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Familism is a key cultural value that emphasizes support and attachment, loyalty, honor, and obligation
to the family and is hypothesized to be critical in shaping family dynamics and individual adjustment
among Hispanic/Latino individuals. To advance the field, we drew from cultural-ecological and devel-
opmental models to examine familism as a cultural promotive and risk factor for individual adjustment
and family relationship quality. We conducted a systematic review and meta-analysis via a search
between 2017 and 2020 and identified 126 records (23% unpublished dissertations) from 73 independent
studies (12% longitudinal) in PsycINFO/Proquest, PubMed, and ERIC databases between 1993 and
2019. The multilevel meta-analysis revealed significant effects: educational outcomes, r = .16, 95% CI
[.08, .23]; family relationships, which included warmth/support, r = .24, 95% CI [.19, .29], and conflict/
negativity, r = �.13, 95% CI [�.23, �.02]; internalizing symptoms, r = �.12, 95% CI [�.16, �.09];
and externalizing symptoms, r = �.10, 95% CI [�.18, �.03]. We tested conceptually driven moderators
and found significant variation by sample (e.g., nativity, developmental period) and context characteris-
tics (i.e., U.S. states characterized as “established” or “new/emerging” for Hispanic/Latino populations).
Findings suggest that familism may function more as a promotive and less as a risk factor and that con-
tinued attention is needed to the conditions that strengthen or weaken these associations. Although
conclusions are limited because most effect sizes were from cross-sectional designs with U.S. Mexican-
origin participants and relied on self-reports, findings highlight the complex associations between fami-
lism and adjustment/relationship quality and can guide future research.

Public Significance Statement
This systematic review and meta-analysis suggests that higher levels of familism are linked to more
positive development and family supports among Hispanic/Latino individuals, including a small to
medium size correlation between familism and family warmth/support, and a small association with
educational outcomes. Higher familism also was related to less negative outcomes, as reflected in a
negative association with internalizing and externalizing symptoms and family conflict/negativity.
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Family dynamics are a central concern of developmental scien-
ces in particular and of psychology in general. The family context
provides the relational foundation for the development of emotion
regulation (Thompson & Meyer, 2007), attachment bonds (Sroufe
et al., 2014), and cognitive processing (Bögels & Brechman-Tous-
saint, 2006), to name a few key developmental domains. At the
same time, families are the first and foremost environment of

cultural socialization of children and adolescents, as they are
exposed to, and participate in, everyday cultural practices with
parents, siblings, and other relatives (Causadias, 2013; García Coll
et al., 1996; Rogoff, 2003).

Hispanic/Latino parents are important agents in their children’s
socialization around values, beliefs, and norms specific to their cul-
ture (Calzada et al., 2012). Cultural transmission through parents’
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teaching and practices serves the purpose of transmitting traditions,
values, and identity, with important implications for health and adap-
tation (Neblett et al., 2012). These are central concerns for individuals
who grow up in ethnic-racial minority and immigrant families in the
United States and who have to navigate the challenge of maintaining,
abandoning, blending, or transforming their heritage culture to adapt
to the demands of mainstream culture (Suárez-Orozco et al., 2018;
Umaña-Taylor et al., 2014). In addition to managing their heritage
culture and larger society, these individuals often face the task of rec-
onciling their families’ values with their own, resulting in cultural dis-
sonance and intergenerational conflict in some families (Portes &
Rumbaut, 1996; 2001), and increasing risk for maladaptive develop-
mental outcomes for some individuals (Telzer, 2010). It is in this con-
text that familism emerges as a unique example of the complex
intersection of family, culture, and adjustment.
Familism has been conceptualized as having both attitudinal

and behavioral components (Calzada et al., 2012; Keefe, 1984;
Sabogal et al., 1987; Stein et al., 2014). Attitudinal familism repre-
sents a collection of beliefs that prioritize family above one’s own
needs, and that value family as a source of attachment and support,
and loyalty and obligation (Fuligni et al., 1999; Knight et al.,
2010; Lugo Steidel & Contreras, 2003; Sabogal et al., 1987). Be-
havioral familism refers to the actions that reflect these beliefs and
values. Among children and adolescents, behavioral aspects of
familism may include compliance and obedience to parents, time
spent on household tasks or sibling caregiving, or behaviors that
reflect positively on the family (e.g., doing well in school; Stein et
al., 2014). In adulthood, familistic behaviors may include spending
time with family, living in close proximity, and providing financial
and material aid to family members in need (Calzada et al., 2012;
Keefe, 1984).
The majority of research on this topic, and the focus of this sys-

