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Abstract
The aim of this study is to develop an instrument to measure individuals’ sense of belonging to a family. A five-point Likert-type
scale consisting of 17 items, which represents the sense of belonging to a family, was obtained. The scale was administered to
1579 university students from different universities in Konya. Before the principal component analysis, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) and Bartlett’s tests were performed to assess the suitability of the data for factor analysis. As a result of these tests, the
KMO value was found to be .96 and Bartlett’s test for sphericity value was found to be significant at 16943.875 (p < .001). As a
result of the factor analysis and varimax rotation, it was determined that the scale had a two-factor structure (family belonging and
self-belonging) explaining 60% of the total variance. The internal consistency coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) of the scale was
calculated as .94. The data were then recollected, and confirmatory factor analysis was performed on the data from 1500
individuals. Confirmatory factor analysis determined that the tool, entitled the Family Belonging Scale (FBS), produced expected
values and is a valid and reliable tool that can be used in all kinds of services concerning for families, especially in family
counseling.
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Introduction

It is a universal need for human beings to search for meaning
in their social lives. One of the factors that support humanity’s
quest to find meaning is the sense of belonging to a family,
profession, culture, and society. Hagerty, Lynch-Sauer,
Patusky, Bouwsema, and Collier (1992), p. 173) defined the
sense of belonging as “the experience of personal involvement
in a system or environment so that persons feel themselves to
be an integral part of the system or environment.” It was also
defined as the way an individual perceives himself/herself as
part of an interpersonal system (Choenarom, Williams, &
Hagerty, 2005).

Studies have shown that a sense of belonging is associated
with both the psychological and social functions of an indi-
vidual and that a high level of sense of belonging enhances the

functionality of the individual (Hagerty, Williams, Coyne, &
Early, 1996).

Lepore, Evans, and Schneider (1991) describe the social
environment that provides assistance to individuals or where
they feel safe, loved, and protected as social support, and
emphasized that the integration of the individual with this
environment provides a sense of belonging to the social struc-
ture.While social support has an indirect effect on copingwith
depression and stress, the sense of belonging has a direct effect
on an individual (Hagerty & Williams, 1999).

Family has many functions, including care, protection, re-
production, continuation of family line, socialization, social
support, and economic support (Mavili Aktaş, 2011). A fam-
ily that fulfills these functions in a healthy way also affects the
development of the individual positively. It is, therefore, use-
ful to emphasize the characteristics of a functional family.
Tuzcuoğlu (1994, p. 155) described the characteristics of a
functional family as follows: (1) members support each other
and have close relationships; (2) family members respect each
other’s views; (3) family members respect each other’s rights
and liberties, and can express their opinions freely; (4) spouses
respect each other’s parental rights; (5) family members are
entrepreneurial, creative, and willing to succeed; (6) an indi-
vidual and autonomous life is promoted; (7) family members
do not try to control each other, and every member has a well-
defined role, with no excessive authority, control, and
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superiority; (8) in relationships, family members express their
expectations openly and use non-threatening methods, and (9)
behaviors and desires are not controlled.

A functional family can be described as the ideal family.
Respect for the opinions of individuals in the family, solidar-
ity, and a sense of belonging ensure raising individuals who
are healthy and hopeful for the future. As mentioned above,
increase in the functionality of an individual due to a sense of
belonging will also positively affect the functionality of the
family as a whole. As a result, it will be less likely for the
members of such a family to face the risk of developing crim-
inal and negative behaviors.

