bectn. Kaparana. yu-ta. Cep. Oxon. — 2011. — Ne 3. — C.82-96.

CunopoB B. CemeliHas OTUTHKAa B CHCTEME TOCYIapCTBEHHOW coruanbHON monutiku / B. Cumopos // Bmacts. —
2016. — Ne 11. — C. 83-88.

Terguk A.O. IlonoxeHne neTe-WHBAUAOB M WX ceMel, mo HaHHeIM nepenwcedt HacemeHus / A.O. TerHOWK,
C.A. Bacun // XKUCII. — 2016. — Ne 2. — C. 167-177.

Cepusa «3koHoMuka». Ne 4(104)/2021 73



