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Abstract

:

The integration of the family in educating their children allows for the optimization of educational intervention. Despite its relevance, there is not much research aimed at collecting the voice of the families of students with Special Educational Needs (SEN) about their relationship with the school system. The present study aims to develop and validate a questionnaire of the family perception of the support received from the educational system, the Satisfaction of Family in Inclusive Education Assessment (SOFIA) Questionnaire, conformed of 26 indicators. Analyses of the psychometric properties of the instrument support that they are good for use in this area. Specifically, exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses support the internal structure of the instrument (confirmatory factorial analysis (CFA) = SBχ2 = 607.11, p < 0.001; χ2/df = 2.07; Comparative Adjustment Index (IFC) = 0.902; Incremental Adjustment Index (IFI) = 0.903; the root mean square error approximation (RMSEA) = 0.071) in the same way, all dimension showed adequate reliability (Cronbach’s alpha ranged from 0.91 to 0.94; CR ranged from 0.91 to 0.95). The Average Variance Extracted (AVE) results also showed adequate results (0.55 to 0.68). Our research results indicate that the SOFIA Questionnaire’s psychometric properties are adequate for the Spanish context. The SOFIA Questionnaire is presented as a valid and reliable instrument to collect the families’ perception of the support they receive from the educational system.
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1. Introduction


Attention to the most vulnerable students must be a priority for the education system and today’s society [1]. Inclusive education is the most effective way to address this need [2,3,4]. Inclusive education has had its origins in special education, which has been conceptually overtaken [5,6,7].



As defined by specialists and institutions [2,8,9,10,11,12], inclusion understands diversity beyond the concept of difficulties, disabilities, and specific educational needs. It implies individualized educational attention designed for and within each context and is addressed to all and each of the school members [8,10,12]. Its goal is to avoid the barriers that prevent or hinder the presence, learning, and participation of all students, with particular attention to those most vulnerable [8,9,10]. Inclusion concerns all children and young people: it focuses on presence and participation, including teachers and parents, and involves combating all forms of exclusion [9,10,11,12]. Inclusion is also a process that is never finished [10,12]. Its ultimate goal is to transform educational systems and learning environments to provide an appropriate response to students’ unique needs [13]. However, achieving a truly inclusive school is no easy task, as it involves a profound transformation of educational centers [14,15,16].



In Spain, the total number of students with Special Educational Needs (SEN) who received scholarly attention other than ordinary care amounted to 623,268 students during the 2017–2018 school year, representing 7.8% of the total student population, which implies a considerable number of families in this situation [17]. Of these, 35.7% presented SEN associated with disability or severe disorder; 5.4% due to high intellectual capacity; 3.7% due to late integration into the educational system; and 54.2% due to other categories of needs (learning disabilities, language, and communication development disorders and situations of socio-educational disadvantage). The distribution of these students between public centers and subsidized education is practically equal, representing 3% and 2.9% of the total student population.



Spain is a decentralized country with 17 autonomous communities. Although each community has the authority to design and implement a specific model of attention to diversity, all must devote some personnel resources to students with SEN, since there are common standards in this area, as established by the Organic Law for the Improvement of the Quality of Education (LOMCE) [18]. The most commonly developed support model of integration of students with SEN in Spain is based on the notion of ‘remedial education’, which is basically the special needs education model transferred to mainstream schools, where schools tend to organize themselves in a somewhat fragmented manner, creating separate spaces for providing support outside the main classroom [18]. Therefore, most of Spain’s supports are of a personal nature (Hearing and Language or Therapeutic Pedagogy.)



The development of an inclusive and quality education necessarily requires the real and effective participation of the family and other social agents in the education of children and young people [19,20]. Furthermore, to assess whether and to what extent such real and effective participation occurs, reliable and valid measuring instruments are needed. These instruments would make it possible not only to evaluate the situation at a given time but also the possible change it may have undergone due to an intervention program [21].



Various research studies [22,23,24] have shown the benefits of adequate family participation in schools on students’ specific aspects, such as school performance, emotional development, and self-esteem. Greater participation of parents has been related to better student performance [25,26,27,28]; higher attendance and graduation rates [29]; fewer disciplinary problems [27,30,31]; and improved psychological well-being of parents while improving children’s outcomes, skill development, and psychological adjustment [32,33,34].



The family’s integration in educating their children allows for optimizing an educational intervention [20,21,35]. The degree of family participation is an indicator of the quality of an educational center [36,37] since it benefits the center as a whole, both students and teachers, and the families themselves [38].



