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Abstract
Future orientation – the ability to envision and plan for the future – is a crucial task during adolescence. However, little is 
known about how adolescents’ future orientation develops, how it is influenced by parenting dimensions, and how it varies 
across countries with different income levels and cultural values. This longitudinal study addresses this gap by exploring 
how parents’ monitoring, family obligations, individualism, collectivism, and conformity influence future orientation. The 
sample is composed of 1,086 adolescents (50.5% females) at ages 10, 14, 17, and 20 (mean age at study time 1 = 10.8, 
SD = 0.69) and their 1,071 parents (85% mothers; mean age at study time 1 = 39.4, SD = 6.8), divided into high-income 
(Italy, the United States), upper-middle-income (Colombia, Thailand), and lower-middle-income countries (Jordan, Kenya, 
the Philippines). Full information maximum likelihood multigroup latent growth curve models revealed that adolescents’ 
future orientation trajectories are nonlinear, that family obligations and conformity values are the parenting dimensions 
more strongly related to future orientation, and differences across broader economic and cultural contexts. This study 
clarifies the role of parental monitoring, family obligations, individualism, collectivism, and conformity values in shaping 
adolescents’ future orientation across cultures, highlighting the importance of responsive parenting and balanced family 
obligations for family-focused policies and programs.
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Introduction

Adolescence is a crucial development period character-
ized by profound cognitive, emotional, and social changes 
(Seginer, 2005). Among the key developmental tasks of 
adolescence, identity formation and long-term decision-
making are particularly critical and are supported by future 
orientation (Seginer, 2005). Future orientation is a core 
psychological construct that plays a crucial role in adap-
tive development and positive life outcomes (Zhang et 
al., 2013). However, longitudinal research examining how 
future orientation develops across different contexts is lim-
ited. In particular, few studies have examined the role of 
parenting, family dynamics, and broader socioeconomic 
and cultural environments in shaping adolescents’ future 
orientation. The present study addresses this gap by examin-
ing how dimensions of parenting (including parental moni-
toring, family obligations, individualism vs. collectivism, 
and conformity values) predict future orientation during 
adolescence across seven countries with varying income 
levels and cultural orientations.

Future Orientation

Future orientation is defined as individuals’ ability to envi-
sion, plan for, and invest in their future, and plays a crucial 
role in shaping adolescent development (Seginer, 2009). 
Future orientation shapes cognition, emotion, and behav-
ior and becomes particularly salient during key develop-
mental transitions such as adolescence. Future orientation 
facilitates goal setting, planning, and sustained commitment 
(Seginer, 2005) and is consistently linked to positive out-
comes in life, including greater well-being (Zhang et al., 
2013), academic success (Adelabu, 2008), career planning 
(Poletti et al., 2023), and diminished engagement in risky 
behaviors and substance use (Cui et al., 2020). Gaining a 
deeper understanding of the development of future orienta-
tion is essential for promoting adolescents’ well-being and 
supporting their capacity to make conscious life choices. 
Yet, empirical research in this area remains limited.

Development of Future Orientation in Adolescence

Among the key issues in understanding future orientation, 
developmental stages—particularly during adolescence—
have been a primary focus of research. Studies conducted 
in the 1980s and 1990s consistently found that future ori-
entation tends to increase across adolescence (Furby & 
Beyth-Marom, 1992; Greene, 1986). Steinberg et al. (2009) 
corroborated these findings, showing that younger adoles-
cents report lower levels of future orientation compared to 
older adolescents, particularly those aged 16 and above. 

These contributions were primarily based on cross-sec-
tional designs, limiting the ability to capture developmen-
tal changes over time. Similarly, evidence regarding gender 
differences remains inconsistent across studies (Greene & 
DeBacker, 2004; Seginer & Lilach, 2004). Moreover, as 
contexts, societal expectations, and historical events have 
evolved, the factors shaping adolescents’ future orienta-
tion have also changed. For instance, a systematic review 
revealed the negative impact of collective stressful events 
(e.g., the COVID-19 pandemic) on individuals’ future ori-
entation (Basilici et al., 2025). In consequence, longitudinal 
studies contribute to a better understanding of how future ori-
entation unfolds in adolescence, and contemporary studies 
would update that understanding, and unpacking influences 
of contextual factors would broaden that understanding.

Many factors influence how adolescents envision, plan 
for, and pursue their future goals. The present study exam-
ined the impacts of parent- and family-related factors and 
how their influences shift across developmental stages. 
Given the profound psychological and social changes 
that characterize adolescence—such as the development 
of advanced cognitive skills (Scott & Saginak, 2016), the 
emergence of the ability to envision future selves (Trempala 
& Malmberg, 2002), and the formation of future expecta-
tions (Iovu et al., 2018)— it is crucial to analyze the poten-
tial associations between experiences in pre-adolescence 
and the developmental trajectory of future orientation. This 
developmental transition suggests that the effects of par-
enting may vary with age—a temporal dynamic that has 
received limited attention.

Dimensions of Parenting Influencing Adolescent 
Future Orientation

Parenting shapes adolescent future orientation (Mahajna, 
2025), and diverse dimensions of parenting might make 
separate contributions. Among these, monitoring plays a 
crucial role in fostering autonomy, planning skills, and a 
sense of agency—core components of future orientation. 
Balanced monitoring, typical of supportive parenting, pro-
vides guidance while respecting adolescents’ growing need 
for independence (Lin, 2023). In contrast, strict control and 
limited autonomy may hinder motivation and self-directed 
planning (Liu et al., 2024). Minimal parental monitoring 
and unclear boundaries have been associated with exter-
nalizing behaviors that can disrupt long-term goal setting 
(Barber et al., 2005). Intertwined with parental monitoring 
practices are also family obligations expectations, defined 
as the sense of duty to support family members and consider 
their needs when making personal decisions (Fuligni et al., 
1999). Although family obligation expectations remain 
an underexplored factor, they may significantly influence 
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adolescents’ future orientation. These expectations help 
shape adolescents’ ability to balance autonomy with relat-
edness, encouraging them to reflect on the broader social 
implications of their actions (Fuligni et al., 1999). In this 
way, family obligations may play a meaningful role in the 
development of future orientation (O’Connor et al., 1996). 
Because parents’ cultural orientation affects various aspects 
of child development (Gorla et al., 2024), it may also play 
a key role in adolescents’ future orientation. Specifically, 
the distinction between individualism and collectivism is 
relevant, as these cultural tendencies can either support or 
limit different dimensions of future-oriented development 
(Tamis-LeMonda et al., 2008). For instance, parents with a 
more individualistic orientation tend to promote autonomy, 
independence, and the pursuit of personal goals, which may 
support the development of a stronger future orientation in 
their children (Lee et al., 2010). In contrast, parents who 
endorse a collectivistic orientation often emphasize inter-
dependence and a sense of duty toward the well-being of 
the group (Lee et al., 2010), potentially leading to a reduced 
emphasis on individual future planning. Beyond cultural 
orientation, it is also important to consider parents’ con-
formity values—that is, the extent to which mothers and 
fathers align their parenting practices with prevailing cul-
tural norms. Conformity-oriented parents tend to emphasize 
obedience and respect for authority (Suizzo et al., 2019), 
shaping children’s orientation toward communal rather than 
agentic goals (Cheng et al., 2013). It is plausible that these 
socialization patterns influence adolescents’ future orienta-
tion by shaping the kinds of goals they prioritize and the 
ways they plan for the future.

Mothers and fathers parent adolescents differently and 
so may have different influences over the development of 
adolescents’ future orientation (Yaffe, 2023). A systematic 
review aimed at synthesizing studies containing significant 
findings on differences between mothers and fathers in par-
enting styles and practices found that mothers tend to be 
generally more nurturing and responsive, while also being 
more behaviorally controlling, often adopting an authorita-
tive style (Yaffe, 2023). Fathers, in contrast, tend to exhibit 
an authoritarian approach (Yaffe, 2023). These patterns 
were observed across studies conducted in 15 countries and 
appear consistent regardless of adolescent gender and age. 
The studies included in the review relied on reports from 
both parents and children, providing a more comprehen-
sive view of family dynamics (Yaffe, 2023). Therefore, in 
examining parenting dimensions in relation to the develop-
ment of future orientation across adolescence, it is crucial 
to move beyond viewing parenting as homogeneous but 
instead acknowledge that maternal and paternal influences 
should be analyzed separately.

Socioeconomic and Cultural Contexts of Future 
Orientation

The development of individuals’ future orientation is also 
shaped by the socioeconomic and cultural contexts in which 
individuals live (Fakkel et al., 2023), but the nature of this 
relation is debated. According to life history theory, people 
with limited resources prioritize short-term survival over 
long-term planning, whereas higher socioeconomic status 
fosters a future-oriented mindset and supports long-term 
goal pursuit (Chang & Lu, 2025). Consistent with life his-
tory theory, a meta-analysis showed a small but significant 
positive correlation between socioeconomic status and 
future orientation (Song & Sun, 2025). However, an alterna-
tive view posits that scarcity can enhance planning, as lim-
ited resources may prompt individuals to be more strategic 
and deliberate (Mullainathan & Shafir, 2013). In contrast, 
individuals with greater means may feel less urgency to 
plan ahead (Park et al., 2024). Both perspectives, however, 
focus mainly on the individual or family level, overlook-
ing influences of national context and fail to recognize that 
a country’s economic standing shapes public resources, 
institutional support, and opportunity structures, which are 
dimensions that strongly affect how people envision their 
futures.

