
Suggested Citation 

Aydıner Boylu, A., Günay, G., Kılıç, C. (2019) Relationship between Financial Distress, Demographics and General Family Functioning 
in Turkey, Journal of Business Research-Turk, 11 (4), 3385-3403. 

İŞLETME ARAŞTIRMALARI DERGİSİ 
JOURNAL OF BUSINESS RESEARCH-TURK 
2019, 11(4), 3385-3403 
https://doi.org/10.20491/isarder.2019.816  
 
Relationship between Financial Distress, Demographics and General Family 
Functioning in Turkey  
 
Ayfer AYDINER BOYLU  a Gülay GÜNAY  b Cengiz KILIÇ  c 

a Hacettepe University, Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences, Ankara, Turkey. ayfer_boylu@hotmail.com 
b Karabük University, Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences, Karabük, Turkey. glygunay@gmail.com 
c Atatürk University, Open Education Faculty, Erzurum, Turkey. cengizkilic@atauni.edu.tr 
 

ARTICLE INFO  ABSTRACT  

Keywords:  

Family 

Financial Distress 

General Family Functioning 

Financial Well-Being  

 

Received 22 September 2019 

Revised 18 December 2019 

Accepted 25 December 2019 

 

Article Classification:  

Research Article  

 

Purpose – The purpose of this study is to explore the relationship between financial distress, and 
general family functioning, including the effect of demographic factors and financial behaviors, 
based on a sample of families from Turkey.  

Design/methodology/approach – Participants in this study were employees of the Hacettepe 
University (n=1400). Data were collected through a demographic information form, a questionnaire 
on financial behaviors (budgeting, saving, and borrowing) of the participating families, InCharge 
Financial Distress/Financial Well-Being Scale (IFDFW) and the General Functioning Subscale of the 
McMaster Family Assessment Device (McMaster FAD). 

Findings – The results indicated that better family functioning is strongly associated with smaller 
households. In addition, financial distress is significantly correlated with lower general functioning 
in families. It is clear that the size of the family and financial distress are important variables on 
general family functioning. 

Discussion – It is clear that financial behaviors are related to financial distress and important for 
maintaining better general family functioning. The lack of financial management competency has a 
more significant influence on financial distress than income poverty. Therefore education about 
financial matters is a significant determinant of financial strain and related training programs should 
designed to increase financial well-being. 

1. Introduction 

Family is indispensable for human life. (Bulut 1990:1). It is a universal institution that is the protector and 
transmitter of cultural identity, human values, and historical continuity in communities. This makes a family 
virtually indispensable for the preservation of human culture. Continuity of the family resides on the 
foundation of the fulfillment of certain family functions. Although some characteristics of the family change 
as society changes, it retains several unique and critical functions (Şimşek 2009). The main function of the 
family is to ensure the social, psychological and biological development of family members (Epstein et al. 
1982). 

In the relevant literature, there are various models for identifying and evaluating the functions of a family, 
such as the Circumplex Model of Family Functioning (Olson 2000), the Beavers Family Systems Model 
(Beavers and Hampson 2000), and the McMaster Model of Family Functioning (Epstein et al. 1978). The 
Circumplex Model of Family Functioning (Olson, 2000) describes families along three dimensions: cohesion, 
adaptability and communication. The Beavers Family Systems model (Beavers and Hampson, 2000) contains 
two dimensions: family competence and family style. The McMaster Model of Family Functioning (Epstein et 
al, 1978) describes families along six interrelated dimensions: problem solving, communication, roles, affective 
responsiveness, affective expression and behaviour control. Drumm et al. (2000) stated that these three scales 
can be used in the assessment of families. However, it is clear that McMaster Family Assessment Scale is the 
most detailed scale for evaluating families. 

The Family Assessment Device (FAD), which is based on the McMaster Model of Family Functioning, was 
used in this study. In this model, a healthy family must fulfill six basic functional dimensions: problem solving, 
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communication, affective responsiveness, affective involvement, roles, and behavior control (Miller et al. 
1985). An effectively functioning family is expected to be able to deal with each dimension successfully 
(Epstein et al. 1984). Lewis et al. (1976) defined functional/non-functional families depending on whether they 
were able to fulfill specific functions at an expected level. The definition of a healthy or effectively functioning 
family according to the McMaster Model of Family Functioning is summarized as follows: a healthy family 
solves problems quickly and easily, communicates in a clear and direct manner, has reasonable roles and does 
not overburden anyone, has the capacity to respond with the full range of emotions, has empathic involvement 
in particular activities and interests of individual family members, and has flexible behavior control (Ryan et 
al. 2005:26-38). There is a positive relationship between family functioning level and life satisfaction and 
happiness. According to Botha and Booysen (2014), families with moderate or balanced family functions are 
happier than families with high or moderate dysfunction. 

1.1 Demographic Variables 

The literature emphasizes that there are many factors that affect whether families are functionally healthy or 
unhealthy. Such as the number of household members; the number of children; composition of family 
members, for example, their age, gender structure, and education level; family type; employment of adult 
family members; and income level of the family (Hossain 2001; McCreary and Dancy 2004; Mandara and 
Murray 2000; Bilen 2004:135; Fişek 1992:293; Bulut 1993; Gökçe 1990:214). In the study by Hossain (2001) 
mothers stated greater commitment, cohesion, and communication than fathers. Çakıcı (2006:97) found a 
significant relationship between family functioning and males’ ages. Also females’ ages is significantly related 
to solving problems in the family (Ersoy 1997). Parents with higher education levels were more compatible 
and open-minded, provided a more positive family atmosphere, and better general family relationships 
(Çakıcı 2006:101-105; Şimşek 2009; İnci 2008:38). The family functioning is better in two-parent families than 
in single-parent families (Clark et al. 2000; Yeung and Chan 2010; Pettit et al. 2001; Wang et al. 2015). Research 
has also shown that the type of family is effective in terms of family functions. (Nazlı 1997; İmamoğlu 1991; 
İnci 2008:42). The communication in nuclear families is greater than traditional family types. In addition, an 
increase in the number of family members has negative effects on many functions (İnci 2008:42). 