Sharing all kinds of emotions, happiness, sadness, and con-
flict in the family is part of coexistence. No institution or
element can replace the role and importance of parents in a
child’s socialization and his/her gaining a basic sense of trust
since birth. One-to-one dialogue between parents and chil-
dren, familial warmth, and trust in relationships are very im-
portant and valuable in the development of children.
However, the family in which the longest, smallest, closest,
and most intense interactions of society take place (Mavili
Aktaş, 2014) currently undergoes a great change. The family
now experiences some difficulties in meeting the needs of an
individual. Individualization has turned into individualism
rather than autonomy. Today, individuals grow up without
socialization and a sense of attachment. They lean toward
consumption and virtual interactions. Hoshmand (2006, p.
28), a renowned psychotherapist, emphasized that the feeling
of responsibility toward the family and others is diminishing,
and a culture of narcissism culture is on the rise. This under-
mines the resilience of individuals. At this point, the impor-
tance of family unity is undermined. It can be said that the
sense of belonging to a family is one of the important factors
that enhance family unity.

Sayar (2012, p. 46) stressed that if children are raised to
have conscientiousness, compassion, altruism-based care and
diligence, they will understand themselves and others better.
Such a process of upbringing ensures the development of a
sense of belonging among family members (mother, father,
child). This is because the sense of belonging is not only a
feeling but also a state of coexistence with others, sharing with
them, and giving them our time and effort.

The sense of belonging helps us recognize and understand
the environment in which we were born and raised. For Sayar,
the sense of belonging is not only a feeling of belonging to a
community but also a sense of understanding and being un-
derstood. It is clear that self-awareness is also an important
means of freedom.

The main purpose of this study is to develop a measure for
determining the sense of belonging to a family for individuals.
However, the intention was not to evaluate the concept of
belonging in a partly empirical and partly positivist manner.
The aim was to shed light on the current state characterized by

rapidly changing domestic relations, with individuals becom-
ing lonely and losing family ties as the family institution has
lost its meaning. In this regard, it is important to examine the
belonging aspect of individuals and determine individuals’
sense of belonging to their families as it may be relevant in
many situations.

Method

In this section, the working group, development of the data
collection tool, data collection, and analysis are discussed.

Sample Group

In this study, the sample group was determined using conve-
nience sampling method.

This study was conducted in two categories as the explor-
atory and confirmatory factor analyses. Therefore, the data
were collected twice from the sample group at different times.

For the exploratory factor analysis, university students
from various universities in Konya participated in the study.
The average age of the students was 20 years. The youngest
and oldest student was 17 and 36 years old, respectively. Of
the students, 844 were females (53.5%) and 735 were males
(46.5%). While 329 students (20.8%) had extended families,
1237 students (78.3%) had nuclear families.

For the confirmatory factor analysis, 1500 university stu-
dents in Konya volunteered. Of these participants, 858
(57.2%) were females and 642 (42.8%) were males. The av-
erage age of the students was 20.64 years. While 340 students
(22.7%) had extended families, 1153 students (76.9%) had
nuclear families.

Development of the Measure

The following steps were taken to construct the Family
Belonging Scale. Before the preparation of questions (for the
pre-trial), books, articles, and theses about family, belonging,
attachment, and expectations from the family were surveyed.
In addition, a conceptual framework was formulated based on
the themes that young people emphasized most about family
belonging in group studies. For this study, firstly, available
literature on family belonging and family attachment was sur-
veyed. Other scales used in the field were examined and the
items of the present scale were formulated using these scales.

When preparing the scale items, scales such as the Family
Assessment Scale (Bulut, 1990), the Sense of Belonging
Instrument (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995), the Family Support
Scale (Kaner, 2003), the Social Attachment Scale (Duru,
2007), the Sense of Belonging Scales (Tovar & Simon,
2010), and the Belonging Scale (Ersanlı & Koçyiğit, 2013)
were utilized. As a result, a pool of 35 items, which the
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participants believed to represent the perceptions of family,
family belonging, and family attachment, was created by re-
searchers. In the second stage, the faculty members who had
expertise in statistics, educational sciences, psychological
counseling and guidance, social work, sociology, women’s
studies, and measurement and evaluation were consulted to
check for the content validity of the items. In line with their
opinions, the scale was reduced to 26 items and administered
to the participants. According to the factor analysis of the 26-
item scale, the items with the highest factor loadings were
selected. The fit of the questions was also evaluated in terms
of continuity, one-dimensionality, and linearity and a five-
point Likert-type scale consisting of 17 items, which was
thought to represent the sense of belonging to a family, was
created.