A valuable method for determining the quality of inclusion within schools is to ascertain the experiences of the parents of children with disabilities [39], and it is necessary to have reliable and valid measuring instruments for this purpose.



Despite their importance, too often, the relationship between family and school has been characterized by a lack of communication [40], disagreement between the two parties [41], or a considerable gap between expectations and reality [38]. A previous step to improve the relations between families and the educational system must start with understanding the perception that families have of these relations and their satisfaction with them. Families demand actions aimed at both the attention provided to their children and themselves. Concerning the first aspect, several authors highlight the right of vulnerable students to be attended by qualified professionals who understand and respond to their educational needs [42,43,44]. Likewise, various studies stress the need to ensure that schools are truly adapted and designed to embrace all types of students, without exception, in response to the right to an inclusive and quality education for all [44,45,46]. However, studies such as that of Navarro et al. [47] indicate that the various supports and structures established by the school administration to address any student’s vulnerability are not working in a fully satisfactory manner for families. This situation generates feelings of helplessness, lack of information and coordination, and feelings of misunderstanding about what is happening with their children in educational contexts. Therefore, it is necessary to rethink how the families of students with SEN participate in educational centers, by promoting more collaborative formulas where each one can develop his or her role, joining all efforts in favor of inclusive and high-quality education, and shortening the distance between the participation model established in educational legislation and what is actually happening. Achieving these ambitious and necessary goals is not possible if there are no instruments to assess families’ perspectives on these aspects.



Despite its relevance, there is not much research aimed at collecting the voice of the families of students with SEN about their relationship with the school system and their perception of it [48]. Many studies that analyze the parents’ perceptions of their relationship with the school focus on analyzing the parent’s perceptions regarding inclusive educational placements [49,50,51,52]. Similarly, most studies in this area have focused specifically on one disorder, usually Autism Spectrum Disorder, Cerebral Palsy, or Learning Disabilities [39,53,54,55]. Simultaneously, much of the research in the field use qualitative techniques, mainly semi-structured interviews, and focus or discussion groups [56,57,58,59,60], making it difficult to collect, compare and generalize data [61]. The few studies using questionnaires [53,59,60] have focused, as discussed above, either on specific disorders or in student’s and teacher’s variables [62,63,64,65,66,67,68,69], often leaving aside the perception of the parents. For all the above reasons, there is a need to assess the opinion of the parents of children with SEN regarding the education their children receive, and to give them a voice through a tool that is reliable and valid and that allows studies to be carried out in this respect, in order to enhance the participation of these parents in the inclusive education of their children.



Given the significance of family involvement in promoting inclusive education, and the absence of a self-administered instrument that measures the families’ perception of the support received from the educational system, the present study has as its main aim the development and validation of a questionnaire that assesses the family perception of the support received from the educational system: the Satisfaction of Family in Inclusive Education Assessment (SOFIA) Questionnaire, from now on the SOFIA Questionnaire.



It is hoped that the development and validation of this instrument will contribute to the future design of lines of action that promote an optimal collaborative relationship between families and schools, with the ultimate goal of benefiting the student body and the entire system in general.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Participants


The population under study consists of 207 families with children with SEN. The average age of the respondents is 44.64 years (SD = 6.77). The minimum age was 25 years, while the maximum age was 67 years. Regarding the children’s sociodemographic characteristics, the respondents indicated an average age of 11.62 years (SD = 5.49). The minimum age was 3 years old, while the maximum age was 25 years old (63% male). The descriptive data of the families and the children are shown in Table 1.




2.2. Instrument


The SOFIA Questionnaire is made of 26 indicators, grouped in 3 blocks or dimensions: Factor 1: Perception of the school’s educational response (e.g., “Do you receive information on how to evaluate your child’s learning?”); Factor 2: Attitude of the school towards inclusion (e.g., “Is your child included in all aspects of the school’s daily life?”); Factor 3: SEN psycho-educational assessment (e.g., “Did you feel that the professionals who conducted your child’s evaluation involved you in the process?”), with different response formats on a Likert scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree/Very inadequate) to 5 (Strongly Agree/Very adequate). The instrument presents adequate psychometric properties (α = 0.97). The questionnaire pass lasts between 30 and 40 min. It has been designed to be self-administering, although it can also be conducted in an interview. Additionally, it may be completed in the on-line mode or paper format.




