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Abstract
Little is known about how families become resilient, i.e., how they overcome economic challenges and maintain their 
well-being by utilizing protective mechanisms in their ecological system. This study examined the individual, family, 
and community protective mechanisms on family well-being (FWB) of socioeconomically disadvantaged Turkish mar-
ried individuals experiencing economic pressure (EP). The study included 1061 married individuals residing on the West 
coast of Türkiye. The results of the parallel-serial mediation model revealed a significant and negative direct relation-
ship between EP and FWB, which was significantly and negatively mediated by the serial indirect roles of (i) individual 
mechanisms and family mechanisms, and (ii) community mechanisms and family mechanisms. The findings highlighted 
the importance of a multisystemic approach to resilience in low-income families in accordance with Family Stress and 
Family Resilience models. With its co-produced design and multisystemic approach, this study contributes to global 
knowledge on family resilience for future research, policy, and practice.
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the key role of economic disruptions on families (Prime 
et al., 2023). We are interested in understanding the ways 
families cope with economic pressure to protect their col-
lective well-being; in other words, what builds their resil-
ience. Thus, in this study we aimed to explore a theoretical 
framework explaining factors that build family resilience 
against economic pressure. Almost all theories and the vast 
majority of research on this focus have been developed and 

Introduction

Family well-being is central in societies; it promotes health 
and well-functioning of individuals as well as communities 
they are part of. Maintaining family well-being becomes 
demanding when families face challenging life situations, 
especially having difficulties to meet the basics in life (i.e., 
economic pressure). COVID-19 pandemic reminded us of 
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conducted with samples from Western, educated, industrial-
ized, rich, and democratic (WEIRD) societies (Henrich et 
al., 2010) limiting their inclusivity and adaptability in other 
populations. Being resilient as a family when life becomes 
tough depends on the culture and multisystems within the 
wider context of the families. It indicates what resources 
are available and accessible; and how families navigate and 
negotiate these resources (Masten, 2021; Ungar, 2012). With 
the goal of diversifying our existing knowledge on family 
resilience, we explored various mechanisms low-income 
families utilize to manage economic pressure within a non-
Western cultural context during a socio-economic austerity 
period.

Conceptualizing family resilience requires the iden-
tification of (a) risk conditions that strain or disrupt fam-
ily functioning, (b) protective or adaptive processes that 
enable families to manage and respond to these challenges, 
and (c) indicators of family well-being and positive adap-
tation that are maintained or achieved despite exposure 
to risk (Maurović et al., 2020). Specifically, we outlined 
pathways between the economic pressure and family well-
being through the individual, community, and family level 
factors which are motivated by the theoretical foundations 
of family stress model (Conger & Elder, 1994; Conger et 
al., 1990, 1992; Masarik & Conger, 2017) informing fam-
ily risks related to economic pressure and family resilience 
perspective (Masten, 2018; Walsh, 2016) with an ecologi-
cal systems model (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006). From 
this perspective, the family resilience framework offers a 
conceptual lens for identifying the protective mechanisms 
that support positive adaptation, such as family well-being, 
despite exposure to risk. In doing so, the family resilience 
perspective complements both the FSM and the ecological 
systems framework by explicitly focusing on how fami-
lies mobilize internal and external resources in the face of 
adversity. Building on this integration, Conger et al. (2002) 
proposed that the direct and indirect pathways linking key 
components of the FSM (e.g., the association between eco-
nomic hardship and economic pressure) may be weakened 
through resilience processes, including families’ biological, 
psychological, and social resources. Investigating the under-
lying multisystemic aspects of family resilience to protect 
family well-being against the risks derived from economic 
pressure will contribute to designing effective and culturally 
relevant family practices and policies. For this purpose, we 
first clarify our understanding of family well-being in the 
current study and then explore our conceptual foundations 
in-depth.

Family Well-Being

In the context of understanding family resilience, family 
well-being is an outcome and often defined by the overall 
quality of life and functioning of a family system (Amato & 
Afifi, 2006; Prime et al., 2020; Smith & Tickamyer, 2011). 
Under conditions of economic pressure, family harmony 
and family life satisfaction are the key variables indicat-
ing family well-being (Mistry & Elenbaas, 2021). Family 
harmony encompasses the quality of interactions, com-
munication, and emotional connectedness within the fam-
ily system. It provides a sense of mutual respect, support, 
cohesion, a sense of cooperation, and an overall feeling 
of peace (Amato & Afifi, 2006). Family satisfaction refers 
to the subjective evaluation of overall family functioning, 
including organizational processes, communication, and 
time management (Pinquart, 2017). In the present study, we 
identified our outcome as family well-being and indicated it 
by family harmony and family satisfaction. Below, we dis-
cuss our underlying conceptual positioning that explains the 
multilevel resilience pathways from economic pressure to 
family well-being.

Conceptual Background

The Family Stress Model (FSM)

Economic inequalities trigger multiple socio-economic dif-
ficulties and pose various personal and relational risks to 
individuals and families. Early studies examining the links 
between economic difficulties and family relationships (e.g., 
Conger et al., 1990; Elder et al., 1992) prompted researchers 
to delve deeper into examining the wider influences of eco-
nomic pressure on individuals through family related out-
comes. Conger et al., (1990, 1992, 1994) proposed the FSM 
after observing deterioration in children and adolescents’ 
adjustment as a result of economic hardship and pressure, 
primarily due to parental distress, relationship problems, 
and disrupted parenting. Indeed, scholars have argued that 
economic hardships and financial stress can lead to relation-
ship distress among parents (e.g. Williams et al., 2015) and 
lower levels of positive affect among partners (e.g., Choi et 
al., 2025). According to the FSM (Conger & Elder, 1994), 
economic hardship and economic pressure play two related 
but distinct roles in families’ lives. The former encompasses 
low income, unstable work, a debt-to-asset ratio score, and 
income loss. The latter refers to the daily challenges and 
struggles that arise from unstable economic circumstances 
and is produced by and positively correlated with economic 
hardship (Masarik & Conger, 2017). The generalizability 
of the FSM to diverse populations (e.g., African American 
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families, Conger et al., 2002; Mexican origin families, White 
et al., 2015; Turkish families, Aytaç & Rankin, 2009; multi-
ple countries, Zietz et al., 2022) and younger children (from 
toddlerhood through middle childhood; Neppl et al., 2016) 
has also been reported, making the FSM a very valuable and 
commonly referenced framework in the field of family stress 
and resilience (Masarik & Conger, 2017; Masarik et al., 
2022). However, the FSM is limited in its ability to explain 
differences in how families overcome economic hardship 
(family resilience). To this end, Conger and Conger (2002, 
p. 364) incorporated the family resilience perspective into 
the FSM and suggested that the direct and indirect associa-
tions among its components (e.g., the relationship between 
economic hardship and pressure) could be mediated by 
resilience processes of the “biological, psychological, and 
social resources available to the family”. For instance, per-
ceived spousal social support (Conger et al., 1999), sibling 
support (Conger et al., 1994), non-family adult support 
(Simons et al., 1994), nurturant-involved parenting (Conger 
et al., 1992), familism value orientation (White et al., 2015), 
and effective couple level problem solving (Masarik et al., 
2016) have all been found to build family resilience in the 
context of economic pressure. The resilience resources were 
incorporated into the FSM to understand what moderates the 
negative impact of economic pressure on outcomes. In other 
words, they help to explain under what circumstances fami-
lies are more resilient. On the other hand, it is also essential 
to expand our knowledge on how these resilience resources 
explain the relationship between economic pressure and 
well-being outcomes (Wadsworth & Compas, 2002). We 
need to explore how resilience resources may play an active 
role in promoting positive outcomes (Masarik et al., 2022). 
Thus, this study diverts from current FSM studies which 
aim to understand how protective factors interact with the 
processes (i.e., parental distress, relationship problems, and 