Data Collection

The scale was administered to the university students. Firstly,
the participants were informed about the purpose and duration
of the study, and they were told not to leave any items blank.
The participants’ basic demographic information was collect-
ed. The scale was filled out in about 5–10 min.

For the exploratory factor analysis, the first form of the 26-
item scale was administered to 1600 university students with
different socioeconomic characteristics. The number of valid
forms was 1579 as21 forms were excluded from the study
because they had missing or repeating answers. So, 1579
forms were analyzed.

As a result of the exploratory factor analysis, the 17-item
scale was administered to 1542 people. After excluding the 42
incomplete forms, 1500 forms were confirmed for the confir-
matory factor analysis performed using the LISREL (Linear
Structural Relations) software.

Data Analysis

Validity and reliability tests were performed to ensure the
construct validity of the scale. In these analyses, the psycho-
metric properties of the items (item discrimination power and
item-total score correlations) and the psychometric properties
of the test (construct validity and reliability) were determined.

Results

In this section, the results of the exploratory and confirmatory
factor analyses were presented.

Validity

The Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’s tests were per-
formed to examine the sampling adequacy before performing

the construct validity analyses of the scale.. If the values ob-
tained from Bartlett’s test are statistically significant, it is ac-
cepted that the data are suitable for the factor analysis (Munro,
2005). In this study, the KMO sampling adequacy coefficient
was found to be meaningful as 0.96, while the Bartlett’s test
forsphericity2value was found to be meaningful as 16,943.875
(p < .001) (df = 136). The KMO coefficient means that the
data are suitable for analysis if it is close to 1, or the data are
perfectly adequate when it is 1, or the data sets with values
above .60 are suitable for factorization (Büyüköztürk, 2004;
Norusis, 1990). According to these results, the data were suit-
able for the principal components analysis, and the factor
structure of the collected data was analyzed using the principal
components analysis method in order to determine the con-
struct validity of the scale. Absolute measures were taken into
consideration in the interpretation of the item-total score cor-
relation coefficients. Accordingly, it can be said that items
with coefficients of .30 and higher differentiate individuals
very well, items with coefficients between .20 and .30 can
be included in the scale if necessary, and items with coeffi-
cients below .20 should not be included in the scale
(Büyüköztürk, 2004). The means of the items, standard devi-
ations, item-total score correlation coefficients, and item dis-
crimination values are given in Table 1.

When the scree plot of the eigenvalue of the compo-
nents was examined, the breakpoints were noted to de-
crease considerably after the second component. Thus,
the decision was to test the two-factor solution. For this
purpose, a factor analysis with two dimensions was carried
out by using the factor extraction and varimax rotation
methods. After creating the rotated component matrix, the
sub-dimensions under which the items were collected were
identified. Whether an item has a factor loading of “.40”
and more, and whether the difference between the load
values of the items in their factor and the load values of
the other factors is at least “.10” and higher were taken into
consideration (Büyüköztürk, 2002). After three rotations,
the simplest structure was obtained. Factors and factor
loadings of the items are shown in Table 2. Accordingly,
the factors explained 37%, 23% and 60% of the total var-
iance, respectively. Kline (1994) emphasized that the fact
that this ratio is above 40% is an important indicator for
construct validity.

Table 2 shows that the validity coefficients for the 17 items
are at the desired level.

The reliability study was carried out using this scale.
The CFA was applied to test whether the construct

consisting of 17 items and two factors obtained as a result of
the EFA was verified. As a result of the confirmatory factor
analysis, the following fit index values related to the sense of
belonging to a family were obtained: χ2 = 1142.91 (sd = 315,
p < .001), (χ2/sd) = 4.33, RMSEA = .075, RMR = .026,
SRMR = .034, CFI = .97, NNFI = .98, NFI =. 98, GFI = .92,
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AGFI = .90 (Table 3). According to these results, RMSEA,
RMR, and AGFI values are acceptable and the other values
are at a good fit level.