2.3. Procedure


A quantitative cross-cultural design was used in this study. This study respected the Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research of the British Educational Research Association [70], with particular emphasis on the anonymization of the data collected, confidentiality, and non-discrimination of participants. All participants were of legal age and voluntarily agreed to participate in the study. All families that participated in the study received information about the object of the research. They were also informed that their participation was completely voluntary and that they could leave the study at any time if they so wished. They were also given information about their rights as participants, which were guaranteed by the informed consent they were required to sign. This document explained the protection of anonymity and confidentiality of the collected data. The instruments were given to the families through the school counselors and the participating associations. The data collection took place during the 2017–2018 school year.



For the instrument’s construction and validation, the International Test Commission’s recommendations were followed [71]. About the development of the instrument, the proposal of the items of the initial pool was made by taking into consideration three elements: (a) the scientific literature existing to date, (b) the Spanish legislative framework, and (c) the proposal of relevant content by the committee of experts based on their knowledge and experience. From there, and once the data have been collected, the statistical analysis of the data is what allows us to analyze which items work best and how they are grouped, resulting in the SOFIA Questionnaire and its excellent psychometric properties. In other words, to proceed with the instrument’s design and subsequent validation, three phases were carried out: Phase 1. Bibliographic review and legislative analysis; Phase 2. Preparation of the SOFIA Questionnaire and analysis of its contents’ validity through expert judgment; Phase 3. Analysis of the psychometric properties of the instrument.



2.3.1. Phase 1. Bibliographic Review and Legislative Analysis


First, a search was done for studies that delved into the topic to determine which aspects were the most important in the assessment instrument’s first proposal. Several studies were used as a basis for the proposal of different important aspects to be taken into account in the construction of the questions by the experts in phase 2 (among those that stand out are: [1,3,4,5,10,12,16,18,20,23,30,39,43,45,47,51,55,61,66]). Based on the literature review and the detailed analysis of the existing legislation, the main dimensions were proposed to design the SOFIA Questionnaire, which has subsequently been subjected to an analysis of its content validity through expert judgment, as suggested by the International Test Commission [71]. Although the items were not defined at this stage, the information collected was fundamental to work with the panel of experts in phase 2. Regarding the school, three main themes were identified as important for parents of children with SEM. First, the general attitude of the school regarding inclusion. Second, the psychological and educational assessment of the SEN. Finally, the educational response of the school. These themes laid the foundation for the design of the items in phase 2.




2.3.2. Phase 2. Preparation of the SOFIA Questionnaire and Analysis of the Validity of Its Contents through an Experts Judgment


For the questionnaire’s initial design, the research team members were involved in drawing up a list of aspects to be assessed based on their experience, supplemented with the information collected in phase 1. Based on this information, a 45-item pull was designed, which was subsequently subjected to content validity through the judgment of 19 experts representing all members of the educational community and families: school guidance counselors, representatives of associations of families of children with SEN, teacher training technicians, university teachers, parents of students with SEN and education inspectors, all of whom were chosen for their extensive experience and in-depth knowledge in the field of inclusive education.



Once the experts had been selected, they were given the document, a four-part Validation Guide Part I. Letter of presentation of the questionnaire; Part II. Instructions for the response process; Part III. Questionnaire items; Part IV. General evaluation of the questionnaire, in which the objectives, both general and specific, of the designed questionnaire were presented, and they were asked, as experts, to evaluate the “relevance” (importance for the dimension or area to be measured) and “pertinence” (the suitability of the item to that area) of the described items using, for this purpose, a Likert scale with four categories of responses: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor. They also had a space to express the observations, modifications, contributions, or recommendations they considered appropriate. After the experts’ analysis and validation of the contents, it was decided to make the corresponding modifications by eliminating 10 items from the initial questionnaire. This decision was taken because each item retained in the questionnaire was considered relevant by the expert committee members unanimously. At the same time, in those items where consensus was not reached, the committee’s experts reached the consensus that it was better to eliminate them because they were not considered relevant to the object of study. In summary, the decision to eliminate those ten items and keep the rest was taken unanimously by the expert committee after arguing the relevance of each of them for the measurement instrument’s design.