disrupted parenting). Moreover, Taylor et al. (2024) empha-
sized the importance of applying the FSM in ways that are 
culturally sensitive, while also integrating resilience-related 
processes. Additionally, they also highlighted the impor-
tance of applying the FSM in culturally responsive ways 
while explicitly incorporating resilience-related processes. 
Accordingly, a growing body of research has integrated the 
FSM with resilience frameworks (e.g., Masarik et al., 2022; 
Taylor et al., 2025), increasingly focusing on perceived and 
tangible social and family resources as protective or promo-
tive mechanisms that buffer stress processes. These recent 
extensions further underscore the need to move beyond 
individual-level protective factors and to incorporate com-
munity-level resilience processes. Herein, we hypothesize 
a pathway model (see Fig.  1) to understand the influence 
of economic pressure on family well-being through the 
mediated processes of individual, community, and family 
level protective factors outlined with resilience theory and 
Bronferbrenner’s ecological perspective. The current study 
contributes to our knowledge by applying a multisystems 
understanding of resilience to explore the indirect mecha-
nisms between economic pressure and family well-being, 
in a specific sample from Türkiye where economic pressure 
and family stress have been escalating as soaring inflation 
erodes purchasing power, making it increasingly difficult to 
meet basic needs (e.g., food and housing expenses).

Understanding Family Resilience with a 
Multisystems Perspective

In essence, resilience is doing better than expected (Mas-
ten, 2018). As indicated in Masten’s theory, resilience refers 
to “the dynamic capacity of a complex adaptive system to 
respond successfully to challenges that threaten the func-
tion, survival, or development of the system” (Masten, 

Fig. 1  Conceptual framework
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2021, p.155). Resilient individuals and families respond to 
adversities in life in unique ways, depending on the multi-
ple resources available to them (Hawley & De Haan, 1996). 
In this study, we define family resilience as an experience 
of the entire family system working effectively through 
life adversities (Walsh, 2003). In other words, we can talk 
about family resilience when a family, as a functional unit, 
“struggles well” with adversity (Walsh, 2015). As seen in 
the FSM studies globally (Aytaç & Rankin, 2009; Cakmak 
& Güre, 2020; Neppl et al., 2016), economic pressure is one 
of the most detrimental adversity conditions for families. 
It indicates lack of basics of surviving and thriving in life; 
therefore, accompanies multiple other adversities, resulting 
in a cumulative stress.

What distinguishes family resilience approach from a 
specific focus on negative impact of life adversities, such as 
in the FSM, is its strength-based orientation. It emphasizes 
family strengths in dealing with life adversities (Walsh, 
2015). These strengths are resources, strategies, and capaci-
ties families employ to overcome life adversities. They 
operate as processes helping to mediate the widespread 
effect of major adversities, such as economic pressure on 
family well-being. This explains our hypothesized model in 
explaining family well-being through mediating processes 
affected by economic pressure and influencing each other.

Models of family resilience in the field focused on 
families’ social and psychological resources, as well as 
the meaning families attribute to adversities they experi-
ence (e.g., Patterson, 2002). Walsh (2016) pointed out key 
processes that families utilize to identify their pathways 
to building resilience. These include families’ belief sys-
tems (i.e., meaning making, positive outlook, spirituality), 
organizational processes (i.e., flexibility and support mech-
anisms), and communication processes (i.e., clear informa-
tion and emotion sharing, collaborative problem-solving). 
Patterson (2002) also emphasized wider social mechanisms 
such as the health and education systems. As Masten (2001) 
frames with her concept of “ordinary magic”, these mecha-
nisms are not extraordinary qualities possessed by a fam-
ily system with specific characteristics. They are common 
and achievable system capacities that can be fostered in all 
systems through dynamic relationships between systems 
and their ecologies as well as families’ internal and external 
resources. Resilience is therefore a multisystems process of 
responding to life’s challenges. This is also consistent with 
Bronfenbrenner’s ecological framework (Bronfenbrenner 
& Morris, 2006). Bronfenbrenner emphasizes the multiple 
levels of influence on an individual’s (or family’s) develop-
ment from the immediate settings to broader societal factors, 
highlighting the complexity of systemic interactions. Across 
these multiple system levels, proximal processes are central 
to Bronfenbrenner’s theory (Merçon-Vergas et al., 2020). 

Proximal processes refer to the direct and regular mecha-
nisms within the immediate environment and are considered 
as the primary processes that drive change. In the context 
of a family, proximal processes include daily routines and 
rituals, family activities, and family communication and 
interactions. Proximal processes mediate the effect of other 
factors and foster overall well-being of families. Therefore, 
it is crucial to consider multiple levels of influences when 
investigating resilience and to understand how more distal 
factors shape the immediate influences.