tematic review and meta-analysis, is the attitudinal component of
familism, referred to hereafter as familism or familism values.
Conceptually, familism values are thought to include multiple sub-
dimensions, which are reflected in the subscales of commonly
used measures of familism (see Tables 1 and 2). One is the belief
that family members should support one another and maintain
close emotional connections (Vega, 1990), as reflected in sub-
scales like family support and attachment (Knight et al., 2010;
Sabogal et al., 1987). A second subdimension is the values or atti-
tudes one holds regarding obligations to help family both currently
and in the future, such as by caring for younger or elder family
members, providing financial assistance or shelter, and prioritizing
time with family (Fuligni et al., 1999; Knight et al., 2010; Sabogal
et al., 1987). Related to obligations is the notion that the needs of
the family come before those of its individual members, such as
captured by the subdimension family subjugation (Lugo Steidel &
Contreras, 2003). Also central to the definition of familism and
another subdimension commonly measured is the idea that one’s
attitudes and behaviors reflect on the family (i.e., family as refer-
ents, respect for family; Fuligni et al., 1999; Knight et al., 2010;
Sabogal et al., 1987) and should bring honor to one’s family
(Lugo Steidel & Contreras, 2003). Of the four subdimensions
commonly included in measures of familism (i.e., support/attach-
ment, obligations, referent/honor/respect, and subjugation), at least
three are represented among the items and subscales of the most
commonly used multidimensional familism scales (Tables 1 and
2). It is notable, however, that it is more common for individual

studies to examine the overall scale score for familism in relation
to adjustment, and thus, average across the different subdimen-
sions of the measures.

Most research on familism focuses on individuals of Hispanic or
Latino/a origin,1 the largest ethnic-racial group in the United States
today, totaling 60.6 million people or 18.5% of the population (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2020), and accounting for more than half of the U.S.
population growth in the last decade (Krogstad, 2020). Although His-
panics/Latinos are a heterogenous and diverse group of individuals,
distinguished by different national origins, migration histories, and
socioeconomic and educational resources (Noe-Bustamante, 2019;
Umaña-Taylor & Fine, 2001), this group of individuals is noted for
their shared emphasis on strong family-oriented values (Baca Zinn &
Wells, 2000; Calzada et al., 2014; Sabogal et al., 1987). Indeed, there
is a substantial body of research on the associations between familism
and a wide range of indicators of psychological, behavioral, and
health outcomes and family relationship dynamics (Perez & Cruess,
2014; Stein et al., 2014; Valdivieso-Mora et al., 2016). Documenting
the magnitude of these associations across different domains of
adjustment, and particularly the conditions under which familism val-
ues are associated with adaptive and maladaptive outcomes, is a criti-
cal step in advancing the field.

To date, there has been one meta-analysis linking familism to
individual maladjustment among Hispanic/Latino individuals liv-
ing in the United States (Valdivieso-Mora et al., 2016). Findings
of this meta-analysis of 39 studies of primarily adolescent samples
(82%) published between 2005 and 2015 indicated small effects
between familism and internalizing outcomes (i.e., internalizing
symptoms, depression, suicide) and nonsignificant effects between
familism and externalizing outcomes (i.e., delinquent behaviors,
externalizing symptoms) and substance use (i.e., alcohol, mari-
juana, illicit drugs, tobacco). However, the findings reported by
Valdivieso-Mora and colleagues (2016) should be interpreted cau-
tiously because of several limitations, including the focus on a
single decade without a clear justification, no assessment of publi-
cation bias, overlooking conditional dependencies between effect
sizes from the same sample, and the lack of consideration of heter-
ogeneity or potential moderators. Further, the authors did not fol-
low recommended guidelines for systematic reviews and meta-
analyses (PRISMA; Moher et al., 2009), including preregistering a
protocol, testing for publication bias, and reporting confidence
intervals (CIs), all of which are potential threats to the transpar-
ency and reproducibility of their meta-analysis (Polanin et al.,
2020). In addition to the aforementioned meta-analysis, Stein et al.
(2014) conducted a review of literature on attitudinal and behav-
ioral familism in childhood and adolescence, including both quali-
tative and quantitative research, with a primary goal of situating

1We use the term Hispanic and Latino/a together and interchangeably to
refer to individuals whose heritage is from Latin America or Spain (Noe-
Bustamante et al., 2020; U.S. Census Bureau, 2020). As American
Psychological Association (APA) guidelines recommend using the labels
that participants identify, we did not use the term Latinx because less than
3% of individuals who identify as Hispanic or Latino use this label (Noe-
Bustamante et al., 2020). In cases where studies focused on one specific
national origin group we referred to this group. When samples were
described as including multiple national origin subgroups, we specified the
largest two or three groups in describing the study based on the information
provided by authors (and included the percentages of each group when
available), and then used the pan-ethnic label preferred by the authors.
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existing research within a developmental framework and identify-
ing future directions of research. Stein et al. (2014) underscored
the importance of distinguishing attitudinal and behavioral fami-
lism both conceptually and in measurement and called for greater
attention to individual and contextual factors and developmental
processes that may shape the associations between familism and
psychological functioning among Hispanics/Latinos.
The present study builds on and advances this existing work by

conducting a comprehensive systematic review and meta-analysis
of quantitative research on familism values and adjustment. A sys-
tematic review is defined as a reproducible approach to identify
relevant research for inclusion in the review using clearly prede-
fined eligibility criteria (Chandler et al., 2020; Moher et al., 2009).