Income level is directly related to the level of health, education, housing and living conditions (Ormsby and 
Fairchild 1987). Worries about money endanger and disrupt the normal functioning of the family system as a 
whole (Walsh 2003). Şimşek (2009) found a positive correlation between income level and family functioning. 
Also in Aydıner Boylu and Günays’ (2013) study, family functioning found to be significantly higher in 
families, whose being satisfied with income level. The negative impact of financial distress on family 
relationships is evident in the literature, such as diminished relationships due to strained interactions and 
disruptions and changes in social activities, support, and networks (Conger et al. 1992; Elder and Caspi 1988; 
Tschann et al. 1989; Voydanoff 1990; Gershoff et al. 2007; Fine and Fincham 2013:338; Friedman and Thomas 
2008; Aytaç and Rankin 2008).  

There is also clear evidence of the debilitating effect of economic stress on marital relationships. The quality 
of a marriage is impacted by economic stress, which increases negative exchanges and reduces positive 
exchanges between spouses and can lead to factors such as lowered self-esteem, reduced warmth, increased 
hostility, and competitiveness between the spouses (Conger et al. 1990a, 1990b; Lempers and Clark-Lempers 
1997; Ho et al. 1995; Liker and Elder 1983; Pittman and Lloyd 1988). Additionally, this stress contributes to a 
higher risk of violence against the partner. In addition, this stress increases the risk of violence against the 
spouse. Long-term poverty leads to various criminal behaviors among parents. (McLoyd 1990; Hashima and 
Amato 1994; Fox et al. 2002). 

These negative effects are not limited to marital relationships, but are also related to parenting, reduced 
affective support, declining quality of parent–child relationships, more negative child development outcomes 
such as less nurturance, and more inconsistent and arbitrary discipline toward children (Elder and Caspi 1988; 
Elder et al. 1992; Lempers et al. 1989; Gelles 1989; McLoyd and Wilson 1991; Elder et al. 1985; Conger et. al. 
1992). For example, Gelles and Straus (1979) found that the rate of violence against children of the parents who 
have income below the poverty level is much higher. Dodge et al. (1994) and Papp et al. (2009) also indicated 
that parents who suffered long-term economic distress were more frequently coercive and punitive in their 
parenting styles. 
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Moreover, it is determined that economic pressures in the form of economic crisis and unemployment leads 
to significant changes in family life and lifestyles such as their consumption expenditures and behaviour styles 
(Kaya 2002). Lifestyle includes all aspects of family life such as accommodation, food, education, health, 
entertainment, transportation, communication and so on, and expresses the financial, normative, behavioural, 
cognitive dimensions of these aspects. In a situation where basic requirements cannot be met as a result of 
economic pressures, people can go through emotional insecurity and face tremendous amount of attrition. A 
number of people experience anger, fatigue, insomnia, and anorexia (Ha and Kang 2013).  

Hypothesis 1: Demographic variables will be significantly related to General Family Functioning. 

1.2 Financial Behaviors 

The behaviors related to budgeting, saving and borrowing as well as the level of income affect the social and 
economic welfare of family (Çopur and Şafak 2000). Budgeting is increasingly necessary to survive in the 
present economy and crucial in families financial management. Beutler and Mason (1987) found a modest 
positive relationship between families’ budget formality and their net worth. Families who has financial plans, 
record keeping systems, and who had planning horizons reported significantly higher net worth than other 
families. Saving is necessary for future expenses or to meet financial emergencies and also is a tool to protect 
families from financial crisis (Lee et al. 2000; Sumarwan and Hira 1992). Borrowing is another important 
behavior for family well-being. Borrowing can contribute to welfare by enabling families to purchase goods 
and services that they cannot obtain with their current income. However, on the other hand, it may also lead 
to unnecessary consumption and reduced savings (Aydıner Boylu et al. 2007).  

Hypothesis 2: Financial behaviors will be significantly related to General Family Functioning. 

1.3 Financial Distress 

Although objective indicators, such as income levels, are used to predict a family's perceptions of their 
financial situation (Walson and Fitzsimmons 1993), they do not measure one's emotions or reactions in depth. 
For example, two individuals with the same income level may have different perceptions about their financial 
situation, as their consumption values and spending habits may be different. In addition, although an 
individual is very unhappy about his / her financial situation, another individual with the same income level 
can be quite happy about it. This difference is defined as perceived income adequacy. Perceived income 
adequacy considers not only the income level, but also the perceptions of how well this income meets the 
needs of the family (Danes and Rettig 1995). The terms used to describe a person's feelings about his / her 
financial situation are varied. One of these term financial distress has been described as judgments about and 
responses to one’s financial condition (Prawitz et al. 2006). Financial distress can last a short time or can 
become a persistent state (Garman et al. 2004). 

The researchers stated that specific subjective measures can also be used to predict the opinions of individuals 
about their financial conditions (Walson and Fitzsimmons 1993; Joo and Grable 2004). For example, Joo and 
Grable (2004) observed that subjective measures, such as reported levels of financial stress and risk tolerance, 
are related to financial satisfaction.  

Hypothesis 3: Financial distress will be significantly related to General Family Functioning. 