2.3.3. Phase 3. Analysis of the Psychometric Properties of the Instrument


Based on expert opinion, the final version of the questionnaire was drawn up, consisting of 35 items grouped into three factors, which was then applied to a sample of 207 families of children with SEN, and an analysis of the psychometric properties was carried out. The instrument’s validity was analyzed in the first step employing the corresponding exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses. Previously, sample adequacy was determined using the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test (KMO) and the Bartlett sphericity test. The results of that analysis are provided in the present study in the results section. Following the recommendations of Lloret-Segura, Ferreres-Traver, Hernández-Baeza, and Tomás [72], an exploratory factorial analysis (EFA) was performed using the Maximum Verosimilitude (MV) extraction method, with the approximately normal distribution of the elements making up the scale (values of asymmetry and kurtosis less than 3 or −3). Subsequently, the Oblimin standardized direct rotation method and the Parallel Analysis method were used to determine the number of factors. To determine the fit of the extracted model, the residual root mean square coefficients (RMSR) were analyzed (<0.05) [73], as well as the gamma index or goodness of fit (GFI) (>0.95) [74], proposed by Tanaka and Huba [75]. To perform the confirmatory factorial analysis (CFA), Bentler [76] recommends applying the Robust Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MVR) method to correct for a possible absence of multivariate normality using statistical criteria such as the χ2 proposed by Satorra-Bentler [77]. Therefore, the overall adjustment assessment was carried out using different goodness-of-fit indices, such as the significance of chi-square and the robust correction of Satorra-Bentler (S-B χ2) [76,78,79]. Coefficients were also calculated to test the appropriateness of the proposed model, such as the ratio of the proportion of χ2 to its degrees of freedom χ2/df [80], the coefficients of the indices of the goodness of fit: the Comparative Adjustment Index, the [81], and the Incremental Adjustment Index (IFI) (values above 0. 90 indicate a good fit) [82,83], as well as the root mean square error approximation (RMSEA, ≤0.08) [82,83]. To increase the empirical evidence on construct validity, the convergent and discriminant validity of the scale was observed based on the CFA [84]. To this end, the adoption of the criterion of Fornell-Larcker [85] has been widely accepted by many authors e.g., [86,87,88,89,90,91]. This criterion postulates that the measurement model’s convergent validity can be assessed using the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) and Composite Reliability (CR). In contrast, the discriminant validity can be assessed by comparing the amount of the variance captured by the construct (AVE) and the shared variance with other constructs, where the square root of the AVE value of the factors is greater than the correlation coefficients between each of the factors of the proposed scale. Kline [92] suggests that the correlations between various factor pairs should be less than 0.85.



The properties of the items and the reliability of the instrument were then analyzed. In the case of the items’ descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviation), observations of the item-total correlation coefficients and the values of asymmetry and kurtosis were made. Also, the scale’s reliability was analyzed by calculating Cronbach’s alpha coefficient and verifying the possibility of its improvement if one or more items were eliminated. The Composite Reliability (CF) and the Measurement of the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) of each of the factors were also analyzed [93].





2.4. Statistical Analysis


The statistical analysis was conducted using the programs: SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, Version 25), EQS (Structural Equation Modeling Software, Version 6.4), and FACTOR (Version 10.7).





3. Results


3.1. Validity Analysis


First, the adequacy of the data for a factorial analysis was analyzed. Both the KMO index (KMO = 0.94) and Bartlett’s sphericity test (4815.5, df = 406; p ≤ 0.01) suggest that the data are adequate to proceed with this type of analysis. Then, following the process recommended by Lloret-Segura et al., [72], an exploratory factorial analysis (EFA) was performed for the 35 items associated to family satisfaction with the supports received from the educational system, verifying through the Parallel Analysis the factorial solution that best fit the object of study. However, six items (15, 16, 20, 31, 34, and 35) were eliminated due to theoretical inconsistency and because they presented factor loads below 0.30 or above 0.30 on two or more factors. Given that the instrument’s validity is something desirable in its construction, and the present study’s objective is to find a valid and reliable instrument with good psychometric properties, these six items were eliminated, following indications from the scientific literature on the subject [72]. Therefore, a new exploratory factor analysis was performed (see Table 2).



The results of this new factorial analysis showed a good fit for the factorial structure as the RMSR index was 0.05, below the recommended cut-off point (<0.50), and the GFI index value was 0.99, above the recommended cut-off point (>0.95) [94]. All factor loads of the items were higher than 0.30, and no factor loads higher than this saturation were observed in two or more factors. Thus, the three factors into which the remaining 29 items were grouped explained 63.30% of the variance. The three factors extracted were called as follows: Factor 1. Perception of the school’s educational response; Factor 2. Attitude of the school towards inclusion; and Factor 3. SEN psycho-educational assessment.



Then, after the exploratory factor analysis, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed. The following steps were taken: (1) model specification, (2) identification, (3) model estimation, (4) test model fitting, and (5) model re-specification [95]. The three-factor model consisting of the perceptions of family satisfaction with the supports received from the education system was submitted to the AFC with a total of 29 items. Goodness-of-fit indices showed that the three-factor model fit the data.