In addition to material resources, individuals are also 
shaped by the cultural values of the society they live in – 
values that are transmitted within families and across gen-
erations (Ali & Asif, 2023). These cultural frameworks 
influence parental beliefs and practices, shaping under-
standing about autonomy, responsibility, and long-term 
goals (Ali & Asif, 2023). For instance, adolescents from 
Asian and Latin American backgrounds often report stron-
ger family obligations than their European peers, reflecting 
cultural norms that emphasize interdependence and respect 
for the family (Fuligni et al., 1999). Cultural values also 
underpin the concept of parental conformity, which reflects 
the extent to which parents align their behaviors with cul-
turally defined expectations. Cultural context shapes the 
parenting practices of both mothers and fathers, including 
the degree to which they conform to culturally prescribed 
roles (Gorla et al., 2024). Parents’ cultural orientation plays 
a key role in shaping adolescents’ future orientation within 
the family context, and these influences are deeply embed-
ded in the broader cultural values of the society in which 
families live: individualistic cultures tend to promote inde-
pendence and personal achievement, whereas collectivistic 
cultures emphasize loyalty, family cohesion, and shared 
responsibility (Oh et al., 2020). Therefore, a comprehensive 
understanding of how future orientation develops requires 
attention to individual and family-level factors and to 
broader socioeconomic conditions and cultural aspects of 
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Method

Participants

Participants were recruited as part of the Parenting Across 
Cultures (PAC) project, a longitudinal study examining 
parenting and child development across different cultural 
contexts. The PAC project initially included 1,338 children 
(50% girls; age 8, on average, at the time of recruitment), 
their mothers, and their fathers. The project is still ongoing, 
and participants have been followed annually since 2008 
(more information is available at ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​p​a​r​​e​n​​t​i​n​​g​a​c​r​​o​s​s​​c​u​
l​​t​u​r​e​s​.​o​r​g and in Lansford et al., 2021). 82% of the ​ p​a​r​e​n​
t​s lived together and 97% were biological parents. In the 
overall PAC project, families were recruited from 13 cul-
tural groups in nine countries, including Jinan (n = 120) and 
Shanghai, China (n = 123); Medellín, Colombia (n = 108); 
Naples (n = 102) and Rome (n = 111), Italy; Zarqa, Jordan 
(n = 114); Kisumu, Kenya (n = 100); Manila, Philippines 
(n = 120); Trollhättan/Vänersborg, Sweden (n = 129); Chi-
ang Mai, Thailand (n = 120); and Durham, NC, United 
States (n = 102 Black, n = 110 white, n = 99 Latino). The 
nine countries included in the study span a wide range of 
individualism scores according to Hofstede Insights (2023), 
representing some of the least to most individualistic soci-
eties globally: Colombia (score = 13), China and Thai-
land (score = 20), Kenya (score = 25), Jordan (score = 30), 
the Philippines (score = 32), Sweden (score = 71), Italy 
(score = 76), and the United States (score = 91). This varia-
tion allows us to explore whether parents’ self-reported 
individualism and collectivism values are associated with 
parenting practices and child adjustment across culturally 
diverse contexts. The countries also differ in conformity-
related values, as reflected in their positions on the loose-
ness–tightness continuum. Loose cultures—such as those 
with weaker social norms and greater tolerance for devi-
ance—contrast with tight cultures, where strong norms and 
low tolerance for deviance prevail (Gelfand et al., 2011), 
suggesting broad cross-national differences in values related 
to conformity. In the current sample, countries ranged from 
among the tightest in the world (Jordan, with a score of 4.2) 
to among the loosest in the world (the United States, with a 
score of 67.9; Uz., 2015).

Participants were recruited through letters sent home by 
schools. Parents interested in the study either responded 
to the school, granting permission for researchers to con-
tact them, or, depending on the site, schools facilitated 
direct contact. To ensure economic diversity, the sample 
included students from both private and public schools as 
well as families across the socioeconomic spectrum in pro-
portions generally representative of each recruitment area. 
For instance, in Colombia, where socioeconomic status is 

the country where individuals live. Little or no research has 
investigated all these factors together.

Current Study

Longitudinal research examining adolescents’ future ori-
entation across diverse contexts remains particularly lim-
ited, and few studies have explored the role of parenting, 
family dynamics, and broader socioeconomic and cultural 
environments in shaping it. In this multivariate theoretical 
framework, the present study explores the development of 
adolescent future orientation and how dimensions of par-
enting (including parental monitoring, family obligations, 
individualism vs. collectivism, and conformity values) 
relate to future orientation during adolescence across coun-
tries with varying income levels (i.e., high, upper-middle, 
and lower-middle income). Future orientation is expected 
to increase from early to late adolescence (Hypothesis 1). 
Adolescents from higher-income countries are expected to 
report greater future orientation than their peers from upper-
middle and lower-middle income countries (Hypothesis 2). 
Parental monitoring during pre-adolescence is expected to 
be negatively associated with the development of adoles-
cents’ future orientation (Hypothesis 3). A strong sense of 
family obligation during pre-adolescence is expected to 
predict adolescents’ future orientation positively (Hypoth-
esis 4). This association is hypothesized to be moderated 
by age, such that the effect is stronger in early adolescence 
and weaker in later adolescence. Parents’ cultural orienta-
tion during pre-adolescence is expected to influence ado-
lescents’ future orientation (Hypothesis 5). This association 
is hypothesized to be moderated by country income level, 
such that individualistic orientation exerts a stronger posi-
tive effect on future orientation in high-income countries 
compared to the other income countries, whereas collec-
tivistic orientation is expected to have a weaker effect on 
future orientation in high-income countries compared to 
upper-middle-income and lower-middle-income countries. 
Mothers are expected to play a more supportive and auton-
omy-promoting role in relation to adolescents’ future orien-
tation, whereas fathers are expected to play a more directive 
and compliance-focused role (Hypothesis 6). The associa-
tions between mothers’ and fathers’ parenting and adoles-
cents’ future orientation are expected to be moderated by 
cultural context, such that these associations are stronger in 
contexts where the corresponding value—autonomy or con-
formity—is more strongly endorsed.
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conducting family interviews, and handling data entry and 
cleaning. Each assessment lasted between 1.5 and 2 h and 
was conducted at locations chosen by the participants (e.g., 
home, school, public library), following parent and child 
consent. Families were compensated with small monetary 
payments or in other ways (e.g., bookstore vouchers, movie 
tickets) endorsed by local IRBs, which approved all study 
procedures. The amounts and types of compensation varied 
across sites to be appropriately motivating without being 
coercive.

Measures

Future orientation

Across all four waves of data collection (i.e., study Times 
1, 2, 3, 4; ages 10, 14, 17, and 20), adolescents reported 
on their future orientation using 15 items from the Future 
Orientation Scale (see Steinberg et al., 2009, for details on 
psychometric properties and the complete scale). To mini-
mize socially desirable responses, the measures followed a 
formatting approach originally developed by Harter (1982). 
Each question was presented in two steps. First, adolescents 
selected the statement that best described them from a pair 
of opposing statements separated by “BUT” (e.g., “Some 
people like to plan things out one step at a time, BUT other 
people like to jump right into things without planning them 
out beforehand”). Then, they indicated whether the chosen 
statement was “sort of true” or “really true” for them. This 
procedure created a 4-point scale ranging from “really true” 
for one statement to “really true” for the opposite statement. 
The present study focused on the overall future orienta-
tion scale, which is calculated as the mean of all 15 items. 
McDonald’s ωt was 0.63 at age 10, 0.78 at age 14, 0.78 at 
age 17, and 0.76 at age 20.

Parental monitoring

At study Time 1 (i.e., adolescent’s age 10), mothers and 
fathers reported on their parental monitoring using a 10-item 
questionnaire based on measures from Conger et al. (1994) 
and Steinberg et al. (1992). Five items evaluated the extent 
to which parents attempt to learn about their child’s activi-
ties (e.g., “How much do you try to know how your child 
spends his/her free time?”; 0 = do not try, 1 = try a little, 
2 = try a lot). The other five items measured how often par-
ents set limits on their child’s activities (e.g., “How often 
do you set rules or limits on who your child spends time 
with?”; 0 = never to 3 = always). The standardized scores 
were averaged to create an overall parental monitoring 
composite. McDonald’s ωt was 0.87 for fathers and 0.86 for 

categorized into six well-defined strata, families were sam-
pled from each stratum in proportion to their representation 
in Medellín.

The current study focused on four time points of data 
collection (when participants were 10, 14, 17, and 20 years 
old). Participants from Sweden and China were excluded 
because they did not report on future orientation at the first 
and last time points, respectively. Consequently, the final 
sample consisted of 1,086 adolescents, with mean ages of 
10 years at the first time point, 14 at the second, 17 at the 
third, and 20 at the fourth; adolescents’ mothers and fathers 
also participated. Mothers had an average of 12.97 years of 
education (SD = 4.03), and fathers had an average of 13.14 
years of education (SD = 4.09).

Following the World Bank Group’s (2025) income level 
classification, participants’ countries were categorized into 
three groups: (1) high-income (n = 524), including Italy and 
the United States; (2) upper-middle-income (n = 228), com-
prising Colombia and Thailand; (3) lower-middle-income 
(n = 334), including Jordan, Kenya, and the Philippines. 
This income-based categorization also reflects cultural dif-
ferences, with upper-middle- and lower-middle-income 
countries generally characterized by collectivistic cultures, 
whereas high-income countries tend to be more individual-
istic (Hofstede, 2001).

Procedures

The measures were administered in Spanish (Colombia and 
the USA), Italian (Italy), Arabic (Jordan), Dholuo (Kenya), 
Filipino (the Philippines), Thai (Thailand), and American 
English (the USA and the Philippines), following a rigor-
ous process of forward and back translation, along with 
methodological validation, to ensure that the instruments 
maintained conceptual equivalence (Erkut, 2010). Trans-
lators were fluent in both English and the target language. 
In addition to translating the measures, translators flagged 
items that were difficult to translate, culturally inappropri-
ate, ambiguous, or elicited multiple interpretations, and pro-
vided suggestions for improvement. Country coordinators 
and translators reviewed these problematic items and made 
necessary adjustments during cross-site meetings, where 
all investigators and consultants discussed ambiguities and 
challenges on an item-by-item basis. These meetings, along 
with ongoing e-mail communication, ensured consistency 
in data collection methods across all sites. These efforts 
were crucial to ensure the measures were valid across all 
sites, ensuring linguistic equivalence and the cultural sig-
nificance of all instruments (Peña, 2007). Data collection 
procedures were standardized across all sites, with site 
coordinators adhering to the same protocol for translat-
ing, back-translating, and culturally adapting the measures, 
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Gender

 This variable was included in analyses as a control variable 
in the models.

Impact of the COVID-19 pandemic

Specifically, between 2021 and 2022, adolescents’ fathers 
and mothers completed the COVID-19 Exposure and Fam-
ily Impact Survey (CEFIS; Kazak et al., 2021), which con-
ceptualizes exposure to potentially traumatic aspects of 
COVID-19 and assesses the impact of the pandemic on the 
family. The current study used the Impact subscale to control 
for pandemic effects on future orientation when adolescents 
were 20 years old. The Impact scale consists of 12 items 
rating the pandemic’s impact on participants’ and families’ 
lives, as well as distress caused by the pandemic (e.g., “In 
general, how has the COVID-19 pandemic affected each of 
the following: parenting?”). McDonald’s ωt was 0.66 for 
fathers and 0.73 for mothers.

Analytic Plan

Preliminary analyses were carried out using IBM SPSS 
software 29.0.1.0; main analyses were performed using 
R software (version 4.2.2, Core Team, 2020) and package 
lavaan (Rosseel, 2012). First, Little’s (1988) Missing Com-
pletely at Random (MCAR) test was performed to com-
pare participants with and without missing data. Second, 
to analyze changes in future orientation over time across 
multiple groups, as well as the effects of covariates, Latent 
Growth Curve Analysis (LGCA) was used, where latent 
factors represent the initial levels of statistical variables 
(i.e., intercepts) and their rates of change or developmental 
trends (e.g., slope; Burant, 2016; Byrne & Crombie, 2003; 
Muthén, 2002; Preacher, 2018). In LGCA, the intercept is 
typically a latent factor representing the initial status (i.e., 
the expected value at the starting point) of the trajectory 
across time; it is a constant for any individual across time, 
but it may vary between individuals. The slope is specified 
as a latent variable with loading reflecting time, therefore 
representing the rate of change across repeated measures 
(for more details, see Duncan & Duncan, 2009). Given the 
non-normal distribution of the variables, robust maximum 
likelihood estimation procedures were used to account for 
skewness or kurtosis in study variables.