The functions of the family are of great importance as they cannot be carried out by another entity as 
successfully and consistently as a family. However, financial distress prevents families from functioning 
successfully. Despite the importance of family as a societal entity, no former study has directly focused on the 
influence of financial distress on family functioning. This study was designed to complete the shortcomings 
in this subject by determining (1) the relationship between demographic characteristics and the general 
functioning, (2) the relationship between financial behaviors and the general functioning, (3) and also the 
relationship between financial distress and general functioning. 

2. Method  

2.1 Research model 

This study has been planned on the basis of qualitative research method and has been made considering the 
general screening model. General screening models are screening models made from a universe, which has 
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more than one element, in the whole universe or a group, sample or sample taken from the universe in order 
to reach a general idea about the state of the universe. The relational screening model is a research model 
aiming to determine the existence of the change between two or more variables and the extent of change, if 
any (Karasar, 2007). 

2.2 Participants 

The data of the study were collected in Hacettepe University (HU) using a cross-sectional questionnaire, which 
including staff living in different district which represent the different socio-economic levels. Hacettepe 
University has about 33823 undergraduate students and about 8615 postgraduate students. As of May 2014, 
there were 9477 staff. Data were collected as a result of interviews with 1624 staff. Incomplete and incorrectly 
filled questionnaires were not included in the study (224 questionnaires). Finally, a total of 1400 (468 academic 
staff, 621 administrative staff, 98 technical staff, 26 medical staff, and 187 auxiliary staff) interviews were 
conducted. The participation was 86.2%.  

2.3 Procedure  

At first, necessary negotiations were held with Hacettepe University Rectorate for this research and 
permissions necessary for the institution were taken officially in the survey process of study. For the access of 
staff to be taken to the scope of study, academic, administrative, technical, medical, and auxiliary staff lists 
taken from Hacettepe University Directorate of Personnel Department were used. Each individual willing to 
participate in the study was interviewed separately. Individuals who refused to participate were not included 
in the study (n = 131). The participants were informed about the aim of the study and how the questionnaire 
should be completed. The participants were asked to complete the questionnaire within three days. The 
researcher worked with groups of participants over a two-month period between June and August 2014. 

2.4 Measurement Variables 

Independent Variables 

Demographic Variables   

The study included demographic variables such as gender, age, education, working status, marital status, 
family monthly income, family type, and number of family members.  

The respondents in this study included 703 women (50.2%) and 697 men (49.8%). Their average age was 36.7 
(SD = 9.2) (Women: M = 35.2 SD = 8.4; Men: M = 38.2, SD = 9.7). Of the participants, 33.3% were below 31 years 
of age. The participants’ education level varied between 8 and 19 years, and average education level was 14.4 
years (SD = 3.2). The participants had a college education rank first (25.4%) followed by secondary education 
(18.6%), master’s degree (18.2%), high school education (15.6%), and bachelor’s degree (15.0%). Monthly 
incomes varied between 1.100,00 and 13.500,00 TL ($519 and $6368) and average monthly income was 3.292,00 
TL ($1553) (SD = 1.7) (one dollar was equivalent to about 2.12 TL in June 2014). 41.7% of the participant’s 
income was 3501 TL or above ($1,652 or more). Of the participants, 44.4% were working as administrative 
staff, 33.4% were academic staff, 13.3% were auxiliary staff, 7.0% were technical staff, and 1.9% were medical 
staff (Table 1). 

More than half (64.7%) of the participants were married. The proportion of nuclear families was the highest 
(89.1%). Also, there were proportionally more people living in families with three (32.4%) or four (32.7%) 
members than the other family configurations (M=3.6; SD=1.1) (Table 1). 
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Table 1 Characteristics of The Sample 

Financial Behaviors  

Briefly, financial behavior is for the welfare of individuals and family members (Günay et al. 2014). Behavior 
can be measured as a binary variable, i.e., whether or not the behavior was exhibited (Xiao 2008). In this study, 
questions on financial behavior has been developed by researcher and consists of four questions about 
budgeting, saving, and borrowing. Budgeting was measured by asking the question “Are you using a budget 
to manage your income?” (1 = yes, 0 = no). Saving was examined by asking the question “Are you able to save 
some of your income?” (1 = yes, 0 = no). Borrowing was evaluated by asking two questions: “Are you in debt?” 
(1 = never, 2 = sometimes, 3 = always) and “What is your reason for borrowing?” (1 = maintaining current 
expenditures, 2 = investing).  

Demographic Variables N % 
Gender    
 Woman 703 50.2 
 Man 697 49.8 
Age (M=36.7; SD=9.2)   
  ≤ 30 466 33.3 
 31 – 40  465 33.2 
 41 – 50  365 26.1 
  ≥ 51 104 7.4 
Monthly family income (M=3.292,00 TL ($1553); SD=1.7)   
 2000 TL or less ($943 or less) 359 25.6 
 2001 TL – 3500 TL ($943 – $1,651) 457 32.7 
 3501 TL or more ($1,652 or more) 584 41.7 
Education (M=14.4; SD=3.2)   
 Secondary education (8 years) 260 18.6 
 High school education (11 years) 218 15.6 
 College (13 years) 356 25.4 
 Bachelor’s degree (15 years) 210 15.0 
 Master’s degree (17 years) 255 18.2 
 PhD degree (19 years) 101 7.2 
Working status   
 Academic staff 468 33.4 
 Administrative staff 621 44.4 
 Technical  staff  98 7.0 
 Medical staff 26 1.9 
 Auxiliary staff 187 13.3 
Marital status   
 Single 445 31.8 
 Married 906 64.7 
 Widowed/Divorced 49 3.5 
Family type   
 Nuclear family 1247 89.1 
 Extended family  101 7.2 
 Single parent family 52 3.7 
Number of family members (M=3.6; SD=1.1)   
 2 members 237 16.9 
 3 members 453 32.4 
 4 members 458 32.7 
 5  members 179 12.8 
 6  members 50 3.6 
 7 or more members 23 1.6 
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Financial Distress (The In Charge Financial Distress/Financial Well-Being Scale)  

