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Abstract

A robust body of research provides evidence of a strong connection between identity development and age-related func-
tioning. A sense of financial identity may be an important precursor of adult self-sufficiency. For this reason, the study
of financial identity (i.e., the answer to the question “Who am I from a financial point of view?”) as a domain-specific
component of identity development during the transition to adulthood is a timely and important topic worldwide. In order
to properly investigate the financial identity domain, a reliable and valid instrument is needed. The aim of the current study
is to test both a variable-centered model and a person-centered model of the 12-item Financial Identity Scale in an inter-
national sample of 4,960 emerging adults from ten different countries: Austria, Finland, Hungary, India, Italy, Lithuania,
Portugal, Romania, Slovenia, and the United States. The variable-centered model of the Financial Identity Scale suggests
that the 12 items measure four latent factors, each corresponding to a different identity status: achievement, foreclosure,
diffusion, and moratorium. Confirmatory factor analysis confirmed this model in seven out of ten countries, and approxi-
mate measurement invariance indicated that Financial Identity Scale scores were comparable across these countries. The
person-centered model of the Financial Identity Scale suggests that the four statuses of financial identity present three
different configurations in the population: pathfinders, followers, and drifters. The latent profile analysis conducted in the
current study identified four distinct profiles, the first three of which correspond to those in the original model, and a fourth
which was labelled “Indecisive”. Theoretical and practical implications of these findings are discussed.
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Introduction Given the central role of money, credit, and consumption in

navigating the path towards adult financial self-sufficiency,

The transition to adulthood, which takes place primarily
during the period of emerging adulthood (a period spanning
from ages 18 to 29), is characterized by intense identity
explorations (Arnett, 2024) and gradual attainment of finan-
cial self-sufficiency (Serido et al., 2020). The intensity of
identity explorations can vary across life domains, and the
formation of domain-specific identity commitments need
not occur simultaneously (Fadjukoff et al., 2005, 2016).
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exploring financial identity—encompassing one’s beliefs,
attitudes, and behaviors about managing money during
emerging adulthood (Barber et al., 2011)—is an impor-
tant and timely topic of study worldwide. In the consumer
finance literature, financial identity from the perspective
of financial institutions is construed as individual “credit-
worthiness” (Lauer, 2010). In this context, financial iden-
tity refers to an objective indicator of one’s ability to repay
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borrowed money and does not account for the self-beliefs
or social norms that influence their financial management
capabilities (Wheeler & Brooks, 2023). The current study
views financial identity from a broader perspective to focus
on the latter domain.

To properly study this broader conceptualization of finan-
cial identity, more specifically, the formation of the financial
self during emerging adulthood, a reliable and valid instru-
ment is needed (Sorgente et al., 2020). The first instrument
designed specifically to assess the formation of the financial
self is the Financial Identity Scale (Barber et al., 2011), with
preliminary evidence of its validity conducted by Sorgente
et al. (2020). The current study aims to expand and enrich
these past two studies in two ways. First, this study simul-
taneously tests both variable-centered and person-centered
models of the Financial Identity Scale. Second, the data for
the study represents an international sample of emerging
adults from 10 different countries: Austria, Finland, Hun-
gary, India, Italy, Lithuania, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia,
and the United States. Testing the same instrument in dif-
ferent countries is essential to assess the instrument’s per-
formance and applicability in different cultural contexts and
to provide a more comprehensive and generalizable under-
standing of the theoretical models on which the instrument
is based (Matsumoto & van de Vijver, 2011).

A Subjective Conceptualization of Financial
Identity

To conceptualize financial identity, Barber and colleagues
(2011) adopted a well-established framework from personal
identity research—the classical identity status model (Mar-
cia, 1966). Originating from Erikson’s work on adolescent
identity development (Erikson, 1963), Marcia’s model pos-
its that identity formation involves two general processes:
exploration and commitment. This model also posits that
four identity statuses can be differentiated depending on the
presence or absence of exploration and commitment. In line
with Marcia’s concept, Barber et al. (2011) proposed four
corresponding financial identity statuses: achieved, fore-
closed, moratorium, and diffused (Barber et al., 2011). The
first two reflect established financial styles, with achieve-
ment reflecting a style adopted following personal explora-
tions of several alternatives and foreclosure involving the
adoption of parental financial behaviors. The latter two sta-
tuses indicate a lack of a defined approach to financial man-
agement, with moratorium status characterized by struggles
to reach commitments and active explorations and diffusion
marked by a lack of interest in establishing one’s individual
financial style. Barber et al. (2011) tested and found support

@ Springer

for the four-status structure both with the U.S. and Austra-
lian college students.

Subsequent studies (e.g.,Bosch et al., 2016; Shim et al.,
2013) investigating financial identity found evidence indi-
cating that the four statuses were associated with various
aspects of financial capability. For example, achieved finan-
cial identity was associated with higher financial knowl-
edge, higher financial self-efficacy, financial controllability,
and responsible financial attitudes and behaviors (Shim et
al., 2013). Moreover, there were significant associations
between family financial interactions (e.g., parental finan-
cial role modeling) and financial identity. Therefore, it
would seem reasonable to conclude that parents’ financial
interactions with their offspring influence financial identity
formation, which, in turn, may promote healthy financial
behaviors (Bosch et al., 2016). Vosylis and Erentaité (2020)
addressed this indirect association and found that finan-
cial identity was an important proximal outcome of family
financial socialization aspects and acted as an intervening
variable between financial socialization and healthy finan-
cial behaviors. Further, Wheeler and Brooks (2023) found
that parental instruction on money management was linked
to greater spending self-control, both directly and indirectly,
via the achieved financial identity status, while family finan-
cial distress was directly related to financial anxiety and also
indirectly via the moratorium status of financial identity.

A recent longitudinal study investigated the reciprocal
links between financial identity and emerging adults’ sense
of adult status, highlighting that financial identity commit-
ments made after a period of exploration can also contribute
to how emerging adults feel in terms of reaching adult-
hood (Serido et al., 2023). Specifically, this study showed
that participants with a more developed financial identity
felt more “adult” in the subsequent measurement occasions.
Importantly, the sense of adulthood did not predict subse-
quent changes in financial identity. It seems reasonable to
conclude that a sense of one’s financial identity promotes a
perception of adult status, not vice versa.

Why Is It Important to Study Financial Identity
During Emerging Adulthood?

Arnett (2024) defined “emerging adults” as individuals aged
18-29, who are no longer adolescents but not yet adults.
This transition period from adolescent dependence to adult
independence is a time when most individuals are expected
to assume increased responsibility with regard to choices,
such as whether (and whom) to marry, what career to pursue,
choosing to attend college, even when (or if) to move out
of the parental home or become a parent themselves. These
choices involve nearly every aspect of life, often involving
decisions related to finances (Galliher et al., 2017). This is
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why we contend that financial identity formation during
emerging adulthood is important for understanding the tran-
sitional pathways to adulthood (Serido et al., 2020).

Recent macroeconomic shocks underscore the global
importance of the topic with financial turbulence (stock
market fluctuations, volatile labor market, the 2008 eco-
nomic crisis, the COVID-19 pandemic), increasing financial
uncertainty, and the need for prudent financial management.
Lanz and Serido (2020) noted that current global economic
instability has exacerbated the challenges of contemporary
emerging adulthood, adding an increased urgency to exam-
ining identity within the financial domain during this life
stage.