Hypotheses were tested using an iterative series of 
multigroup latent growth curve models. First, a series of 
unconditional growth models with no predictors was used 
to examine how future orientation changes over time. Four 
different functional growth forms for the variables of inter-
est in the growth models were compared. The first form 

mothers. For further details on this measure within the cur-
rent sample, see Skinner et al. (2014).

Family obligations

At study Time 1 (i.e., adolescents’ age 10), mothers and 
fathers reported on family obligations by completing a mea-
sure developed by Fuligni et al. (1999). This instrument 
consists of seven items that assess the perceived signifi-
cance of respecting the authority of family elders, including 
parents, grandparents, and older siblings (e.g., “Please rate 
how important it is to you that your child treat you with 
great respect”; from 1 = not important to 5 = very impor-
tant). Additionally, 11 items evaluate parental expectations 
regarding the frequency with which children should assist 
with household tasks and engage in family activities (e.g., 
“Please rate how often your child is expected to help out 
around the house”; rated from 1 = almost never to 5 = almost 
always). The scores from all 18 items were averaged to 
generate a composite of expectations of family obligations 
score for each parent. McDonald’s ωt was 0.87 for fathers 
and 0.86 for mothers.

Individualism and collectivism

At study Time 1 (i.e., adolescents’ age 10), mothers and 
fathers completed a measure of individualism and collectiv-
ism adapted from Singelis et al. (1995), Tam et al. (2003), 
and Triandis (1995). Parents rated the importance of differ-
ent values related to autonomy and belonging to a social 
group and were asked whether they 1 = strongly disagree, 
2 = disagree, 3 = agree, or 4 = strongly agree with each of 
16 statements, 8 reflecting individualism (e.g., “I’d rather 
depend on myself than others”) and 8 reflecting collectiv-
ism (e.g., “To me, pleasure is spending time with others”). 
Items were averaged to create an individualism scale score 
(McDonald’s ωt = 0.67 and 0.66 for fathers and mothers, 
respectively) and a collectivism scale score (McDonald’s 
ωt = 0.69 and 0.65 for fathers and mothers, respectively).

Parent conformity values

At study Time 1 (i.e., adolescents’ age 10), mothers and 
fathers reported on conformity values by rating an item 
developed by Schwartz et al. (2001): “I believe that people 
should do what they’re told. I think people should always 
follow rules, even when no one is watching.” Parents pro-
vided their responses on a 6-point scale, ranging from 
1 = not like me at all to 6 = very much like me.
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This study’s design and its analysis were not pre-registered. 
The data that support the findings of this study are available 
from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

Results

Measurement Invariance

Measurement invariance was tested for all measures 
included in the current study. The alignment method 
(Muthén & Asparouhov, 2014) was used to test for mea-
surement invariance in factor loadings and intercepts across 
cultural groups and countries with different income levels. 
For the future orientation measure, invariance was also 
tested by child gender. Across all measures, the proportion 
of non-invariant parameters fell below the 25% threshold 
suggested by Muthén and Asparouhov (2014) for accept-
able non-invariance, which indicates reasonably low levels 
of non-invariance across cultures and countries of different 
income levels in the sample.

For future orientation, non-invariance was 4.8% for fac-
tor loadings and 1.9% for intercepts across cultural groups, 
0% for factor loadings and 2.2% for intercepts across 
income countries, and 0% for factor loadings and intercepts 
across child gender. For parental monitoring, the alignment 
method demonstrated acceptable non-invariance, below 
25%, in factor loadings and intercepts across cultural groups, 
3.6% and 2.9% respectively, and across income countries, 
both 0%. For family obligations, acceptable non-invariance 
was observed in factor loadings and intercepts across cul-
tural groups, 4.8% and 9.9%, and across income countries, 
3.7% and 2.8%. For individualism and collectivism, factor 
loadings and intercepts showed non-invariance below 25% 
across cultural groups, 0% and 5.8%, and across income 
countries, 0% and 1%. Finally, for COVID-19 impact, the 
alignment method demonstrated acceptable non-invariance 
below 25% in factor loadings and intercepts across cultural 
groups, 6.3% and 14.3%, and across income countries, 0% 
and 7.4%.

Descriptive Analyses

Tables  1 and 2 report descriptive analyses and bivariate 
correlations between variables. The MCAR test was sig-
nificant, χ2 (477) = 801.866, p < .001. However, the normed 
χ2/df of 1.6810 suggests that data were missing at random, 
supporting the inclusion of participants with missing data in 
the analyses and the use of full information maximum likeli-
hood to handle missing data (Bollen, 1989).

was an intercept-only model where future orientation was 
allowed to vary in the first wave of data collection but not 
over time (therefore not including slope). The second form 
was a linear model where which assumed a constant change 
in future orientation over time (therefore including intercept 
and linear slope). The third form was a quadratic model, 
estimating the acceleration or deceleration of future orien-
tation over time. The fourth form was a cubic model, esti-
mating changes in the acceleration or deceleration of future 
orientation over time. Following convention (e.g., Curran & 
Bauer, 2011), models were compared using Satorra-Bentler 
chi-square likelihood ratio tests and retained the best-fitting 
model. A significant chi-square difference was taken as 
evidence that the more complex model fit the data better, 
whereas the more parsimonious model was retained in case 
of a non-significant chi-square difference. Given the limited 
time points of data collection, the cubic term led to estima-
tion issues, and the best-fitting models had intercept, linear, 
and quadratic slopes (the results are shown in the supple-
mental materials). The final model was evaluated accord-
ing to the following indices: the chi-square (χ2) statistic, 
the root-mean-squared error of approximation (RMSEA), 
the comparative fit index (CFI), and the standardized root 
mean squared residual (SRMR). Evaluation of model fit was 
based on recommended fit index cut-off values that indicate 
acceptable or good model fit, such as CFI > 0.95, GFI > 0.95, 
RMSEA < 0.08, and SRMR < 0.08 (Kline, 2023).

Once the best-fitting model was selected, predictors were 
added to test whether parental monitoring, family obliga-
tions, and conformity values were associated with differ-
ences in adolescents’ future orientation trajectories. Given 
that these variables were assessed from both mothers and 
fathers, it was possible to disaggregate for mothers and 
fathers, thus testing the effects of mothers’ and fathers’ 
parental monitoring, family obligations, individualism, 
collectivism, and conformity values on adolescents’ future 
orientation trajectories. Because the last wave of future ori-
entation data collection took place in 2021–2022, after the 
COVID-19 pandemic, the specific effect of the COVID-19 
pandemic on future orientation, collected when participants 
were aged 20, was also controlled. Given that no specific 
hypotheses were made about adolescents’ gender and future 
orientation, this variable was included in analyses as a con-
trol variable in the main models. Finally, two sensitivity 
analyses were done. First, multigroup model comparisons 
using the chi-square likelihood ratio were performed to 
examine whether future orientation developmental trajecto-
ries and predictors’ roles in these trajectories significantly 
differed across countries. Second, gender differences were 
examined to explore gender’s role and determine whether 
future orientation developmental trajectories and predictors’ 
roles in these trajectories significantly differed by gender. 
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Future Orientation Trajectories across Adolescence

First, how future orientation changes across adolescence 
was examined. Table 3 reports the results of the uncondi-
tional (i.e., without predictors) models. At age 10 (time 1), 
individuals in high- and upper-middle-income countries 
score an average of 7.59, variance = 0.14, and 11.71, vari-
ance = 0.06, respectively, on the future orientation scale. 
However, neither the linear nor the quadratic slopes are 
significant, suggesting that, on average, future orientation 
does not exhibit a significant and consistent change over 
time. Conversely, at age 10 (time 1), individuals in the 
lower-middle-income countries score an average of 28.94, 
variance = 0.01, on the future orientation scale. This score 
significantly increases over time, at a constant rate of 0.55 
points every time point. Still, the negative and significant 
mean of the quadratic slope indicates that this growth is 
slow and eventually declines.

Predictors of Future Orientation Trajectories across 
Adolescence

Next, the roles of parenting and other factors in adolescents’ 
future orientation were explored. Table 4 reports the results 
of the conditional (i.e., with predictors) models. Maternal 
and paternal monitoring are significantly associated with 
future orientation intercept (i.e., future orientation’s level 
at study time 1), β= − 0.38, SE = 0.06, p = .044; β = 0.47, 
SE = 0.05, p = .009, respectively, only in lower-middle-
income countries, meaning that high paternal monitoring is 
associated with a higher initial level of future orientation 
during pre-adolescence while high maternal monitoring is 
related to a lower initial level of future orientation. No asso-
ciations between parents’ family obligation expectations 
and adolescents’ future orientation emerge in high-income 
countries, whereas both maternal and paternal family obli-
gation expectations are significantly associated with ado-
lescents’ future orientation in upper-middle-income and 
lower-middle-income countries. Specifically, mothers’ and 
fathers’ family obligation expectations are related to ado-
lescents’ future orientation intercept (i.e., future orienta-
tion’s level at study time 1), β = 0.39, SE = 0.08, p = .013; β 
= − 0.45, SE = 0.07, p = .012, respectively, in upper-middle-
income countries. In these countries, higher maternal family 
obligation expectations are related to higher future orienta-
tion at age 10, whereas higher paternal family obligation 
expectations are related to lower future orientation at age 10. 
Finally, in lower-middle-income countries, mothers’ family 
obligation expectations are significantly associated with 
future orientation’s linear, β = − 0.29, SE = 0.09, p = .047, 
and quadratic, β = 0.39, SE = 0.03, p = .008 slopes, suggest-
ing that high maternal family obligation expectations are Ta
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connected to a significant decline and a subsequent accel-
eration in the growth of future orientation over time.

Mothers’ individualism and fathers’ collectivism are sig-
nificantly associated with future orientation’s linear slope, β 
= − 0.27, SE = 0.10, p = .05, in lower-middle-income coun-
tries and intercept (i.e., future orientation’s level at study 
time 1), β = 0.28, SE = 0.09, p < .001. Therefore, in lower-
middle-income countries, high maternal individualism is 
related to a continuous decline of future orientation over 
time, whereas in high-income countries, high paternal col-
lectivism is associated with a higher future orientation at 
age 10.

No significant associations between fathers’ conformity 
values and adolescents’ future orientation emerge. Con-
versely, maternal conformity values are significantly con-
nected with future orientation linear slope in high-income 
countries, β = − 0.19, SE = 0.03, p = .019, and lower-middle-
income countries, β =-0.32, SE = 0.04, p = .028. Maternal 
conformity values are also associated with future orientation 
quadratic slope in lower-middle-income countries, β = 0.31, 
SE = 0.01, p = .026. Specifically, high maternal conformity 
values in both high-income and lower-middle-income coun-
tries are related to a continuous decline of future orientation 
over time. Only in lower-middle-income countries, they are 
also significantly linked to a subsequent increase in future 
orientation over time.

