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Abstract
Collective future thinking, namely the anticipation of events for a group, is a relatively new research area in memory stud-
ies. Research to date with predominantly Western populations suggests that people tend to expect negative events for their 
country’s future. In two studies, we investigated the emotional valence and perceived control of anticipated future events of 
one’s country and examined the roles of country identification and national well-being in collective future thinking. US and 
Chinese college students (Study 1) and US, Chinese, and Turkish adults of a community sample (Study 2) imagined events 
that could happen to their respective countries in 1 week, 1 year, and 10–15 years. Participants rated each event on emo-
tional valence and perceived control. They also completed measures for their country identification and perceived national 
well-being. Chinese participants imagined future events for their country to be more positive than did the US and Turkish 
participants, whereas US participants reported higher perceived control by their country for the future events than did Chi-
nese and Turks. Country identification and national well-being predicted more positive future thinking and also mediated 
cultural differences in future-event valence and perceived country control. These original findings shed critical light on the 
characteristics of collective future thinking that are shaped by societal-cultural factors.
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Introduction

In everyday life, people spend a considerable amount of time 
thinking about and planning their future in different time 
scales—from what to bring to a weekend trip to where to 
move in 20 years after they retire. Future thinking applies to 
a vast array of occasions in our lives from decision-making 
to achieving goals and cognition about the self (e.g., Atance 
& O'Neill, 2001; Wang & Koh, 2015). Similar to thinking 
about personal future, people also think about the future of 
the groups they belong to, such as their families, organi-
zations, and countries. Collective future thinking, namely, 
“the act of imagining an event that has yet to transpire on 
behalf of, or by, a group” (Szpunar & Szpunar, 2016, p. 

378), projects the group as an extended and continuous 
entity that goes beyond the past and the present (Cinnirella, 
1998; Sani et al., 2008). It may also motivate attitudes and 
behavioral intentions to create a benevolent and functional 
collective future (Bain et al., 2013). Despite its significance 
to collective identity and action, collective future thinking 
has received research attention only recently and the few 
studies to date have mostly focused on WEIRD (Western, 
educated, industrialized, rich, and democratic) populations 
(Wang, 2016). Also, little is known about what factors influ-
ence collective future thinking. To fill the gap, we conducted 
two studies to examine collective future thinking in US, 
Chinese, and Turkish adults and investigate the underlying 
mechanisms.

Characteristics of collective future thinking

The still-nascent literature in this area has revealed some 
interesting characteristics of collective future thinking. In 
particular, several studies have identified a negativity bias 
in collective future thinking. Shrikanth et al. (2018) used a 
fluency task in which US and Canadian participants were 
given 1 min to imagine as many events as they could that 
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they or their country might be excited (i.e., positive events) 
or worried about (i.e., negative events) in 1 week, 1 year, 
and 5–10 years. Based on the number of events reported for 
each prompt, the researchers found that whereas participants 
predominantly imagined positive events for their own future, 
they imagined predominantly negative events for their coun-
try’s future. Using a similar method, Yamashiro and Roedi-
ger III (2019) examined both collective future thinking and 
collective memories about one’s country in US participants. 
It was found that participants reported more events they were 
worried than excited about for America’s future, although 
they recalled proportionally more positive than negative col-
lective memories. Shrikanth and Szpunar (2021) replicated 
the negativity bias in collective future events and also found 
it in collective memories. Similarly, in a study with a large 
representative sample of Dutch adults, van der Duin et al. 
(2020) asked participants to comment on various societal 
issues in the future. They found that participants had nega-
tive views about the society’s future, whereby 43% of the 
participants thought the society would be worse in the future 
and only 15% thought positively about the society’s future. 
Also, 73% of the participants expected more tension and 
conflict in 20 years than in the present day, which depicted 
a more pessimistic view of the country’s future than in a 
2016 survey.

However, the negativity bias in collective future thinking 
is not always present. Topcu and Hirst (2020) asked US par-
ticipants to generate 15 past and 15 future collective events, 
with no time constraint. They found that participants rated 
future events more positively than past events. Methodologi-
cal differences may have contributed to the different find-
ings. Van der Duin et al. (2020) did not examine collective 
future thinking that involves imagining specific events in the 
country’s future. For the other studies, whereas participants 
imagined collective future events within a limited time frame 
in Shrikanth et al. (2018), Shrikanth and Szpunar (2021), 
and Yamashiro and Roediger III (2019), those in Topcu and 
Hirst (2020) took as much time as they needed. It appears 
that the negativity bias in collective future thinking may 
reflect a matter of accessibility rather than availability: Indi-
viduals can imagine both positive and negative collective 
future events. However, negative events may be more sali-
ent and accessible presumably due to their high coverage in 
media (Shrikanth et al., 2018), and thus more readily come 
to mind than positive ones during a fluency task. When suf-
ficient time is provided in a task, both positive and negative 
collective future events can be generated. This interpretation 
is consistent with the memory literature showing that the 
fluency task assesses the accessibility of memories (e.g., 
Peterson et al., 2009; Shrikanth & Szpunar, 2021; Wang 
et al., 2004). In addition, whereas collective future events are 
more negative than personal future events (e.g., Shrikanth 
et al., 2018; Shrikanth & Szpunar, 2021), they are more 

positive than collective memories (Shrikanth & Szpunar, 
2021; Topcu & Hirst, 2020). Obviously, further research is 
needed to examine the valence of collective future thinking 
using additional methods.

Only a couple of studies to date have examined collective 
future thinking in non-Western populations. In a sample of 
Turkish college students, researchers investigated the role of 
perceived power of groups in shaping future thoughts about 
the groups. Participants read narratives of power of either 
their own or another university, thought about the future 
events that might happen to their university, and rated the 
valence of the events. The negativity of future events was 
present in both conditions (Boduroglu & Hacibektasoglu, 
2020). In another study with a large Turkish sample, par-
ticipants recalled six public events since they were born and 
imagined six future events in the next 100 years for their 
country, and they rated the valence of the events. The results 
showed that almost all collective future events were negative 
and that collective past events were mainly negative as well 
(Oner & Gulgoz, 2020). Given the limited research, it is 
inconclusive whether the negativity bias in collective future 
thinking persists across populations and, furthermore, it is 
largely unknown what factors influence the valence of col-
lective future thinking.

Country identification and national well‑being 
in collective future thinking

Research to date has rarely examined factors that influence 
the valence of collective future thinking. Studies on personal 
future thinking have shown that the valence of imagined 
personal future events is influenced by a variety of fac-
tors associated with the current state of the self, such as 
the importance of the event for self-image (D'Argembeau 
& Van der Linden, 2004), perceived controllability by the 
self for the future events (Weinstein, 1980), personal factors 
such as household income and social network size (MacLeod 
& Conway, 2005), current mental states and well-being 
(MacLeod & Conway, 2005; MacLeod & Conway, 2007), 
and internalized cultural beliefs (Shao et al., 2010; Wang 
et al., 2015). In a similar vein, people’s expectations for their 
country’s future may be influenced by their relationship with 
the country and their perceived current state of the country. 
Thus, two factors—country identification and perceived 
national well-being—may play particularly important roles 
in affecting the valence of collective future thinking.

Country identification refers to individuals’ feelings 
towards being a member of their country and the extent 
to which they perceive the country as an important part of 
their identity. Identification with a group influences indi-
viduals’ attitudes and feelings towards that group (Peetz & 
Wohl, 2019). For instance, people who identify more highly 
with their country have a greater sense of “common fate,” 
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experiencing more guilt about their country’s past shame-
ful actions (Doosje et al., 2006) and more concerns when 
their group’s future is threatened (Wohl et al., 2012). They 
also exhibit a “group-serving bias,” recalling fewer nega-
tive incidents and harmful doings and more good deeds by 
their country (Sahdra & Ross, 2007). Perceived national 
well-being, on the other hand, refers to the perception of 
the social harmony, leadership, and current status of one’s 
country (VanderWeele, 2019). Interestingly, stronger coun-
try identification may be associated with greater perceived 
national well-being. For example, individuals show pre-
ferred identification with groups that possess desirable 
characteristics and offer individuals beneficial psychological 
outcomes (Fisher & Wakefield, 1998; Kelman, 1961; Tajfel 
& Turner, 2004). Individuals are also more likely to identify 
with a group if the group is perceived as successful (Fisher 
& Wakefield, 1998), if the group efficacy is high (van Zome-
ren et al., 2010), and if the group holds a higher status than 
other groups (Ellemers, 1993) or is expected to have positive 
changes in its status (Doosje et al., 2002). However, these 
two constructs do not always go hand-in-hand, whereby 
strong identification with a group can result in increased 
stress and decreased well-being among certain individuals 
(Amiot & Sansfaçon, 2011; Bilewicz et al., 2021). Thus, 
just like self-identity and subjective well-being, which are 
distinct and yet interrelated constructs, so are the country 
identification and perceived national well-being.