The chi-square statistic for the model obtained was significant (SBχ2 = 830.43, p < 0.001). Besides, the standardized chi-square value (χ2/df = 2.22) was below the recommended cut-off value of less than 3.00 [96]. The RMSEA (0.077) also indicated a reasonable adjustment while the IFC (0.874), IFI (0.875), and NNFI (0.863) did not exceed the suggested cut-off value (>0.90) [83,97]. Table 3 shows the Goodness-of-Fit Indices for the questionnaire.



The model was then re-specified by removing items 13, 22, and 30. In the resulting model, the chi-square statistic was significant (SBχ2 = 607.11, p < 0.001). Also, the normalized chi-square value (χ2/df = 2.07) was below the recommended cut-off value. The RMSEA (0.071) also indicated a reasonable adjustment while the IFC (0.902) and IFI (0.903) exceeded the suggested cut-off value.



Discriminant validity was examined by analyzing the correlations between factors. The result indicated that all inter-factor loads were sufficiently below the recommended threshold (0.85) by Kline [92], in each of the dimensions. It also shows how Fornell and Larcker [84] criterion is fulfilled, which indicates that the root of AVE must be higher than each pair of correlations. Table 4 shows the correlations between factors associated with the perception by families of students with SEN of the support received from the education system.




3.2. Item Analysis and Reliability Analysis


The 26 elements of the SOFIA Questionnaire were analyzed. The final items, averages, standard deviations (SD), asymmetry (A) and kurtosis (K), total item correlations (rjx), and Cronbach’s alphas if the item is deleted (α-x) are shown in Table 5. Mainly, the contribution of each item to the scale seems to be adequate. The elimination of any element does not seem to improve the reliability of the entire scale (α = 0.97). Likewise, to continue studying the reliability of the scale, the values of Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient, the Composite Reliability (CR), and the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) were analyzed. Cronbach’s Alpha and CR values for the factors were higher than the recommended threshold of 0.70 [85]. Finally, the AVE value for the factors ranged from 0.55 to 0.68, above the recommended threshold of 0.50 [98]. Table 5 shows the reliability data of the questionnaire.



The analysis of the one-dimensional scale related to the respondents’ general satisfaction has been measured by Cronbach’s Alpha index 0.97, higher than the recommended threshold of 0.70 [85].



The content of each of the items included in the final version of the SOFIA questionnaire can be seen in Table 6.





4. Discussion


Inclusive education is a key policy objective for children and young people with special educational needs (SEN) and disabilities [99].



The participation of families is essential to achieve the goals of inclusive education successfully. As the literature suggests, a precious method for determining the quality of inclusion within schools is to ascertain the experiences of the parents of children with disabilities [45].



Despite its relevance, there is not much research aimed at collecting the voice of the families of students with SEN about their relationship with the school system and their perception of it [46]. Such studies are even scarcer if we consider SEN in general and not as specific disorders [59,60,61]. At the same time, much of the research in this field use qualitative techniques, mainly semi-structured interviews, and focus or discussion groups [64,65], making it difficult to collect, compare, and generalize data.



For all these reasons, the present study makes sense, since its main aim was to develop and validate a questionnaire of the family perception of the support received from the educational system, the Satisfaction of Family in Inclusive Education Assessment (SOFIA) Questionnaire, the SOFIA Questionnaire.



To this end, the recommendations of the International Test Commission were followed [71]. To proceed with the design and subsequent validation of the instrument, three phases were carried out: Phase 1. Bibliographic review and legislative analysis; Phase 2. Preparation of the SOFIA Questionnaire and analysis of its contents’ validity through expert judgment; Phase 3. Analysis of the psychometric properties of the instrument.



Based on the results obtained, an instrument is proposed to measure the families’ perception of the educational system’s support. This instrument is built taking into account the previous scientific literature. It has been constructed following the most rigorous methods, taking into account the validation of the contents by a committee of experts and the international test commission’s procedures. The model resulting from this work that is proposed for the SOFIA Questionnaire has been developed from three factors with 9, 12, and 5 items related to (1) perception of the educational response of the school to the SEN, (2) perception of the school’s attitude towards inclusion, and (3) perception of the psycho-pedagogical evaluation of the SEN. The dimensions found are similar to those proposed in other previous studies on the perception that parents have of the support received by the school system [57,67]. Therefore, they are nourished by previous research contributions while adapting to the study sample used in this research. At the same time, analyses of the instrument’s psychometric properties support that they are good for this area. Specifically, exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses support the internal structure of the instrument (CFA = SBχ2 = 607.11, p < 0.001; χ2/df = 2.07; IFC = 0.902; IFI = 0.903; RMSEA = 0.071) in the same way, all dimension showed adequate reliability (Cronbach’s alpha ranged from 0.91 to 0.94; CR ranged from 0.91 to 0.95). The AVE results also showed adequate results (0.55 to 0.68). Likewise, each item seems to contribute adequately to the whole scale, and the Cronbach Alpha did not improve eliminating any of them. All the data collected appear to confirm that the SOFIA Questionnaire is an instrument with adequate validity and reliability.