Finally, although Table  4 does not report COVID-
19 effects on future orientation, all models include this 
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Table 3  Unconditional multigroup latent growth curve model results 
by country income level

      β SE Variance
High Income Countries
Intercept 7.59 0.04 0.014
Linear slope 0.11 0.03 0.014
Quadratic slope 0.05 0.01 0.01
Upper-Middle Income Countries
Intercept 11.71 0.03 0.06
Linear slope 0.18 0.05 0.07
Quadratic slope − 0.31 0.02 0.01
Lower-Middle Income Countries
Intercept 28.94 0.06 0.01
Linear slope 0.55 0.04 0.10
Quadratic slope − 0.46 0.01 0.01
Fit indices
χ2 (df) 17.284 (3)
RMSEA 0.120
CFI 0.969
GFI 1.00
SMRM 0.027
Note. Standardized estimates are reported, and bold values refer 
to p < .05; SE = standard error; RMSEA = root mean square error of 
approximation; CFI = comparative fit index; GFI = goodness of fit 
index; SRMR = standardized root mean square residual
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control variable. No effects of COVID-19 emerge in any 
country. The final model fit all data well, χ2 (54) = 52.115, 
p = .057, RMSEA = 0.00, CFI = 1.00, GFI = 0.999, 
SRMR = 0.017, and the predictors explain a percentage of 
variance varying by group, R2 high−income countries intercept = 
0.10, R2 upper−middle−income countries intercept = 0.34, R2 lower 
middle−income count r i es  in te rcep t  = 0.53, R2 high− 

income countr ies  l inear  s lope= 0.10, R2 upper−middle−income  

countries linear slope = 0.86, R2 lower−middle−income  

count r i es  l inea r  s lope = 0.31, R2 high−income countries  

quadratic slope= 0.16, R2 upper−middle−income countries quadratic  

slope= 0.89, R2 lower−middle−income countries quadratic slope= 0.25.

Sensitivity Analyses

Multigroup model comparisons

To identify exactly which trajectory and regression paths 
differed across countries, multigroup model comparisons 
were performed using the chi-square likelihood ratio test 
(see Supplemental Table 2 for the results). First, intercepts, 
slopes, and regression paths were constrained to be equal 
across the three income groups (i.e., high-income, upper-
middle-income, and lower-middle-income countries). Then, 
one by one, these paths were freed to vary across groups, 
and the differences in fit were compared using a 1-degree-
of-freedom chi-square test. If the chi-square test revealed 
that the model fits better when the path is allowed to vary 
freely across groups, the path remains unconstrained. Oth-
erwise, it remained equal across groups. After examining 
chi-squared difference tests, the model predicting future 
orientation trajectories fit best when the intercept, linear, 
and quadratic slopes, and regression paths were free to vary 
between all countries. This indicated that the grouping divi-
sion is really accounting for heterogeneities across different 
countries.

Gender differences in future orientation trajectories and 
their predictors

To test for significant gender differences in future orienta-
tion patterns over time and across countries, the original 
sample was divided into females and males, and separate 
multigroup latent growth curve models were run by gender. 
To examine the changes in future orientation across time 
for females and males, (1) intercept-only model, (2) inter-
cept and linear slope model, (3) intercept, linear, and qua-
dratic slope model, and (4) intercept, linear, quadratic, and 
cubic slope model were compared using Satorra-Bentler 
chi-squared likelihood ratio tests. For both females and 
males, both quadratic and cubic terms led to estimation 
issues, and the best-fitting model included the intercept and 

Ta
bl

e 
4 
C
on
di
tio
na
l m

ul
tig
ro
up
 la
te
nt
 g
ro
w
th
 c
ur
ve
 m
od
el
 re
su
lts
 o
f p
ar
en
tin
g 
di
m
en
si
on
s b

y 
pa
re
nt
 g
en
de
r a
cr
os
s c
ou
nt
ry
 in
co
m
e 
le
ve
l

Pa
re
nt
al
 M

on
i-

to
rin
g 
(M

)
Pa
re
nt
al
 M

on
i-

to
rin
g 
(F
)

Fa
m
ily
 

O
bl
ig
at
io
ns

(M
)

Fa
m
ily
 

O
bl
ig
at
io
ns

(F
)

In
di
vi
du
al
is
m

(M
)

In
di
vi
du
al
is
m

(F
)

C
ol
le
ct
iv
is
m

(M
)

C
ol
le
ct
iv
is
m

(F
)

C
on
fo
rm
ity
 

Va
lu
es

(M
)

C
on
fo
rm
ity
 

Va
lu
es

(F
)

β 
(S
E)

β 
(S
E)

β 
(S
E)

β 
(S
E)

β 
(S
E)

β 
(S
E)

β 
(S
E)

β 
(S
E)

β 
(S
E)

β 
(S
E)

H
ig

h 
In

co
m

e 
C

ou
nt

ri
es

In
te
rc
ep
t

0.
11
 (0
.0
4)

− 
0.
05
 (0
.0
4)

0.
03
 (0
.0
5)

− 
0.
09
 (0
.0
7)

0.
00
 (0
.0
6)

− 
0.
04
 (0
.0
7)

0.
08
 (0
.0
8)

0.
28

 (0
.0

9)
0.
09
 (0
.0
2)

0.
09
 (0
.0
2)

Li
ne
ar
 sl
op
e

− 
0.
10
 (0
.0
7)

0.
02
 (0
.0
7)

− 
0.
05
 (0
.0
8)

− 
0.
16
 (0
.0
9)

− 
0.
06
 (0
.0
8)

0.
06
 (0
.1
1)

0.
07
 (0
.1
1)

0.
02
 (0
.1
3)

− 
0.
19
 (0
.0
3)

0.
02
 (0
.0
3)

Q
ua
dr
at
ic
 sl
op
e

0.
12
 (0
.0
2)

0.
02
 (0
.0
2)

0.
04
 (0
.0
3)

0.
27
 (0
.0
3)

0.
08
 (0
.0
3)

− 
0.
06
 (0
.0
3)

0.
11
 (0
.0
3)

− 
0.
19
 (0
.0
4)

0.
18
 (0
.0
1)

− 
0.
06
 (0
.0
1)

U
pp

er
-M

id
dl

e 
In

co
m

e 
C

ou
nt

ri
es

In
te
rc
ep
t

0.
11
 (0
.0
5)

− 
0.
05
 (0
.0
5)

0.
39

 (0
.0

8)
− 
0.
45
 (0
.0
7)

− 
0.
02
 (0
.0
9)

0.
02
 (0
.0
9)

0.
21
 (0
.0
9)

− 
0.
17
 (0
.0
9)

0.
19
 (0
.0
2)

− 
0.
02
 (0
.0
2)

Li
ne
ar
 sl
op
e

0.
15
 (0
.0
9)

0.
04
 (0
.0
7)

− 
0.
46
 (0
.1
3)

− 
0.
32
 (0
.1
1)

− 
0.
16
 (0
.1
4)

0.
31
 (0
.1
4)

− 
0.
21
 (0
.1
6)

0.
20
 (0
.1
6)

0.
17
 (0
.0
4)

− 
0.
02
 (0
.0
4)

Q
ua
dr
at
ic
 sl
op
e

− 
0.
18
 (0
.0
3)

0.
06
 (0
.0
3)

0.
38
 (0
.0
4)

0.
46
 (0
.0
4)

0.
07
 (0
.0
4)

− 
0.
31
 (0
.0
4)

0.
15
 (0
.0
5)

− 
0.
23
 (0
.0
5)

− 
0.
21
 (0
.0
1)

− 
0.
01
 (0
.0
1)

L
ow

er
-M

id
dl

e 
In

co
m

e 
C

ou
nt

ri
es

In
te
rc
ep
t

− 
0.
38
 (0
.0
6)

0.
47

 (0
.0

5)
− 
0.
04
 (0
.0
7)

0.
17
 (0
.0
6)

0.
10
 (0
.0
7)

− 
0.
11
 (0
.0
6)

0.
12
 (0
.0
7)

0.
14
 (0
.0
7)

0.
24
 (0
.0
3)

− 
0.
02
 (0
.0
3)

Li
ne
ar
 sl
op
e

0.
13
 (0
.0
8)

0.
07
 (0
.0
8)

− 
0.
29
 (0
.0
9)

− 
0.
12
 (0
.1
0)

− 
0.
27
 (0
.1
0)

0.
02
 (0
.1
0)

− 
0.
12
 (0
.1
3)

− 
0.
02
 (0
.1
3)

− 
0.
32
 (0
.0
4)

0.
13
 (0
.0
5)

Q
ua
dr
at
ic
 sl
op
e

− 
0.
12
 (0
.0
3)

− 
0.
13
 (0
.0
3)

0.
39

 (0
.0

3)
0.
01
 (0
.0
3)

0.
16
 (0
.0
3)

0.
04
 (0
.0
3)

0.
08
 (0
.0
4)

0.
03
 (0
.0
4)

0.
31

 (0
.0

1)
− 
0.
15
 (0
.0
2)

N
ot
e.
 V
al
ue
s r
ep
re
se
nt
 st
an
da
rd
iz
ed
 re
gr
es
si
on
 c
oe
ffi
ci
en
ts
 (β

) w
ith
 st
an
da
rd
 e
rr
or
s (
SE

) i
n 
pa
re
nt
he
se
s. 
B
ol
d 
va
lu
es
 re
fe
r t
o 

p <
 .0
5.
 M

 =
 m
ot
he
r; 
F 
= 
fa
th
er

1 3



Journal of Youth and Adolescence

significant country differences in how parents’ cultural val-
ues influence future orientation emerge for males. Finally, 
maternal high family obligation expectations are associ-
ated with a constant decrease in future orientation over time 
(only for females in high-income countries) and a higher 
future orientation at study time 1 (only for females in upper-
middle-income countries). Similarly, in the male sample, 
paternal high family obligation expectations are associated 
with a higher future orientation at study time 1 and a con-
stant decrease in future orientation over time. However, no 
significant country differences in how parents’ conformity 
values influence future orientation are found for males.

Discussion

To date, there is limited understanding of how parenting 
dimensions influence adolescents’ future orientation over 
time across different socioeconomic and cultural contexts. 
To fill this gap, the present study investigates changes in 
adolescents’ future orientation and how dimensions of moth-
ers’ and fathers’ parenting —parental monitoring, family 
obligations, individualism vs. collectivism, and conformity 
values—are associated with adolescents’ future orientation 
across countries that differ in income level (high, upper-
middle, and lower-middle) and cultural contexts. Notably, 
this study examines these factors using a longitudinal and 
cross-cultural approach. Overall, the findings suggest that 
parenting dimensions, particularly family obligations and 
conformity values, play a meaningful role in shaping ado-
lescents’ future orientation across diverse contexts.