Based on the model created as a result of the confirma-
tory factor analysis, it was concluded that the data obtained
confirmed the factors. In addition, co-variances were ap-
plied because there were similarities between the following
items under the “Self-Belonging” factor: between Item 1 (I

feel a strong attachment to my family) and Item 3 (I am an
important part of my family); between Item 3 (I am an
important part of my family) and Item 4 (I feel that my
family supports me); and between Item 13 (Love and tol-
erance are important parts of my family) and Item 14 (My
family takes care of me).

After the co-variances, the program was re-run and the
items were found to be fit. Therefore, the items were not

Table 1 Distinguishing characteristics of the family belonging scale

Item x SD Extraction

1. I feel a strong attachment to my family. 4.267 .8798 .550

2. My family always respects our right to say “no”. 3.875 .9216 .654

3. I am an important part of my family. 4.407 .8292 .559

4. I feel that my family supports me. 4.278 .8796 .570

5. Many people in my family would not give up on some pleasures for me 3.554 1038 .406

6. I feel valued in my family. 4.308 .8105 .704

7. I have never felt that my family trusts me. 4.254 .8719 .611

8. I have always felt that my family respects me. 4.143 .8663 .651

9. We do not make decisions together in my family. 3.836 1006 .644

10. When I am in need or ill, my family immediately supports me. 4.519 .7287 .571

11. I can spend time with my family. 4.000 .9605 .441

12. I do not feel happy at home and with my family. 4.368 .7941 .684

13. Love and tolerance are important parts of my family. 4.257 .8103 .634

14. My family takes care of me. 4.265 .8039 .733

15. I take care of my family. 4.303 .7855 .643

16. Our right to criticism is carefully maintained in my family. 3.896 .93928 .675

17. If I were to be born again, I would love to be born in the same family. 4.422 .88904 .544

Table 2 Factor structures, factor loadings, and item-total score correlation coefficients of the family belonging scale

Self-belonging Family belonging Item-total score correlation

1. I feel a strong attachment to my family. .651 .692

2. My family respects our right to say “no.” .790 .573

3. I am an important part of my family. .623 .706

4. I feel that my family supports me. .628 .712

5. Many people in my family would not give up on some pleasures for me. .600 .489

6. I feel valued in my family. .720 .799

7. I have never felt that my family trusts me. .642 .739

8. I have felt that my family always respected me. .576 .762

9. We do not make decisions together in my family. .717 .681

10. When I am in need or ill, my family immediately supports me. .736 .646

11. I can spend time with my family. .497 .618

12. I do not feel happy at home and with my family. .789 .738

13. Love and tolerance are important parts of my family. .693 .749

14. My family takes care of me. .771 .805

15. I take care of my family. .773 .700

16. Our right to criticism is carefully maintained in my family. .732 .703

17. If I were to be born again, I would like to be born in the same family. .687 .664

Curr Psychol



removed. The factorial model obtained from the confirmatory
factor analysis and the results related to the factor-item rela-
tionships are presented in Fig. 1.

Reliability

The internal consistency reliability of the whole Family
Belonging Scale (FBS) was calculated using Cronbach’s al-
pha coefficient. Cronbach’s alpha was .93 for the self-
belonging sub-dimension and .82 for family belonging sub-
dimension. The reliability coefficient calculated for the whole
scale (Cronbach’s alpha .94) appears to be at the desired level.
Based on this result, it can be stated that the reliability of the
scale was ensured for the 17 items.