The In Charge Financial Distress/Financial Well-Being (IFDFW) scale was developed by Prawitz et al. (2006) 
to measure financial distress/well-being. The scale evaluates a latent construct representing responses to one’s 
financial state on a continuum ranging from overwhelming financial distress (the lowest level of financial well-
being) to no financial distress (the highest level of financial well-being). The IFDFW scale includes eight 
questions, including “What do you feel is the level of your financial stress today?” and “How satisfied you are 
with your present financial situation”. Responses are given on a 10-point Likert scale ranging from negative 
(1) to positive (10) (1 = very dissatisfied to 10 = very satisfied). Individual scores can range from 8 (1 point on 
each question) to 80 (10 points on each question). Scores on the IFDFW are computed by adding numerical 
responses for each of the eight items and then dividing the total by eight. The resulting scores can range from 
1 (overwhelming financial distress) to 10 (no financial distress), indicating that a lower level of financial 
distress results in a higher score on the scale. The Cronbach Alpha coefficient is found to be. 96 (Prawitz et al. 
2006).  

The IFDFW scale was adapted to the Turkish culture by Gutter and Copur in 2011. The factor analysis applied 
by Gutter and Copur (2011) showed that the results matched well with those of Prawitz et al. (2006). 
Adaptation studies of the IFDFW scale for Turkish culture had sufficiently high reliability and validity to 
justify its use as a tool to measure Turkish families’ financial distress. Reliability analyses showed that the 
IFDFW scale had a high internal consistency (Cronbach Alpha: .82). Turkish family scores ranged from 1 
(overwhelming financial distress) to 8.75 (no financial distress). The average financial distress score for Turkish 
families was 4.40 (SD = 1.47), with a median of 4.50, which provided an indication of the average level of 
financial distress (Gutter and Copur 2011).  

In this study, the IFDFW scale Cronbach Alpha   was .92. The IFDFW scale median score was 5.51 (SD = 2.02) 
and the scale scores ranged from 1 (overwhelming financial distress) to 9.63 (no financial distress). Table 2 
presented Mean, Standard Deviation, Minimum, Maximum value of responses to each of the questions on which 
the IFDFW Scale indexes are based. 

Dependent Variables 

McMaster FAD  

The FAD was developed to measure perceptions of family functioning. The FAD is based on the McMaster 
Model of Family Functioning and emphasizes a functional approach to understanding whether families 
accomplish the basic tasks of daily life (Epstein et al. 1978). It measures six dimensions of the McMaster of 
Family Functioning Model. In addition to these six subscales, a 12-item, General Functioning Subscale, which 
“assesses the overall level of family functioning,” is included in the FAD (Epstein et al. 1983). In order to 
evaluate the general functioning level of a family, this study use this subdimension to gather information 
about all dimensions—problem solving, communication, roles, affective responsiveness, affective involvement, and 
behavior control—of the scale. With specific reference to the General Functioning Subscale (GF) of the FAD, the 
previous research have reported that the GF subscale has high psychometric properties and internal 
consistency to obtain a global picture of family functioning (Byles et al. 1988; Miller et al. 1985; Epstein et al. 
1983). Also this subscale shortens the items in the questionnaire which make easier for participants to fill the 
form. From that, in this study GF subscale was used to measure family functioning instead of the longer 
version of Family Assessment Device. 

The FAD is a self-reporting questionnaire where each question is answered on a 4-point scale (1 represents 
strongly agree and 4 represents strongly disagree). The FAD is scored by summing the endorsed responses 
(1–4) and dividing by the number of items in the scale. The scores range from 1.0 (best functioning) to 4.0 
(worst functioning), indicating that higher scores represent less satisfaction with family functioning (Miller et 
al. 1985).  
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Table 2 The in Charge Financial Distress/Financial Well-Being Scale, Mean, Standard Deviation, Minimum, 
Maximum 

Items   M SD Minimum Maximum 

     
1. What do you feel is the level of your financial stress today? 5.6 2.3 1 10 
2. How satisfied you are with your present financial situation? 5.1 2.4 1 10 
3. How do you feel about your current financial situation? 5.1 2.2 1 10 
4. How often do you worry about being able to meet normal monthly 
living expenses? 

5.1 2.4 1 10 

5. How confident are you that you could find the money to pay for a 
financial emergency that costs about $1,000? 

6.7 3.1 1 10 

6. How often does this happen to you? You want to go out to eat, go to a 
movie or do something else and don’t go because you can’t afford to? 6.0 2.8 1 10 

7. How frequently do you find yourself just getting by financially and 
living paycheck to paycheck? 

4.8 2.7 1 10 

8. How stressed do you feel about your personal finances in general? 5.7 2.3 1 10 

Table 3 McMaster FAD General Functioning Subscale, Mean, Standard Deviation, Minimum, Maximum 

Items   M SD Minimum Maximum 

     
1. Planning family activities is difficult because we 
misunderstand each other 

1.8 1.0 1 4 

2. In time of crisis we can turn to each other for support 1.3 .7 1 4 
3. We cannot talk to each other about sadness we feel 1.6 .9 1 4 
4. Individuals are accepted for what they are 1.6 .8 1 4 
5. We avoid discussing our fears and concerns  1.6 .9 1 4 
6. We can express feelings to each other  1.8 .9 1 4 
7. There are lots of bad feelings in the family 1.4 .7 1 4 
8. We feel accepted for what we are 1.5 .8 1 4 
9. Making decisions is a problem for our family 1.6 .8 1 4 
10. We are able to make decisions about how to solve 
problems 

1.9 .9 1 4 

11. We don't get along well together  1.3 .7 1 4 
12. We confide in each other 1.3 .6 1 4 
     

A study for Turkish validity and reliability of the scale was conducted by Bulut (1990). The reliability study 
was examined for internal consistency and point invariance, and the scale was tested for construct validity 
and compliance validity. The correlation coefficient calculated for the subscales of the general functions 
was .66. This finding confirms that the psychometric properties of the scale are at a sufficient level. In this 
study, the internal consistency coefficient of the General Functioning Subscale was calculated as .71. Table 
3 presented Mean, Standard Deviation, Minimum, Maximum value of responses to each of the questions on 
which the General Functioning Subscale indexes are based. 