Contrary to expectations (Hypothesis 1, Hypothesis 2), 
individuals living in lower-middle-income countries exhib-
ited the highest levels of future orientation at age 10, fol-
lowed by a significant increase during adolescence, which 
eventually slowed and declined. In contrast, adolescents 
from high-income countries exhibit the lowest initial levels 
of future orientation, followed by those from upper-middle-
income countries; in both groups, future orientation remains 
stable through adolescence. Although these findings chal-
lenge the predictions of life history theory which suggests 
that resource abundance and higher economic status foster 
future orientation, they are consistent with other studies 
(Park et al., 2024). The findings suggest that individuals in 
high-income countries, where resources are abundant, may 
perceive less pressure to plan for the future, whereas people 
in resource-scarce environments may be more motivated to 
think ahead, as limited opportunities create a greater sense 
of urgency (Mullainathan & Shafir, 2013). In addition, in 
lower-middle-income countries, young people may ini-
tially develop a strong future orientation, driven by greater 
access to education, family responsibilities, and aspirations 

the linear slope. Once the best-fitting model was selected, 
predictors of future orientation (i.e., parental monitoring, 
family obligations, individualism vs. collectivism, and con-
formity values) were added. Finally, to identify precisely 
which trajectory and regression paths differed across coun-
tries for females and males, multigroup model comparisons 
were performed using the chi-square likelihood ratio test 
(using the same procedure described above). For females, 
the model predicting future orientation trajectories fit best 
when the intercept, the linear slope, and the regression 
paths were free to vary between all countries. For males, the 
model predicting future orientation trajectories fit best when 
the intercept and the linear slope were free to vary, whereas 
the regression paths were constrained to be equal across 
countries. These results highlight that, for females, there 
are significant country differences in how future orientation 
changes over time and is influenced by parental monitoring, 
family obligations, and conformity values. On the contrary, 
there are significant country differences for males in how 
future orientation changes over time, but not in how paren-
tal monitoring, family obligations, individualism vs. collec-
tivism, and conformity values influence future orientation. 
Supplemental Tables 4 and 5 report the results (for clarity, 
only the final model results are reported in the supplemental 
material, but model comparison information is available by 
emailing the corresponding author).

The results show that, only for females in lower-middle-
income countries, higher maternal and paternal monitoring 
are significantly associated with lower and higher future 
orientation at study time 1, respectively. No effects of 
parental monitoring on future orientation emerge for males. 
Moreover, only for females, paternal high family obligation 
expectations are related to lower future orientation at study 
time 1 in high- and upper-middle-income countries, to a con-
stant increase of future orientation in upper-middle-income 
countries, and a constant decrease in lower-middle-income 
countries. No effects of family obligation expectations on 
future orientation emerge for males. As for parents’ indi-
vidualism and collectivism, mothers’ high individualism 
is associated with a constant decrease in future orienta-
tion over time (only for females in upper-middle-income 
countries). Mothers’ high collectivism is related to a higher 
future orientation in study year 1 (only for females in high-
income countries) and a constant decrease in future orien-
tation over time (only for females in upper-middle-income 
countries). No effects of maternal individualism and collec-
tivism on future orientation emerge for males. On the con-
trary, for both females and males, fathers’ high collectivism 
is associated with higher future orientation in study year 1 
and a constant decrease of future orientation over time. This 
association is significant for females living in high-income 
countries and lower-middle-income countries, whereas no 
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perceptions of parental authority. Conversely, in lower-
middle-income countries, maternal family obligation 
expectations are linked to a more complex developmental 
trajectory—characterized by an initial decline in future ori-
entation followed by a later increase. This nonlinear pattern 
partially supports the hypothesis and may reflect underly-
ing developmental conflicts. Initially, high maternal fam-
ily obligation demands may be experienced as burdensome 
by adolescents, particularly in contexts where material and 
emotional resources are limited and where such obligations 
often involve concrete responsibilities. These demands can 
diminish adolescents’ motivation to invest in long-term 
personal goals (Knight & Sayegh, 2010). However, as 
adolescents mature, they may come to reinterpret family 
obligations not as constraints but as meaningful sources of 
identity, direction, and purpose—especially in collectivistic 
cultures that emphasize loyalty, family cohesion, and shared 
responsibility (Knight & Sayegh, 2010). Consistent with 
the findings from the present study, a study of Taiwanese 
adolescents found that those endorsing collectivistic values 
were more likely to develop a clear and consolidated iden-
tity, indicating that family obligations can be integrated into 
adolescents’ sense of self rather than experienced merely as 
limitations (Lee et al., 2010). The results are also partially 
in line with another study that found that family obligation 
values were positively linked to supportive parenting, self-
determined motivation, and well-being in Korean students, 
but showed weaker or no associations in European Ameri-
can students (Oh et al., 2020). Finally, in high-income coun-
tries, no significant associations emerge between parents’ 
family obligation expectations during pre-adolescence and 
adolescents’ future orientation. This finding suggests that, in 
individualistic cultures, adolescents’ future orientation may 
be less influenced by parental expectations regarding family 
obligations, compared to collectivistic cultures. Addition-
ally, greater economic resources reduce the need for ado-
lescents to contribute to family responsibilities, allowing 
them to focus more freely on individual aspirations. As a 
result, even when family obligation expectations exist, they 
may be less strongly internalized and thus less influential in 
shaping adolescents’ future orientation.

The results partially support Hypothesis 5 regarding the 
role of parents’ cultural orientations in shaping adolescents’ 
future orientation. Interestingly, in high-income countries—
typically characterized by individualistic values—paternal 
collectivism is positively associated with adolescents’ ini-
tial future orientation. In this study, adolescents from high-
income countries generally show lower levels of future 
orientation because greater economic security reduces ado-
lescents’ urgency to plan ahead. In this context, paternal 
collectivist values—centered on group cohesion and shared 
responsibility—may serve as a compensatory influence, 

for upward mobility. However, a subsequent slowdown 
or decline in this orientation may reflect growing aware-
ness of structural barriers and economic instability, which 
undermine the feasibility of long-term planning and dampen 
motivation to invest in the future (Chen & Guo, 2024).

Regarding parental monitoring, a negative association 
with the development of future orientation was hypoth-
esized (Hypothesis 3), and partial support for this hypoth-
esis was found. In lower-middle-income countries, higher 
maternal monitoring in pre-adolescence is linked to lower 
levels of future orientation, suggesting that excessive con-
trol may hinder adolescents’ autonomy and future plan-
ning—particularly in constrained socio-economic contexts 
(Liu et al., 2024). Conversely, contrary to expectations, 
higher paternal monitoring is associated with greater initial 
future orientation. This may reflect adolescents’ perception 
of paternal monitoring as more supportive and structuring 
rather than controlling, especially in lower-middle-income 
settings (Lin, 2023). Notably, neither maternal nor paternal 
monitoring is related to changes over time, indicating that 
early monitoring shapes initial levels of future orientation 
but not its developmental trajectory. No significant asso-
ciations between parental monitoring and future orientation 
emerge in high- and upper-middle-income countries, per-
haps reflecting the presence of stronger institutional support 
and cultural expectations that promote adolescent auton-
omy, thereby reducing the influence of parental practices.

A complex picture regarding family obligation expecta-
tions in upper-middle-income countries emerges (Hypoth-
esis 4), as maternal and paternal influences show opposite 
patterns: maternal expectations are positively linked to 
adolescents’ future orientation at age 10, whereas paternal 
expectations are negatively associated with adolescents’ 
future orientation. These differences may reflect distinct 
socialization roles in the family. Mothers, who the litera-
ture points out are often characterized by more nurturing 
and responsive parenting (Yaffe, 2023), may encourage the 
internalization of family obligations in ways that support 
long-term goal setting and future planning (Wang & Tamis-
LeMonda, 2003). Conversely, fathers, typically found to 
be more authoritarian and focused on obedience, may con-
vey expectations perceived as rigid or imposed, potentially 
weakening adolescents’ intrinsic motivation and undermin-
ing future orientation. The present findings were consistent 
with a previous study (Knight & Sayegh, 2010) that high-
lights how cultural values such as obedience and authority 
can have ambivalent effects—at times reinforcing a sense 
of obligation but also creating constraining pressures that 
undermine well-being and motivation. This contrast may 
be particularly relevant in societies experiencing social and 
economic transition, as these societal changes may reshape 
traditional parenting roles and influence adolescents’ 
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emerges in upper-middle-income countries, with maternal 
family obligation expectations being associated with higher 
levels of future orientation in pre-adolescence and paternal 
expectations with lower levels. In lower-middle-income 
countries, only maternal family obligation expectations 
significantly influence future orientation over time, suggest-
ing changing developmental trajectories. In high-income 
countries, only paternal collectivism is positively associ-
ated with future orientation in pre-adolescence, whereas in 
lower-middle-income countries, maternal individualism is 
negatively linked to changes in future orientation over time. 
Regarding conformity values, only maternal conformity 
shows significant associations with adolescents’ future ori-
entation, underscoring mothers’ central role in transmitting 
cultural and familial norms. In contrast, fathers’ values in 
these domains do not significantly predict future orienta-
tion in any context. Overall, these findings support the idea 
of differentiated parental roles (Yaffe, 2023), while also 
highlighting that these roles are not uniform. Instead, they 
vary depending on the specific parenting domain, cultural 
context, and stage of adolescent development—challeng-
ing overly simplified assumptions about parental influence 
(Gorla et al., 2024). Moreover, these results reflect the 
broader transformations taking place within contemporary 
families. Changes such as declining marriage rates, increas-
ing divorce rates, and the diversification of family structures 
, ) illustrate an evolving social context in which traditional 
parental roles are being redefined and reshaped to meet new 
relational and developmental demands.

Finally, analyzing the data separately for males and 
females, the results indicate that gender does not substan-
tially alter the overall trajectory of future orientation during 
adolescence. However, important gender differences emerge 
when considering specific parental and cultural dimensions. 
For females, higher maternal and paternal monitoring, fam-
ily obligation expectations, and maternal individualism or 
collectivism are significantly associated with variations 
in future orientation, with effects varying across income 
groups. In contrast, males show fewer and more limited 
effects, with only paternal collectivism and paternal family 
obligation expectations influencing their future orientation, 
generally consistently across countries. These patterns may 
reflect a domain-specific gender difference in future orienta-
tion: females tend to be more oriented toward family-related 
future goals, whereas males are more focused on work or 
career-related goals (Greene & DeBacker, 2004; Seginer 
& Lilach, 2004). Consequently, parenting dimensions may 
have a stronger influence on females, whose future orien-
tation is more closely linked to family dynamics. Overall, 
although the developmental trajectory of future orientation 
is similar for both genders, females appear more sensitive to 
a broader range of parenting and cultural factors.

encouraging adolescents to adopt a longer-term perspective 
that goes beyond personal achievement. In lower-middle-
income countries, higher maternal individualism is associ-
ated with a decline in future orientation over time, possibly 
reflecting the challenges adolescents face in contexts with 
limited resources. Here, emphasizing independence may 
increase stress and undermine positive future planning (Lee 
et al., 2010). In upper-middle-income countries, no signifi-
cant associations emerge between parental cultural orien-
tations and adolescents’ future orientation, possibly due to 
the coexistence or fluctuation of cultural values weakening 
parental influence.