Individual, Family, and Community Mechanisms 
Contributing to Family Resilience

Beyond and consistent with the models of family resilience, 
extensive evidence has been developed through empirical 
research investigating the nature of processes that help to 
build family resilience under the conditions of economic 
pressure. Relationships, social support, and systemic 
resources are found to be key mechanisms across individ-
ual, community, and familial levels (Prime et al., 2023). 
Across studies, key factors against economic pressure are 
found to include, at individual level, self-esteem, individual 
spirituality, sense of control, and sense of hope; at commu-
nity level, sense of security, community support, collective 
identity, community spirituality, external social connec-
tions, and healthcare; and at familial level,  family spiritu-
ality, warmth, and social support of family members, the 
use of social resources, quality couple relationships, family 
commitment, family rituals and routines, family’s money 
management skills, family coping, and family celebrations 
(Black & Lobo, 2008; Henry & Harriet, 2022; Mullin & 
Arce, 2008; Prime et al., 2020; Smith & Tickamyer, 2011; 
Zhuang et al., 2021; Wadsworth & Santiago, 2008). In rela-
tion to mechanisms external to the family system, Ungar 
(2012) mentioned that the existence of community level 
resources is not enough; families need to know about these 
resources and they should be accessible. This is especially 
important for families facing economic pressure where eco-
nomic challenges alleviate inequalities in accessing external 
resources and create a poverty trap for these families (Matos 
et al., 2021). These economic and social-structural inequali-
ties can lead to social, educational, and health inequalities 
creating a vicious cycle of losing existing protective capac-
ity over time (Ibrahim & Heuer, 2016).

In the early theoretical formulations of the FSM, resil-
ience in the face of economic hardship was implicitly sup-
ported through social support (Conger & Conger, 2002). 
However, from a systemic perspective that extends beyond 
individual characteristics, resilience is conceptualized as 
emerging from the dynamic interactions between indi-
viduals and their broader social environments including 
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both proximal and distal environment (Bronfenbrenner & 
Morris, 2006). Within this framework, social and ecologi-
cal resources -such as supportive relationships, meaningful 
participation in the community, and resourceful environ-
ments are considered to be core components of inequalities 
oriented resilience (Masten, 2014; Masten & Monn, 2015; 
Ungar, 2012). In line with this perspective, recent stud-
ies integrating the FSM with a resilience framework have 
increasingly focused on community-level variables across 
diverse risk contexts (e.g., Höltge et al., 2025; Taylor et al., 
2025). For instance, Masarik et al. (2022) examined FSM 
processes in the context of resettlement-related stress and 
highlighted the promotive role of community belonging, 
access to local services, and community support for resil-
ience. Similarly, Höltge et al. (2025) evaluated the percep-
tions of Turkish families impacted by an earthquake with 
regard to their access to community resources, as well as 
their neighborhood and broader economic environments, 
as potential sources of resilience. Building on this grow-
ing body of work, the present study aims to examine how 
families experiencing economic hardship perceive their 
experiences within broader community, and to investigate 
the roles of community integration, community participa-
tion, and community satisfaction in family functioning and 
well-being.

This again evidences the urgent need for exploring fam-
ily resilience from a holistic perspective and incorporating 
processes across internal capacity and external ecologies 
of families and the dynamic relationships between them 
and through family functioning. Thus, the contemporary 
perspective of family resilience emphasizes family’s func-
tioning as a unit in addition to individual family members’ 
experiences and their relationship with outside. In other 
words, it is suggested that family resilience emerges through 
the characteristics of individuals within the family and their 
impact on the characteristics of the family as a unit (e.g., 
McCubbin & McCubbin, 1988). Individual mechanisms are 
resources used by the family when life is challenging, but 
rather than directly influencing the challenging situations, 
these individual level resources help indirectly through 
their influence on family functioning. On the other hand, 
in her Family Resilience Model, Walsh (1996) emphasized 
how families also utilize support mechanisms external to 
the family system. Therefore, in this study, we proposed 
to explore a model that includes mechanisms at individual, 
community, and family levels to define family resilience 
with their mediating roles in the relationship between eco-
nomic pressure and family well-being. Moreover, consis-
tent with Bronfenbrenner’s proximal processes argument, 
we investigated the mediating role of family level function-
ing mechanisms on the relationships through individual and 
community level capacities.

Existing theories of family resilience are widely used; 
however, they are mainly developed in Western cultures. 
Existing empirical evidence also derives mainly from West-
ern populations, creating a gap in our knowledge. In the 
current study, we address this limitation by focusing on the 
experiences of families in a non-Western cultural orienta-
tion, specifically families in Türkiye. Due to the differences 
in family structures, norms, and their socio-cultural context 
(Kagitcibasi, 2005), families in Türkiye have unique char-
acteristics with high emotional dependence and high instru-
mental independence.

The Present Study

Cultural Context in Türkiye

In this study, the risks were identified as economic pressure 
resulting from low-income. Research on family resilience is 
scarce in Türkiye, with few studies focusing on the compo-
nents of the FSM in relation to family outcomes (Aytaç & 
Rankin, 2009; Cakmak & Güre, 2020). The FSM research 
in Türkiye has been conducted mainly with adolescents 
and their parents (Aytaç & Rankin, 2009; Cakmak & Güre, 
2020). As is the case with FSM studies in general, FSM 
research conducted in Türkiye is limited in focusing on risks 
and failing to consider the cultural context.

We need to situate family resilience in the cultural and 
socio-structural context of families. This is especially true 
for families in Türkiye with its unique cultural character-
istics and prolonged socio-economic austerity creating 
multiple paradoxes in families’ cultural experiences. The 
culture is described as traditional, authoritarian, and collec-
tivist, with variation across urban versus rural areas (Cakir 
& Aydin, 2005). In general, the emphasis of overall culture 
is on interpersonal relationships through accountability, loy-
alty, interdependence, duties, and obligations (Kagitcibasi, 
2005). Since the 1970s, Türkiye has been undergoing mul-
tiple social changes that include both urbanization and cul-
tural transformation (Kagitcibasi & Ataca, 2005). Families 
in Türkiye value relationships with emotional bonding both 
within and outside the family system including relatives, 
neighbors, people who share communities (Kagitcibasi, 
2005). The current trends in the changing cultural orienta-
tion are described as a co-existence of traditional, collec-
tivist, and individualist values (Imamoglu, 2003) resulting 
in a modernized traditional family system, different from 
family systems in the Western and in traditional non-West-
ern cultures. This significant change towards a modernized 
traditional family socialization places strong emphasis on 
building and maintaining family harmony, loyalty, and 
responsibility while supporting independence of family 
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members. We believe these cultural experiences of Turkish 
families will help to elaborate what makes families resilient 
against the impact of economic pressure in Türkiye.

Kagitcibasi’s (1997) autonomous-related self-theory 
is essential in order to understand the cultural context in 
Türkiye. Within her theory, Kagitcibasi places self within 
the family system and situates family within the broader 
socio-economic context. She lists urban vs. rural settlement, 
socio-economic status, quality of life, and welfare as indica-
tors of contextual influences on family culture. Within this 
context, individuals try to find a balance between indepen-
dence and social belonging as paradoxical demands of life.