As research on personal future thinking has shown, indi-
viduals and groups with a stronger sense of self as a unique 
being tend to uphold more positive outlooks for their futures 
(Jeon et al., 2020; Shao et al., 2010), which may reflect the 
self as a motivational system in shaping the perception 
and anticipation of personal events (Conway, 2005; Wang, 
2013). Furthermore, individuals’ current psychological well-
being and positive affect are associated with the positiv-
ity of their imagined futures (MacLeod & Conway, 2005; 
MacLeod & Conway, 2007), which suggests a congruence 
in valence between current mental states and future anticipa-
tions. Similarly, in the context of collective future thinking, 
individuals’ country identification may motivate optimistic 
forecasting of the country’s future, and perceived national 
well-being may contribute to the valence-congruent simula-
tion of collective future events. In other words, people who 
exhibit greater country identification and those who perceive 
greater national well-being may be more positive about their 
county’s future and exhibit more positive collective future 
thinking.

The role of the macro‑cultural context

Factors in the macro-cultural context can influence how we 
perceive and conceive of the world around us (Wang, 2016, 
2021). We here focused on three countries—Turkey, China, 

and the USA—as they differ in their economic-sociocul-
tural-political systems, where several macro-cultural factors 
may impact individuals’ country identification and perceived 
national well-being and, in turn, collective future thinking. 
During the data collection of the present studies (summer 
and winter 2020), China was already in recovery after the 
effects of the global pandemic while much of the rest of 
the world, including the USA and Turkey, was still strug-
gling and facing high numbers of cases and fatalities (Burki, 
2020). The success of the Chinese government in controlling 
the pandemic was offered as a model to other countries for 
managing a global crisis (Myers et al., 2021). Furthermore, 
China has experienced tremendous economic growth in 
recent decades (Boylan et al., 2021) and surpassed the USA 
as the preferred destination for foreign investors (Myers 
et al., 2021). It is also the only economy that continued to 
grow during the pandemic (Vaswani, 2021), in contrast to 
the plummeting economy in the USA and Turkey (Bauer 
et al., 2020; Halpin et al., 2018; Yıldırım, 2020). In addi-
tion, political polarization and conflict further deepened in 
the USA during the pandemic (Taylor, 2021). Whereas eco-
nomic growth and political stability may facilitate individu-
als’ country identification and perceived national well-being, 
economic stagnation and political upheaval may negatively 
impact these processes (Doosje et al., 2002; Fisher & Wake-
field, 1998; Stevenson & Wolfers, 2008).

Moreover, Chinese nationalism, which is characterized 
by its historical, ethnic, and cultural roots and its empha-
sis on Chinese sovereignty, unity, and integrity of its ter-
ritory, has risen in recent years (Boylan et al., 2021; Gries 
et al., 2011; Roach, 2016). Unlike American nationalism 
that idealizes democratization and egalitarianism, Chinese 
nationalism promotes identity and unity among its members 
(Boylan et al., 2021; Gries et al., 2011). Chinese individuals 
strongly identify with their country such that a great major-
ity believe that “When other people criticize China, it is as 
though they are criticizing me” (Dickson, 2016, p. 235). 
The nationalist discourse and domestic focus were further 
strengthened in China during the pandemic (Wong, 2020). 
In contrast, American nationalism has sharply declined in 
recent years (Silver et al., 2021), and in a 2020 survey only 
39% of the respondents reported that they were proud of 
their country (Pew Research Center, 2021). Nationalism 
has always been an important part of the Turkish identity, 
although it differs from that in China or the USA. From 
being a more secular form in the early years of the founda-
tion of the country to a form with religious rhetoric at the 
present day, Turkish nationalism remains strong (Can, 2019; 
Halpin et al., 2018). Indeed, 35.6% of Turks but only 9.5% 
of Americans strongly believe that “nations should follow 
their own interests, even if this leads to conflict with other 
nations”; 53.8% of Turks but 36.8% of Americans strongly 
believe that “patriotism strengthens country’s place in the 
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world”; and 51.7% of Turks but 8.4% of Americans believe 
that “foreigners shouldn’t be allowed to buy land” (GESIS-
Leibniz Institute for Social Sciences, 2015). Greater nation-
alism may facilitate greater country identification and per-
ceived national well-being (Lalwani & Winter-Levy, 2016; 
Sahdra & Ross, 2007; Stevenson & Wolfers, 2008).

There is also evidence that people in Western and non-
Western cultures differ in the extent to which they perceive 
their social groups as an important aspect of their identity. 
For instance, Caucasian Americans report lower importance 
of social groups for their identity than African and Asian 
Americans (Crocker et al., 1994), and East Asians define 
themselves more in terms of their social identities, roles, and 
memberships in the society than North Americans (Heine, 
2016; Wang, 2013). Interestingly, Turkish society demon-
strates a combination of Eastern and Western cultural char-
acteristics. For instance, whereas Turks have larger social 
networks and engage in more social interactions than do 
people in Western societies such as Sweden, they hold simi-
lar independent self-construal as Swedes (Imamoğlu et al., 
1993). Nonetheless, there has not been sufficient psychologi-
cal research on Turkish populations.

Taken together, it is theoretically compelling to examine 
collective future thinking among individuals from Turkey, 
China, and the USA to reveal the impact of the larger macro-
cultural context on psychological processes. Differences in 
economic growth, political stability, management of the 
pandemic, nationalism, and cultural-psychological tenden-
cies in the three countries may contribute to different levels 
of country identification and perceived national well-being, 
which may, in turn, influence the valence of collective future 
thinking.

The present research

We conducted two studies to examine the characteristics 
of collective future thinking in Turkish, Chinese, and US 
adults and test the roles of country identification and per-
ceived national well-being as underlying mechanisms for the 
valence of collective future thinking. US and Chinese col-
lege students (Study 1) and US, Chinese, and Turkish com-
munity participants (Study 2) were asked to imagine events 
that might happen to their country in three time points: next 
week, next year, and the next 10–15 years. We used these 
different time points following prior research to take into 
consideration temporal distance in collective future think-
ing (e.g., Shrikanth et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2011). To keep 
the task at a reasonable length, we prompted one event from 
each time point. After describing the events, participants 
rated emotional valence and perceived country control of the 
events. They also completed measures for country identifica-
tion and national well-being. All data and research materials 
are available at https:// osf. io/ hn8q7/.

We expected that, given the economic growth, recovery 
from the global pandemic, and high nationalist discourse in 
China, Chinese participants would show greater positivity 
for their country’s future than would US and Turkish par-
ticipants. The cultural differences in future event valence 
would be consistent across temporal distance, although they 
might be particularly salient for the near future given the 
ongoing detrimental impact of the pandemic in the USA 
and Turkey at the time of data collection. Furthermore, we 
expected Chinese participants to report greater identification 
with their country and higher perceived national well-being 
than US and Turkish participants. We further hypothesized 
that country identification and national well-being would 
each predict the positivity of future thinking and mediate the 
cultural effect on the valence of collective future thinking.