Instruments to Measure Emerging Adults’ Financial
Identity

To our knowledge, two different instruments have been
developed to measure financial identity, and both have
been tested on samples of emerging adults. The first to be
developed is the Financial Identity Scale (FIS; Barber et al.,
2011) described earlier. The instrument measures Marcia’s
(1966) four statuses of identity (achievement, foreclosure,
diffusion, moratorium) by adopting 12 items (three for each
status) that were adapted from the Extended Objective Mea-
sure of Ego Identity Status, one of the most widely used
identity instruments (Kunnen & Metz, 2015). The FIS has
already been tested on different samples: Australian, U.S.,
Lithuanian, and Italian emerging adults (Barber et al., 2011;
Sorgente et al., 2020).

The subsequent instrument proposed by Vosylis et al.
(2022) aims to assess financial identity based on the three-
factor identity model (Crocetti et al., 2008b). This model
assumes that two iterative cycles underlie identity develop-
ment (formation and evaluation) and conceptualizes three
core processes involved in identity development. Com-
mitment reflects a process of making, holding on to, and
enacting life domain-specific choices. In-depth exploration
reflects a process of active reflection of the enacted com-
mitments. Reconsideration of commitment reflects a process
of comparison of current commitments to possible alterna-
tives and efforts to change them (Crocetti, 2018; Crocetti
et al., 2008b). In line with this model, the three processes
in the financial domain of life are defined as (a) the process
of making and holding on to a certain manner of managing
personal finances (commitment), (b) the process of active
reflection on current financial management practices (in-
depth exploration), (c) and the process of comparison of cur-
rent commitments to possible alternatives emanating from
dissatisfaction with the current manner of personal finance
management (reconsideration of commitment). These three
processes can be measured through a 9-item scale (three

items for each process), adapted from The Utrecht-Manage-
ment of Identity Commitments Scale. This alternative finan-
cial identity instrument has been tested only on a Lithuanian
sample of emerging adults (Vosylis et al., 2022).

In sum, the FIS developed by Barber et al. (2011) is bet-
ter suited to capture financial statuses, i.e., the outcome of
the financial identity formation process at a given moment
in life. In contrast, the scale developed by Vosylis et al.
(2022) is more suitable for capturing and investigating fac-
tors that drive exploration and commitment processes. In
the current study, we decided to investigate the validity of
the FIS internationally for two reasons. First, there is more
evidence for the validity of FIS, including cross-national
evidence. Second, previous research has demonstrated that
the FIS is an adequate instrument to use both when adopt-
ing a variable-centered (Bosch et al., 2016; Sorgente et al.,
2020) and a person-centered (Serido et al., 2023; Shim et
al., 2013) approach.

The Financial Identity Scale (FIS): Variable- and
Person-Centered Models

Scholars can adopt one of two empirical approaches in
studying individuals: variable- or person-centered (Laursen
& Hoff, 2006). The fundamental assumption of the vari-
able-centered approach is that the population is homoge-
neous with respect to the relation among variables (Howard
& Hoffman, 2018). This implies that the associations among
the variables can be statistically studied across individuals.
For example, if the researcher assumes that the relation
between level of achievement and the level of foreclo-
sure (or diffusion, moratorium) in one’s financial identity
is homogeneous in a given population, they will provide a
single set of parameters (e.g., correlation coefficients) that
summarize an entire population. The focus is on variables
(and their relation) and not on the individuals (and the dif-
ferences they may present).

In contrast, the fundamental assumption of the person-
centered approach is that the population is heterogeneous
with respect to how variables are related. This assumption
implies the necessity of allowing for differences among indi-
viduals in how variables relate to one another (Howard &
Hoffman, 2018). The person-centered approach delineates
typical configurations of variables and assigns participants
to these configurations. In other words, if the researcher
assumes that the relation between the level of achievement
and the level of foreclosure (or diffusion, moratorium) in
one’s financial identity is heterogeneous in a given popu-
lation, they will adopt statistical techniques (e.g., profile,
class, or cluster analyses) that allow to identify different pat-
terns of those four variables. The population will be divided
into sub-groups, each representing a specific configuration
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of variables. The person-centered approach focuses on the
classification of individuals into unique subpopulations and
not on the variables per se. As Howard and Hoffman (2018)
stressed, neither approach is better than the other; how-
ever, each approach addresses a different research question.
Therefore, having an instrument that can be adopted in both
approaches expands the questions the researchers can pose.

Variable-Centered Approach of FIS: Four-Status Model

The Financial Identity Scale (FIS) was originally devel-
oped in a variable-centered framework (Barber et al., 2011).
The authors stated that financial identity could be studied
through four variables, each corresponding to a different
status of Marcia’s (1966) theory: achievement, foreclosure,
diffusion, and moratorium. The FIS was so composed of
four sub-scales, one for each variable, and those variables
have been adopted in following studies (e.g., Bosch et al.,
2016), expecting that the relationship among these four
variables as well as the relations between them and other
external variables would be homogeneous in the popula-
tion. Within this variable-centered approach, the valida-
tion paper by Sorgente et al. (2020) tested the four-factor
model of the FIS across three countries: the US, Lithuania,
and Italy. Results of this study confirmed that in the US the
12-item FIS measures the four statuses of financial iden-
tity (achievement, foreclosure, diffusion, moratorium) and
that the instrument is stable over time (i.e., it maintained
the same psychometric properties when tested on the same
participants across four different time points). Furthermore,
Sorgente et al. (2020) found that the Lithuanian translation
of the scale worked perfectly on a sample of 481 students
and was able to measure the four statuses of financial iden-
tity in this country as well. Finally, the study found that the
Italian translation of the FIS needed to be adjusted. In par-
ticular, with a sample of 485 Italian emerging adults, item
8 (“T’ve never really questioned my views about saving and
spending. If it’s right for my parents, it must be right for
me.”), which should be a measure of foreclosure, loaded on
both foreclosure and diffusion factors. The authors specu-
lated that this was due to the item’s formulation, which was
composed of two separate sentences. When the first part
of the sentence is read independently from the second, it
could be construed as a measure of “lack of exploration,” a
characteristic of the diffused status. As the Italian language
is characterized by the use of long sentences (Druker &
Lerner, 2018), the authors suggested reformulating the item
as follows, “I’ve never really questioned my views about
saving and spending because if it’s right for my parents, it
must be right for me.” In sum, despite this problematic item
in the Italian sample, evidence collected to date on the FIS
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supports the four-factor model of the scale within the vari-
able-centered approach.

Person-Centered Approach of FIS: Three-Profile Model

Shim et al. (2013) was the first study to adopt the FIS within
a person-centered approach. The scale was used to iden-
tify different types of persons from the financial point of
view through different configurations of the four dimen-
sions of the FIS scale (achievement, foreclosure, diffusion,
moratorium). Indeed, although individuals may endorse
one identity status more strongly than another, there is
likely to be considerable variation in the strength of each
endorsement and the pattern of endorsement across the four
statuses (Waterman, 1999). That is, the configuration of
endorsement of each status might better indicate how one
approaches problem-solving or, in our case, how emerging
adults make financial decisions. Applying this framework to
the financial domain, Shim et al. (2013) ran a cluster analy-
sis with the four identity statuses (observed variables of the
FIS) as reported by a sample of U.S. college students and
identified three different financial identity configurations
(or profiles). The first profile, Pathfinder, scored highest on
the achieved financial identity status while scoring medium
to low on other statuses (i.e., the students accomplished
a financial style that emerged from reflection and experi-
ence). The second profile, labeled Follower, scored high-
est on the foreclosed status with medium to high levels on
other statuses (i.e., the students adopted their parents’ finan-
cial management style). The third profile, labeled Drifter,
scored highest on moratorium (i.e., still exploring), high on
diffused (i.e., not particularly concerned about money), and
lowest on achieved and foreclosed (i.c., the students had
not yet adopted a defined financial management style). In
examining the role of financial socialization factors on these
three profiles, Pathfinders reported higher levels of parental
direct teaching and communication. In comparison, Fol-
lowers reported higher levels of parental role modeling. In
addition, Pathfinders, compared to Followers and Drifters,
reported higher levels of self-agency, actively seeking out
financial knowledge and information on their own.