These cultural characteristics reiterate the importance of 
considering both within family relationships and families’ 
relationships with their environment to understand family 
resilience. Following the cultural dispositions that families 
need to be supported both from inside and outside, in this 
study, we consider that effect of individual level characteris-
tics (e.g., self-efficacy, internal control, coping, psychologi-
cal well-being) will be mediated by family level factors (e.g., 
family communication, commitment, support, boundaries, 
coping, problem-solving skills and spirituality). We have 
a similar view for the mechanisms that exist in the wider 
environment of families (e.g., connection with community, 
participation in community and social satisfaction). These 
community level factors are likely to relate to how fami-
lies build their family level strategies, rather than directly 
relating to family well-being. This is because, family level 
strategies are proximal mechanisms to family’s well-being 
(Merçon-Vergas et al., 2020), whereas what capacity indi-
vidual members of the family bring and what capacity the 
wider environment of the family holds can only have an 
effect through how these capacities are translated into fam-
ily level mechanisms that families experience in their daily 
lives.  This perspective is likely to address the complexi-
ties described in past studies exploring family resilience. 
Therefore, the current study aimed to investigate the par-
allel mediating effects of individual, family, and commu-
nity protective mechanisms on well-being of low-income 
families experiencing various levels of economic pressure 
in Türkiye. We investigated a parallel serial mediation as a 
resilience model relating economic pressure to family well-
being through individual, community, and family protec-
tive mechanisms (see Fig.  1). We proposed the following 
hypotheses:

H1  Economic pressure will be significantly and negatively 
related to family well-being.

H2  Individual and family factors will serially mediate 
the relationship between economic pressure and family 
well-being.

H3  Community and family factors will serially mediate 
the relationship between economic pressure and family 
well-being.

Method

Turkish Family Resilience Project (T-FRP)

This study is part of a larger co-produced, socio-ecological, 
and social justice-oriented family resilience project in Tür-
kiye funded by the Scientific and Technological Research 
Council of Türkiye (TÜBİTAK). The T-FRP project aims 
to develop a cultural-sensitive and holistic family resilience 
model tailored for the low-income families in Türkiye. The 
T-FRP uses a representative co-production approach (Eriks-
son, 2019) with a core team composed of academics, family 
practitioners, and families with lived experience in the prov-
ince of Aydin, on the west coast of Türkiye.

Participants

After approval by the institutional review board, partici-
pants were recruited over a 4-month period from May to 
September 2023 through the local collaboration of the 
T-FRP. Individuals were eligible to participate if, at the time 
of the recruitment, they (a) were married and have children, 
(b) were receiving social service from Social Assistance and 
Solidarity policy or city municipality, (c) have low income, 
and (d) were living in Aydin province, Türkiye. Of the eli-
gible participants (N = 1061), 51.8% were women, with an 
average of 43.40 years (SDage = 9.81; range = 20–73). Table 
1 shows the details of demographic characteristics of the 
participants. This study was not pre-registered. Data is 
available by contacting the corresponding author.

Procedure

We met with our community collaborators to discuss the cul-
tural and contextual relevance of the mechanisms we identi-
fied in the literature, to specify our target population, and to 
locate neighborhoods. In Türkiye, every neighborhood has 
a neighborhood representative of the local community who 
act as brokers between the community and the government 
and social services. In this study, they acted as gatekeepers. 
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We visited 20 neighborhood representatives, presented the 
study to them, and asked for their collaboration. All of them 
agreed to collaborate, created a list of families in their neigh-
borhood who met the study criteria, and made initial contact 
with one of the adults in these households. From these indi-
viduals who verbally agreed to participate in the study were 
referred to the research team. These individuals were either 
invited to the neighborhood representative’s office or were 
visited at their home, depending on the participant’s prefer-
ence. We met with participants in person and in one-on-one 
settings. We first explained the study to ensure they under-
stood the details before signing the consent form. We then 
administered the survey in a structured interview format to 
eliminate any potential literacy difficulties. These meetings 
lasted between 45 to 60 min. 

Measures

Economic Pressure

It reflects families' assessment of their economic circum-
stances, assessed by the Economic Measures Index (Con-
ger & Conger, 2002; Turkish version by Ergül-Topçu & 
Güre, 2021). The index includes three subscales: can't 
make ends, meet unmet material needs, and financial cut-
backs. First subscale had 2 items asking how much diffi-
culty people had in paying bills during the past 12 months 
(1 = no difficulty at all to 5 = a great deal of difficulty) and 
how much money was left at the end of the month (1 = more 
than enough money left over to 4 = not enough to make ends 
meet). Higher scores indicated more difficulty paying bills. 
The second subscale includes 6 items (1 = strongly agree 
to 5 = strongly disagree) which participants rated to afford 
adequate housing, clothing, food, and medical care. A high 
score on this dimension indicated that participants had more 
difficulty meeting their needs. The third subscale with 29 
items (1 = yes, 2 = no, 3 = not applicable) aimed to measure 
participants’ adjustments to financial difficulties (e.g., post-
ponement of purchases or change of residence) during the 
past year. Higher scores indicated greater financial cutback.

Protective Mechanisms

The protective mechanisms were categorized into three 
groups: at individual, family, and community levels.

Individual Level Factors

Two measures with multiple subscales were used including 
the Resilience in Midlife Scale (RIM; Ryan & Caltabiano, 
2009; Turkish version by Savi-Çakar et al., 2014) and the 
Psychological Well-Being Scale (PWS; Diener,2010; Turk-
ish version by Telef, 2013). The RIM has 25 items rated 
on a 5-point scale (0 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly 
agree) to quantify five interrelated components of resilience 
(four internal and one external). In this study, we only used 
three internal components: self-efficacy (e.g., Deal with 
whatever comes my way), internal locus of control (e.g., 
Difficulty with loved ones leaving home), and coping & 
adaptation (e.g. Cope positively with illness). The PWS has 
8 items rated on a 7 Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree to 
7 = Strongly agree) and measures psychological resources 
and power (e.g., I am optimistic about my future). Higher 
scores indicated higher levels of resilience and well-being.