In addition to our main interest in event valence, we 
explored cultural and individual differences in perceived 
country control of future events, which has rarely been exam-
ined in prior studies on collective future thinking. Cultural 
research has suggested that Western cultures are character-
ized by an internal locus of control, where individuals attrib-
ute the control and cause of events to themselves. In contrast, 
East Asian cultures are characterized by an external locus of 
control, where individuals attribute the control and cause of 
events to forces beyond themselves (Hamid, 1994; Hsieh et al., 
1969; Smith et al., 1995). We thus expected US participants to 
attribute more control of the future events to their own country 
than Chinese and Turkish participants. We also explored the 
relations of country identification and national well-being to 
perceived country control and made no a priori predictions.

Study 1

Method

Participants A power analysis (G*Power; Faul et al., 2007) 
showed that a sample size of 214 would be needed to achieve 
a power of 0.9 to detect the interaction between culture and 
temporal distance with an effect size of f = .10, α = .05. 
In anticipation of attrition, we maximized our sample size 
within funding constraints. The sample consisted of 196 col-
lege students at Cornell University, USA (142 female, Mage = 
20.73 years, SD = 1.42) and 107 college students at Peking 
University, China (56 female, Mage = 20.02 years, SD = 
2.09). Among the US participants, 41.8% were of European 
descent, 22.4% were Asian, 13.8% were Black, 11.7% were 
Hispanic or Latinx, and 10.2% were multiracial. Participa-
tion was compensated with either course credit (USA) or 
10 Chinese Yuan (~1.5$) (China). An additional 21 partici-
pants were excluded from the US sample, including 15 who 
moved to the USA after the age of 15 years (i.e., international 
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students) and six who wrote about countries other than the 
USA (e.g., Korea, Canada, China, UK). An additional ten 
participants were excluded from the Chinese sample, includ-
ing nine who failed to correctly answer the attentional check 
questions and one who did not provide usable data. The data 
from each cultural group were collected between April 2020 
and June 2020. A second wave of Chinese data was collected 
between December 2020 and January 2021.

Procedure Participants completed an online questionnaire 
that was translated to Chinese by native speakers and double-
checked by two Chinese-English speakers to ensure equiva-
lence between the different language versions. Participants 
were first instructed to imagine three national events that might 
happen to their country in three time points: next week, next 
year, and 10–15 years from now. Following the method in the 
episodic future thinking literature (e.g., Schacter & Addis, 
2007; Wang et al., 2011), it was emphasized to the participants 
that “each event should be of a specific one-time event that will 
take place at a particular time and place and will not last over 
a day (e.g., the celebration of a particular national holiday, as 
opposed to national holidays).” The instruction also specified 
that the events must be plausible given the country’s plans for 
the future, and novel, not having previously taken place in the 
country. Participants were asked to imagine these events as 
if they were taking place in their country and to describe the 
events in as much detail as they could. The order of the events 
was randomized. There was no time restriction for the partici-
pants to generate and describe the events.

After describing all three events, participants rated (1) the 
emotional valence of each event (i.e., “What is the overall 
emotional tone of this event that can happen to your country 
next week/next year/in 10–15 years?”) from 1 (very nega-
tive) to 7 (very positive), and (2) perceived control of the 
events by own country control, by another country control, 
and by circumstances (i.e., “How much do you think that 
your country/another country/circumstances beyond any 
country’s control may cause this event to happen next week/
next year/in 10–15 years?”) from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very 
much). An own-country control score was computed for each 
event by subtracting other-country control and circumstance 
control ratings from the own-country control rating.

Following the ratings, participants completed the Com-
munity Well-being Scale (VanderWeele, 2019) and the Iden-
tity subscale of Collective Self-Esteem Scale (Luhtanen & 
Crocker, 1992). They also rated how concerned they were 
about their health and others’ health due to the COVID-19 
pandemic and provided demographic information.1

Measures

Country identification Participants’ identification with their 
country was measured with the Importance to Identity Sub-
scale of the Collective Self-Esteem Scale (CSES; Luhtanen 
& Crocker, 1992). CSES assesses self-esteem that results 
from belonging to a social group, such as gender, nationality, 
and ethnicity. Only the Importance to Identity Subscale was 
used in the present study given its relevance to the research 
question. The subscale consists of four items (e.g., “My 
country is an important reflection of who I am”). Partici-
pants rated their agreement with each item on a 7-point scale 
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Cronbach’s α = 
.82 in the current sample. The ratings were averaged to form 
a country identification score, with higher scores indicating 
higher identification with one’s country.

National well‑being Participants’ perceived national well-
being was measured with the Community Well-being Scale 
adapted from VanderWeele (2019). The scale includes 12 
items that assess three domains of communal well-being, 
including whether people in the community had good rela-
tionships with each other (e.g., “Everyone is respected 
within my country”), whether the community was led by 
proficient leaders that people can rely on (e.g., “Those in 
authority truly care about the well-being of everyone in my 
country”), and whether being part of the community was 
satisfying (e.g., “Everyone is satisfied with the way things 
are in our country”). Participants rated their agreement with 
four items in each domain on 7-point scales (1 = strongly 
disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Cronbach’s α = .95 in the 
current sample. The ratings were summed to form a national 
well-being score, with higher scores indicating higher per-
ceived national well-being.

Results

Preliminary analyses We inspected the event descriptions to 
ensure that the events were future-oriented and about one’s 
country. A total of 894 collective future events were pro-
vided. Fifteen of these events were personal or past events 
and were excluded from the analysis. The degrees of free-
dom thus varied slightly across tests. Preliminary analyses 
did not reveal significant gender effects on any variable; gen-
der was therefore not considered further. In addition, within 
the US sample, European Americans did not differ signifi-
cantly from ethnic minority participants combined (each eth-
nic minority group was too small to warrant separate analy-
ses) in national well-being (European American: M = 29.46, 
SD = 11.49; minorities: M = 28.65, SD = 12.00), country 
identification (European American: M = 3.25, SD = 1.06; 
minorities: M = 3.14, SD = 1.20), average event valence 
(European American: M = 4.51, SD = 1.65; minorities: M 

1 US participants also wrote about personal future events and both 
US and Chinese participants completed a Flourishing Scale and 
a Future Time Perspective Scale. These measures are for separate 
research questions and are not included in the current study.
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= 4.42, SD = 1.59), or average perceived control (European 
American: M = −1.57, SD = 2.25; minorities: M = −1.99, 
SD = 2.18). In addition, the two waves of Chinese data (i.e., 
summer 2020 and winter 2020) did not differ significantly 
on any measure and were combined in subsequent analyses.

We examined the type of future events that participants 
described. The first author reviewed the US event descrip-
tions, and a Chinese-speaking research assistant reviewed 
the Chinese event descriptions. They identified eight most 
common categories based on the event content (e.g., lock-
down, increasing COVID-19 cases, and restrictions formed 
the “COVID-19” category). Table 1 presents the categories 
and the percentage of events in each category by culture 
and temporal distance. Categories that had fewer than 1% of 
the events by any culture at a temporal point were summed 
to form the “other” category. The first author and a sec-
ond coder coded 20% of the US event descriptions, and two 
Chinese native speakers coded 20% of the Chinese event 
descriptions. Inter-rater reliabilities ranged from κ = .80 to 
κ = .83. Disagreements were resolved by discussion. For the 
next-week event, COVID-19-related events were the most 
prominent in both cultures, followed by celebratory events. 
For the next-year event, COVID-19-related events continued 
to be the most prominent in both cultures, although particu-
larly for US participants. US participants also frequently 
imagined events related to election/politics, whereas Chinese 
participants imagined events related to celebration, finan-
cial issues, art/sport/culture events, and science/technology/
space events. For the 10- to 15-year event, US participants 
most frequently imagined events related to election/politics, 
followed by environment-related events. Chinese partici-
pants most frequently imagined financial events, followed 

by events related to science/technology/space and election/
politics.

Notably, although some event categories (e.g., science/
technology/space) might seem more positive than others 
(e.g., COVID-19), the valence would depend on the specific 
imagined events (e.g., conquering COVID would be posi-
tive, whereas technological challenges would be negative). 
Furthermore, most event categories (e.g., election/politics, 
financial events, social issues, environment) were “neutral” 
and could develop in either positive or negative directions 
in a country’s future. The participants’ ratings of the imag-
ined future events would therefore best reflect the expected 
valence of the events, including those in the seemingly posi-
tive and negative event categories. The rating method has 
been used in prior research on collective future thinking 
and revealed either negative (Boduroglu & Hacibektasoglu, 
2020; Oner & Gulgoz, 2020) or positive event simulations 
(Topcu & Hirst, 2020). It is not systematically associated 
with response biases such as desirability concerns, espe-
cially when responses are anonymous.