Serido et al. (2023) extended the work of Shim et al.
(2013) in two ways. First, Shim et al. applied the person-
centered approach on a sample of U.S. students who reported
their data in 2010, when they were in their third year of col-
lege. These data were drawn from the Arizona Pathways to
Life Success for University Students (APLUS) project, a
longitudinal study of a college student cohort attending a
single university in the Southwest US (for further details,
see Shim et al., 2010). The research project consisted of five
waves: Wave 1 in 2008 (when participants were in their first
year of college), Wave 1.5 in 2009, Wave 2 in 2010, Wave
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3 in 2013, and Wave 4 in 2016. While Shim et al. (2013)
explored the presence of different financial identity profiles
at Wave 2 only, Serido et al. (2023), using a Latent Profile
Analysis, tested the three-profile model across four waves
(Wave 1, 2, 3, and 4). This suggests that the three profiles
identified by Shim et al. (pathfinders, followers, drifters) are
adequate to describe the heterogeneity of both U.S. students
(Wave 1 and 2) as well as of U.S. workers (Wave 3 and 4),
as most of the participants completed their education before
Wave 3.

Furthermore, Serido et al. (2023) adopted a longitudinal
perspective and were thus able to test for profile transitions
among emerging adults over time. In particular, research-
ers found that approximately half of the participants who
conformed to a particular profile at the first wave of the
survey continued to match that profile over time. Only the
participants who conformed to the Follower profile at Wave
3 deviated from this tendency. At the end of the transition
to adulthood (from Wave 3 to Wave 4), Followers tended to
shift toward one of the other profiles (Pathfinders or Drift-
ers) at Wave 4. This suggests that fewer emerging adults
adopted their parents’ financial management style at the end
of the transition to adulthood. In sum, despite being tested
only on U.S. samples, the available evidence regarding the
FIS supports the three-profile model of the scale within the
person-centered approach.

The Current Study

The current study aims to collect new validity evidence for
the FIS variable- and person-centered model, testing these
models on a wide range of countries (Austria, Finland, Hun-
gary, India, Italy, Lithuania, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia,
and the U.S.).

Regarding the variable-centered model, we expect to
confirm FIS’s four-status (achievement, foreclosure, diffu-
sion, moratorium) model across the ten countries. In partic-
ular, we expect that, in each country, the 12 items measure
the same four latent factors (three items per factor), each
corresponding to a different status. We also aim to test mea-
surement invariance across countries to verify that observed
test scores convey the same psychological meaning in each
country (i.e., the meaning attributed to each status is the
same across countries) and justify cross-countries compari-
sons (Dimitrov, 2010). As this four-factor model of FIS was
not fully confirmed in the Italian sample due to a problem-
atic item, a modified version of item 8 has been adminis-
tered to Italian participants for the current study (Sorgente et
al., 2020). This means that the Italian participants included
in the current study are not the ones from the Sorgente et al.
study (2020). However, the data from the US (at Wave 3)
and Lithuania analyzed in the current study are the same as

those used in the previous validation study. In other words,
the new data from Italy are useful to test whether the new
version of item 8 is sufficient to resolve the misfit of the
Italian model, while the inclusion of data from the US and
Lithuania are useful to enrich the cross-national comparison
made in the current study.

Within the person-centered model, we expect to confirm
the three-profile (Pathfinders, Followers, Drifters) model of
FIS across the ten countries. The model will not be tested
separately for each country but just on one merged inter-
national sample. There are two arguments for this choice.
First, after testing the measurement invariance, we are
assured that the observed test scores convey the same psy-
chological meaning across countries so scores from differ-
ent countries can be considered together. Second, analysis
within the person-centered approach should be performed
on samples as big and heterogeneous as possible to increase
the probability of detecting all the possible different con-
figurations (i.e., profiles) that the observed variables can
present (Masyn, 2013). The three-profile model of FIS has
been tested only on U.S. emerging adults who attended col-
lege. Testing this model with a larger sample that includes
individuals from other countries as well as individuals who
did not attend college is necessary to verify whether three
profiles are sufficient to describe the heterogeneity emerg-
ing adults display in terms of financial identity.

Methods
Participants

Emerging adult respondents included in the current study
(N=4,960) ranged in age from 18 to 29 years old (M=22.77,
SD=2.82) and were mainly female (61.7%). They lived in
ten different countries: Austria (n=591), Finland (n=1,000),
Hungary (n=360), India (n=392), Italy (n=150), Lithuania
(n=481), Portugal (n=339), Romania (n=317), Slovenia
(n=379), and USA (n=951). Approximately two-thirds of
the respondents (68.25%) were enrolled in education. Table
1 displays a detailed description of the sample by country.
These participants were drawn from a dataset developed
for a broader research initiative, Emerging Adults’ Financial
Well-Being Worldwide (Sorgente et al., 2024). The research
project focuses on developing a network of scholars study-
ing emerging adults’ financial lives with the aim of sharing
data and knowledge, which could help build international
models and theories of financial development. Data were
collected independently across countries. Each researcher
secured approval of the institutional review board at their
home institution before data collection began. Most coun-
tries relied on convenience and snowballing sampling
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Table 1 Sample description

N % female Age range Age mean (S.D.) % never in higher % currently in % com-
education higher education pleted
higher
education
Austria 591 74.8 18-29 23.22 (2.77) 3.7 91.4 4.9
Finland 1000 48.5 18-29 23.53 (3.44) 40.9 40.9 18.1
Hungary 360 71.9 19-29 22.99 (2.14) 0 100 0
India 392 44.6 18-29 23.55(2.71) 1.8 62.5 35.7
Italy 150 69.3 20-29 24.73 (2.12) 6.0 71.1 22.8
Lithuania 481 57.8 18-25 20.27 (1.39) 0 100 0
Portugal 339 68.1 18-29 21.65 (3.11) 2.7 85.2 12.2
Romania 317 76.8 18-29 20.01 (1.75) 0.3 96.2 3.5
Slovenia 379 61.7 18-27 20.84 (1.88) 4.0 92.9 32
USA 951 64.3 23-29 24.34 (0.58) 1.8% 34.0 64.2
Total 4960 61.7 18-29 22.77 (2.82) 10.0 68.3 21.7

“For the USA sample (wave 3 data drawn from a longitudinal study that included freshmen at wave 1), this group consisted of individuals who

left higher education without obtaining a degree

methods. The one exception was Finland, where an online
web panel was used to collect data from a sample that rep-
resented the general population regarding age, gender, and
geographic area. In Table S1 of the Online Supplementary
Materials (OSM), we provide additional details about data
collection within each country.

The full cross-sectional study sample included over
6,000 emerging adults from twelve countries. For the pres-
ent study, we only included data from ten countries as the
other two countries involved in this project (Canada and
Turkey) did not integrate the FIS in their survey. Further-
more, across the 10 countries included in the current study,
we only retained the emerging adults who responded to at
least one item of the FIS. This inclusion criterion is based on
the estimation method we used to manage missing data: full
information maximum likelihood, as including the cases
with incomplete data increases the precision and accuracy
of parameter estimates (Enders & Bandalos, 2001). Data
adopted in the current study are publicly available here: htt
ps://ost.io/sa5u2/files/osfstorage.