2.5 Preliminary Analysis 

The scope of validity and reliability analysis, Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on the InCharge Financial 
Distress/Financial Well-Being Scale (IFDFW) and General Functioning Subscale of the McMaster Family 
Assessment Device (McMaster FAD) items was conducted.  
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For both the scales, the single-factor model was tested. The analysis results showed that there were 
modification indices regarding the association of some items with the others. The researcher consulted experts 
in the relevant area of study as to whether the items which were recommended to be modified were associated 
with each other or not, and the experts' opinions indicated that the modifications were theoretically justified. 
Based on these opinions, the researcher modified the association between items 2-3 and 5-6 on the IFDFW. 
After adding covariance terms between items, the final model approached to adequate fit (X2/df = 7.2, p < 0.05, 
NFI = 0.98, NNFI = 0.97, CFI = 0.98, IFI = 0.98, RFI =  0.96, GFI = 0.94, and RMSEA = 0.072). 

Similarly, for the General Functioning Subscale, the researcher modified the association between items 4-8 and 
7-11. After adding covariance terms between items, the single factor model fit the data well, (X2/df = 8.4, p< 
0.05, NFI = 0.95, NNFI = 0.95, CFI = 0.96, IFI = 0.96, RFI = 0.94, GFI = 0.94, and RMSEA = 0.078). 

Although confirmatory factor analysis showed that X2/df was high, a comprehensive evaluation of fit and error 
indices indicated that the model was compatible (Hu and Bentler 1999; Tabachnick and Fidell 2007). 

2.6 Data Analysis 

The socio-demographic data was summarized using frequencies and percentages. Averages and standard 
deviations for the IFDFW and McMaster FAD forms were calculated and validity and reliability analysis were 
performed. Then, in order to test whether the differences between dependent and independent variables were 
significantly statistical or not, One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and Test for Importance of Difference 
between Two Averages (t-test) were used. If there were two options (gender, budgeting, saving, reason for 
borrowing) for independent variables, the difference was tested using the Test for Importance of Difference 
between Two Averages (t-test). In cases where there were more than two options (working status, marital 
status, family type, being in debt), it was tested using ANOVA. Where significant difference was found as a 
result of ANOVA analysis, a Multiple Comparison Test (LSD) was performed to determine the group or 
groups causing this difference and the results were recorded in tables (Büyüköztürk 2007).  

To determine the level or amount and direction of the relationship between dependent and independent 
variables, a correlation analysis was performed. In this study, a Pearson correlation analysis and a multiple 
regression analysis were applied to see whether age, education level, family monthly income, number of 
family members, and IFDFW scale are effective on the general functioning dimension of the FAD scale 
(Büyüköztürk 2007). The researcher conducted a two-step regression analysis to distinguish the variance 
explained by financial distress from the variance explained by demographic variables and to test predictive 
power independently. In the first step of the regression analysis, the independent variables (age, monthly 
family income, education, and number of family members) were included to the regression equation, whereas 
the IFDFW was added to the model in the second step. 

3. Results  

A t-test analysis was performed to determine whether there was any relationship between gender and the 
General Functioning subscale of the FAD. An ANOVA analysis was performed to analyze the relationships 
among general functions and working status, marital status, and family type. The results are given in Table 4. 

According to Table 4, there was no statistically significant relationship between general family functioning 
and the gender of study participants (t = 1.910, df = 1398, p > 0.05).  

There was significant relationship between participant working status and general functions (F = 5.279, df = 
1395, p < 0.001). According to the LSD test results, the differences were determined to be originating among 
the following groups: Academic staff (M = 1.3; SD = 0.4), Administrative staff (M = 1.4; SD = 0.4), and Auxiliary 
staff (M = 1.5; SD = 0.4). However, the analysis concluded that the effect size was 0.02. Thus, the significant 
correlation might have resulted from the size of the sample.  

General family functioning was also significantly different among marital status subgroups (F = 8.840, df = 
1397, p < 0.001), in particular, single parents (M = 1.5; SD = 0.4) and married couples (M = 1.4; SD = 0.4). 
However, the analysis concluded that the effect size was 0.01. Thus, the significant correlation might have 
resulted from the size of the sample.  

There was significance between the type of family and general functions (F = 9.460, df = 1397, p < 0.001) from 
the nuclear family (M = 1.4; SD = 0.4) and the extended family (M = 1.5; SD = 0.4) and the nuclear family (M = 
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1.4; SD = 0.4) and single parent families (M = 1.5; SD = 0.5). However, the analysis concluded that the effect 
size was 0.01. Thus, the significant correlation might have resulted from the size of the sample.   