To examine cultural effect on the expected valence of the 
same event category, we conducted exploratory linear mixed-
model analyses with culture as a fixed factor and subject as 
a random factor on the valence ratings of the top five event 
categories across the three time points. Chinese participants 
were more positive than Americans in their imagined COVID-
19-related events (Chinese M = 4.93, SD = 2.10; US M = 4.31, 
SD = 2.38 ), F(1, 287) = 4.45, p = .036, R2 = .015, science/
technology related events (Chinese M = 5.87, SD = 1.42; US 
M = 4.89, SD = 1.99), F(1, 60.80) = 5.28, p = .025, R2 = 
.075, and financial events (Chinese M = 5.77, SD = 1.50; US 
M = 3.00, SD = 2.28), F(1, 81) = 44.37, p < .001, R2 = .357. 

Table 1  Percentages of event categories by culture and temporal distance in Study 1

Note. The top three most frequently imagined event categories in each culture are boldfaced. Different superscripts (a, b) are used to denote cul-
tures that significantly differed in event percentages at p < .05 (Bonferroni adjustment was applied). An absence of superscripts indicates that 
there was no difference in event percentages between cultures

Event categories Week Year Distant

USA (%) China (%) USA (%) China (%) USA (%) China (%)

Covid-19 61.1 62.3 38.9a 19.2b - -
Election/politics 8.9 6.6 25.4a 10.6b 36.9a 20.8b

Financial 3.7 4.7 5.2a 14.4b 5.6a 31.1b

Celebration 10 11.3 13 17.3 8.2a 1.9b

Science/tech/space 2.6 2.8 2.1a 11.5b 9.7a 28.3b

Social issues - - 3.1 3.8 4.6 8.5
Art/sports/culture - - 3.6a 13.5b 2.1 2.8
Environment - - 2.6 2.9 14.9a 1.9b

Other 13.7 12.3 6.2 6.7 17.9a 4.7
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There was no significant cultural difference in election/politics-
related events and celebration events.

In the following sections, we first examined cultural and 
temporal effects on the characteristics—event valence and 
perceived country control—of the collective future events. 
Then, we tested the roles of country identification and 
national well-being in event valence and perceived country 
control.

Characteristics of the collective future events Table 2 top 
panel presents means and standard deviations of valence 
and perceived control by culture and temporal distance. 
We conducted a 3 (temporal distance: week vs. year vs. 
10–15 years) × 2 (culture: US vs. China) repeated-measures 
ANOVA, with temporal distance being a within-subjects fac-
tor and culture being a between-subjects factor. The analysis 
revealed main effects of culture, F(1, 289) = 20.50, p < 
.001, ƞp

2 = .066, and temporal distance, F(2, 578) = 21.37, 
p < .001, ƞp

2 = .069, qualified by a Culture × Temporal 
distance interaction, F(2, 578) = 3.92, p = .02, ƞp

2 = .013. 
Post hoc pairwise comparisons showed that Chinese par-
ticipants expected next week and 10- to 15-year events to 
be more positive than did US participants (ps < .001), while 
there was no significant cultural difference in valence for the 

1-year event (see Fig. 1a). Furthermore, both Chinese, F(2, 
204) = 9.79, p < .001, ƞp

2 = .088, and US participants, F(2, 
374) = 3.92, p = .02, ƞp

2 = .013, expected distant future 
events to be more positive than events in the near future.

A same repeated-measure analysis was conducted on per-
ceived country control. A main effect of culture emerged, 
F(1, 289) = 8.62, p = .004, ƞp

2 = .029, whereby US partici-
pants reported greater perceived control (M = −1.81, SE = 
.15) than Chinese participants (M = −2.58, SE = .21). There 
was no other significant main effect or interaction.

The roles of country identification and national 
well‑being Given that the culture effects on event valence 
and perceived control were generally consistent across the 
time points, the average event valence and perceived con-
trol were computed and submitted to analyses to examine 
the roles of country identification and national well-being in 
mediating the effects of culture.2 An independent samples 

Table 2  Means and standard deviations (SD) of all event variables by culture and temporal distance in Study 1 and Study 2

Study 1

USA China

Week Year Distant Week Year Distant
Valence 3.68 (2.27) 4.99 (2.22) 4.65 (2.42) 4.85 (1.98) 5.23 (1.77) 5.65 (1.80)
Perceived control -1.66 (3.22) -2.00 (3.30) -1.77 (3.51) -2.77 (3.16) -2.27 (3.05) -2.79 (2.72)

Study 2

USA China Turkey

Week Year Distant Week Year Distant Week Year Distant
Valence 4.08 (2.42) 4.97 (2.16) 4.51 (2.50) 5.22 (1.78) 5.52 (1.70) 5.79 (1.46) 3.54 (2.32) 4.14 (2.58) 4.66 (2.51)
Perceived control -1.88 (3.88) -1.14 (4.14) -1.59 (4.04) -2.11 (3.28) -2.66 (2.82) -3.09 (3.12) -1.91 (4.62) -1.93 (4.40) -1.47 (3.87)

Fig. 1  Mean emotional valence as a function of culture and temporal distance in (a) Study 1 and (b) Study 2. Error bars indicate standard error 
of the means. CH = Chinese, US = USA, TUR = Turkish

2 Separate analyses for each time point revealed similar patterns of 
results, with the indirect effects (of the mediators) being significant 
in all models. We therefore report results of the average scores across 
the time points.
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t-test showed that Chinese participants reported higher coun-
try identification (M = 5.00, SD = 1.09) than did US partici-
pants (M = 3.19, SD = 1.14), t(226.82) = 13.54, p < .001, 
d = 1.62. Chinese participants also reported higher national 
well-being (M = 55.1, SD = 13.2) than did US participants 
(M = 29.0, SD = 11.7), t(197.01) = 17.02, p < .001, d = 2.08.

Valence We first examined the roles of country identi-
fication and national well-being in the valence of collec-
tive future events. A linear regression showed that country 
identification predicted positive valence of collective future 
events, β = .238, t(301) = 4.26, p < .001. Similarly, national 
well-being predicted positive valence of collective future 
events, β = .294, t(301) = 5.33, p < .001. Thus, all condi-
tions for mediation analysis were met.

Next, we conducted two mediation models using the 
SPSS PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013), in which country 
identification and national well-being mediated the relation-
ship between culture and event valence (see Fig. 2a and b). 
We used model 4 with 5,000 bootstrapped samples and bias-
corrected 95% confidence interval (CI) to estimate indirect 
effects. Chinese participants were coded as 0 and US par-
ticipants were coded as 1. Based on the observed cultural 
differences in event valence, the mean valence score aver-
aged across the time points was submitted to the mediation 
analysis. There was a partial correlation between country 
identification and national well-being controlling for culture, 
r(300) = .353, p < .001.

Country identification did not mediate the relationship 
between culture and valence, indirect effect = −.17, SE = 

Culture

Country
Identification

Valence

-1.27***

-.35*

.14+

Total effect = -.52***

Culture

National Well-Being

Valence

-1.49***

-.17

.23**

Total effect = -.52***

a)

b)

Fig. 2  Mediation models for average event valence in Study 1. Values indicate standardized coefficients. + p < .07. * p < .05. **p < .01. *** p < 
.001
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.10, 95% CI [−.37, .02]. On the other hand, national well-
being mediated the relationship, indirect effect = −.35, SE 
= .10, 95% CI [−.54, −.13]. Chinese participants reported 
higher national well-being, β = −1.49, t(301) = −17.63, p < 
.001, which in turn predicted positive valence of the events, 
β = .23, t(300) = 2.98, p = .003.