Instruments

Although the cross-cultural project collected data covering
a wide range of variables on several topics, only the vari-
ables used in the present study are discussed.
Socio-demographic variables: To describe the sample
(see Table 1), we collected information on gender, age,
educational status, and educational level. For the gender
variable, respondents had to select female or male. For the
age variable, emerging adults had to indicate their age in
years. In most countries, participants' educational status
was collected using the following response options: (a)
I'm enrolled in high school; (b) I'm enrolled in a bache-
lor's degree program; (c) I'm enrolled in a master's degree
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program; (d) I'm enrolled in a Ph.D. program or other spe-
cialization; (e) I'm not enrolled in an educational program/
have already completed my education. The education level
was collected using the following response options: (a) high
school diploma or less; (b) bachelor's degree; (c) master’s
degree; (d) doctoral degree or specialization. As some coun-
tries (e.g. Finland, Hungary) used different options for edu-
cational status or level, we recoded the educational status
and level variables of all countries with the aim of creat-
ing a new variable that is comparable across countries. This
variable groups participants into three categories: "never
in higher education" includes emerging adults who have a
high school diploma (or less) as their highest level of edu-
cation and are not enrolled in higher education; "currently
in higher education" includes emerging adults who are cur-
rently enrolled in any type of higher education (bachelor's,
master's, doctoral, or other specialization); "completed
higher education" includes emerging adults who have at
least a bachelor's degree as their highest level of education
and are not currently enrolled in higher education.
Financial Identity Scale: The Financial Identity Scale
(FIS; Barber et al., 2011) consists of 12 items evaluated on
a S-point scale (1=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree).
This scale is comprised of four subscales that measure four
financial identity statuses: achievement (e.g., “I have tried
different ways to manage my personal finances and now [
have a clear idea of what makes sense for me.”), foreclosure
(e.g., “My parents know whats best for me in terms of how I
should take care of my finances.”), moratorium (e.g., “There
are so many different ways to manage money. I havent
decided which to follow, but I'm trying to figure it out.”), and
diffusion (e.g., “I haven t really thought much about money
management style. I'm not too concerned about credit rat-
ings or paying bills.”). The English, Lithuanian, and Ital-
ian versions of this scale have already been made available
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(Sorgente et al., 2020). The other countries developed their
version of the FIS, translating the original English version
of the scale. All translations of FIS are publicly available
here: https://osf.io/n83h9/files/osfstorage.

Data Analysis

All models were run in Mplus, and missing data was
managed using the full information maximum likelihood
method. After verifying the distribution of responses to FIS
items (some items had a kurtosis higher than|1|), we decided
to adopt the Maximum Likelihood estimation with robust
standard errors (Rhemtulla et al., 2012) in all analyses run
to test the variable- and person-centered models of financial
identity. Input and output files are publicly available here: h
ttps://osf.io/cqg82/files/osfstorage.

Variable-Centered Approach

We first tested the original four-factor model proposed
in the validation paper of the FIS (Sorgente et al., 2020)
separately for each country. The goodness of model fit was
evaluated with the following indices: the root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA); the standardized root
mean square residual (SRMR), which indicates good fit
when lower than.08; as well as the comparative fit index
(CFI) and Gamma hat, which indicate good fit when higher
than.90 (Fan & Sivo, 2007; Marsh et al., 2004). The fol-
lowing analyses were run to include only countries with an
adequate model fit.

We proceeded by testing the measurement invariance of
the scale across the countries in which the original model
was confirmed. In other words, we verified that the instru-
ment maintains the same regression relations between any
observed item score and the respective factor score in the
CFA model across different groups. This allowed for infer-
ring that the observed test scores convey the same psycho-
logical meaning in the respective populations (invariant
items’ factor loadings) and justifies cross-population com-
parisons (invariant item intercepts; Dimitrov, 2010).

When comparisons are made across a small number of
groups (i.e., countries), exact measurement invariance is
usually tested, but this approach “can be problematic when
applied to large-scale and widely diverse cultural groups”
(Byrmne & van de Vijver, 2017, p. 541). In such cases,
approximate measurement invariance using maximum like-
lihood alignment (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014) is recom-
mended. We first attempted to employ exact measurement
invariance, and after confirming that this was not the best
approach to use, we proceeded with approximate measure-
ment invariance. As suggested by Asparouhov and Muthén
(2014), we first performed an analysis of approximate

measurement invariance with free alignment optimization,
but we switched to fixed alignment optimization in case
Mplus produced an error indicating that the free alignment
model might be poorly identified. The results of this analysis
consist of the parameters (i.e., factor loadings and intercepts)
that are non-invariant across the groups (i.e., countries) of
interest. If the non-invariant parameters are less than 25% of
the total number of parameters derived from the alignment,
the results are considered reliable (Asparouhov & Muthén,
2014), and consequently it is possible to compare the latent
means of the FIS across countries. This is also a prerequi-
site for including data from different countries in the same
Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) model (see next section).

Person-Centered Approach

Including only countries that shared the same factorial
model of the FIS (i.e., measurement invariance), we ran a
series of Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) in order to identify
sub-groups of people who share a homogeneous profile (or
pattern) with respect to the four dimensions of financial
identity (achievement, foreclosure, diffusion, moratorium).
We examined fit indices of LPA measurement models,
beginning with one profile and adding profiles incremen-
tally. We compared the identified models in terms of both
descriptive measures and statistical tests of relative fit indi-
ces and, based on previous studies that tested the person-
centered model of the FIS (Serido et al., 2023; Shim et al.,
2013), we expected to find three different profiles (i.e., Path-
finders, Followers, and Drifters).

Five information criteria (I.C.) were used as descrip-
tive measures of relative model fit. Specifically, the Akaike
information criterion (AIC), the Consistent Akaike Informa-
tion Criterion (CAIC), the Approximate Weight of Evidence
(AWE), the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), and
the Sample-size Adjusted Bayesian Information Criterion
(ssBIC) were used. Smaller I.C. values indicate a better fit.
We furthermore compared the different LPA solution using
the following statistical tests: the Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin
likelihood ratio test (VLMR-LRT; Lo et al., 2001; Vuong,
1989), the adjusted Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio test
(adjusted LMR-LRT; Lo et al., 2001), and the parametric
bootstrapped likelihood ratio test (BLRT;, McLachlan &
Peel, 2000). These three tests compare a (k-1)-profile model
with a k-profile model; a statistically significant p-value
suggests that the k-profile model fits the data significantly
better than a model with one less profile. Conversely, if
it is not significant, the k-profile model is as good as the
(k-1)-profile model, so the (k-1) profile model is preferred
according to the parsimony criterion.

Once the best model was selected, the quality of its clas-
sification (i.e., the assignment of people to profiles) was
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evaluated (Masyn, 2013). The most common diagnostic
classification is entropy (E), where values closer to 1 indi-
cate a better classification of cases. We also evaluated the
quality of the classification by checking the class proportion
(C.P. or m), the modal class assignment proportion (mcaP),
the average posterior probability (avePP), and the odds of
correct classification (OCC). Particularly, classification
can be considered good when the mcaP for each profile is
included in the 95% CI of the =, avePP values are equal
t0.70 or higher, and OCC values are above 5 (Masyn, 2013;
Sorgente et al., 2019).

Results
Variable-Centered Approach

To test the four-factor model of the FIS, we ran a CFA sep-
arately for each country. As reported in Table 2, the four-
factor model was fully confirmed (RMSEA<.08; CF1>.900;
Gamma hat>.900; SRMR <.08) in seven countries out of
10. In Portugal and Romania, the CFI was slightly lower
than the cut-off, while in Slovenia, CFI and RMSEA sug-
gested a misfit. Though in these three countries, the fit could
be improved with small changes to the model (e.g., adding a
cross-loading), we did not proceed in this direction because,
for the purpose of this paper, the factorial model must be
exactly the same across countries in order to perform mea-
surement invariance and then use the FIS total score to per-
form LPA.