Table 1  Demographic characteristics of the sample (N = 1061)
N %

Female 550 51.8
Education level
Illiterate 35 3.3
Up to 8 years of schooling 393 37
High school graduate 310 29.2
Vocational college graduate 120 11.3
University and above 203 19.1
Employed 683 64.4
Spouse is employed 704 66.4
Family income (monthly)a

8.500 TL and below 180 17
8.501TL–15.000 TL 242 22.8
15.001 TL–20.000 TL 184 17.3
20.001 TL–30.000 TL 240 22.6
30.001 TL–40.000 TL 126 11.9
40.001 TL–50.000 TL 89 8.4
Marital length (in years)
1–10 305 28.7
11–20 364 34.3
21–30 255 24
31–40 117 11
41–50 20 1.9
Having children
One child 315 29.7
Between two and four children 717 67.6
Five or more children 29 2.7
aThe study data was collected between June 2023 and September 
2023. During this period, the minimum wage per month in Türkiye 
was 11.402 Turkish Liras (TL) (Ministry of Labor and Social Secu-
rity, 2023). One TL was equivalent to $26.714. The lower poverty 
line for a family of four members was determined as 33.750 TL per 
month for June, 37.974 TL per month for July, 39.733 TL per month 
for August, and 43.433.65 TL per month for September
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Family Level Factors

They were measured with the Systemic Family Function-
ality Scale (SFFS, Usta et al., 2020) and the Family Cop-
ing Index (FAMCI, McCubbin et al., 1995) validated in 
the T-FRP. The SFFS measures functionality of the family 
as a unity. The 36-item form with a 4-point response scale 
(1 = Never to 4 = Usually) has six subscales including intra-
familial support (e.g., My family supports my development; 
I feel that my family trusts me), roles (e.g., In our family, 
responsibilities are shared according to our personal charac-
teristics; The housework is shared in the family), connection 
(e.g., The peace of my family is important to me; I make 
sacrifices for my family), rituals (e.g., In the evenings, we 
have a talk together as family; We spend time together at 
certain intervals), communication (e.g., We recognize each 
other in the family; My family listens to me while I am talk-
ing), and boundaries (e.g., I respect the personal space of my 
family members; I respect the personal space of my family 
members). High scores indicated healthy family functional-
ity. The FAMCI consists of 15 items with three sub-scales: 
problem solving (e.g., Knowing we have the power to solve 
major problems; Defining the family problem in a more 
positive way so that we do not become too discouraged), 
social support (e.g., Asking neighbors for favors and assis-
tance), and spirituality (e.g., Having faith in God; Attending 
church services). In the present study, the spirituality and 
problem-solving subscales of the scale were used. The items 
were rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree 
to 5 = Strongly agree). Higher scores in each subscale indi-
cated greater family coping.

Community Level Factors

The Perceived Community Support Questionnaire (PCSQ; 
Herrero & Gracia, 2007; the Turkish version by Aydogan et 
al., 2024) was used. The PCSQ consists of 14 items (1 = Not 
at all suitable for me to 4 = Completely suitable for me) and 
three subscales: community integration (e.g., My opinions 
are valued in my community), community participation 
(e.g., I take part in some social or civic groups in my com-
munity), and community satisfaction (e.g., I would find a 
source of satisfaction for myself). Higher scores addressed 
higher perceived community support.

Family Well-Being

The positive adjustment in family resilience was defined 
by family well-being and assessed through the Family 
Harmony Scale (FHS; Kavikondala et al., 2016; Turkish 
version of Duman-Kula et al., 2018) and the Family Life 
Satisfaction Scale (FLSS) developed and validated in the 

T-FRP. The FHS consists of 5 items (e.g., My family is in 
harmony; Our family relationships are peaceful in daily life) 
were rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree 
to 5 = Strongly agree). The FLSS has three items (e.g., We 
are at peace at home; We are satisfied with our family life) 
with a 5-point Likert-type rating (1 = Strongly disagree to 
5 = Strongly agree). Higher scores indicated higher family 
well-being.

Analysis Plan

We first cleaned and prepared our dataset in SPSS 27 and 
JAMOVI software. The dataset did not have any miss-
ing data and was checked for incorrect entries. Next, we 
checked for statistical assumptions, explored descriptive 
statistics of each study variable and the bivariate correlation 
between them. To identify univariate outliers, we investi-
gated the univariate skewness values for each variable (see 
Supplemental Materials 2) and determined that only the 
family bonding and family satisfaction variables were out-
side the ± 1 range (Byrne, 2010). To overcome, this issue, 
bootstrapping approach was utilized by performing param-
eter estimation from each sample and the final estimate was 
obtained by averaging the upward estimates (Kline, 2011). 
Mahalanobis distances, Cook's distance, and Leverage val-
ues were also examined in determining multivariate outli-
ers (Kline, 2011). In terms of Mahalanobis distances, the 
critical χ2 value was calculated as 26.19 for df = 20, p < .01 
and no cases were detected as outliers exceeding the critical 
value. Upon consideration of Cook's distances, we decided 
that there is no distance value above 1.00 and Leverage val-
ues are below 0.04, which is accepted as the critical value. 
Consequently, no multivariate outliers were found in the 
data set.

In this study, we aimed to test a parallel-serial mediation 
model to simultaneously determine the indirect effects of 
(i) individual and family levels mechanisms in series and 
(ii) community and family levels mechanisms in series to 
elaborate the relationship between economic pressure and 
family well-being. Although the protective factors included 
in the model are conceptually grounded in different ecologi-
cal levels (individual, family, and community), all variables 
were assessed as self-reports at individual level and reflect 
perceived capacities and experiences rather than shared or 
clustered contextual structures. Therefore, the data do not 
exhibit a nested or hierarchical structure that would require 
multilevel modeling. Accordingly, mediation analysis was 
employed to examine the indirect pathways linking eco-
nomic pressure to family well-being across ecological 
domains. We conducted a Structural Equation Modeling 
(SEM) in Mplus 8.3 using maximum likelihood estima-
tion (Muthén & Muthén, 2017). We first investigated the 
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measurement model to assess factor loadings of the vari-
ables onto the latent constructs using confirmatory factor 
analysis. Then we tested parallel-serial mediation hypoth-
eses simultaneously within one model controlling for each 
other’s effect. The Tucker–Lewis index (TLI ≥ .90), the 
comparative fit index (CFI ≥ .90), and the root mean square 
error of approximation (RMSEA < .08) were used for model 
fit indices (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The data and codes are 
available upon request from the corresponding author.

Results

Correlations

We explored the bivariate relations between latent con-
structs of economic pressure, individual factors, community 
factors, family factors, and family well-being. As seen in 
Table  2, Pearson’s correlation coefficient values between 
study variables were as expected with economic pressure 
negatively correlating with other variables and positive 

correlations between mediating and outcome variables. We 
also examined correlations among observed variables. The 
relationships among observed variables within the mediat-
ing mechanisms were found to be significant. Correlations 
between observed variables of individual factor ranged from 
.22 to .63; of family factor ranged from .13 to .65; and of 
community factor ranged from .63 to .68. Family harmony 
was positively related to family satisfaction (r = .84, p < .05).