Table 4 Relationship Between Demographic Characteristics and The General Functioning Subscale 

Demographic Variables N M SD Statistical Test Eta Squared 

Gender       
 Woman 703 1.4 0.4 t=-1.910, df=1398, p=.056 0.05  Man 697 1.4 0.4 
Working status      
 Academic staff 468 1.3 0.4 

F=5.279, df=1395, p=.000* 0.02 
 Administrative staff 621 1.4 0.4 
 Technical staff  98 1.4 0.4 
 Medical staff 26 1.4 0.4 
 Auxiliary staff 187 1.5 0.4 
Marital status      
 Single 445 1.5 0.4 

F=8.840, df=1397, p=.000* 0.01  Married 906 1.4 0.4 
 Widowed/Divorced 49 1.5 0.5 
Family type      
 Nuclear family 1247 1.4 0.4 

F=9.460, df=1397, p=.000* 
 

 Extended family 101 1.5 0.4 0.01 
 Single parent family 52 1.5 0.4  

*p<0.001; **p<0.05; M:Mean; SD: Standart deviation 

A Pearson correlation analysis was performed to examine the relationships among demographic variables 
(age, monthly family income, education, and number of family members), financial distress (IFDFW), and 
general functions. The results of the Pearson correlation are given in Table 5, which illustrates a positive 
relationship between general family functions and monthly income level (.11, p < 0.01) and education level 
(.14, p < 0.01). There is a negative relationships at 0.01 levels among general family functions, the number of 
family members (-.16, p < 0.01), and financial distress (-.15, p < 0.01). In other words, as the monthly income 
levels and education levels increase, general family functions improve. When the number of family members 
and the financial distress increase, general family functions deteriorate.  

According to the results, age and general family functioning were not significantly associated in this study. 
However, there was a significant relationship between income level and general family functioning. In this 
study families with higher monthly incomes reported better functioning. Significant associations were also 
observed for education level, whereby people with higher levels of education reported better functioning.  

Based on the results of this study, general functions and the number of family members was statistically 
significant. Finally, financial distress does relate significantly to general family functioning. The increase in 
financial distress negatively affect general family functioning.  

Table 5 Pearson Correlation of Demographic Characteristics, Financial Distress, and The General 
Functioning Subscale 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Age 1      
2. Monthly family income ,25** 1     
3. Education  -,11** ,64** 1    
4. Number of family members ,6* -,12** -,35** 1   
5. IFDFW -,07** ,40** ,38** -,07* 1  
6. General Functioning ,01 ,11** ,14** -,16** -,15** 1 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 



A. Aydıner Boylu – G. Günay – C. Kılıç 11/4 (2019) 3385-3403 

İşletme Araştırmaları Dergisi                                                                                                 Journal of Business Research-Turk 3394 

The relationship between financial behaviors of the participants and general functions of the families was 
analyzed and revealed a statistically significant difference between budgeting status and general functions (t 
= -2.572, df = 1398, p < 0.05) (Table 6). This significant difference came from families who do not follow a budget 
(M = 1.5; SD = 0.4) and generated an inverse relationship. The analysis revealed that the effect size was 0.07, 
indicating that this difference was not related to the sample.  

The relationship between saving status and general functions was significant (t=-3.350, df = 1398, p = .001) and 
came from the ones who do not save any of their income (M = 1.5; SD = 0.4) (Table 6). In accordance to the 
study results, as expected saving is related to better general functioning. The analysis revealed that the effect 
size was 0.09, indicating that this difference was not related to the sample.  

There was no relationship between general family functions and borrowing (F = 1.149, df = 1397, p > 0.05). 
However, there was a statistically significant relationship between the reasons for borrowing and general 
functions (t = 2.918, df = 1124, p < 0.05). The analysis revealed that the effect size was 0.08, indicating that this 
difference was not related to the sample. According to the LSD results, this significance arose from the 
difference between “maintaining current expenditures” (M = 1.4; SD = 0.4) and “investing” (M = 1.4; SD = 0.4) 
(Table 6).  

Table 6 Relationship Between Financial Behaviors and The General Functioning Subscale 

Financial Behaviors N M SD Statistical Test Eta Squared 

Budgeting      
 Yes 1038 1.4 0.4 

t = -2.572, df = 1398, p =.010* 0.07  No  362 1.5 0.4 
Saving      
 Yes 1027 1.4 0.4 t = -3.350, df = 1398, p =.001* 0.09 
 No  373 1.5 0.4 
Being in debt      
 Yes 916 1.4 0.4 

F = 1.149, df = 1397, p =.317 0.002  Sometimes  210 1.4 0.4 
 No 274 1.4 0.4 
Reason for borrowing      

 Maintaining current 
expenditure 

560 1.4 0.4 
t = 2.918, df = 1124, p =.040* 0.08 

 Investing 566 1.4 0.4 
*p<0.05; M:Mean; SD: Standart deviation 

Multiple regression analysis was used to examine the role of demographic and financial distress on the general 
family functioning in accordance with the purpose of the study. Results of the multiple regression analysis 
related to general family functions are given in Table 7. In the first step of the multiple regression analysis, 
age, monthly income, education level, and number of family members from the demographic variables were 
included. In the second step, financial distress level was included. By comparing the determination coefficients 
(R2) gained from these two steps, whether independent variables give information about general family 
functions was evaluated for these participants. Demographic variables (age, monthly family income, 
education, and number of family members) express 04% of total variance of general family functions (R = 0.2, 
R2 = 0.04, F = 13.154, p < 0.001). Regression coefficients standardized (β) to test the effect of independent 
variables taking place in Model 1 on general family functions and t-test results related to significance are given 
in Table 7.  The variance rate expressed related to demographic variables and financial distress was 05% (R = 
0.2, R2 = 0.05, F = 12.351, p < 0.001).  
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Table 7 Regression Analysis of Demographic Characteristics, Financial Distress, and The General 
Functioning Subscale 