Perceived control To examine whether country identifica-
tion and national well-being explained cultural differences in 
perceived control, we conducted the same mediation models 
with perceived control as the dependent variable. A linear 
regression analysis on the mean perceived control scores 
further showed that country identification predicted lower 
perceived control of collective future events, β = −.178, 
t(301) = −3.13, p = .002. Similarly, national well-being pre-
dicted lower perceived control of collective future events, β 
= −.163, t(301) = −2.86, p = .004.

In the country identification model, although the effect 
of culture on perceived country control was no longer sig-
nificant after including the mediator in the model, β = .22, 
t(300) = 1.49, p = .14, the decrease in the coefficient was not 
significant, indirect effect = .14, SE = .09, 95% [−.04, .33]. 
Similarly, national well-being did not mediate the relation-
ship between culture and perceived country control, indirect 
effect = .11, SE = .13, 94% CI [−.15, .36].

Valence and pandemic‑related concerns Given that the data 
were collected during the COVID-19 pandemic, we checked 
whether participants’ health-related concerns would influ-
ence the valence of the anticipated events. An independent 
samples t-test showed that US participants worried more 
both for their own (M = 3.94, SD = 1.70) and their loved 
ones’ health (M = 5.09, SD = 1.51) than Chinese partici-
pants (Mown = 3.06, SD = 1.76; Mothers = 3.34, SD = 1.69), 
t(211.62) = −4.16, p < .001, and t(197.91) = −8.92, p < 
.001, respectively. This supports the observation that China 
was recovering from the effects of the pandemic and the con-
ditions were not as devastating as in the USA at the time of 
the data collection. We then tested whether concerns related 
to the COVID-19 pandemic would influence the valence of 
the imagined events. We conducted linear regressions with 
worries about own and others’ health, controlling for cul-
ture, separately for events in 1 week, 1 year, and in 10–15 
years. Neither worries about own health nor others’ health 
predicted valence of the events in 1 week and 1 year (ts < 1). 
However, concerns about own health marginally, β = −.117, 
t(297) = −1.82, p = .071, and concerns about others’ health 
significantly predicted valence of the 10–15 years events, β 
= .151, t(297) = 2.13, p = .034. We thus conducted the 3 
(temporal distance) × 2 (culture) repeated-measures analysis 
controlling for own health and others’ health worry. The 
results remained identical.

In summary, Chinese participants anticipated their coun-
try’s future to be more positive than did US participants, 
especially for events in the next week and 10–15 years. Only 
national well-being explained the relationship between cul-
ture and valence whereby higher national well-being pre-
dicted more positive events for Chinese participants. US 
participants reported higher perceived country control of the 
events. However, neither country identification nor national 
well-being explained this relationship.

Study 2

In Study 2, we aimed to replicate the Study 1 findings in a 
community sample from Turkey, China, and the USA.

Method

Participants A power analysis (G*Power; Faul et al., 2007) 
indicated that a sample size of 261 would be needed to 
achieve a power of 0.9 to detect the interaction between cul-
ture and temporal distance with an effect size of f = .10, α 
= .05. We maximized our sample size within funding con-
straints. A total of 377 adults from the US, China, and Tur-
key participated in the study. US participants (n = 155) were 
recruited through word of mouth or Amazon’s Mechanical 
Turk (M-Turk), and each received US$2 for their participa-
tion. Chinese participants (n = 106) were recruited through 
a Chinese website similar to M-Turk, and each received 10 
Chinese Yuan (~1.5$) for their participation. Turkish par-
ticipants (n = 116) were reached through word of mouth and 
study advertisements on social media. Nineteen participants 
(nUS = 9, nCH = 8, and nTR = 2) were dropped from the study 
(eight wrote personal events for all three time points, four 
did not provide usable data, and seven could not pass the 
attention check). The final sample consisted of 146 US (74 
female, Mage = 40.51 years, SD = 12.42), 98 Chinese (59 
female, Mage = 29.12 years, SD = 7.66), and 114 Turkish 
participants (74 female, Mage = 29.48 years, SD = 8.63). US 
participants were older than both Chinese (Mdiff = 11.47), 
t(355) = 8.66, p < .001, and Turkish participants (Mdiff = 
11.00), t(355) = 8.67, p < .001. Among all US participants, 
78.1% were European American, 8.9% were Asian or Asian 
American, 6.2% were African American, 5.5% were His-
panic or Latinx, and 1.4% were Native American. In addi-
tion, 51.4% of the US sample had an associate or a college 
degree, 33.6% had a graduate degree, 14.6% were college 
students, and 13.7% had a high school degree or less. Among 
Turkish participants, 53.5% had an associate or a college 
degree, 21.9% had a graduate degree, 21.1% were college 
students, and 3.5% had a high school degree or less. Due 
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to an experimenter error, Chinese participants were asked 
what they were if they were not currently a college student 
(instead of what their educational level was). Among the 
40 participants whose responses indicated educational level 
(e.g., “a PHD candidate,” “already graduated (from col-
lege),” and “elementary school degree”), 60% had an asso-
ciate or a college degree, 35% had a graduate degree, and 5% 
had a middle school degree or less. Thus, all three samples 
were from primarily educated populations. The data from 
all three cultural groups were collected between April 2020 
and June 2020. A second wave of Chinese data was collected 
between December 2020 and January 2021.

Materials and procedure Materials and procedure were 
the same as in Study 1. The questionnaire was translated 
to Turkish by a native Turkish speaker and double-checked 
by another Turkish-English speaker. Internal reliabilities in 
the community sample for the Identity subscale of CSES 
was .76, and the Community Well-Being Scale was .96.3

Results

Preliminary analyses We inspected all event descriptions to 
check whether the events were future-oriented and collec-
tive. A total of 1,074 collective future events were provided. 
Twenty-six of these events were personal or past events, 
and they were excluded from analyses. Therefore, degrees 
of freedom slightly differ across the analyses. Preliminary 
analyses showed no significant gender or education effects 

on valence and perceived control of the events. Gender and 
education were thus not considered further in analyses. Age 
was positively correlated with the valence of the next-year 
event, r(358)= .144, p = .007. Given the age difference 
between the samples, age was included as a covariate in 
all analyses. In addition, within the US sample, European 
Americans did not differ significantly from ethnic minor-
ity participants combined in national well-being (European 
American: M = 38.11, SD = 19.06; minorities: n = 32, M 
= 40.00, SD = 22.70), country identification (European 
American: M = 3.91, SD = 1.50; minorities: M = 4.34, SD 
= 1.56), average event valence (European American: M = 
4.55, SD = 1.73; minorities: M = 4.46, SD = 1.85), or aver-
age perceived control (European American: M = −1.51, SD 
= 3.08; minorities: M = −1.82, SD = 3.01). The two waves 
of Chinese data did not differ significantly on any measure 
and were combined in subsequent analyses.

We examined the type of events that participants imag-
ined for the three time points, coding event categories fol-
lowing the same procedure as in Study 1. The first author 
reviewed the Turkish event descriptions. One additional 
category, war/terrorism, was included. Inter-rater reliability 
ranged from κ = .80 to κ = .88. Table 3 presents the percent-
ages of event categories by culture and temporal distance. 
Across all three groups, COVID-19-related events were the 
most prominent for 1-week events, although US participants 
were less likely than Chinese and Turkish participants to 
imagine COVID-19-related events and more likely to imag-
ine events related to social issues. For 1-year events, US 
participants imagined mostly events related to election and 
politics, followed by COVID-19-related events. Turkish 
participants imagined mostly financial events, followed by 
election and politics and COVID-19-related events. COVID-
19-related events remained the most prominent type for 

Table 3  Percentages (%) of event categories by culture and temporal distance in Study 2

Note. The top three most frequently imagined event categories in each culture are boldfaced. Different superscripts (a, b) are used to denote cul-
tures that significantly differed in event percentages at p < .05 (Bonferroni adjustment was applied). Sharing the same superscript or an absence 
of superscripts indicates that there was no difference in event percentages between cultures

Event categories Week Year Distant

USA China Turkey USA China Turkey USA China Turkey

Covid-19 36.8a 53.8b 64.9b 25.3 25 18.9 3.6 7.3 1.8
Election/politics 12.5 8.6 4.5 36.3a 12.5b 18.9b 30.4a 15.6b 42.5a

Financial 10.4 8.6 5.4 5.5a 12.5a 27b 6.5 14.6 15.9
Science/tech/space - - - 2.7a 16.7b 2.7a 13.8a 47.2b 9.7a

Celebration 7.6 11.8 11.7 15.1 14.6 17.1 6.5 5.2 6.2
Social issues 16.7a 2.2b 2.7b - - - 9.4 7.3 4.4
War/terrorism - - - - - - 13.8a 2.1b 6.2a, b

Environment 1.4 1.1 1.8 3.4 2.1 7.2 8a, b 1a 12.4b

Art/sports/culture - - - 2.1 6.3 3.6 - - -
Other 14.6 14 9 9.6 10.4 4.5 8 4.2 0.9

3 US and Turkish participants also wrote about personal future events 
that were intended for a separate research question and were not 
included in the current study.
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Chinese participants, followed by science/technology/space-
related events. For 10- to 15-year events, events related to 
election/politics were the most prominent for US and Turk-
ish participants, whereas science/technology/space-related 
events were the most prominent for the Chinese participants.