Measurement Models

Prior to conducting the parallel-serial mediation model 
with latent constructs, we first verified the measurement 
model of five latent constructs. Confirmatory factor analysis 
showed a good fit, [χ2 (284) = 1367.25, χ2/df = 4.81, p = .00, 
RMSEA = .06, CFI = .92, TLI = .91, SRMR = .04; Hu & 
Bentler, 1999; Hatcher, 2005] with significant factor load-
ings ranged between .07 to .89 (see Supplemental Table 3 
for details). Both composite reliability and average variance 
extracted (AVE) values exceeded the suggested levels of .70 
and .50, respectively, indicating acceptable reliability and 
validity (Messick, 1995). The correlations did not exceed 
the cut-off point of .85 (see Table 2), indicating that multi-
collinearity or singularity issues were not found. To test dis-
criminant validity in the measurement model, we compared 
squared inter-construct (SIC) correlation values with AVE 
values for each latent construct. Consequently, all AVE val-
ues were higher than the SIC values for each construct, sup-
porting the discriminant validity in the measurement model 
(Hair et al., 2010).

Table 2  Correlations among the variables
1 2 3 4 5

1. Economic pressure –
2. Individual factors − .27** –
3. Family factors − .18** .46** –
4. Community factors − .09** .37** .35** –
5. Family well-being − .21** .39** .66** .30** –
Cronbach’s α .87 .80/.871 .95/.832 .94 .93
**p < .01; 1 represents the Resilience in Midlife Scale and the Psy-
chological Well-Being Scale’s Cronbach’s alpha scores, respectively. 
2 represents the Systemic Family Functionality Scale and the Family 
Coping Index’s Cronbach’s alpha scores, respectively

Table 3  Direct, indirect, and total effects for the serial mediation model (n = 1061)
Model pathways β SE t p %95 CI

Lower  Upper
Direct effect .094 .031 − 3.003 .003 − .149 − .045
Individual factors → Family well-being .031 .052 .059 .55 − .056 .114
Family factors → Family well-being .681 .041 16.534 .000 .608 .744
Community factors → Family well-being .023 .038 .586 .558 − .036 .089
Economic pressure → Family well-being − .094 .031 − 3.007 .003 − .149 − .045
Economic pressure → Individual factors .374 .039 − 9.669 .000 − .437 − .311
Economic pressure → Family factors .006 .039 − .149 .881 − .069 .0059
Individual factors → Family factors .509 .042 12.165 .000 .440 .579
Community factors → Family factors .232 .040 5.797 .000 .167 .300
Economic pressure → Community factors − .140 .040 − 3.489 .000 − .207 .074
Total indirect effect − .170 .030 − 5.656 .000 − .221 − .121
Economic pressure → Individual factors → Family well-being − .011 .020 − .577 .564 − .044 .020
Economic pressure → Family factors → Family well− being − .004 .027 − .149 .882 − .048 .040
Economic pressure → Community factors → Family well-being − .003 .006 − .545 .586 − .015 .004
Economic pressure → Individual factors → Family factors → Family well-being − .130 .020 − 6.578 .000 − .166 − .101
Economic pressure → Community factors → Family factors → Family well-being − .022 .007 − 2.945 .003 − .037 − .012
Total effect − .265 .034 − 7.850 .000 − .321 − .210
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Parallel-Serial Mediation Model for Family Well-
Being

Results of the parallel-serial mediation model showed a 
good fit to the data, χ2 / df = 1473.57 / 311 = 4.73, p = 0.00; 
RMSEA = .06, CFI = .92, TLI = .91, and SRMR = .06.) pro-
viding evidence that the hypothesized model fits the data 
well. The results of the total effect model assessment sup-
ported H1 on the significant negative relationship between 
economic pressure and family well-being (β = − .09, p < .05), 
explaining the 54% of the total variance in family well-
being. As seen in Fig. 2, significant negative relationships 
were also found between economic pressure with individual 
factors (β = − .37, p < .05) and community factors (β = − .14; 
p < .05). As hypothesized, significant positive associations 
between individual factors and family factors (β = .51, 
p < .05), community factors and family factors (β = .23, 
p < .05), and family factors and family well-being (β = .68, 
p < .05) were also shown.

As detailed in Table 3, the indirect effects of the parallel-
serial mediation model assessment showed support for the 
H2 and H3 on the serial mediation role of individual factors 
and family factors (β = − .13, p < .05) and community factors 
and family factors in the relationship between economic 
pressure and family well-being (β = − .02, p < .05).

Discussion

Aiming to examine the complex pathways between per-
ceived economic pressure and family well-being, this study 
integrates a multisystems and culturally sensitive family 
resilience approach. Utilizing data provided by low-income 
families residing at the west coast of Türkiye as part of the 
wider T-FRProject, we employed a parallel-serial mediation 
model in our structural analysis.

As expected, perceived economic pressure (i.e., percep-
tion of unmet material needs, the inability to make ends 
meet, and the necessity to implement significant finan-
cial cutbacks) predicted lower family well-being. This 
is a unique contribution to the FSM (Conger et al., 1990) 
because it empirically evidences FSM’s proposition on 
the impact of economic stress on a family as a collective 
unit. Previous FSM studies focused only on family related 
outcomes, such as parenting characteristics (Conger et al., 
1994; Low & Mounts, 2022), couple relationships (Masarik 
et al., 2016)  and child and youth behavioral development 
outcomes (Chen et al., 2024; Ho et al., 1995; Neppl et al., 
2016). Family system perspective  (Minuchin, 1985)  theo-
rizes families as interdependent units and influencing indi-
vidual members’ development through these interdependent 
dynamics. Therefore, it was essential to explore the role of 
risks on how family functions as a whole (e.g., Prime et al., 
2023).

Bringing a resilience lens, we explored perceived 
economic pressure’s risk on family well-being through 

Fig. 2  Parallel serial mediational model. Note. The hypothesized model with standardized regression coefficients and significant and non-signifi-
cant direct paths **p < .001 for all coefficients
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mediating mechanisms. Consistent with our second and 
third hypotheses, family mechanisms acted as proximal pro-
cesses where individual and community level mechanisms 
indirectly mattered only through their direct influence on 
family level mechanisms. In other words, economic pres-
sure’s negative impact was mediated by these two chain 
reactions from individual and community contexts to imme-
diate family context and to family well-being at the end.