In sum, within the variable-centered approach, the FIS
is confirmed to measure the expected four identity statuses
(achievement, diffusion, moratorium, foreclosure) in the
following countries: Austria, Finland, Hungary, India, Italy,
Lithuania, and the US. In particular, in these countries, both
the fit indices (RMSEA<.08; CF1>.900; Gamma hat>.900;
SRMR <.08) and the model results (i.e., factor loadings
higher than.30 and significant for p<.001; McDonalds’
Omega>.60) confirmed the four-factor model of FIS. For

Table 2 Testing the four-factor model of the financial identity scale

more details about the results of each country in terms of
factor loadings, reliability of each factor, and correlations
among factors, see Table S2 of the OSM.

Considering only these seven countries, we proceeded to
test the measurement invariance. We first tested the exact
measurement invariance. The configural model sufficiently
fit the data [y2 (336)=995.059; p<.001; RMSEA=0.059
(0.055, 0.063); p<.001; CF1=0.935; SRMR=0.054]. When
we constrained factor loadings to be equivalent across
countries, we found that metric invariance did not hold
because the metric model fit [y2 (384)=1202.950; p<.001;
RMSEA=0.062 (0.058, 0.066); p<.001; CFI=0.919;
SRMR =0.069] was too different from the configural model
one (i.e., ACFI>|0.010|; Chen, 2007). As suggested by Dim-
itrov (2010), we proceeded with testing the partial metric
invariance and released three factor loadings (item 9 for the
Hungarian sample, Item 10 for the Lithuanian sample, and
item 1 for the Finnish sample) in order to reach a model [}2
(381)=1136.747; p<.001; RMSEA=0.059 (0.056, 0.063);
p<.001; CFI=.925; SRMR=0.064] that was sufficiently
similar to the configural one (ACFI=0.010). Finally, we
tested the partial scalar invariance constraining intercepts to
be equivalent across groups for items that had invariant fac-
tor loadings. As this model [x2 (426)=2012.876; p<.001;
RMSEA=0.082 (0.078, 0.085); p<.001; CFI=.843;
SRMR =0.089] was substantially (i.e., ACFI=0.082) differ-
ent from the previous one, we concluded that a sufficient
level of scalar invariance was not reachable adopting the
exact measurement invariance and we tested the approxi-
mate measurement invariance.

As the approximate measurement invariance model with
the alignment method has the same fit as the configural
model (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014) and our configural
invariance model held with a reasonable fit, we were jus-
tified in moving on to test the approximate measurement
invariance, starting with the free alignment approach. As
we obtained a Mplus error indicating that the free align-
ment model may be poorly identified, we switched to the
fixed alignment optimization, fixing the means of factors

N v df p RMSEA (90% CI) CFI Gamma SRMR
Austria 591 157.821 48 <0.001 0.062 (0.052 0.073) 0.909 0.970 0.047
Finland 1000 216.324 48 <0.001 0.059 (0.051 0.067) 0.920 0.973 0.057
Hungary 360 119.806 48 <0.001 0.064 (0.050 0.079) 0.923 0.968 0.071
India 392 99.561 48 <0.001 0.052 (0.038 0.067) 0.949 0.979 0.049
Ttaly 150 89.271 48 <0.001 0.076 (0.051 0.100) 0.910 0.956 0.070
Lithuania 481 104.431 48 <0.001 0.049 (0.036 0.062) 0.960 0.981 0.054
Portugal 339 143.687 48 <0.001 0.077 (0.062 0.091) 0.890 0.955 0.059
Romania 317 123.022 48 <0.001 0.070 (0.055 0.086) 0.886 0.962 0.061
Slovenia 379 190.782 48 <0.001 0.089 (0.076 0.102) 0.851 0.940 0.066
USA 951 196.617 48 <0.001 0.057 (0.049 0.065) 0.948 0.975 0.044

1’ =chi-square; df=degree of freedom; RMSEA =Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI=Confidence Interval; CFI=Comparative Fit
Index; Gamma=Gamma hat; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residuals
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belonging to the Indian sample at 0, as it was the country
that— on average— had the mean level of latent factor(s) clos-
est to zero (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014).

Evidence of noninvariance pertinent to both the fac-
tor loadings and item intercepts by country is reported in
Table 3. Focusing on factor loadings, we found nine out of
12 items that are invariant across countries (see Table 3).
The other three items have non-invariant loadings in just
one or two countries out of seven. Focusing on intercepts,
we found six out of 12 items that are invariant across coun-
tries (see Table 3). The other six items have non-invariant
intercepts in one to three countries out of seven. Taken
together, the percentage of the non-invariant parameters
was within the 25% cut-off (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014)
both for factor loadings (5 out of 84; 5.95%) and intercepts
(12 out of 84; 14.29%).

These results of the measurement invariance suggest that
the factorial model of emerging adults’ financial identity
is sufficiently invariant across Austria, Finland, Hungary,
India, Italy, Lithuania, and the US, and it is possible to com-
pare factor means across these countries. For each country,
the achievement, foreclosure, diffusion, and moratorium
sub-scale scores have been computed and statistically com-
pared (see Table 4). Since most of the national samples
in the current study were not representative, differences
between their means have to be read with caution. Aus-
trian and Lithuanian emerging adults reported the highest
levels of achieved financial identity, while the lowest were
reported by Finnish and Italian emerging adults. The highest
levels of foreclosure and moratorium were reported in India
and Italy, while the lowest were in Austria. Finally, the high-
est levels of diffusion were reported in Finland, India, and
Lithuania, while the lowest levels were reported in Austria.
More details about the comparison across countries (post-
hoc analysis) are reported in the OSM.

Person-Centered Approach

Including only the countries that share the same and origi-
nal variable-centered model of the FIS (Austria, Finland,
Hungary, India, Italy, Lithuania, USA), we performed the
LPA on an international sample of 3,925 emerging adults.
We estimated seven different models of LPA (from 1-pro-
file to 7-profile) using the four FIS sub-scales’ total scores
(achievement, foreclosure, moratorium, diffusion) as
observed variables. We did not proceed with estimating the
8-profile model as the last three tested models (5-, 6-, and
7-profile) all included a profile composed of too few partici-
pants (less than 5%; Masyn, 2013).

As shown in Table 5, the descriptive measures of rela-
tive model fit progressively decrease when the number of
profiles increases. This is not uncommon and, in these cases,

Table 3 Non-invariant Factor Loadings and Intercepts by Country for the 12 items of the Financial Identity Scale

Non-invariant intercepts

Non-invariant factor loadings
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United States. Asterisks indicate the group where a parameter is significantly different from

= Austria; FI=Finland; HU =Hungary; IN=India; IT=Italy; LT =Lithuania; US

Group labels: AU
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Table 4 Mean Level (S.D.) of the four sub-dimensions of the Financial
Identity Scale Across the Seven Countries

Achievement Foreclosure Diffusion Moratorium
Austria 3.52(0.83) 2.18 (0.95) 1.83(0.80) 2.52(0.95)
Finland 3.12(0.85) 2.43(0.93) 2.66(0.91) 2.97(0.83)
Hungary  3.21 (0.87) 2.58 (1.02) 2.01(0.89) 3.13(0.93)
India 3.30(0.82) 3.07(0.89) 2.59(0.92) 3.23(0.84)
Italy 3.17 (0.87) 2.79 (0.97) 2.02(0.87) 3.33(0.88)
Lithuania 3.45 (0.87) 2.54(0.95) 2.52(0.94) 3.09 (0.95)
USA 3.21 (0.89) 2.45(1.02) 2.09 (0.88) 2.91(0.96)
Total 3.27 (0.87) 2.50(0.99) 2.29(0.94) 2.96 (0.93)

it can be useful to plot the values of the AIC, CAIC, AWE,
BIC, and ssBIC to visually display the values and inspect
for an “elbow” of point of diminishing returns in model fit

Table 5 Relative model fit indices for seven latent profile models

(e.g., small decreases in the I.C. for each additional latent
profile; Nylund-Gibson & Choi, 2018). Our plot (see Fig. 1)
presents the elbow in correspondence with the four-profile
solution (i.e., the best solution according to the descriptive
measures of relative model fit).