Regarding parental conformity values, higher maternal 
conformity values are associated with a decline of future 
orientation over time in high-income countries and lower-
middle-income countries, and linked to a subsequent 
increase in future orientation only in lower-middle-income 
countries. In high-income countries, higher maternal con-
formity is linked to a steady decline in future orientation 
over time, possibly reflecting misalignments between con-
formity and the individualistic values predominant in these 
societies, where autonomy and self-expression are highly 
valued (Knight & Sayegh, 2010). In contrast, in lower-
middle-income countries, maternal conformity is related 
to a nonlinear trajectory of future orientation, pointing to 
a complex developmental process, where adolescents may 
first perceive conformity expectations as motivating or pro-
tective, then as restrictive during early/middle adolescence, 
before eventually integrating these values into a coherent 
future-oriented identity. These results align with the cultural 
emphasis on communal goals and shared responsibilities 
typical of collectivistic countries, which may facilitate ado-
lescents’ reconciliation of conformity with their personal 
aspirations (Oh et al., 2020). No effects of parental confor-
mity emerge in upper-middle-income countries, prompting 
the need for further research on the topic.

Regarding the differentiated roles of mothers and fathers, 
the findings offer partial support for Hypothesis 6, which 
posits that mothers would play a more supportive and auton-
omy-promoting role in shaping adolescents’ future orien-
tation, whereas fathers would adopt a more directive and 
conformity-oriented approach. Instead, the results suggest 
a more complex picture with mother and father influences 
conditioned by context. In lower-middle-income countries, 
paternal monitoring is positively associated with higher ini-
tial levels of future orientation in preadolescence, indicat-
ing that fathers play a supportive and structure-providing 
role during early developmental stages. Conversely, mater-
nal monitoring is linked to lower levels of future orienta-
tion, potentially reflecting perceptions of excessive control 
that may hinder pre-adolescents’ growing desire for auton-
omy. With respect to family obligation, an inverse pattern 
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the samples were locally representative of the sites from 
which they were drawn, they were not nationally represen-
tative. Therefore, the findings should not be generalized to 
entire countries or to cultural groups beyond those included 
in the study. Third, other relevant factors that might play 
a significant role in shaping how parenting influences the 
development of adolescents’ future orientation are not con-
sidered, such as maternal and paternal autonomy-supportive 
parenting (Seginer et al., 2004) or family socioeconomic 
status (Song & Sun, 2025). Although family socioeco-
nomic status is undoubtedly important, this study aimed to 
capture broader socioecological influences by comparing 
countries at different income levels. This approach makes 
it possible to examine how shared economic and cultural 
systems—beyond individual family circumstances—are 
related to developmental trajectories of adolescents’ future 
orientation. Expanding the range of examined factors and 
moderators remains a valuable direction for future research 
to deepen understanding of how parenting dimensions con-
tribute to adolescents’ future orientation. Then, given that 
future orientation data were collected at four time points, 
more complex forms of change (i.e., cubic slope) led to esti-
mation issues, so linear and quadratic slopes were the focus 
of this work. Finally, future orientation longitudinal data 
after COVID-19 are not available, limiting possibilities to 
test for longitudinal effects of the pandemic.

Practical Implications

The present study advances understanding of adolescence 
by showing how parenting practices within diverse socio-
economic and cultural contexts shape adolescents’ future 
orientation. The findings underscore the importance of 
educational policies and interventions that consider these 
contextual factors and the influence of family dynamics on 
youth development. In particular, family-focused programs 
that enhance parental responsiveness and support a balance 
between family obligations and adolescent autonomy may 
effectively promote the development of future orientation 
across varied settings.

Conclusion

This study advances understanding of how parenting prac-
tices and family dynamics shape future orientation across 
diverse socioeconomic and cultural contexts by providing 
longitudinal data from seven countries with different income 
levels and cultural orientations. The findings indicate that 
future orientation emerges from the interplay of parenting 
practices, socioeconomic conditions, and cultural values, 
with developmental trajectories varying across income 

Taken together, these findings suggest that adolescents’ 
future orientation emerges from an interplay of parenting 
practices, socio-economic context, and cultural values. 
Across countries, lower-middle-income adolescents show 
the highest initial levels that rise then slow; adolescents 
from upper-middle-income countries exhibit intermediate 
and stable levels, whereas high-income adolescents show 
consistently lower levels, indicating that resources alone do 
not determine future orientation. Parental influences vary by 
domain and context: maternal monitoring and conformity 
can either support or hinder future orientation depending on 
developmental stage and socio-cultural conditions, whereas 
paternal behaviors, including monitoring and collectivist 
values, often provide structure or compensatory guidance. 
Family obligation expectations also show subtle effects, 
with maternal expectations generally promoting long-term 
planning in collectivistic societies; paternal expectations 
sometimes constrain adolescents’ future orientation. All in 
all, the results point to family obligations and conformity 
values as the parenting dimensions most strongly related 
to adolescents’ future orientation. Looking at gender dif-
ferences, the trajectory of future orientation during ado-
lescence is similar for males and females, but females are 
more influenced by a range of parental and cultural factors, 
whereas males show more limited effects. Overall, the find-
ings underscore the importance of considering both rela-
tional and contextual factors in analyzing future orientation, 
highlighting that parental roles are dynamic and embedded 
within socio-economic and cultural contexts.

Strengths and Limitations

Key strengths of this study include its longitudinal and 
cross-cultural design, the inclusion of both maternal and 
paternal roles, and the analysis of developmental patterns 
across countries with varying income levels. The results 
demonstrate that future orientation follows nonlinear trajec-
tories throughout adolescence and that parental influences 
on adolescents’ future orientation vary depending on the 
specific parenting dimension (parental monitoring, family 
obligations, individualism vs. collectivism, and conformity 
values), on mother or father, and on broader economic and 
cultural contexts. Overall, the study highlights the need to 
account for socioeconomic and cultural variability when 
examining developmental processes. However, this study 
has several limitations that should be acknowledged. First, 
unlike the other dimensions, conformity values in this study 
were assessed using a single-item measure. Although this 
represents a limitation in terms of construct depth, this 
approach has been widely adopted in previous research 
(Lansford, 2024) and has demonstrated acceptable validity 
in capturing this specific value dimension. Second, although 
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diverse contexts.

Supplementary Information  The online version contains 
supplementary material available at ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​7​​/​s​1​​0​9​6​4​-​0​
2​5​-​0​2​2​8​8​-​4.

Acknowledgments  The authors are grateful to the parents and youth 
who participated in this study and the research teams that assisted in 
recruitment and data collection.

Authors’ Contribution  MCB conceptualized the current study, ran the 
analyses of the data, and drafted the manuscript; LG conceptualized 
the current study, ran the analyses of the data, and drafted the manu-
script; JEL conceptualized and designed the study, oversaw the current 
manuscript data analyses, and helped with the revision of the manu-
script; LPA participated in the design of the study and data collection 
and helped with the revision of the manuscript; SMAH participated 
in the design of the study and data collection and helped with the re-
vision of the manuscript; DB participated in the design of the study 
and data collection and helped with the revision of the manuscript; 
MHB participated in the design of the study and helped with the revi-
sion of the manuscript; LC participated in the design of the study and 
data collection and helped with the revision of the manuscript; KDD 
participated in the design of the study and helped with the revision of 
the manuscript; LDG participated in the design of the study and data 
collection and helped with the revision of the manuscript; KAD par-
ticipated in the design of the study and helped with the revision of the 
manuscript; SG participated in the design of the study and data collec-
tion and helped with the revision of the manuscript; DJ participated in 
the design of the study and data collection and helped with the revision 
of the manuscript; PO participated in the design of the study and data 
collection and helped with the revision of the manuscript; CP partici-
pated in the design of the study and data collection and helped with the 
revision of the manuscript; ATS participated in the design of the study 
and data collection and helped with the revision of the manuscript; ES 
participated in the design of the study and data collection and helped 
with the revision of the manuscript; LS participated in the design of the 
study and helped with the revision of the manuscript; LMUT partici-
pated in the design of the study and data collection and helped with the 
revision of the manuscript; SY participated in the design of the study 
and data collection and helped with the revision of the manuscript; QL 
participated in the design of the study and data collection and helped 
with the revision of the manuscript; QL participated in the design of 
the study and data collection and helped with the revision of the manu-
script. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding  Open access funding provided by Università degli Studi di 
Firenze within the CRUI-CARE Agreement. This research was funded 
by the Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute of Child Health and 
Human Development grant RO1-HD054805 and Fogarty International 
Center grant RO3-TW008141.

Data Availability  The datasets analyzed during the current study are 
not publicly available but are available from the corresponding author 
on reasonable request.

1 3

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085907311806
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5834.2005.00365.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5834.2005.00365.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-025-07921-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-025-07921-w
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118619179
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118619179
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009072946
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009072946
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-025-02288-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-025-02288-4


Journal of Youth and Adolescence

Knight, B. G., & Sayegh, P. (2010). Cultural values and caregiving: 
The updated Sociocultural stress and coping model. Journals of 
Gerontology Series B: Psychological Sciences and Social Sci-
ences, 65(1), 5–13. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​9​3​​/​g​e​​r​o​n​b​/​g​b​p​0​9​6

Lansford, J. E. (2024). Cultural values, parenting and child adjust-
ment: Introduction to the special issue. International Journal of 
Psychology, 59(4), 505–511. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​2​​/​i​j​​o​p​.​1​3​1​2​1

Lansford, J. E., Rothenberg, W. A., & Bornstein, M. H. (2021). Par-
enting across cultures from childhood to adolescence. Taylor & 
Francis

Lee, C. T., Beckert, T. E., & Goodrich, T. R. (2010). The relationship 
between individualistic, collectivistic, and transitional cultural 
value orientations and adolescents’ autonomy and identity status. 
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 39(8), 882–893. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​
g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​7​​/​s​1​​0​9​6​4​-​0​0​9​-​9​4​3​0​-​z

Lin, C. C. (2023). The influence of parenting on gratitude during 
emerging adulthood: The mediating effect of time perspective. 
Current Psychology, 42, 174–184. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​7​​/​s​1​​2​1​4​
4​-​0​2​0​-​0​1​3​1​2​-​z

Little, R. J. (1988). A test of missing completely at random for multi-
variate data with missing values. Journal of the American Statisti-
cal Association, 83(404), 1198–1202. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​8​0​​/​0​1​​6​
2​1​​4​5​9​​.​1​9​8​​8​.​​1​0​4​7​8​7​2​2 621459.1988.10478722

Liu, B., Gai, X., Wang, G., Wang, S., & Li, D. (2024). Parenting styles 
and adolescents’ school engagement: The mediating role of future 
orientation. Children and Youth Services Review, 163, 107732.

Mahajna, S. (2025). Future orientation, perceived parenting and self-
esteem stability from adolescence to emerging adulthood: A lon-
gitudinal study. Current Psychology, 44, 2319–2333. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​
r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​7​​/​s​1​​2​1​4​4​-​0​2​5​-​0​7​3​4​1​-​w

Mullainathan, S., & Shafir, E. (2013). Decision making and policy in 
contexts of poverty. In E. Shafir (Ed.), Behavioral foundations of 
public policy (pp. 281–300). Princeton University Press.

Muthén, B., & Asparouhov, T. (2014). IRT studies of many groups: 
The alignment method. Frontiers in Psychology, 5, 978. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​
o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​3​​3​8​9​​/​f​p​​s​y​g​.​2​0​1​4​.​0​0​9​7​8

Muthén, B. O. (2002). Beyond SEM: General latent variable model-
ing. Behaviormetrika, 29(1), 81–117.