Despite distinctions between the FSM (e.g., Masarik & 
Conger, 2017), Masten's multisystemic resilience (Masten, 
2021), and Walsh's Family Resilience Model (Walsh, 2016), 
all have fundamentally shaped our understanding about how 
families respond to stressors and how stressors impact fam-
ily well-being. Resilience perspective in this study extended 
the FSM to account for a range of stressors experienced by 
families, their differential proliferation to the experiences of 
the family as a unit and family well-being indicated from 
multiple angles, following the suggestions in the litera-
ture to investigate individual, family or social resources as 
mediators or moderators (Masarik et al., 2022; Wadsworth 
& Compas, 2002). The results affirmed expectations based 
on Masten’s perspective and Walsh’s model that risks (e.g., 
economic pressure) in families can impact their positive 
adjustment, with key processes in family units being crucial 
to the coping and adaptation of all members despite these 
risks. Family functionality as proximal mechanisms for 
family unit are indicated by unity and solidarity among fam-
ily members (e.g., strong family bonding), support between 
family members (e.g., support between child and parent), 
family communication (e.g., being able to talk about eco-
nomic problems), family routines and rituals (e.g., family 
members being together activities), roles and boundaries in 
the family; beliefs and solution-seeking approaches to over-
come the economic stressors (e.g., problem solving), and 
ways of evaluating difficulties and attributing meaning (e.g., 
spirituality).

Mechanisms that enable families to deal with the risks 
vary. For instance, family members uniquely contribute 
to building resilience of family as a collective unit. In this 
study, we found that family members' beliefs about their 
individual competence to overcome these economic pres-
sure (e.g., perseverance and self-efficacy), their ability to 
actively overcome economic challenges (e.g., coping), and 
a meaningful life purpose maintenance and positive mental 
health (e.g., psychological well-being) contribute to fam-
ily well-being only through their impact on functioning of 
the family as a unit. As theoretically supported, micro-sys-
tem protective mechanisms at individual level are impor-
tant protective mechanisms that enhance family resilience 
through their direct impact on family functioning which in 
turn predicts family well-being.

Our findings in relation to the second hypothesis is also 
meaningful when we take a cultural perspective. In Turk-
ish culture, families tend to resolve issues within the fam-
ily system without sharing or asking for help from outside 
connections. Therefore, in relation to building resilience 
mechanisms, what individual members bring to the fam-
ily system has a larger role than what outside resources can 
provide. These findings are also supported by Kagitcibasi’s 
(2005) theory that despite ongoing changes in the wider 
socio-cultural society towards individualization, families 
are still keeping and relying on emotional dependence on 
each other reflecting collectivistic values. We can also echo 
this theoretically supported finding with our observations 
during data collection. The general discourse in families we 
interacted with during this study was around the key role 
of family as a single unity when dealing with life stresses. 
In our data collection meetings, families emphasized the 
importance of being together, acting together, responding 
together when facing and dealing with economic pressure.

Our third hypothesis revealed a significant indirect serial 
role of community and family mechanisms in understand-
ing the relationship between economic pressure and family 
well-being. Economic pressure’s impact on family well-
being was mediated through the role of community mecha-
nisms on family level mechanisms, which in turn, predicted 
family well-being. This pathway from community level 
mechanisms to family well-being was significant but not 
as strong as the pathway we found from individual level 
protective mechanisms to family well-being in our second 
hypothesis. There are multiple explanations for this. First, 
this might be due to the characteristics of our measure-
ment, the PCRS (Herrero & Gracia, 2007; Turkish adapta-
tion; Aydogan et al., 2024). Although we ensured a cultural 
translation of meaning during its adaptation process, it is a 
scale originally developed in a different culture. Our scale 
adaptation study (Aydogan et al., 2024) evidenced its high 
psychometric properties in Turkish adult context; however, 
it might still be limited in capturing the various other com-
munity level resources Turkish families utilize, for instance 
institutional support, government support, and extended 
family/kinship support.

It is also possible to explain the differences in both path-
ways with the latest propositions of Bronfenbrenner’s eco-
logical model (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006). Individual 
level mechanisms represent internal sub-systems within the 
family indicating personal experiences of individual mem-
bers. Thus, they are not only more proximal to family level 
mechanisms but also derive from one ecological point, indi-
vidual family member sub-system. On the other hand, com-
munity level mechanisms represent capacities at multiple 
ecological levels including meso-, exo-, and macrosystems, 
along with the potential for variation among families. This 
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explanation is also supported by the descriptive findings of 
this study where observed indicators of community level 
mechanisms showed the highest variation across all study 
variables.

Taking a social justice approach, the difference between 
two pathways might also be an indication of social inequali-
ties.  More emphasis should be given to the social envi-
ronment when supporting resilience of populations facing 
multiple and high levels of adversity (Ungar, 2012). At 
macro level, public policies and practices as well as commu-
nity rituals and resources influence experiences of families 
in a society. Specifically, economic conditions and related 
policy decisions are drivers of families’ financial stress and 
well-being (e.g., Friedline et al., 2021). However, we know 
that families who struggle with life due to economic pres-
sures are less likely to access these wider resources. Current 
findings might be indicating inequalities for these families 
in our study.

There is also a cultural explanation for the community 
level mechanisms being weaker than the pathway starting 
from at individual level. The first challenge lies in the con-
cept of community. In Western cultures community has a 
clearer meaning where people can refer to specific groups 
of people to indicate which communities they belong to. 
In Turkish context, the concept of community does not 
have a similar clarity in its meaning and most of the time 
families refer to their neighborhood, or people who share 
similar migration background or religious orientation. Fur-
thermore, families in Türkiye receive a lot of support from 
their extended families. However, there is an unclarity about 
whether a wider extended family (family members beyond 
families of origin) is a community external to the immediate 
family or part of the immediate family. This variation in our 
target group might have reflected their responses to com-
munity level protective mechanisms. Individuals in Türkiye 
and facing economic disadvantages may not easily become 
a member of a community (e.g., professional networks, vol-
unteer and service groups, recreational groups) except for 
communities involving their families and neighborhoods. 
This is generally due to the lack of opportunities, existence 
of social vulnerabilities, and stigma to seek community 
support. This is true for everyone but especially for those 
facing socio-economic challenges because of inequalities 
in resource sharing, lack of knowledge about available ser-
vices, cultural barriers, distrust towards institutions. Thus, 
community support can be limited in acting as a resource 
against the economic pressure. Supportive of this, studies 
highlight that low-income families have limited access to 
social support mechanisms, underscoring the importance of 
external social resources in fostering family resilience (e.g., 
Mullin & Arce, 2008). In this context, considering the inter-
twined nature of economic hardship and social vulnerability 

(Tiryakioglu & Yagcı, 2021), low-income families in Tür-
kiye receive insufficient support from society, which leads 
to differentiated outcomes related to family resilience. 
Overall, this study uniquely has shown the importance of 
investigating protective mechanisms families utilize when 
dealing with challenges of economic pressure at multiple 
levels from inside and outside of the family system tak-
ing a culturally sensitive approach. With its limitations 
and strengths, this study offers various avenues for future 
research to build on the current findings contributing to the 
family resilience field.