 B β t p R R2 R2. F p 

Step 1.     .2 .04 .03 13.154 .000* 

 1,296         

1. Age ,001 ,026 ,913 ,362      

2. Monthly family income 2,056 ,089 2,703 ,007**      

3. Education  ,003 ,028 ,878 ,380      
4. Number of family 
members 

-,050 -,144 -5,405 ,000*      

Step 2.      .2 .05 .05 12.351 .000* 

 1,490         

1. Age 3.439 ,001 ,028 ,977      

2. Monthly family income 8.785 ,038 1,097 ,273      

3. Education  ,001 ,007 ,228 ,820      
4. Number of family 
members -,050 -,145 -5,454 ,000*      

5. IFDFW -,018 -,095 -2,915 ,004**      

*p<0.001; **p<0.05; B:Unstandardized regression coefficient; β:Standardized regression coefficient; t:Observed 
t value; p:Significance level; R:Multiple R; R2:Effect size; R2.:Adjusted R2; F: Observed F; p: Significance level  

4. Discussion 

This paper explored the relationship between financial distress and general family functioning in families and 
included the effects of demographic factors and financial behaviors of Turkish families. Results of the study 
showed that better family functioning is strongly associated with smaller households and lower levels of 
financial distress. 

4.1 Relationship Between Demographic Characteristics and The General Functioning Subscale  

There was no statistically significant relationship between general family functioning and the gender in the 
present study. These findings are in accordance with those of Krasnow (1995:58) but not Hossain (2001), which 
reports that mothers stated greater commitment, cohesion, and communication in the family than fathers. 
Similarly, Sylvanus (1992) found higher scores for women when compared to men. The present study findings 
can be explained by the positive aspects of mens’ involvement in the family (e.g., problem solving, 
communication, roles). In other words men in this sample are involved in the family and are committed and 
competent in family functioning as much as women. 

The significant relationship between participant working status and general functions can be explained by the 
fact that working status is related to income level and working conditions such as working day, working 
hours, flexibility of timetable, work load,  safety, pressure on the worker.  Hence working status effect the 
satisfaction with payment and work itself and also individual and family life satisfaction.  

General family functioning was significantly different among marital status subgroups. However, in In the 
study by Krasnows (1995: 58), no significant differences were found between married and single (including 
divorced) parents in terms of family functions. Wang et al. (2015) showed that compared to other marital 
statuses, including separated, divorced, and widowed, married couples enjoy family life more and have higher 
happiness scores.  

There was significance between the type of family and general functions in the present study. In various 
studies, differences were found in family functions according to family types (Nazlı 1997; İmamoğlu 1991; İnci 
2008:42). In more culturally traditional family types, couples can seem to live in almost different worlds. They 
do not talk much about issues such as their children’s development, private emotions and thoughts, sexual 
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life and health problems, social relations, or politics. The communication between couples in nuclear families 
is greater and more varied. İrmiş (1992) determined that the type of family is significantly related to family 
decision-making functions, the idea that a father knows best about everything related to the family is 
dominant, and other family members are not free to express their own ideas. These findings confirm the 
importance of a nuclear family in family functioning. Murdock (1949) explained, “... [T]he nuclear family is 
the basic form from which more complex familial forms are compounded... [It is] a distinct and strongly 
functional group in every known society”. There are also data available in the literature that support the 
position that family functioning is better in two-parent families than in single-parent families (Clark et al. 2000; 
Yeung and Chan 2010). For example, Florsheim et al. (1998) and Pettit et al. (2001) found that parental 
monitoring level was lower in single-parent families than in two-parent families. Also, in a study conducted 
by Hayden et al. (1998), it was found that family functions were significantly lower in families where the head 
of the household was an unmarried mother. 

4.2 Pearson Correlation Between Demographic Characteristics, Financial Distress, and The General Functioning 
Subscale  

According to the results, as the monthly income levels and education levels increase, general family functions 
improve. When the number of family members and the financial distress increase, general family functions 
deteriorate.  

Age and general family functioning were not significantly associated in the present study. This results are not 
confirmed by Ersoy (1997). Ersoy determined that the age of the woman in the family is significantly related 
to decision-making in the family, finding a solution for problems, and solving problems related to household 
management. This study result can be explained by the fact that age is not just the one indicator itself of being 
skilled and experienced on problem solving, communication, roles, affective responsiveness, affective 
involvement and behavior control.  

In this study families with higher monthly incomes reported better functioning, which is confirmed by earlier 
studies (Duyan 2000:149; Sertelin 2003:126; Çakıcı 2006:92, Şimşek 2009; Kılıçaslan 2001:160). According to İnci 
(2008:45), general functions are improved with increases in income levels. In applied family studies and family 
disciplines, economic resources play an important role in family functioning. Adequate income is a very 
important protective factor for the family and has many benefits. Low-wage incomes and financial adversity 
have been associated with substance abuse, criminality, increased family stress, and child abuse and 
maltreatment, as well as cognitive and emotional deficits (Hutchings and Lane 2005; Lloyd and Rosman 2005; 
Skowron 2005; Jackson et al. 2000).  

Significant associations were also observed for education level, whereby people with higher levels of 
education reported better functioning. Earlier studies also found a positive correlation between male and 
female educational backgrounds and general family functioning (Nazlı 1997; Çakıcı 2006:101-105; Şimşek 2009; 
İnci 2008:38). In these studies, parents with higher education levels were more compatible and open-minded, 
provided a more positive family atmosphere, and general family relationships were better. İmamoğlu (1991) 
observed that with an increase in education levels of couples, their roles shift to more equitable levels. The 
absence of a relationship between education level and general family functioning can be explained by the fact 
that individuals with higher education levels are expected to have better comprehension, listening and 
problem solving skills, and to be more understanding and democratic. In addition higher levels of education 
is related to earn more, promoted more quickly and better job, also is strongly positively associated with 
happiness and life satisfaction. 