Exploratory linear mixed-model analyses with culture as 
a fixed factor, age as a covariate, and subject as a random 
factor revealed cultural effects on COVID-19-related events 
F(2, 187.13) = 11.40, p < .001, R2 = .081, financial events, 
F(2, 120) = 10.29, p < .001, R2 = .148, and science/technol-
ogy-related events F(2, 80.29) = 5.50, p = .006, R2 = .106. 
Follow-up Tukey HSD tests (p < .05) showed that Chinese 
participants (M = 5.30, SD = 1.65) were more positive in 
COVID-19-related events than US (M = 4.27, SD = 2.38) 
and Turkish participants (M = 3.80, SD = 2.35), who did not 
significantly differ from each other. Compared with Turkish 
participants, Chinese participants were also more positive 
in financial events (Chinese M = 5.50, SD = 1.56; Turk-
ish M = 3.28, SD = 2.62) and science/technology-related 
events (Chinese M = 6.10, SD = 1.13; Turkish M = 4.64, 
SD = 2.17).

In the following sections, we first examined cultural and 
temporal effects on the characteristics—event valence and 
perceived country control—of the collective future events. 
Then, we tested the roles of country identification and 
national well-being in event valence and perceived control.

Characteristics of the collective future events Table 2 bot-
tom panel presents descriptive statistics for valence and 
perceived control by culture and temporal distance. To 
investigate the effects of culture and temporal distance on 
event valence, we conducted a 3 (temporal distance: week 
vs. year vs. 10–15 years) × 3 (culture: US vs. China vs. 
Turkey) repeated-measures ANCOVA, with time being a 
within-subjects factor, culture being a between-subjects 
factor, and age as a covariate. The analysis revealed a main 
effect of culture, F(2, 334) = 20.20, p < .001, ƞp

2 = .108. 
Tukey HSD tests (p < .05) showed that across all timepoints, 
Chinese participants anticipated future events to be more 
positive than did US and Turkish participants, who did not 
differ significantly from each other. In addition, a marginally 
significant temporal distance effect emerged, F(2, 668) = 
2.96, p = .053, ƞp

2 = .009, which suggests a positive trend 
towards the distant future. There was no significant Culture 
× Temporal distance interaction.

To investigate the effects of culture and temporal distance 
on perceived control of the events, we conducted the same 
repeated-measures ANCOVA on perceived country control. 
The analysis revealed a main effect of culture, F(2, 333) = 
3.14, p = .045, ƞp

2 = .018, and marginally significant Cul-
ture × Temporal distance interaction, F(4, 666) = 2.15, p 
= .073, ƞp

2 = .013. Tukey HSD tests (p < .05) showed that 
although there was no significant difference in perceived 

control for the events in the next week, US participants 
reported higher control than Chinese participants for events 
in the next year and in 10–15 years. Turkish participants 
reported higher control than Chinese participants for events 
in 10–15 years.

The roles of country identification and national 
well‑being Given that the culture effects on event valence 
and perceived control were generally consistent across the 
time points, the average event valence and perceived con-
trol were computed and submitted to analyses to examine 
the roles of country identification and national well-being 
in mediating the effects of culture.4 A one-way analysis of 
variance with age as covariate showed a significant cul-
ture effect on country identification, F(2, 354) = 17.19, p 
< .001. Follow-up Tukey HSD tests (p < .05) showed that 
Chinese participants reported higher country identification 
(M = 5.01, SD = 1.01) than did Turkish (M = 4.49, SD = 
1.29) and US participants (M = 4.01, SD = 1.52). Turkish 
participants reported higher country identification than did 
US participants. Three countries also differed in the level 
of national well-being, F(2, 354) = 89.40, p < .001. Tukey 
HSD tests showed that Chinese participants reported higher 
national well-being (M = 59.33, SD = 14.68) than did US (M 
= 38.53, SD = 19.85) and Turkish participants (M = 29.75, 
SD = 11.95). US participants reported higher national well-
being than did Turkish participants.

Valence We first examined the roles of country identification 
and national well-being in the valence of collective future 
events. A linear regression analysis on the average valence 
score across three time points further showed that country 
identification predicted positive valence of collective future 
events, β = .238, t(356) = 4.63, p < .001. Similarly, national 
well-being predicted positive valence of collective future 
events, β = .348, t(356) = 7.01, p < .001.

Next, we conducted two mediation models using the 
SPSS PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013), in which country 
identification and national well-being mediated the relation-
ship between culture and event valence (Fig. 3a and b). Chi-
nese participants were coded as 0, Turkish participants as 1, 
and US participants as 2. Age was included as a covariate in 
the models. There was a partial correlation between country 
identification and national well-being controlling for culture, 
r(355) = .432, p < .001.

When we compared Chinese participants with Turk-
ish participants, both country identification and national 

4 Separate analyses for each time point revealed similar patterns of 
results, with the indirect effects (of the mediators) being significant 
in all models. We therefore report results of the average scores across 
the time points.
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well-being mediated the relationship between culture and 
event valence, country identification indirect effect = −.07, 
SE = .03, 95% CI [−.13, −.02]; national well-being indirect 
effect = −.35, SE = .09, 95% CI [ −.52, −.18]. Chinese 

participants had higher country identification than Turkish 
participants, β = −.38, t(354) = −2.87, p = .004, which 
in turn predicted more positive events, β = .18, t(353) = 
3.54, p < .001. Similarly, Chinese participants had higher 

Culture
CH vs. TR

Country
Identification

Valence

-.38**

-.78***

.18***

CH vs. TR total effect = -.85***

CH vs. US total effect = -.73***

TR vs. US total effect = .12

Culture
CH vs. TR

National Well-Being

Valence

-1.48***

-.50**

.24***

a)

b)

Culture
CH vs. US

-.81***

-.59***

Culture
CH vs. US

CH vs. TR total effect = -.85***

CH vs. US total effect = -.73***

TR vs. US total effect = .12

-1.04***

-.49**

Culture
TR vs. US

Culture
TR vs. US

-.43**

.19

.44***

.01

Fig. 3  Mediation models for average event valence in Study 2. CH = China; TR = Turkey. * p < .05. **p < .01. *** p < .001
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national well-being, β = −1.48, t(354) = −13.17, p < .001, 
and the higher national well-being, the more positive were 
the events, β = .24, t(353) = 3.94, p < .001.

Comparing Chinese and US participants revealed similar 
results. Both country identification and national well-being 
mediated the relationship between culture and event valence, 
country identification indirect effect = −.15, SE = .05, 95% 
CI [−.25, −.05]; national well-being indirect effect = −.25, 
SE = .07, 95% CI [−.38, −.12]. Chinese participants had 
higher country identification than US participants, β = −.81, 
t(354) = −5.86, p < .001, which in turn predicted more posi-
tive events, β = .28, t(353) = 3.54, p < .001. They also had 
higher national well-being than did US participants, β = 
−1.04, t(354) = −8.88, p < .001, which predicted more posi-
tive events, β = .24, t(353) = 3.94, p < .001.