The statistical tests of the relative fit we used to com-
pare the LPA model suggest that the 6-profile model is not
significantly different from the 5-profile model (see the
VLMR-LRT and the LMR-LRT in Table 5) and thus, the
5-profile model should be preferred for the parsimony crite-
rion. At the same time, the 5-profile model has a profile that
includes only 23 participants (out of 3925; 0.59%). Most
of the guidelines about LPA specify avoiding solutions
that include profiles that are one or more too small. They

Model LL AlIC CAIC AWE BIC ssBIC VLMR- LMR- BLRT E Profiles size
LRT test LRT test test

1-profile ~ —20,265.609 40,559.22 40,661.07 40,804.92 40,647.07 40,602.58 / / / / 3925

2-profile  —20,140.183 40,318.37 40,456.59 40,651.82 40,437.59 40,377.22 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 .626 2386; 1539

3-profile  —19,978.645 40,005.29 40,179.89 40,426.50 40,155.89 40,079.63 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 .633 1004; 1196;
1725

4-profile  —19,843.783 39,745.57 39,956.54 40,254.52 39,927.54 39,835.40 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 .695 766; 1066;
1696; 397

S-profile  —19,755.434 39,578.87 39,826.22 40,175.58 39,792.22 39,684.19 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 .731 447;1051;733;
1671; 23

6-profile  —19,691.421 39,460.84 39,744.57 40,145.30 39,705.57 39,581.65 p=.119 p=.124 p<0.001 .747 1018;45; 1644;
753;442; 23

7-profile  —19,641.747 39,371.49 39,691.60 40,143.70 39,647.60 39,507.79 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 .792 811; 1128; 1157,

409; 378; 22; 20

LL=loglikelihood; AIC=Akaike information criterion; CAIC=Consistent AIC; AWE=Approximate Weight of Evidence criterion;
BIC=Bayesian information criterion; ssBIC=sample-size adjusted BIC; VLMR-LRT=Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio test; LMR-
LRT=Lo—Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio test; BLRT =bootstrapped likelihood ratio test; E=Entropy

41000

39000

(U S]
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Fig. 1 Plot of Information Criterion values for the seven models of LPA
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specifically state that each profile should not contain fewer
than 50 cases (e.g., Killian et al., 2019) and/or less than 5%
of the sample (e.g., Nylund-Gibson & Choi, 2018).

Consequently, we excluded the 5-profile model as a
potential solution and proceeded to investigate only the
four-profile solution through the classification diagnostics.
As reported in Table 6, the four-profile model satisfied all
classification diagnostic criteria; for each profile, the mcaP
is included in the 95% CI of the n, avePP values are higher
than.70, and OCC values are above 5 (Masyn, 2013; Sor-
gente et al., 2019). The entropy of this model (E=0.695) is
close to the ones found in the previous validation paper of
the person-centered model of financial identity (Serido et
al., 2023).

In sum, the best LPA solution to describe the heterogene-
ity in our sample of 3,925 emerging adults is the four-profile
model. These four profiles are represented in Fig. 2 (sec-
tion a). Comparing these profiles with the three identified in
the Shim et al. (see Fig. 2, section b) and Serido et al. (see
Fig. 2, section c) it is evident that the first three profiles of
the current solution exactly correspond to the original one,
so we named them at the same way: The first profile was
named “Pathfinders” as its participants (n=1066) endorsed
an active and engaged approach to financial management
with high levels of achievement and low levels of the other
financial identity dimensions. The second profile was named
“Drifters” as its participants (n="766) were characterized by
their high exploration status but lack of commitment to any
particular financial management approach. In the original
paper, the third profile was named “Followers” as its par-
ticipants scored higher on the “foreclosure” indicator than
the other two, suggesting that they were continuing to rely
on the financial management approach they had learned
from their parents. As in the current study this is true for
both the third and the fourth profile, we did a closer inspec-
tion to decide which profile to name after the third profile
of the original paper. As shown in Fig. 2, the third profile
(n=1696) of our four-profile solution is the one most similar
to the “Followers” profile in Shim et al.’s (2013) and Serido

Table 6 Classification diagnostics for the four-profile model

Entropy Profile (N) C.p mcaP  AvePP OCC
E
0.695 Profile 1 0.277 0272 0854 1527
(1066) (0.251-0.308)
Profile 2 (766) 0.204 0.195 0.789 14.59
(0.171-0.265)
Profile 3 0.413 0.432 0.833 7.09
(1696) (0.386-0.439)
Profile 4 (397) 0.107 0.101 0.815 36.77

(0.021-0.138)
E=Entropy; C.P.=class proportion; mcaP=modal class assignment
proportion; avePP=average posterior probability; OCC=odds of
correct classification

et al.’s (2023) papers, as these profiles show more or less
equivalent averages across the four dimensions of financial
identity (achievement, foreclosure, diffusion, moratorium).

On the other hand, the fourth profile (n=397) of our
solution is new compared to what has been identified so far
because, in addition to high levels of “foreclosure,” it shows
even higher levels of the dimensions that indicate processes
of exploration (moratorium) and procrastination (diffusion).
We have therefore named this fourth profile “Indecisive”
because it seems that these emerging adults’ decision to
adopt their parents’ money management style is only tem-
porary. In the meantime, they are taking into consideration
alternative solutions.

As this fourth profile seems very similar to the third one
in the mean levels of the financial identity sub-dimensions
(achievement, foreclosure, diffusion, moratorium), we
questioned if the presence of this fourth profile was justi-
fied. One way to answer this question is through a process
of validation of the four-profile solution. In particular, some
methodological papers (e.g., Petersen et al., 2019; Weller et
al., 2020) suggest verifying whether the different profiles of
the LPA solution are differently associated to outcome vari-
ables. To this end, we verified if participants assigned to the
four profiles of the four-profile model present different lev-
els of financial well-being as well as life satisfaction across
profiles (for more details, see Section B of OSM). We found
that the profiles identified through the four-profile solu-
tion were able to differentiate emerging adults according to
their level of financial well-being and life satisfaction. In
particular, the emerging adults belonging to the Pathfinder
groups had the highest level of financial well-being and
life satisfaction. Participants belonging to the “Indecisive”
profile had similar levels of life satisfaction but lower lev-
els of financial well-being than the “Pathfinders”. Further-
more, the “Indecisive” profile was well-differentiated from
the “Followers” profile as well because the “Followers”
reported significantly lower levels of both financial well-
being and life satisfaction than the “Indecisive” emerging
adults. Finally, the “Drifters” reported the same levels of
financial well-being as “Followers” but have significantly
lower life satisfaction levels.

In sum, the person-centered financial identity approach
proposed in Shim et al. (2013) and Serido et al. (2023) was
partially confirmed. In particular, the three profiles (Path-
finders, Drifters, Followers) that were identified in these
U.S. studies were detected in the current study as well, but
a new fourth profile (Indecisive) seems necessary to best
describe the heterogeneity of emerging adults around the
world.