Meta-analysis is an analytic tool that enables researchers to quantify
the associations between constructs in a body of research and pro-
vide statistical evidence of the magnitude and nature of the associa-
tions and sources of heterogeneity (Card, 2012). In this study, we
estimated the links between Hispanic/Latino individuals’ familism
values and adjustment in four domains: educational outcomes (e.g.,
grade point average, educational expectations and aspirations,
attainment); family relationships, including positively valenced
(i.e., warmth, support) and negatively valenced relationship qual-
ities (i.e., conflict, negativity); internalizing outcomes (e.g., depres-
sion, anxiety, negative mood); and externalizing outcomes (i.e.,
externalizing and risk-taking behaviors, affiliations with deviant
peers). We estimated the magnitude of the associations, the degree,

Table 2
List of Shared Themes/Subscales and Similar Items Across the Most Frequently Employed Familism Scales Among Included Studies

Scale name and authors
(Year)

Support/Attachment
“Items” (Subscale)

Obligations
“Items” (Subscale)

Subjugation
“Items” (Subscale)

Referent/Honor/Respect
“Items” (Subscale)

Attitudinal Familism;
Sabogal et al. (1987)

“One can count on help
from his/her relatives to
solve most problems.”
(Support)

“A person should share his/
her home with uncles,
aunts, or first cousins if
they are in need.”
(Obligations)

“The family should consult
close relatives (uncles,
aunts) concerning its impor-
tant decisions.” (Referent)

Familism Scale; Gil and
Vega (1996); Gil et
al. (2000)

“We really do trust and
confide in each other.”

“Things work out well for us
as a family.”

“Family members respect one
another.”

The Attitudinal
Familism Scale; Lugo
Steidel and Contreras
(2003)

“A person should cherish
time spent with his or
her relatives.”
(Interconnectedness)

“A person should help his or
her elderly parents in times
of need, for example, finan-
cially or share a house.”
(Support)

“A person should be a good
person for the sake of his or
her family.” (Subjugation)

“Parents and grandparents
should be treated with great
respect regardless of their
differences in views.”

Adolescents’ Values and
Expectations
Regarding Family
Obligations; Fuligni
et al. (1999)

“Do things together with
your brothers and sis-
ters” (Current
Assistance)

“Help your parents financially
in the future.” (Future
Support)

“Treat your parents with great
respect.” (Respect for
Family)

The Mexican American
Cultural Values
Scale; Knight et al.
(2010)

“Holidays and celebrations
are important because
the whole family comes
together.” (Support)

“If a relative is having a hard
time financially, one should
help them out if possible.”
(Obligations)

“No matter what, children
should always treat their
parents with respect.”
(Referents)

Note. Bold terms highlight similar item wording across scales. Subscale labels are from original measures.

Table 1
Most Frequently Employed Familism Scales Among Included Studies

Scale name
Authors and Year of

publicationa
N of

citationsb
N of
items Subscales

Reported
reliability
rangec

N of
included
studiesd

Attitudinal Familism Sabogal et al. (1987) 2,078 14 Support, Obligations,
Referents

.56–.72 14

Familism Scale Gil and Vega (1996; 2000) 406 7 No subscales .85 7

The Attitudinal Familism Scale Lugo Steidel and Contreras
(2003)

622 18 Support, Interconnectedness,
Honor, Subjugation

.56–.83 14

Adolescents’ Values and
Expectations Regarding
Family Obligations

Fuligni et al. (1999) 1,345 24 Respect for Family, Current
Assistance, Future Support

.69–.87 6

The Mexican American
Cultural Values Scale

Knight et al. (2010) 445 16 Support, Obligations,
Referents

.46–.67 14

a Scales are listed in chronological order. b Citations as of November 12, 2020 (scholar.google.com). c Upper and lower bound reliability estimates
(i.e., Cronbach’s a) reported in the original study, ranges vary across reporters (e.g., parent, child) and subscales, including overall scales. d Number of
studies included in this systematic review and meta-analysis that employed each scale.
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and sources of heterogeneity in these effects or the potential condi-
tions under which familism—adjustment linkages differed in mag-
nitude/direction.
Our study extends prior work in at least three ways. First,