O’Connor, T. G., Allen, J. P., Bell, K. L., & Hauser, S. T. (1996). Adoles-
cent–parent relationships and leaving home in young adulthood. 
In J. A. Graber, & J. S. Dubas (Eds.), Leaving home: Understand-
ing the transition to adulthood (pp. 39–52). Jossey-Bass.

Oh, H., Falbo, T., & Lee, K. (2020). Culture moderates the relationship 
between family obligation values and the outcomes of Korean 
and European American college students. Journal of Cross-Cul-
tural Psychology, 51(6), 511–525. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​0​0​​2​2​0​
2​2​1​2​0​9​3​3​6​8​2

Park, J., Rose, J., McKeown, S., & Washbrook, E. (2024). Occupa-
tional aspirations and academic achievement: Rethinking the 
direction of effects and the role of socioeconomic status in mid-
dle childhood and adolescence. Journal of Social Issues, 80(4), 
1408–1432. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​1​1​​/​j​o​​s​i​.​1​2​6​5​5

Peña, E. D. (2007). Lost in translation: Methodological considerations 
in cross-cultural research. Child Development, 78, 1255–1264. ​h​t​
t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​1​1​​/​j​.​​1​4​6​​7​-​8​​6​2​4​.​​2​0​​0​7​.​0​1​0​6​4​.​x

Poletti, M., Preti, A., & Raballo, A. (2023). From economic crisis and 
climate change through COVID-19 pandemic to Ukraine war: 
A cumulative hit-wave on adolescent future thinking and men-
tal well-being. European Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 32(9), 
1815–1816.

R Core Team (2020). R: A language and environment for statistical 
computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Aus-
tria. URL https://www.R-project.org/

Rosseel, Y. (2012). Lavaan: An R package for structural equation mod-
eling. Journal of Statistical Software, 48(2), 1–36. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​
/​​1​0​.​1​​8​6​3​​7​/​j​​s​s​.​v​0​4​8​.​i​0​2

Psychological Bulletin, 139(1), 152–188. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​3​7​​
/​a​0​​0​2​8​5​9​6

Chen, J., & Guo, X. (2024). Poverty stifles ambition: The role of self-
efficacy and perceived social fairness in The future orientation 
of adolescents from financially disadvantaged families. Youth & 
Society, 56(2), 263–282. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​0​0​​4​4​1​1​8​X​2​3​1​1​
6​3​2​4​2

Cui, Z., Oshri, A., Liu, S., & Wang, X. (2020). Child maltreatment and 
resilience: The promotive and protective role of future orienta-
tion. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 49(10), 2075–2089. ​h​t​t​p​​
s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​7​​/​s​1​​0​9​6​4​-​0​2​0​-​0​1​2​2​7​-​9

Curran, P. J., & Bauer, D. J. (2011). The disaggregation of within-per-
son and between-person effects in longitudinal models of change. 
Annual Review of Psychology, 62(1), 583–619. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​
.​1​​1​4​6​​/​a​n​​n​u​r​​e​v​.​​p​s​y​c​​h​.​​0​9​3​0​0​8​.​1​0​0​3​5​6

Duncan, T. E., & Duncan, S. C. (2009). The abc’s of LGM: An intro-
ductory guide to latent variable growth curve modeling. Social 
and Personality Psychology Compass, 3(6), 979–991. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​
o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​1​1​​/​j​.​​1​7​5​​1​-​9​​0​0​4​.​​2​0​​0​9​.​0​0​2​2​4​.​x

Erkut, S. (2010). Developing multiple Language versions of instru-
ments for intercultural research. Child Development Perspec-
tives, 4, 19–24. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​1​1​​/​j​.​​1​7​5​​0​-​8​​6​0​6​.​​2​0​​0​9​.​0​0​1​1​1​.​
x 1750–8606. 2009. 00111.x

Fakkel, M., Peeters, M., Branje, S., Stevens, G. W., & Vollebergh, W. 
A. (2023). Decline in positive future orientations among ado-
lescents during COVID-19: The role of socioeconomic status, 
parental support, and sense of control. Journal of Adolescence, 
95(7), 1321–1332. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​2​​/​j​a​​d​.​1​2​2​0​4

Fuligni, A. J., Tseng, V., & Lam, M. (1999). Attitudes toward fam-
ily obligations among American adolescents from Asian, Latin 
American, and European backgrounds. Child Development, 70, 
1030–1044.

Furby, M., & Beyth-Marom, R. (1992). Risk-taking in adolescence: A 
decision making perspective. Developmental Review, 12, 1–44.

Gelfand, M. J., Raver, J. L., Nishii, L., Leslie, L. M., Lun, J., Lim, B. 
C., & Yamaguchi, S. (2011). Differences between tight and loose 
cultures: A 33-nation study. Science, 332(6033), 1100–1104. ​h​t​t​p​​
s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​2​6​​/​s​c​​i​e​n​c​e​.​1​1​9​7​7​5​4

Gorla, L., Rothenberg, W. A., Lansford, J. E., Yotanyamaneewong, S., 
Alampay, L. P., Al-Hassan, S. M., & Uribe Tirado, L. M. (2024). 
Individualism, collectivism and conformity in nine countries: 
Relations with parenting and child adjustment. International 
Journal of Psychology, 59(4), 598–610.

Greene, A. (1986). Future time perspective in adolescence: The pres-
ent of things future revisited. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 
15, 99–113.

Greene, B. A., & DeBacker, T. K. (2004). Gender and orientations 
toward the future: Links to motivation. Educational Psychology 
Review, 16, 91–120. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​2​3​​/​B​:​​E​D​P​​R​.​0​​0​0​0​0​​2​6​​6​
0​8​.​5​0​6​1​1​.​b​4

Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture’s consequences: Comparing values, 
behaviors, institutions and organizations across nations. Sage.

Hofstede Insights (2023). Country comparison. Available ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​w​w​w​​
.​h​​o​f​s​​t​e​d​e​​-​i​n​​s​i​g​​h​t​s​​.​c​o​​m​/​c​o​​u​n​​t​r​y​-​c​o​m​p​a​r​i​s​o​n

Iovu, M. B., Hărăguș, P. T., & Roth, M. (2018). Constructing future 
expectations in adolescence: Relation to individual character-
istics and ecological assets in family and friends. International 
Journal of Adolescence and Youth, 23(1), 1–10. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​
.​1​​0​8​0​​/​0​2​​6​7​3​​8​4​3​​.​2​0​1​​6​.​​1​2​4​7​0​0​7

Kazak, A. E., Alderfer, M., Enlow, P. T., Lewis, A. M., Vega, G., Bara-
kat, L., & Phan, T. L. (2021). COVID-19 exposure and family 
impact scales: factor structure and initial psychometrics. Journal 
of pediatric psychology, 46(5), 504–513. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​w​w​w​​.​n​​l​m​.​​n​i​h​.​​g​
o​v​​/​d​r​​2​/​C​​E​F​I​​S​_​C​O​​V​I​​D​_​q​​u​e​s​t​​i​o​n​​n​a​i​​r​e​_​​E​n​g​​l​i​s​h​​_​4​​2​2​2​0​_​f​i​n​a​l​.​p​d​f

Kline, R. B. (2023). Principles and practice of structural equation 
modeling. Guilford.

1 3

https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbp096
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.13121
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-009-9430-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-009-9430-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-01312-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-01312-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1988.10478722
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1988.10478722
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-025-07341-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-025-07341-w
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00978
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00978
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022120933682
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022120933682
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12655
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01064.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01064.x
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028596
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028596
https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118X231163242
https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118X231163242
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-020-01227-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-020-01227-9
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100356
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100356
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2009.00224.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2009.00224.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-8606.2009.00111.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-8606.2009.00111.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/jad.12204
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1197754
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1197754
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:EDPR.0000026608.50611.b4
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:EDPR.0000026608.50611.b4
https://www.hofstede-insights.com/country-comparison
https://www.hofstede-insights.com/country-comparison
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673843.2016.1247007
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673843.2016.1247007
https://www.nlm.nih.gov/dr2/CEFIS_COVID_questionnaire_English_42220_final.pdf
https://www.nlm.nih.gov/dr2/CEFIS_COVID_questionnaire_English_42220_final.pdf


Journal of Youth and Adolescence

Uz, I. (2015). The index of cultural tightness and looseness among 68 
countries. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 46(3), 319-335

Wang, S., & Tamis-LeMonda, C. S. (2003). Do child-rearing values 
in Taiwan and the United States reflect cultural values of collec-
tivism and individualism? Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 
34(6), 629–642. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​0​0​​2​2​0​2​2​1​0​3​2​5​5​4​9​8

World Bank Blogs ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​b​l​o​​g​s​​.​w​o​​r​l​d​b​​a​n​k​​.​o​r​​g​/​e​​n​/​o​​p​e​n​d​​a​t​​a​/​w​​o​r​l​d​​-​b​a​​
n​k​-​​c​o​u​​n​t​r​​y​-​c​l​​a​s​​s​i​f​​i​c​a​t​​i​o​n​​s​-​b​​y​-​i​​n​c​o​​m​e​-​l​​e​v​​e​l​-​f​o​r​-​2​0​2​4​-​2​0​2​5

World Health Organization (WHO). Mental Health and Psychosocial 
Considerations During COVID-19 Outbreak (2020).

Yaffe, Y. (2023). Systematic review of the differences between mothers 
and fathers in parenting styles and practices. Current Psychology, 
42, 16011–16024. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​7​​/​s​1​​2​1​4​4​-​0​2​0​-​0​1​0​1​4​-​6

Zhang, J. W., Howell, R. T., & Stolarski, M. (2013). Comparing three 
methods to measure a balanced time perspective: The relationship 
between a balanced time perspective and subjective well-being. 
Journal of Happiness Studies, 14(1), 169–184. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​​​/​​/​d​o​​i​.​o​​r​​g​​/​​1​0​​.​
1​0​​​0​7​/​​s​1​0​​9​0​2​-​​0​1​2​-​​9​3​2​2​-​x

Publisher’s Note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to juris-
dictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Maria Chiara Basilici  is a Postdoctoral Associate at the University 
of Florence, Italy. Her main research interests are bullying, ethnicity, 
and future orientations during adolescence.

Laura Gorla  is a Postdoctoral Associate at the Duke University Cen-
ter for Child and Family Policy in Durham, NC, USA. Her research 
focuses on parenting, parent-child relationships, and child and adoles-
cent mental health.

Jennifer E. Lansford  is the S. Malcolm Gillis Distinguished 
Research Professor of Public Policy at the Sanford School of Public 
Policy and Director of the Center for Child and Family Policy at Duke 
University in Durham, NC, USA. Her research focuses on parenting 
and child development in diverse cultural contexts.

Suha M. Al-Hassan  is a specialist at the Early Childhood Authority, 
UAE. Her research focus includes parenting and child development, 
school readiness, behavior management, inclusion, and cross-cultural 
research.