Despite the interest of the study, it is not without certain limitations. Among them, one refers to the sample under study. The selection of this sample was not probabilistic but intentional, which could affect representativeness. Moreover, following Kline’s [78] criteria on sample size, the sample is within the limits of what is considered adequate for confirmatory factor analysis. However, the size may also have affected the representativeness, and consequently, the generalization of the results. Another notable limitation is that the questionnaire’s design has been made partly based on the Spanish regulations on inclusive education, making it challenging to apply in other countries with a different organizational and political structure in terms of inclusive education. Future research could address these limitations by extending the sample under study to other contexts and countries and using probability sampling. Considering the SOFIA questionnaire’s excellent psychometric properties on the Spanish sample, it seems promising to test it on other languages and adapt it to other countries so that a broader population may benefit from its use.



In conclusion, our research results indicate that the SOFIA Questionnaire’s psychometric properties are adequate for the Spanish context. The SOFIA Questionnaire is presented as a valid and reliable instrument to collect the families’ perception of the support they receive from the educational system. The results obtained from its application can provide knowledge that allows professionals and the responsible administrations to design and plan actions to guarantee an inclusive and quality education for all, including families.



These results could be interesting for the advance of the study of the satisfaction of the families of minors with SEN of the support they receive from the educational system, with clinical and research applications. Among the main applications of this validation would be the possibility of having a suitable tool to know the main weaknesses of the system in the provision of supports and services to families and students with SEN that should guide them in the establishment of corrective actions aimed at achieving an inclusive and quality education for all. Therefore, this type of study contributes to a better understanding of families’ views about the support they receive from the education system and the school environment. The voices of parents of pupils with SEN are rarely considered concerning their relationship with the school system. Families of students with SEN will feel considered when they can express their opinions regarding those aspects of the education system, about their relationship with them, that do not meet their expectations. On the other hand, the information provided by this type of work allows being useful for the administrations in charge of marking the educational policies in the matter of inclusion, bringing the theory closer to the reality of the families and shortening the way between the theoretical contributions of the most recent studies and the reality of the schools. These findings should be disseminated, putting into value the conquests reached and consolidated.



The results obtained in the present study allow to advance and consolidate the research on inclusive education, a field of study with an eminent social utility, since it contributes to guaranteeing one of the most important rights for children, especially those who are most vulnerable, which is the right to an inclusive and quality education for all. Similarly, from a psychological and professional point of view, the results, in general, stimulate useful considerations for promoting best practices that guarantee inclusive and quality education for all.
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Table 1. Descriptive data of the participants.






Table 1. Descriptive data of the participants.





	
Variable

	
Percentage






	
Family

	

	




	
Kinship

	
Mother

	
79%




	
Father

	
20%




	
Other

	
1%




	
Level of education

	
Compulsory education

	
34%




	
Vocational training

	
34%




	
University education

	
32%




	
Occupation

	
Working

	
65%




	
Unemployed

	
35%




	
Children with SEN

	

	




	
Stage of education

	
Pre-school or primary

	
56%




	
Secondary or higher

	
44%




	
Special Educational Need

	
ASD

	
23%




	
ADHD

	
18%




	
Intellectual disability

	
17%




	
Specific learning difficulties

	
16%




	
Serious behavioral disorder

	
1%




	
High capacity

	
2%




	
Visual Deficit

	
2%




	
Audition deficit

	
3%




	
Motor disability

	
1%




	
Other types of ASD

	
17%




	
Typology of needs

	
Language and communication

	
24%




	
Learning

	
23%




	
Social relations

	
18%




	
Attention

	
14%




	
Hearing

	
1%




	
Visual

	
2%




	
Cognitive

	
11%




	
Motor

	
4%




	
Other areas

	
3%








Note: ASD = Autistic Spectrum Disorder, ADHD = Attentional Deficit and Hyperactivity Disorder.
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Table 2. Rotated factorial structure of the Satisfaction of Family in Inclusive Education Assessment (SOFIA) Questionnaire, Communalities, and Cronbach’s alpha.






Table 2. Rotated factorial structure of the Satisfaction of Family in Inclusive Education Assessment (SOFIA) Questionnaire, Communalities, and Cronbach’s alpha.