Criterion-Related Validity

The measurements for the criterion-related validity of the
scale (similar scale) were carried out with a total of 91
students (mean age X = 19.63, SD = 1.53) consisting of
27 boys (29.7%) and 64 girls (70.3%) from the Faculty
of Health Sciences at Selçuk University. The Perceived
Support-Family Scale, developed by Procidano and
Heller and adapted to Turkish by Sorias (1988), and the
Belonging Scale, developed by Ersanlı and Koçyiğit
(2013), were used to ensure the criterion-related validity
of the FBS.

The Perceived Support-Family Scale (PSS-Fa) It was devel-
oped by Procidano and Heller and adapted to Turkish by
Sorias. The scale is valid and reliable for Turkish society.
The Perceived Support-Family Scale consists of 20 ques-
tions answered as “yes,”“no,“or “partially.” In the scale,
questions 3, 4, 16, 19, and 20 were given weight scores
of “no” (2), “yes” (0), and “partially” (1), whereas the
remaining questions are given weight scores of “no” (0),
“yes” (2), and “partially” (1). The scale is evaluated based

on the total score. The score obtained from the scale varies
between 0 and 40. High scores indicate a good amount of
family support. The reliability coefficient of the scale in
this study was 0.86.

The Belonging Scale The Belonging Scale, developed by
Ersanlı and Koçyiğit (2013), is a five-point Likert-type
scale consisting of 22 items. The scale includes three fac-
tors (family, peer group, and occupation) and explains 58%
of the total variance. The item-total score correlation coef-
ficients range between .426 and .751 at a significance level
of p < 0.01. The results of the confirmatory factor analysis
also show that the fit indices have a three-dimensional
structure. The results of the reliability analysis were .88,
.89, and .88 for the factors of family, peer group and oc-
cupation, respectively. Cronbach’s α value of the whole
scale was .90.

The scores obtained as a result of the correlation analyses
performed to determine the criterion-related validity of the
FBS are presented in Table 4.

There was moderate and high correlation between the Self-
Belonging subscale and the Family Belonging subscale of the
FBS. While there was a correlation of .82 between the Self-
Belonging and the Family Belonging subscale of the
Belonging Scale, the correlation between the Family
Belonging and Family Belonging subscale of the Belonging
Scale was 0.62.

Test-Retest Results

In order to determine the repeatability of the scale over
time, the scale was administered twice to a group of 68
university students over the course of three weeks (as 13
people failed to attend the second test, N:81 went down to
N:68). The Pearson product-moment correlation coeffi-
cient calculated between these two tests was as 0.84
(p < .01).

Table 3 Good and acceptable fit values for fit indices and fit index values obtained from the confirmatory factor analysis

Indices Recommended values Research result Finding

Good fit criteria Acceptable fit criteria

X2sd 0≤χ2/sd≤3 3≤χ2/sd≤5 4.33 Acceptable fit

RMSEA ≤.05 0.06–0.08 .075 Acceptable fit

RMR ≤.05 0.06–0.08 .026 Good fit

SRM ≤.05 0.06–0.08 .034 Good fit

CFU ≥0.97 ≥0.95 .98 Good fit

NNFI (TLI) ≥.95 0.94–0.90 .98 Good fit

NFU ≥.95 0.94–0.90 .98 Good fit

GFI ≥.90 ≥0.90 .92 Good fit

AGFI ≥0.95 ≥0.90 .90 Acceptable fit
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Scoring

The scale, which was developed tomeasure individuals’ sense
of belonging to a family, has a total of 17 items. Of these
items, 13 were written as positive and 4 as negative. In this
five-point Likert-type scale, the individuals were asked to re-
spond to the items as “Strongly agree” (5), “Agree”(4),

“Undecided” (3), “Disagree” (2), or “Strongly disagree” (1).
Items 5, 7, 9, and 12 are negative items and reverse scored.
After the reversal process is completed, the sum of questions
1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 17 measures the sub-
dimension of “self-belonging,” while the sum of questions 2,
5, 8, 9, and 16measures the sub-dimension of “family belong-
ing.” However, the sum of both gives the “total family

Fig. 1 Family belonging scale-confirmatory factor analysis results

Table 4 Criterion-related validity of the family belonging scale

Family belonging scale Belonging scale Perceived support-family scale

Occupation belonging Friend belonging Family belonging Perceived support-family scale
Total points

Family Belonging .19* .16 .62** .33**

Self-Belonging .13 .24* .82** .31**

N 91 91 91 91

*p < .05, **p < .01
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belonging score.”As the score increases, the family belonging
also increases.