When we compared Turkish and US participants, coun-
try identification mediated the relationship between culture 
and event valence, indirect effect = −.08, SE = .03, 95% CI 
[−.16, −.02]. Turkish participants reported higher country 
identification, β = −.43, t(354) = −3.24, p = .001, which in 
turn predicted more positive events, β = .18, t(353) = 3.54, 
p < .001. National well-being also mediated the relationship 
between culture and event valence, indirect effect = .10, SE 
= .04, 95% CI [.04, .18]. US participants reported higher 
national well-being, β = .44, t(354) = 3.91, p < .001, which 
in turn predicted more positive events, β = .24, t(353) = 
3.94, p < .001.

Perceived control To examine whether country identifica-
tion and national well-being explained cultural differences in 
perceived control, we conducted the same mediation models 
with perceived control score averaged across the time points 
as the dependent variable. A linear regression showed that 
national well-being predicted lower perceived control of col-
lective future events, β = −.25, t(335) = −4.62, p < .001. 
However, country identification did not predict perceived 
control of collective future events, β = −.05, t(335) = −.92, 
p = .36. Therefore, we conducted mediation analysis only 
for national well-being.

National well-being completely mediated the relationship 
between culture and perceived control both for Chinese-
Turkish comparison, indirect effect = .37, SE = .10, 95% 
CI [.18, .54], and Chinese-US comparison, indirect effect = 
.26, SE = .07, 95% CI [.12, .42]. Chinese participants had 
higher national well-being than Turkish, β = −1.48, t(354) 
= −13.17, p < .001, and US participants, β = −1.04, t(354) 
= −8.88, p < .001, which in turn predicted lower perceived 
control for Chinese participants, β = −.25, t(353) = −3.92, 
p < .001. When we compared Turkish and US participants, 
national well-being mediated the relationship between cul-
ture and perceived control, indirect effect = −.11, SE = 
.04, 95% CI [−.20, −.04]. US participants reported higher 
national well-being, β = .44, t(354) = 3.91, p < .001, which 

in turn predicted lower perceived control of events, β = 
−.25, t(353) = −3.92, p < .001.

Valence and pandemic‑related concerns We conducted a 
one-way analysis of variance to examine whether partici-
pants’ health-related concerns would influence the valence 
of the anticipated events. The analysis revealed significant 
effects of concerns about own health and others’ health, F(2, 
355) = 5.25, p = .006, and F(2, 355) = 24.03, p < .001, 
respectively. A follow-up Tukey HSD test showed that Turk-
ish participants were worried about their own (M = 4.06, 
SD = 2.03) and others’ health (M = 5.26, SD = 1.89) more 
than Chinese participants (Mown = 3.24, SD = 1.71; Mothers = 
3.60, SD = 1.58). Turkish participants were also more wor-
ried about others’ health than US participants (M = 4.58, SD 
= 1.72). US participants were more worried about others’ 
health than were Chinese participants.

Next, we tested whether concerns related to the COVID-
19 pandemic influenced the valence of the imagined events. 
We conducted linear regression on the valence of the events 
with concerns about own and others’ health as predictors, 
controlling for culture and age. Neither concerns about own 
health nor others’ health predicted the valence of the events 
in 1 week and 1 year (ts < 1). However, own health worry 
predicted significantly, β = −.15, t(342) = −2.27, p = .024, 
and others’ health worry marginally predicted the valence 
of the events in 10–15 years beyond the effects of culture 
and age, β = .13, t(342) = 1.80, p = .073. We repeated the 3 
(temporal distance) × 3 (culture) repeated-measures analysis 
controlling for own health and others’ health worry. Results 
remained identical.

In summary, Chinese participants expected events to be 
more positive for their country than did US and Turkish 
participants. In general, all three cultures expected events 
to be more positive in the distant future than the near future. 
The relationship between culture and event valence was 
explained by country identification and national well-being, 
whereby higher country identification and national well-
being predicted positive events for Chinese participants. On 
the other hand, both US and Turkish participants reported 
higher perceived country control than did Chinese, particu-
larly for distant events. Having higher national well-being 
compared to US and Turkish participants predicted lower 
perceived country control for Chinese participants.

General discussion

The present studies are the first to examine collective 
future thinking across cultures. We investigated the 
valence of collective future events and further examined 
the roles of country identification and national well-being 
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in predicting event valence and moderating cultural effects 
on event valence among the US, Turkish, and Chinese 
adults. In addition, we examined perceived own country 
control in the collective future events. Including both col-
lege students and community samples allowed us to repli-
cate and generalize our findings. Integrating cultural and 
individual levels of analyses, the present studies not only 
identified important cultural variations in collective future 
thinking but also revealed individual-level mechanisms—
country identification and national well-being—that gave 
rise to the cultural variations (Wang, 2016, 2018).

Valence and country control of collective future 
events

Consistent with our hypothesis, Chinese participants 
anticipated future events to be more positive than did US 
participants (Study 1), particularly for events in the next 
week and 10–15 years. Chinese participants also antici-
pated future events to be more positive than both US and 
Turkish participants across all three time points (Study 2), 
who did not differ from each other. These findings suggest 
that people think differently about their country’s future 
and that, contrary to Westerners’ greater positivity in their 
personal future (Lam et al., 2005; Shao et al., 2010), Chi-
nese are more optimistic than Westerners about their col-
lective future. These differences were consistent across the 
two studies and the effects were nontrivial. They reflect 
a variety of cultural-societal factors such as economic 
growth, political stability, nationalism, and combat against 
COVID-19 that differed in the three countries. Further-
more, the types of events participants imagined also reflect 
the current circumstances in a given country: Although 
COVID-19-related events were prominent across all 
groups especially for the near future, Chinese participants 
frequently imagined events about science, technological 
innovations, and space-related developments, whereas US 
and Turkish participants were often occupied with events 
related to elections, politics, war and violence, and envi-
ronmental issues. These findings highlight the importance 
of the macro-cultural context in shaping collective future 
thinking. They have important real-life implications, such 
as for media communication and policy making.

Notably, although collective future events may exhibit a 
negative bias relative to personal future events (Shrikanth 
et al., 2018; Yamashiro & Roediger III, 2019), the mean 
valence scores in the current studies were all higher than 
4 (i.e., neutral) except for the 1-week events in the US col-
lege sample (Study 1) and the Turkish community sample 
(Study 2). As noted earlier, methodological differences 
may have contributed to the different findings in prior 
research that tapped upon accessibility versus availability 

of positive and negative collective future events. Simi-
lar to Topcu and Hirst (2020), our participants took as 
much time as they needed to imagine the events in their 
countries’ futures, which might have contributed to the 
general positivity of the events in all three groups. It is 
also important to note that all studies to date on collective 
future thinking, whether they identified a negative bias or 
not, have used a (confidential) written format in the task 
to minimize social desirability concerns, if any.

We also examined perceived control of collective future 
events, a characteristic less studied in prior research. As pre-
dicted, US participants reported higher perceived control 
than did Chinese and Turkish participants. These results are 
in line with cross-cultural findings showing that in contrast 
to the dominance of internal locus of control among West-
erners, Easterners tend to view external powerful forces, 
such as circumstances, fate, luck, and chance as playing 
a larger role in the control of events (Hamid, 1994; Hsieh 
et al., 1969; Smith et al., 1995). Our studies extend the lit-
erature by showing that cultural differences in perceived 
control are also evident for the collective future, which has 
important policy implications.