Limitations

This study was conducted in socioeconomically disadvan-
taged neighborhoods of Aydin province in Western Türkiye. 
Hence, the study participants reside in a single province in 
Türkiye, which constraints the representation of the ethnic 
and geographical diversity in the country. Because all our 
participants were married in heterosexual relationships and 
living with their spouse and their children, cautions need 
to be taken when generalizing the findings to other family 
types (e.g., single parents, LGBTQ+families, families with 
no children). Although the focus on low-income families is 
a strength of this study, it also limits generalizability of the 
findings in relation to resilience in families with no economic 
struggle. It is a fact that risks accumulate. Families facing 
economic struggle also experience multiple challenges 
in life creating cumulative risk context. The current study 
particularly focused on economic pressure and is limited in 
understanding other risks these families are experiencing. 
Another limitation of this study is the cross-sectional nature 
of its data which did not enable us to examine the temporal 
ordering of variables among economic pressure, individual, 
community, and family mechanisms and family well-being. 
Future research should consider longitudinal designs to 
clarify the directionality of these relationships and to better 
understand the directionality among the resilience processes 
and how they evolve over time. Additionally, further stud-
ies could build on emerging empirical evidence suggest-
ing that resilience processes may have moderating effects 
in mitigating the negative impact of economic pressure on 
family well-being across diverse contexts (e.g., Liu & Chen, 
2026). Examining these processes in different cultural set-
tings would further enhance the generalizability of findings. 
This study is limited to examining the mediating effects of 
individual, family, and social mechanisms due to its cross-
sectional design. Future studies should explore these rela-
tionships longitudinally to establish the causal relationships 
with more confidence and utilize different methods of analy-
sis explaining these relationships in order to identify which 
of the "buffered" or "protective" features are more effective 
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in explaining resilience against FSM. It is also important to 
examine the systemic structural features of the families that 
contribute to their processes. The last limitation of this study 
concerns the Perceived Community Support Questionnaire 
(PCSQ) in its Turkish version. The Turkish version of the 
PCSQ does not assess institutional support or extended 
family networks. These might be two important resources 
for community support in Türkiye. Future research should 
consider either modifying existing scales or developing new 
items that reflect institutional support systems, particularly 
support received from government agencies, religious orga-
nizations, and local community centers, as well as extended 
family members, neighbors, friends, and so forth. These 
forms of support are culturally specific and may vary across 
different regions or socioeconomic groups within Türkiye. 
We see the limitations of this study as strong recommenda-
tions for future research. We suggest that addressing each 
limitation with a future research project will help us to bet-
ter understand family resilience in non-Western cultural 
contexts. This might be followed by a cross-cultural com-
parison research where both culture specific and universal 
aspects of family resilience can be established.

Conclusion and Implications

This study makes a significant contribution to theory, 
research, and implementation of the FSM and family 
resilience. This study integrated different theoretical per-
spectives in examining family resilience in a non-Western 
context with a disadvantaged population. With its co-pro-
duced approach, this study offers significant potentials for 
developing interventions in the local context, national con-
text, and internationally.

Economic challenges trigger a variety of social inequali-
ties that affect family systems. To build family resilience in 
an economic struggle context, it is necessary to understand 
the multi-level mechanisms that contribute to family well-
being. The current findings showed that economic difficul-
ties lead to reduced family well-being, but that individual, 
family, and community protective factors play important 
roles directly and indirectly in the process of family resil-
ience. Specifically, we suggest that these findings will 
lead to the inclusion of family resilience in prevention and 
intervention plans based on culturally sensitive and holistic 
models.

One of the most important ways to empower societies at 
the macro level is to strengthen families at the micro level. 
Individual, family, and community mechanisms emerged as 
important protective factors at micro level in relation to fam-
ily resilience. This study points out areas for intervention 
that can help families to cope with the immense economic 

or financial stress brought on by low-income. Increasing the 
competencies of family members and increasing the acces-
sibility of community resources are necessary for develop-
ing interventions that increase the overall functionality of 
the family system which is a key for improving family well-
being under the conditions of life struggles.

From a socio-ecological perspective, the findings high-
light the significance of the macro-level social context in 
developing family resilience. The importance of community 
level and family level protective mechanisms during eco-
nomic stress indicates that low-income families should have 
access to policies and programs that encourage them to draw 
on pre-existing support systems and build new supportive 
community relationships. Overall, this study contributes 
to family resilience within the background of FSM among 
low-income families. Families under economic pressure are 
more likely to face multiple disadvantages in their commu-
nities. It is particularly important to understand the nature 
of community support, community involvement and inte-
gration, and community satisfaction, including perceived 
community support that interacts with the family's protec-
tive mechanisms or promotes family resilience. Long-term 
well-being in the community is expected to increase as a 
result of the protective and supportive resources that ensure 
family resilience. Policies and rights-based practices should 
be expanded to include family resilience interventions. 
The various institutions and organizations provide impor-
tant resources such as social assistance (e.g., food, shelter), 
financial support, and employment opportunities during this 
time of increasing economic hardship. Specifically, recom-
mendations for development of interventions and practices 
to strengthen family resilience with low-income families in 
Türkiye should include: (I) Enhancing access to support ser-
vices: Local governments should prioritize expanding access 
to mental health and social services. In particular, families 
facing challenges due to low income often struggle to access 
these services. It is important to develop policies and legal 
regulations that can provide free access to services such as 
psychological counseling and support groups for families 
in need. (II) Increasing community engagement programs: 
NGOs can lead community engagement initiatives aimed 
at building networks among families. Workshops, training, 
and social events can facilitate connections among families 
and foster a sense of belonging within the community. (III) 
Planning of co-production: Actively involving families, 
researchers, and practitioners in the design and delivery 
of services—with community members playing a central 
role—can significantly enhance family resilience. This co-
productive approach ensures that services are tailored to the 
specific needs of families, thereby increasing their acces-
sibility and relevance. (IV) Increasing culturally sensitive, 
holistic, and inclusive practices: To enhance the cultural 
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sensitivity of support services, training programs should be 
co-developed with community members who can provide 
valuable insights into the unique dynamics of families in 
Türkiye. The co-productive practice is key will increase the 
effectiveness of interventions and build trust between fami-
lies and service providers.

Finally, the T-FRP is considered to be a significant inno-
vation in the field of family resilience studies and practices 
in Türkiye. Specifically, for the first time in Türkiye, we 
applied a co-productive approach and worked together with 
all community stakeholders. This ensured direct mobiliza-
tion of knowledge derived from this study through their 
increased motivation and commitment in integrating the 
learning from this study into their services and policies.
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