Dario Bacchini  is a Full Professor of Developmental Psychology and 
Coordinator of the PhD Course in Mind, Gender, and Language at the 
University of Naples Federico II, Italy. His research focuses on anti-
social behavior in adolescence, moral development, school bullying, 
and parenting.

Marc H. Bornstein  holds positions with the Eunice Kennedy Shriver 
National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (USA), 
Institute for Fiscal Studies (UK), and UNICEF (USA). His research 
focuses on parenting and child development.

Lei Chang  is Chair Professor of Psychology and Head of the Depart-
ment of Psychology, University of Macau. His research interests are in 
the areas of evolutionary psychology (e.g., cultural evolution), devel-
opmental psychology (e.g., parenting and child and adolescent social 
development), and statistics and psychometrics.

Kirby Deater-Deckard  is a Professor in Psychological and Brain 
Sciences at the University of Massachusetts Amherst, MA, USA. His 
research interests are the transactions between biological, cognitive, 
and environmental factors in the development and intergenerational 
transmission of psychological and health outcomes.

Schwartz, S. H., Melech, G., Lehmann, A., Burgess, S., Harris, M., 
& Owens, V. (2001). Extending the cross-cultural validity of the 
theory of basic human values with a different method of measure-
ment. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 32, 519–542. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​
/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​0​0​​2​2​0​2​2​1​0​1​0​3​2​0​0​5​0​0​1

Scott, S. K., & Saginak, K. A. (2016). Adolescence: Physical and cog-
nitive development. Human Growth and Development across the 
Lifespan: Applications for Counselors, 307–346. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​
0​.​1​​0​0​2​​/​9​7​​8​1​3​9​4​2​5​8​9​2​5​.​c​h​1​1

Seginer, R. (2005). Adolescent future orientation: Intergenerational 
transmission and intertwining tactics in cultural and family set-
tings. In W. Friedlmeier, P. Chakkarath, & B. Schwarz (Eds.), 
Culture and human development: The importance of cross-cul-
tural research for the social sciences (pp. 231–251). Psychology.

Seginer, R. (2009). Future orientation: Developmental and ecological 
perspectives. Springer.

Seginer, R. (2019). Adolescent future orientation: Does culture matter? 
Online Readings in Psychology and Culture, 6(1). ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​
/​​1​0​.​9​​7​0​7​​/​2​3​​0​7​-​0​9​1​9​.​1​0​5​6

Seginer, R., & Lilach, E. (2004). How adolescents construct their 
future: The effect of loneliness on future orientation. Journal of 
Adolescence, 27(6), 625–643. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​1​6​​/​j​.​​a​d​o​​l​e​s​​c​e​n​
c​​e​.​​2​0​0​4​.​0​5​.​0​0​3

Seginer, R., Vermulst, A., & Shoyer, S. (2004). The indirect link 
between perceived parenting and adolescent future orientation: A 
multiple-step model. International Journal of Behavioral Devel-
opment, 28(4), 365–378. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​8​0​​/​0​1​​6​5​0​2​5​0​4​4​4​0​0​
0​0​8​1

Singelis, T. M., Triandis, H. C., Bhawuk, D. P. S., & Gelfand, M. 
(1995). Horizontal and vertical dimensions of individualism and 
collectivism: A theoretical and measurement refinement. Cross-
Cultural Research, 29, 240–275. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​1​0​​6​9​3​9​
7​1​9​5​0​2​9​0​0​3​0​2

Skinner, A. T., Bacchini, D., Lansford, J. E., Godwin, J., Sorbring, 
E., Tapanya, S., & Pastorelli, C. (2014). Neighborhood danger, 
parental monitoring, harsh parenting, and child aggression in nine 
countries. Societies, 4, 45–67. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​3​​3​9​0​​/​s​o​​c​4​0​1​0​0​
4​5

Song, R., & Sun, N. (2025). The relationship between socioeconomic 
status and future orientation: A comprehensive three-level meta-
analysis. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 98, 
101798.

Steinberg, L., Graham, S., O’brien, L., Woolard, J., Cauffman, E., 
& Banich, M. (2009). Age differences in future orientation and 
delay discounting. Child Development, 80(1), 28–44.

Suizzo, M. A., Tedford, L. E., & McManus, M. (2019). Parental social-
ization beliefs and long-term goals for young children among 
three generations of Mexican American mothers. Journal of 
Child and Family Studies, 28, 2813–2825. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​
0​7​​/​s​1​​0​8​2​6​-​0​1​9​-​0​1​4​6​1​-​1

Tamis-LeMonda, C. S., Way, N., Hughes, D., Yoshikawa, H., Kal-
man, R. K., & Niwa, E. Y. (2008). Parents’ goals for children: 
The dynamic coexistence of individualism and collectivism in 
cultures and individuals. Social Development, 17(1), 183–209. ​h​t​
t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​1​1​​/​j​.​​1​4​6​​7​-​9​​5​0​7​.​​2​0​​0​7​.​0​0​4​1​9​.​x

Tam, W. C. C., Shiah, Y. J., & Chiang, S. K. (2003). Chinese version 
of the separation-individuation inventory. Psychological Reports, 
93, 291–299. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​2​​4​6​6​​/​p​r​​0​.​2​0​0​3​.​9​3​.​1​.​2​9​1

Trempala, J., & Malmberg, L. E. (Eds.). (2002). Adolescents’ future 
orientation. Theory and research. Lang.

Triandis, H. C. (1995). Individualism and collectivism. Westview.
United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs, & United 

Nations Statistics Division (2024). *Demographic Yearbook 
2023* (74th issue). United Nations. Retrieved from ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​u​n​s​​
t​a​​t​s​.​​u​n​.​o​​r​g​/​​U​N​S​​D​W​e​​b​s​i​​t​e​/​P​​u​b​​l​i​c​​a​t​i​o​​n​s​/​​P​u​b​​l​i​c​​a​t​i​​o​n​s​C​​a​t​​a​l​o​g​u​e​/​5​
6​9​6

1 3

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022103255498
https://blogs.worldbank.org/en/opendata/world-bank-country-classifications-by-income-level-for-2024-2025
https://blogs.worldbank.org/en/opendata/world-bank-country-classifications-by-income-level-for-2024-2025
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-01014-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-012-9322-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-012-9322-x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022101032005001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022101032005001
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781394258925.ch11
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781394258925.ch11
https://doi.org/10.9707/2307-0919.1056
https://doi.org/10.9707/2307-0919.1056
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2004.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2004.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250444000081
https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250444000081
https://doi.org/10.1177/106939719502900302
https://doi.org/10.1177/106939719502900302
https://doi.org/10.3390/soc4010045
https://doi.org/10.3390/soc4010045
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-019-01461-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-019-01461-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2007.00419.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2007.00419.x
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.2003.93.1.291
https://unstats.un.org/UNSDWebsite/Publications/PublicationsCatalogue/5696
https://unstats.un.org/UNSDWebsite/Publications/PublicationsCatalogue/5696
https://unstats.un.org/UNSDWebsite/Publications/PublicationsCatalogue/5696


Journal of Youth and Adolescence

Emma Sorbring  is a Professor of Child and Youth Studies and 
research director for the Centre for Child and Youth Studies at Uni-
versity West, Sweden. Her research focuses on parental behavior and 
children’s adjustment, young people’s decision-making, teenagers’ 
internet use and parental strategies, and sexual development in tradi-
tional and new settings (the internet).

Laurence Steinberg  is a Professor of Psychology at Temple Uni-
versity and an affiliate of King Abdulaziz University, Saudi Arabia. 
His research focuses on psychological and brain development in 
adolescence.

Liliana Maria Uribe Tirado  is a Research Professor at Universidad 
de San Buenaventura, Medellin, Colombia. Her main research focuses 
on parenting and child adjustment in different cultural contexts.

Saengduean Yotanyamaneewong  is a clinical psychologist and 
Assistant Professor in the Psychology Department, Faculty of Human-
ities, Chiang Mai University, Thailand. Her research and teaching 
interests focus on parenting, parental burnout, and emotional and 
social development in children and adolescents.

Qin Liu  is a Professor of Maternal and Child Health at the School 
of Public Health and Management at Chongqing Medical University, 
China. Her research interests are child growth and nutrition, child 
mental health and behaviors, health education, and interventions for 
children and families.

Qian Long  is an Associate Professor of Global Health in the Global 
Health Research Center, Duke Kunshan University, China. Her 
research interests focus on equity issues in relation to health systems 
development, including maternal and child health in low- and middle-
income countries.

Laura Di Giunta  is an Associate Professor at Sapienza University 
of Rome, Italy. Her research focuses on the continuity and change of 
individual differences in predicting youth (mal)adjustment, accounting 
for socialization and cultural factors.

Kenneth A. Dodge  is the Pritzker Professor of Public Policy and Pro-
fessor of Psychology and Neuroscience at Duke University. He studies 
the development and prevention of aggressive and violent behaviors.

Sevtap Gurdal  is a psychologist at the Centre for Child and Youth 
Studies at University West, Sweden. Her research interests are parent-
ing and children. 

Daranee Junla  is a Lecturer in the Psychology Department, Faculty 
of Humanities, Chiang Mai University, Thailand. Her research focuses 
on child and adolescent development.

Paul Oburu  is an Associate Professor in Child Development at 
Maseno University, Kenya where he also served as the Director of 
Quality Assurance and Performance Management. His research inter-
ests are parenting, caregiving stress, and adjustment problems of 
grandmother caregivers and orphaned children.

Concetta Pastorelli  is a full professor at the Department of Psychol-
ogy of Sapienza University of Rome and Director of the Interuni-
versity Centre for the Research in the Genesis and Development of 
Prosocial and Antisocial Motivations (CIRMPA). Her research inter-
ests are the determinants of aggressive and prosocial behaviors and 
school achievement, parental personality and parenting, and children’s 
and adolescents’ adjustment.

Ann T. Skinner  is a Research Scientist at the Duke University Cen-
ter for Child and Family Policy in Durham, NC, USA. Her research 
focuses on parenting stress and child adjustment, and the development 
of aggression in youth.

1 3


	﻿Future Orientation in Adolescents: Development and the Roles of Parenting in Different Income Countries
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Introduction
	﻿Future Orientation
	﻿Development of Future Orientation in Adolescence
	﻿Dimensions of Parenting Influencing Adolescent Future Orientation
	﻿Socioeconomic and Cultural Contexts of Future Orientation

	﻿Current Study
	﻿Method
	﻿Participants
	﻿Procedures
	﻿Measures
	﻿Future orientation
	﻿Parental monitoring
	﻿Family obligations
	﻿Individualism and collectivism
	﻿Parent conformity values
	﻿Gender
	﻿Impact of the COVID-19 pandemic


	﻿Analytic Plan
	﻿Results
	﻿Measurement Invariance
	﻿Descriptive Analyses
	﻿Future Orientation Trajectories across Adolescence
	﻿Predictors of Future Orientation Trajectories across Adolescence
	﻿Sensitivity Analyses
	﻿Multigroup model comparisons
	﻿Gender differences in future orientation trajectories and their predictors


	﻿Discussion
	﻿Strengths and Limitations
	﻿Practical Implications

	﻿Conclusion
	﻿References