	
	F1
	F2
	F3
	Com.





	Factor 1
	
	
	
	



	Item 6
	0.45
	
	
	0.433



	Item 7
	0.347
	
	
	0.459



	Item 8
	0.476
	
	
	0.581



	Item 9
	0.643
	
	
	0.699



	Item 10
	0.524
	
	
	0.593



	Item 11
	0.502
	
	
	0.639



	Item 12
	0.775
	
	
	0.627



	Item 13
	0.863
	
	
	0.604



	Item 14
	0.718
	
	
	0.613



	Item 17
	0.391
	
	
	0.393



	Item 22
	0.413
	
	
	0.274



	Factor 2
	
	
	
	



	Item 18
	
	0.66
	
	0.620



	Item 19
	
	0.595
	
	0.803



	Item 21
	
	0.552
	
	0.627



	Item 23
	
	0.548
	
	0.575



	Item 24
	
	0.871
	
	0.674



	Item 25
	
	0.733
	
	0.532



	Item 26
	
	0.664
	
	0.658



	Item 27
	
	0.517
	
	0.563



	Item 28
	
	0.79
	
	0.502



	Item 29
	
	0.622
	
	0.512



	Item 30
	
	0.49
	
	0.489



	Item 32
	
	0.728
	
	0.616



	Item 33
	
	0.83
	
	0.682



	Factor 3
	
	
	
	



	Item 1
	
	
	0.883
	0.737



	Item 2
	
	
	0.783
	0.629



	Item 3
	
	
	0.803
	0.723



	Item 4
	
	
	0.831
	0.693



	Item 5
	
	
	0.679
	0.671



	Cronbach’s Alpha
	0.92
	0.95
	0.91
	



	Auto-value
	14.36
	2.47
	1.51
	



	Variance explained (%)
	49.52
	8.54
	5.24
	



	Number of items
	11
	13
	5
	







Note: Com. = Communalities.
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Table 3. SOFIA Questionnaire’s Goodness-of-Fit Indices.
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	Model
	S-Bχ2
	df
	χ2/df
	RMSEA
	CFI
	IFI





	3 Factors—29 items
	830.43
	374
	2.22
	0.077
	0.874
	0.875



	3 Factors—26 items
	607.11
	296
	2.07
	0.071
	0.902
	0.903







Note: S-B = Satorra Bentler; df = degrees of freedom; RMSEA = Mean Square Approximation Error (≤0.080); IC = RMSEA Confidence Interval; IFC = Comparative Adjustment Index; IFI = Incremental Adjustment Index; IFC, IFI (≥0.90); χ2/df (≤5.00).
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Table 4. Correlations between factors of the SOFIA questionnaire.
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	F1
	F2
	F3





	Factor 1. Perception of the school’s educational response.
	0.74
	
	



	Factor 2. Attitude of the school towards inclusion.
	0.71 *
	0.77
	



	Factor 3. SEN psycho-educational assessment.
	0.63 *
	0.59 *
	0.83







* Correlation is significant at level 0.01 (bilateral). The diagonal offers the values of the √AVE.
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Table 5. Item properties and reliability of the SOFIA questionnaire.






Table 5. Item properties and reliability of the SOFIA questionnaire.





	