General functions and the number of family members was also statistically significant. These finding are 
confirmed by İnci (2008:42). İnci determined that, a significant relationship exists between the number of 
family members and the quality of general family functioning. This result shows that an increase in the number 
of family members has negative effects on many functions such as opportunities for self-expression and having 
time to deal with each family member. The number of family members affects role and communication 
stereotypes in families. Smaller family size eases communication and leads members to listen and understand 
each other. Hypothesis 1 of the study is supported by the variables; working status, marital status, family type, 
monthly family income, education, and number of family members but it is not supported by the variables, 
gender and age.    
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Finally, the increase in financial distress negatively affect general family functioning. These findings are 
confirmed by Aydıner Boylu (2014). Aydıner Boylu determined that the financial distress in single parent 
families were significantly correlated to general family functioning. Evidence shows the harmful effects of 
economic stress on family functioning and family relationships (Elder and Caspi 1988; Brody et al. 1995; 
Conger et al. 1990a, 1993; McLoyd 1990). Economic stress has been associated with a decrease in family 
satisfaction and cohesion (Voydanoff 1990). Gomel et al. (1998) found that family relationships suffered in 
times of economic stress, with greater perceived economic hardship resulting in poorer family relationships. 
Hypothesis 3 is supported as the relationship was significant. 

4.3 Relationship Between Financial Behaviors and The General Functioning Subscale  

Financial behaviors of the family are vital element of financial welfare (Çopur and Şafak 2000; Bailey 1987). In 
this study, financial behaviors measured by budgeting, saving, and borrowing behaviors produced results 
that showed significant relationships among maintaining a budget, saving income, the reason for borrowing 
money, and general family functioning, whereas no relationship was found between being in debt and the 
level of functioning.  

There was significant difference between budgeting status and general functions in the present study.  Godwin 
(1990) suggests that families’ subjective financial well-being is more strongly related to their attitudes rather 
than their objectively measurable financial status. Hence budgeting is a crucial activities to diminish the 
families financial problems and also related to family functioning. 

The relationship between saving status and general functions was also significant. Findings of this study are 
in line with those of Han and Rothwell (2014), who concluded that a reduction in savings was positively and 
significantly associated with family strain and that there were significant associations between family strain 
and family functioning. Saving is necessary to improve the economic welfare of families and lessen the impacts 
of financial hardships (Lee et al. 2000).  

Whereas there was no relationship between general family functions and borrowing, there was a statistically 
significant relationship between the reasons for borrowing and general functions. Many families are forced to 
borrow money in the case of unexpected events or to attend to certain urgent matters, for example, illnesses, 
disabilities, and so on. Some families may also borrow money in order to maintain their existing lifestyle, for 
example, automobiles, house loans, education, and so on (Garman and Forgue 1988; Stillman 1988). Hence 
borrowing have different impacts on family functioning depending on the types and how used by families. 
According to the results of this study more than half of the families are borrowing to investing. This result is 
an indication that families are in debt to meet their desires and raise their living standarts which positively 
effect family functioning. Hypothesis 2 of the study is supported by the variables; budgeting, saving and 
reason for borrowing but it is not supported by the variable, being in debt. 

4.4 Regression Analysis of Demographic Characteristics, Financial Distress, and The General Functioning Subscale 

Considering the regression coefficients standardized (β) in the study and the t-test results, it was determined 
that there is a significant difference between financial distress and general functions (β = -.095, p < .05).  

5. Conclusions and Implications 

It is clear that financial behaviors are related to financial distress and important for maintaining better general 
family functioning. Therefore, it is necessary to understand the families in financial distress to maintain 
general family functioning. Further studies should investigate the causes and negative effects of financial 
distress as well as the psychological factors that are associated with reducing distress. These studies can help 
institutions and organizations to assist families in financial distress and provide guidance for the preparation 
of training programs designed to increase financial well-being. Recent literature indicates that the lack of 
financial management competency has a more significant influence on financial distress than income poverty 
(Kim and Garman 2003; Hilgert et al. 2003; Joo and Grable 2004; O’Neill et al. 2006; Ha and Kang 2013; Eom 
2015; Kye and Yoo 2013). Financial literacy is an important foundation for strengthening financial management 
competency. Financial literacy is about understanding money and finances and being able to confidently apply 
this knowledge to make effective financial decisions (Australian Securities and Investments Commission 
2011:4). This knowledge is also an important determinant of basic money management and financial planning 
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(Ali et al. 2015). Aldana and Liljenquist (1998) confirmed that the lack of financial education and 
understanding about financial matters is a significant determinant of financial strain (Porter and Garman 1993; 
Todd and DeVaney 1997).  

This study has some limitations. Firstly, considering the cross-sectional research design of the study, a causal 
relationship between variables cannot be inferred. Future studies on this subject should be designed 
longitudinally in order to obtain more causal relationships between these variables. A second limitation is the 
methodological aspect of the study. The sample of the study was limited to Hacettepe University employees. 
This limits the generalizability of the results. Different groups (retired, unemployed, etc.) should be included 
in the sample of future studies. Finally, only one member from each family participated in the study. The 
participation of more members from each family may provide different findings. In addition, this study is 
limited by the General Functioning Subscale of the FAD. This study not investigate the relationship between 
financial distress and the other six subscales (problem solving, communication, roles, affective responsiveness, 
affective involvement, and behavior control). Further research in the specific areas of family functioning in the 
above subscales is required because the General Functioning Subscale is a global assessment tool for assessing 
a family’s ability to accomplish basic, everyday tasks across domains, which include information from each of 
the domains but are not necessarily a linear combination of functions in specific areas. Further research is 
needed to address this issue.  
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