Once we accepted this four-profile model, we tested
whether the four profiles were equally distributed across
countries. We found that the Pathfinders profile was more
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{ Fig. 2 Profiles of financial identity according to the four-profile model
obtained in the current study (section a) and the three-profile model
obtained in the studies of Shim et al. (section b) of Serido et al. (sec-
tion c). Each profile is defined by mean levels of the four dimensions
of the financial identity scale: achievement, foreclosure, diffusion,
moratorium. The representations in sections b and ¢ have been drawn
using the mean levels of the four dimensions of FIS as reported in the
relative paper. For the Serido et al. (2023), where the model was tested
across four different waves of data, we reported the mean levels that
were invariant over time

frequent than would be expected by chance in Austria and
less frequent in Finland. Conversely, the Followers pro-
file was more frequent than expected in Finland and less
likely in Austria. The Drifters profile was more frequent
than expected in Italy and Hungary and less likely in Fin-
land. Finally, the Indecisive profile was more likely to be
in Finland and India and less likely to be in Austria and the
US. Again, due to the fact that most of the national sam-
ples in the current study were not representative, compari-
son across countries has to be interpreted with caution. For
more details about the distribution of the four profiles across
countries, see Section C of the OSM.

Discussion

Today, young adults worldwide are struggling to manage
the responsibilities of adult life, particularly responsibilities
involving finances (Galliher et al., 2017). Given the strong
connection between identity development and age-related
functioning (Crocetti, 2018) as well as empirical support
that a well-developed financial identity helps emerging
adults feel more like adults and complete their transition to
adulthood (Serido et al., 2023), it is important to investigate
financial identity during emerging adulthood to understand
what facilitates the flourishing of emerging adults in the
financial domain.

To this end, the scientific community needs a valid instru-
ment to measure emerging adults’ financial identity world-
wide. The current study aimed to test the validity of the
Financial Identity Scale (FIS) in an international sample of
4,960 emerging adults from ten different countries: Austria,
Finland, Hungary, India, Italy, Lithuania, Portugal, Roma-
nia, Slovenia, and the United States. This 12-item scale can
be adopted both within a variable-centered and a person-
centered approach, so we tested the scale’s international
validity within both approaches.

Variable-Centered Model of FIS

The FIS model within the variable-centered approach
suggests that financial identity could be studied through
four variables, each corresponding to a different status of

Marcia’s (1966) theory: achievement, foreclosure, diffu-
sion, and moratorium. This four-factor model was devel-
oped by Barber et al. (2011) with a sample of Australian and
U.S. college students and then was confirmed by Sorgente
et al. (2020) with a U.S. 4-wave longitudinal sample and
with a Lithuanian sample of students. Sorgente et al. (2020)
also tested the four-factor model with an Italian sample,
although the model was not fully confirmed in this country
due to a problematic item.

In the current study, the four-factor model was fully con-
firmed in seven countries: Austria, Finland, Hungary, India,
Italy, Lithuania, and the United States. In particular, it is
worth noting that the Italian version of the scale where the
problematic item was slightly modified (as reported ear-
lier) was sufficient to solve the misfit Sorgente et al. (2020)
found for the FIS in the Italian context. In the current study,
we instead found a misfit of the four-factor model of FIS
in three countries: Portugal, Romania, and Slovenia. As
reported in Table 2, the fit of these three countries was very
close to being sufficient and thus does not preclude potential
suitability of the 4-factor model of the FIS in these coun-
tries, but certainly not with the Portuguese, Romanian, and
Slovenian versions used in the current study. Since the mis-
fit is relatively small, we speculate that use of the 4-factor
model is still plausible in these countries, although a minor
problem may exist in the item wording. For the current proj-
ect, the translation of the items from English to the coun-
try-specific language was done using the back-translation
procedure, however, involvement of the target population
to check the comprehensibility and applicability of the item
content was not done. As recommended by Beaton et al.
(2000), we suggest that prior to using this scale in Portu-
gal, Romania, and Slovenia, or other countries where the
scale has not yet been tested, researchers should first con-
duct cognitive interviews with emerging adults to validate
item translation prior to quantitative data collection. During
this process, if researchers from Portugal, Romania, or Slo-
venia identify problematic items, the data and output files
in this study (which are publicly available here (https://osf.
io/sa5u2/files/osfstorage) can be used to determine whether
these are the same items that were problematic in the cur-
rent study. This would help these scholars to modify such
items with more certainty. Overall, we consider the four-
factor model of FIS confirmed, as it was fully replicated in
seven out of ten countries and produced only a small misfit
in the other three countries. We expect that, as it was for the
Italian version, a slight adjustment to the item formulation
can address this misfit and provide confirmation of the four-
factor model in these countries as well. This is an important
finding for at least two reasons. First, this suggests that the
financial domain of identity presents the same four possible
statuses that the general identity (Marcia et al., 1993) and
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other specific domains of identity (Solomontos-Kountouri
& Hurry, 2008) present. This facilitates the study of this
domain of identity and its comparison with other domains.
Furthermore, the full confirmation of the four-factor model
in India and Hungary suggests that this model also fits in
eastern cultures (i.e., India) as well as in emerging and
developing economies (India and Hungary; International
Monetary Fund, n.d.). This is an important result because
it facilitates the use of a common measure in international
studies. This is not the case for other constructs related to
the financial life of emerging adults (e.g., subjective finan-
cial well-being; Sorgente et al., 2024), where the original
model of the scale was confirmed only in western and devel-
oped countries.

Person-Centered Model of FIS

The FIS model within the variable-centered approach sug-
gests that financial identity could be studied through three
profiles (Pathfinders, Followers, Drifters), each correspond-
ing to a different configuration of the four statuses described
above: achievement, foreclosure, diffusion, and morato-
rium. The same three profiles were also detected in a recent
study by Serido et al. (2023) where the person-centered
model of FIS was tested on a longitudinal dataset of U.S.
emerging adults.

Applying a person-centered technique (i.e., Latent Pro-
file Analysis) to the seven countries for which the variable-
centered model holds, we confirmed that the emerging
adults are not homogeneous in terms of financial identity
configurations and identified four different profiles. The
first three profiles we detected replicate the ones detected
by Shim et al. (2013) and Serido et al. (2023) and were thus
named Pathfinders, Followers, and Drifters. The new pro-
file was named “Indecisive” because this profile presented
medium-to-high levels of commitment (i.e., achievement
and foreclosure identity), but even higher levels of mora-
torium and diffused identity. This configuration is similar
to the “searching moratorium” identity status (Crocetti et
al., 2008a) identified within the literature of the three-fac-
tor identity model (Crocetti et al., 2008b). Individuals in
the searching moratorium cluster are seeking to revise com-
mitments that have already been enacted, and they are able
to do so from the secure base provided by their current com-
mitments. This may explain why we found that the Indeci-
sive emerging adults reported high levels in both financial
well-being and life satisfaction.