	
Mean

	
SD

	
A

	
K

	
rjx

	
α-x






	
Factor 1. AVE = 0.55; CR = 0.92; α = 0.92




	
Item 6

	
4.01

	
1.11

	
−1.05

	
0.45

	
0.62

	
0.96




	
Item 7

	
3.15

	
1.37

	
−0.20

	
−1.15

	
0.68

	
0.96




	
Item 8

	
3.20

	
1.43

	
−0.21

	
−1.26

	
0.77

	
0.96




	
Item 9

	
3.48

	
1.24

	
−0.46

	
−0.68

	
0.80

	
0.96




	
Item 10

	
3.60

	
1.26

	
−0.70

	
−0.55

	
0.75

	
0.96




	
Item 11

	
3.65

	
1.28

	
−0.72

	
−0.50

	
0.79

	
0.96




	
Item 12

	
3.69

	
1.21

	
−0.72

	
−0.38

	
0.68

	
0.96




	
Item 14

	
3.69

	
1.17

	
−0.58

	
−0.54

	
0.68

	
0.96




	
Item 17

	
3.41

	
1.21

	
−0.40

	
−0.58

	
0.62

	
0.96




	
Factor 2. AVE = 0.59; CR = 0.95; α = 0.94




	
Item 18

	
3.77

	
1.18

	
−0.82

	
−0.19

	
0.78

	
0.96




	
Item 19

	
3.87

	
1.22

	
−0.85

	
−0.29

	
0.89

	
0.96




	
Item 21

	
3.79

	
1.12

	
−0.87

	
−0.01

	
0.77

	
0.96




	
Item 23

	
3.44

	
1.15

	
−0.34

	
−0.79

	
0.76

	
0.96




	
Item 24

	
4.26

	
1.05

	
−1.44

	
1.57

	
0.72

	
0.96




	
Item 25

	
4.27

	
0.95

	
−1.30

	
0.98

	
0.65

	
0.96




	
Item 26

	
3.96

	
1.20

	
−0.99

	
−0.03

	
0.76

	
0.96




	
Item 27

	
3.72

	
1.17

	
−0.63

	
−0.46

	
0.74

	
0.96




	
Item 28

	
3.82

	
1.21

	
−0.81

	
−0.40

	
0.59

	
0.97




	
Item 29

	
3.57

	
1.33

	
−0.57

	
−0.76

	
0.73

	
0.96




	
Item 32

	
4.04

	
1.11

	
−1.01

	
0.02

	
0.71

	
0.96




	
Item 33

	
4.24

	
0.95

	
−1.22

	
0.74

	
0.77

	
0.96




	
Factor 3. AVE = 0.68; CR = 0.91; α = 0.91




	
Item 1

	
3.71

	
1.17

	
−0.58

	
−0.54

	
0.56

	
0.97




	
Item 2

	
3.83

	
1.11

	
−0.77

	
−0.15

	
0.60

	
0.96




	
Item 3

	
3.76

	
1.17

	
−0.82

	
−0.07

	
0.69

	
0.96




	
Item 4

	
3.74

	
1.23

	
−0.72

	
−0.51

	
0.60

	
0.96




	
Item 5

	
3.56

	
1.20

	
−0.43

	
−0.75

	
0.71

	
0.96








Note: Ave = mean variance extracted; CR = Composite Reliability; α = Cronbach’s Alpha; SD = Standard Deviation; A = Asymmetry; K = kurtosis; rjx = total item correlations; α-x = Cronbach’s alphas if item is deleted.
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Table 6. Contents of the items included in the final version of the SOFIA questionnaire.
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	Content of the Item





	
	Factor 1: Perception of the school’s educational response



	Item 6
	Do you agree with your child’s schooling?



	Item 7
	Do you receive any orientation or educational guidelines from the center to follow with your child at home?



	Item 8
	Do you receive information on how to assess your child’s learning?



	Item 9
	Do you feel that the assessment of your child’s learning is appropriate?



	Item 10
	Do you feel that the educational team working with your child is coordinated?



	Item 11
	Is the school’s way of communicating your child’s progress good?



	Item 12
	Do you feel that what your child is learning in school is appropriate to his/her needs?



	Item 14
	Do you think your child is being prepared for his/her future?



	Item 17
	Is there coordination between teaching and non-teaching staff?



	
	Factor 2: Attitude of the school towards inclusion



	Item 18
	Do they pay attention to what you tell them without judging you, your child, or your family?



	Item 19
	Are you generally satisfied with the relationship between you and the school?



	Item 21
	How do you feel about the school’s acceptance of students with SEN?



	Item 23
	Do you feel that the school values the difference as something positive?



	Item 24
	Has your child been well received at the school?



	Item 25
	Is your child included in all daily aspects of the school?



	Item 26
	Do you help and encourage your child to socialize or develop friendships with peers?



	Item 27
	If the transition between educational stages has occurred, are you satisfied with the way it has been handled?



	Item 28
	Do you feel that the relationship between your child and his/her peers is satisfactory?



	Item 29
	Regarding the supports for students with SEN that are provided at the school your child attends, has it been easy to obtain them?



	Item 32
	When he/she goes to school, does he/she feel welcomed by the professionals of the school?



	Item 33
	Are the professionals of the school close and open to communication?



	
	Factor 3: SEN psycho-educational assessment



	Item 1
	Did you feel that the professionals who conducted your child’s assessment involved you in the process?



	Item 2
	Do you think the questions you were asked for assessment and diagnosis were clear and understandable?



	Item 3
	Do you feel that the professionals who conducted your child’s assessment were involved in the process? (The concept of involvement should be understood as being involved and/or committed to all aspects related to the child.)



	Item 4
	Did they explain to you the data contained in the report?



	Item 5
	Do you feel that you were sufficiently informed and oriented regarding your son or daughter’s present and future SENs?
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