As the Family Belonging Scale is an instrument that mea-
sures the relationships and interactions of the individual with
the family, the marital status of the study group to which this
scale will be applied is expected to be single.

Discussions and Conclusions

This study aimed to develop a scale to measure individuals’
sense of belonging to a family, and the validity and reliability
studies of the Family Belonging Scale, developed for this
purpose, were conducted.

The literature and findings of group studies with young
people were utilized in formulating the theoretical framework
of the scale and selecting the items to be used in the scale. In
the study, the descriptive statistical values of the draft scale
(26 items) were examined, and it was found that the data
exhibited a normal distribution. The data were, then, subjected
to the exploratory factor analysis. The KMO value was found
as 0.96 and Bartlett’s test value was found as16943.875 (136,
p < 0.001) for the scale that was reduced to 17 items as a result
of the exploratory factor analysis, indicating that the data are
appropriate. In addition to the exploratory factor analysis, the
results of the confirmatory factor analysis showed that the
model developed for the scale showed good fit (Table 4).
The scale consisted of two sub-dimensions and 17 questions:
the first sub-dimension was named the “Self-Belonging” sub-
dimension describing how the individual feels about their
family, whereas the second sub-dimension was named the
“Family Belonging” sub-dimension describing how the fam-
ily makes the individual feel. The results of the study revealed
that alpha reliability coefficients were at an acceptable level.
In addition, the validity and reliability analyses revealed that
the scale was applicable. Thus, an applicable scale that mea-
sures individuals’ sense of belonging to a family was devel-
oped. Since this was a scale development study, other factors
affecting the sense of belonging to a family were not consid-
ered. Furthermore, since the scale focuses on the interactions
of individuals with their family before they are married, it can
be used for single individuals.

According to Maslow’s (1970) hierarchy of needs, one of
the needs of an individual is a sense of belonging, which
comes after the physical and safety needs. A sense of belong-
ing and security is a desired, expected, and meaningful part of
human existence.

Belonging involves showing attention and care for others.
Respecting the differences of individuals as well as paying
attention and respect to these differences while expressing
oneself are also a part of the sense of belonging. Belonging
is not a normative principle or emotion but a series of actions
or behaviors. It helps us listen to our mothers, fathers,

children, and siblings who have their unique differences living
under the same roof and ensures that we attach attention and
value to their needs as much as our own needs.

The social context of belonging can also be one of the
barriers to prevent the development of narcissistic personali-
ties. In other words, the ability and potential to self-sacrifice
can reduce the narcissistic personality disorders that globali-
zation brings about. In addition, a sense of belonging to a
family is a factor that strengthens socialization. The fact that
the family’s bond is weakening or losing importance may
cause an individual to lose the sense of meaning and the
strength to endure life. This, in turn, leads to the question of
how to deal with the dilemma wherein although modernity
brings greater freedom to individuals, it creates elements of
mistrust for them in the process. At this point, it would be
highly ambitious to say that the sense of belonging alone is
sufficient to deal with all these contradictory and undesirable
situations. However, belonging is crucial in that it supports
individuals in their quest to find the meaning of life.

Implications for Practice

The Family Belonging Scale is a measure that can be applied
to individuals by professionals in social work, psychology,
psychological counseling and guidance, and family
counseling.

The determination of the sense of belonging to a family
increases an individual’s awareness about his/her family.
The scale also serves as a resource for different studies to be
carried out with families.
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