If future studies confirm the presence of this fourth pro-
file (Indecisive) in their emerging adult samples, the absence
of this profile in the studies by Shim et al. and Serido et al.
may be explained by the sampling strategy these authors
employed; they used samples composed only of U.S.
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emerging adults who attended college at Wave 1. This
means that subsequent waves of that data used to test the
FIS model (see Sorgente et al., 2020) were composed mostly
of emerging adults “currently in higher education” or that
have already “completed higher education” (see Table 1). It
is plausible that this specific sample does not represent all
the heterogeneity that emerging adults present worldwide in
terms of financial identity, and this affected the likelihood of
finding all possible combinations of financial identity sta-
tuses. In support of this hypothesis, in the study by Serido et
al. (2023), the four-profile model was the one with the best
relative fit but was excluded because it produced a fourth
profile with too few members: “We found that although the
lowest information criteria values corresponded to the four-
profile solution at each time point (followed by the three-
profile solution), the four-profile solution included a class
with too few members (e.g., only three members at time 3)
and therefore could not be retained.” (Serido et al., 2023,
p.105). This possible explanation is also supported by the
fact that when we tested the frequency of the four profiles
across the seven countries (see OSM), we found that the
“Indecisive” profile is less likely than expected by chance to
be present in the U.S. sample. To further support this inter-
pretation, we have also tested the frequency of the four pro-
files across the three educational statuses of the participants
(never in higher education, currently in higher education,
completed higher education). In line with our interpretation
(see Table S5 of the OSM), the “Indecisive” profile is more
likely to be present in the “never in higher education” group
(i.e., the group not well represented by the US sample) than
expected by chance.

Comparison Across Countries

After testing the variable- and person-centered approach of
FIS across countries, we could verify how financial identity
statuses (variable-centered approach) and financial identity
profiles (person-centered approach) are distributed across
the seven countries where the FIS models were confirmed.
As stated above, since most of the national samples in the
current study were not representative, these comparisons
across countries have to be considered with caution. This
means that some of the differences we found between coun-
tries may depend more on the characteristics of these par-
ticular samples than on their respective populations. For
example, some samples (e.g., Hungarian, Lithuanian, Aus-
trian) over-represent students. Other samples (e.g., U.S. and
Italian) include respondents who are on average older than
emerging adults in other samples (e.g. Lithuania). In addi-
tion, two countries (i.e., Finland and India) collected data
after the Covid-19 pandemic, while the others collected
data before emerging adults experienced this unpredictable
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event. To support this idea that difference across countries
may also depend on data collection procedures related to the
individuals sampled (educational status, age) and period in
which data were collected respect to the Covid-pandemic,
we dedicated Section D of the OSM to detail how groups
based on educational status (never in higher education, cur-
rently in higher education), age (less than 25 vs. 25 or more)
and data collection period (pre-Covid vs. post-Covid) are
differently distributed across profiles (see Tables S5-S7 of
OSM). Nevertheless, we believe that some of the differences
we found may also depend on the economic variability of
the countries included in the current study. In particular,
the youth unemployment rates, one of the major contextual
determinants of emerging adults’ financial well-being (e.g.,
Briiggen et al., 2017), vary a lot across the involved coun-
tries. In particular, this study includes countries that had
both very high levels of youth unemployment in the year
data were collected, such as Italy (29.2% in 2019), India
(24.6% in 2020), and Finland (21.2% in 2020), as well as
countries where the unemployment was less frequent among
youth, such as Hungary (11.4% in 2019), Lithuania (11.1%
in 2018), US (10.4% in 2016), and Austria (8.8% in 2019)
(World Bank Group, 2024).

In light of these considerations, we believe that some of
the differences we found are worthy of interpretation and we
have commented on these results separately by country in
Section D of the OSM.

Implications

While the primary focus of this study has been to provide
evidence for the validity of the financial identity instrument,
the findings yield practical insights for those interested
in improving the financial lives of emerging adults. First,
across the seven countries where the measure was vali-
dated, emerging adults in the Pathfinder profile registered
the highest levels of both financial well-being and life sat-
isfaction whereas those in the Follower and Drifter profiles
were lower in both. In line with the identity development
literature (e.g., Crocetti, 2018), individuals who commit to
a financial identity after considering options (Pathfinders)
make more informed financial choices. Similarly, we specu-
late that individuals in the Indecisive group may have higher
financial well-being and life satisfaction than Followers and
Drifters because even if they are currently adopting their
parents’ money management style (which may provide a
sense of security that those in the Drifter group may lack),
in the meantime, unlike Followers, they are exploring alter-
native solutions (i.e., higher levels of moratorium) that
should support a stronger sense of financial self. In other
words, this exploration process increases their awareness

and helps them make more informed financial decisions. In
this sense, teaching emerging adults about finances through
dialogue in the context of their current financial situation
may spark an active interest and motivate them to seek out
information before making financial choices (Mountain
et al., 2021), providing opportunities to envision possible
outcomes. Such a didactic approach could be incorporated
into both formal instruction as well as informal conversa-
tions (e.g., embedded Chatbot applications). Second, this
study offers a glimpse into the financial identity of emerg-
ing adults across multiple countries, revealing commonali-
ties that exist despite coming of age in different cultures and
at different times. While financial identity occurs within
the diverse and dynamic experiences of the individual, at
its core, it represents a self-awareness about how one sees
oneself in relation to the use of available resources to meet
life demands. For self-assessment, the FIS may serve as a
practical tool for financial educators and practitioners to
use with emerging adults when talking about making more
informed life choices with limited resources. Finally, while
this study focuses on financial identity among emerging
adults, a rapidly changing, technology-driven world pro-
vides access to financial opportunities and threats that target
young people. Financial services and community organiza-
tions that encourage more open discussion about finances
in family decision making could introduce the concept of
the financial self as a way to promote self-reflection among
family members.

Limitation and Future Studies

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study in which
an instrument measuring emerging adults’ financial identity
has been tested across a wide range of countries. Neverthe-
less, we need to interpret these findings in light of the fol-
lowing limitations. First, in most countries, the data were
collected using a convenience sampling procedure, limiting
the generalizability of the results of the current study and
the meaningfulness of mean comparisons across countries.
In particular, the convenience samples were unbalanced for
variables such as gender (more females than males) and edu-
cational status (more students than workers), which usually
make a difference when it comes to financial issues (e.g.,
Buchler et al., 2009; Zyphur et al., 2015). Furthermore,
even if our study includes emerging adults from 10 differ-
ent countries, most of these countries represent the West-
ern, Educated, Industrial, Rich, and Democratic (WEIRD)
side of the world. Future studies testing the FIS models
in countries from South America and Africa are welcome.
Finally, we did not perform cognitive interviews to test with
the target population the translation of FIS items across
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the different countries. Cognitive interviews are useful for
testing the comprehensibility and representativeness of the
items for the target population (Willis, 2004). These inter-
views should be done before to collect quantitative data in
order to have the occasion to adjust the translation of items
if needed. This may partly explain the misfit we found for
the Portuguese, Romanian, and Slovenian versions of the
scale.

Conclusion

Given the state of financial instability worldwide, we antici-
pate a growing interest in the concept of financial identity
and the need for a valid and reliable instrument. In the cur-
rent study, we tested both the variable-centered model and
the person-centered model of the 12-item Financial Identity
Scale in an international sample of 4,960 emerging adults
from ten different countries: Austria, Finland, Hungary,
India, Italy, Lithuania, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia, and the
United States. As expected, the FIS measures four differ-
ent financial identity statuses within the variable-centered
approach: achieved, foreclosed, diffused, and moratorium.
Within the person-centered approach, we detected the three
financial identity profiles (Pathfinders, Drifters, Follow-
ers) identified in previous studies (Serido et al., 2023; Shim
et al., 2013) but we also detected a new fourth profile, we
named Indecisive.

Summing up, we recommend that researchers use the
variable-centered approach for investigating financial iden-
tity when they assume that the population is homogeneous
with respect to the relationship among variables. The per-
son-centered approach is more appropriate when research-
ers expect differences among individuals in how variables
relate to one another. No approach is better than the other,
and each can be used to address different research questions
regarding emerging adults’ financial identity.
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