Country identification and national well‑being 
as underlying mechanisms

We tested country identification and perceived national 
well-being as predictors of event variables. As we 
expected, Chinese participants identified more with their 
country and reported higher national well-being than did 
Americans and Turks. This is consistent with the notion 
that collective identity—the concept of “we-ness”—does 
not exist in a vacuum. Instead, it emerges and expands 
in response to collective activities and changes (Snow & 
Corrigall-Brown, 2015). In particular, the prosperity of 
a country may contribute to its citizen’s country identi-
fication and positive views of the nation (Doosje et al., 
2002; Fisher & Wakefield, 1998; Stevenson & Wolfers, 
2008). At the time of the data collection, China was one 
of the few countries that successfully took the pandemic 
under control and expanded its economy (Burki, 2020; 
Myers et al., 2021). Furthermore, in line with its long his-
tory of nationalism, China has continued to strengthen its 
nationalist discourse to promote unity and identity among 
its members (Boylan et al., 2021; Wong, 2020; Zheng, 
1999). In contrast, the USA and Turkey struggled with 
the pandemic, economic downturn, and social-political 
upheavals (Burki, 2020; Taylor, 2021; Yıldırım, 2020). 
These factors might have contributed to greater country 
identification and national well-being among the Chinese 
than in Americans and Turks.

Moreover, these variables explained the cultural differ-
ences in event valence. In Study 1, Chinese participants 
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reported higher national well-being than did Americans, 
which, in turn, predicted more positive future simulations 
among the Chinese. In Study 2, compared with US and 
Turkish participants, Chinese participants reported higher 
country identification and higher national well-being, both 
of which, in turn, predicted more positive future simulations. 
Country identification and national well-being also showed 
significant indirect effects for the US-Turkey comparison of 
event valence. Country identification was not a significant 
mediator in Study 1, possibly due to the homogeneity of 
the college sample for country identification. Nevertheless, 
the general pattern of results is in line with the findings of 
personal future thinking, whereby personal identity and sub-
jective well-being influence the valence of simulated future 
personal events (MacLeod & Conway, 2005; MacLeod & 
Conway, 2007; Shao et al., 2010). In the context of collective 
future thinking, strong country identification may serve as 
a collective motivational system for optimistic forecasting 
of the country’s future, and perceived great national well-
being may provide a positive outlook for valence-congruent 
collective future simulations.

Interestingly, although Turks reported higher country 
identification than did US participants, they did not report 
higher national well-being or expect events to be more 
positive for their country. These findings may reflect a 
case unique to Turks. For instance, Imamoğlu et al. (1993) 
observed that although Turks had larger social networks 
and more interactions than did Swedes, they felt lonelier 
and were less satisfied with their lives than Swedes. The 
researchers explained that this might reflect a discrepancy 
between expectations and experiences among the Turks. 
Pertaining to collective future thinking, although Turks 
identified with their country, the discrepancy between their 
expectations and experiences (e.g., economic crisis, lack of 
freedom of speech, social unrest, etc.) might have contrib-
uted to their low national well-being and high pessimism 
for the country’s future. For example, it was reported that 
although Americans and Turks felt equally close to their 
country and being an American or Turk was equally impor-
tant, Turks were less proud of the way democracy worked 
(56.6% vs. 80.2%) and economic success than Americans 
(62.6% vs. 80.3%) (GESIS-Leibniz Institute for Social Sci-
ences, 2015). The similar strong connection to the Turkish 
identity and yet dissatisfaction with the country’s political 
and economic situations have been observed in more recent 
surveys (Eissenstat, 2018; Hoffman et al., 2018).

Pertaining to the perceived control of future events, coun-
try identification and national well-being did not explain 
the relationship between culture and perceived control in 
the college sample. However, in the community sample, the 
lower national well-being explained higher perceived control 
of future events. These findings might be related to the col-
lective agency and socio-political situation in these countries 

at the time of the data collection. Collective identity is often 
accompanied by collective agency, where shared concerns 
and threats call for collective actions (Snow & Corrigall-
Brown, 2015). It is possible that US and Turkish participants 
felt threatened by COVID-19 and their respective upcom-
ing elections, which might have provoked their need for a 
collective agency. The call for taking collective actions to 
stop the spread of the pandemic and to vote for the future 
of the country might have triggered the role of the country 
in perceived control of future events. This possibility is evi-
denced in the finding that the US and Turkish participants 
were more worried about COVID’s impacts than were the 
Chinese.

Limitations and future directions

Our studies combined cultural and individual levels of analy-
ses to examine collective future thinking and its underlying 
mechanisms (Wang, 2016, 2018). They yielded important 
and original findings. Still, further experimental studies are 
required to draw causal conclusions. In addition, longitudi-
nal studies can reveal the developmental trajectory of collec-
tive future thoughts. For instance, once a positive event for a 
nation may turn out to be negative if conditions that created 
the positive events change over time (Zittoun & Gillespie, 
2018). Also, how people view their country’s future may 
evolve in time as a result of the societal-cultural factors in 
the country (van Der Duin et al., 2020). Thus, it will be 
important to examine changes in country identification over 
time and how that affects the valence of collective future 
thinking.

In the present studies, we tested two factors underlying 
the relationship between culture and the valence of future 
events. There are likely many other factors that can shape 
collective future thinking. For example, the political affili-
ation of individuals in the same country may play a role. 
Topçu and Hirst (Topcu & Hirst, 2020) found that political 
affiliation influenced the content of remembered and imag-
ined collective events. Mutlutürk et al. (2021) observed that 
individuals represented public events differently according 
to their voting behavior. Future research should examine the 
influence of political affiliation (e.g., supporters vs. oppo-
nents of the ruling party) in connection with the level of 
polarization within a country on collective future projec-
tions. Another important factor to examine is ethnicity/race 
and majority versus minority group status within a society. 
In our studies, racial/ethnic identities among the US par-
ticipants did not influence the valence of future events, con-
sistent with recent findings showing that African American 
children hold similar future outlooks to those of their White 
peers (Bamford & Lagattuta, 2020). Still, additional research 
of different racial/ethnic groups within a country will pro-
vide useful insight into collective future thinking.
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Moreover, although we coded the type of events partici-
pants imagined in the current studies, we were unable to test 
cultural effect on event valence within each event category 
given the small number of participants who provided events 
in a category. Findings from our exploratory analyses on the 
top reported events overall supported our view that macro-
cultural factors influence the expected valence of collective 
future events. Future research should examine specific types 
of collective future events (e.g., environment, social issues) in 
relation to their valence. Future research should also examine 
other dimensions of collective future thinking, such as narra-
tive meaning making and the level of specificity, and how they 
are influenced by cultural and individual factors. Interestingly, 
in both of our studies, participants’ worries about their own or 
others’ health were associated with the anticipation of a gloom-
ier distant, but not near, collective future. Perhaps the distant 
future, being higher-construal and more abstract than the near 
future (Trope & Liberman, 2010; Wang et al., 2011), is subject 
to greater pessimism as a result of one’s current negative states. 
This possibility needs to be tested in future research. In addi-
tion, while our Chinese and US participants received payment 
for their participation, Turkish participants did not. Although 
there was no indication that the lack of payment negatively 
affected Turkish participants’ motivation to complete the sur-
vey or the quality of their responses, this limitation should be 
addressed in future research. Finally, future research should 
examine general anticipations for one’s country’s future and 
how that is related to episodic collective future thinking.

Conclusion

Collective future thinking, like many—if not all—cognitive 
processes, is subject to the influence of macro-cultural fac-
tors (Wang, 2016, 2021). It is not a stable or permanent 
construct formulated within the individual mind, in isola-
tion from the larger cultural context. Instead, individuals 
anticipate their country’s future in response to the economic-
sociocultural-political circumstances of the society at a par-
ticular historical moment in time. When culture and society 
transform, so does the mind. A historical perspective on 
cultural influences on cognitive processes and functioning 
is critical in cultural research (Greenfield, 2018; Varnum & 
Grossmann, 2017; Wang, 2018).

Imagining the future is a powerful tool in guiding the 
present actions and eventually in creating a desirable future. 
Our findings demonstrate that the imagination of the coun-
try’s future may be influenced by a variety of societal-
cultural factors such that people are more optimistic about 
their country’s future when their country is performing well. 
Our findings further reveal two important individual-level 
mechanisms, whereby those who more strongly identify with 

their country and those who perceive greater national well-
being tend to hold a more optimistic future outlook for their 
country. These individual-level mechanisms, in turn, give 
rise to cultural differences in future thinking. Our studies 
attest that to truly understand collective future thinking and 
cognitive processes more generally, research must go beyond 
WEIRD populations and examine the cognitive constructs 
and processes in diverse cultural communities.
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