informed by the integrative model (García Coll et al., 1996; White
et al., 2018) and culturally informed developmental frameworks
(Causadias, 2013) that view cultural factors as playing an impor-
tant role in adaptive and maladaptive behaviors, our meta-analysis
examined the links between familism and a range of outcomes,
encompassing both positive developmental and relational compe-
tencies and adjustment problems and conflictual family relation-
ships. It has been more than two decades since the integrative
model was proposed (García Coll et al., 1996), with the goal of
moving the field away from deficit-oriented perspectives that
dominated research on minority populations, including by focus-
ing almost exclusively on maladjustment outcomes and compara-
tive designs (i.e., ethnic-racial minority vs. European American
samples), along with the failure to consider the “diversity and
strengths” within minority populations (García Coll et al., 1996, p.
1891). Yet, such deficit-oriented approaches still persist in the field
(Perez-Brena et al., 2018). Our examination of multiple domains of
well-being and adjustment aims to provide a balanced and nuanced
understanding of how Hispanic/Latino individuals’ familism values
are related to their adaptation and maladaption (Causadias, 2013).
Second, we take a life span approach and conduct the first meta-anal-
ysis of familism that tests whether the associations with individual
adjustment/family relationship quality vary in magnitude and/or
direction in different developmental periods from early childhood
through adulthood. This approach allows us to examine whether fam-
ilism may be promotive at one stage of development, but be a source
of risk in another (Causadias, 2013; White et al., 2018). Third, we
offer the first meta-analysis that examines sources of variability in (or
moderators of) the associations between familism and adjustment/
relationship quality, including social position factors, such as gender
and nativity, developmental period, and contextual characteristics in
line with the integrative model (García Coll et al., 1996; White et al.,
2018) and a bioecological perspective (Bronfenbrenner & Morris,
2007), and informed by decades of research on Hispanic/Latino indi-
viduals. By considering sources of variability within Hispanic/Latino
populations, we can provide insights regarding for whom, when, and
to what degree familism is linked to adaptive and maladaptive
outcomes.

Familism and Adjustment/Relationship Quality

Within the integrative model, familism values are conceptual-
ized as a feature of adaptive culture or “a social system defined by
sets of goals, values, and attitudes that differ from the dominant
culture” (García Coll et al., 1996, p. 1896). The integrative model
departs from mainstream developmental theories by placing con-
structs that shape the lives of minority youth and families at the
forefront of the model, particularly how social position factors
(e.g., ethnicity, gender, social class) have implications for stratifi-
cation processes (e.g., discrimination, segregation), and in turn,
the contexts of minority individuals’ lives (e.g., schools, neighbor-
hoods, communities), which may be promoting and/or inhibiting
(García Coll et al., 1996). The model underscores the interplay of
these factors (social position, social stratification, and context) as
shaping one’s adaptive culture.

A key premise of recent elaborations of the integrative model,
and particularly the notion of adaptive culture, is that it can be a
potential source of promotion, risk, and protection (Perez-Brena et
al., 2018; White et al., 2018). Cultural promotive factors are those
processes that enhance the likelihood of initiating and maintaining
trajectories of positive outcomes related to adaptation and well-
being (Gaylord-Harden et al., 2018). In contrast, cultural risk fac-
tors are those processes that heighten the probability of initiating
or maintaining trajectories of psychopathology and negative health
(Causadias & Cicchetti, 2018), including behavioral and emotional
problems (García Coll et al., 1996). Cultural protective factors are
those processes that reduce the likelihood of developing maladap-
tive outcomes in the context of risk (e.g., poverty, community
violence or danger); as such, protective factors are typically evi-
denced by an interaction between a source of risk and familism
values leading to a reduction in maladaptive outcomes (Causadias
& Cicchetti, 2018; Neblett et al., 2012). We begin by considering
the overall associations between familism and each domain of
adjustment, highlighting evidence for promotive, risk, and protec-
tive effects, and then turn to sources of heterogeneity (i.e., poten-
tial moderators).

Educational Outcomes

A substantial body of research, which has not been quantified
via meta-analysis, focuses on familism and educational outcomes,
theorizing that strong familism values may engender supports
(emotional and instrumental) that contribute to one’s educational
success and motivate individuals to pursue their education as a
way to bring honor to and reflect positively on their family (Gon-
zales et al., 2009; Polo et al., 2012). Supporting these theoretical
notions, there is evidence that youth’s familism values are concur-
rently associated with higher levels of parent support for schooling
among Latino/a students (62% Mexican, 21% Puerto Rican)
attending a low-income school (Polo et al., 2012), higher levels of
maternal and school support among a sample of primarily Mexi-
can-origin adolescents (78%) from predominantly immigrant fami-
lies in an emerging Hispanic/Latino area (Cupito et al., 2016), and
greater parental encouragement to pursue postsecondary education
among Mexican American male college students from primarily
working and middle class backgrounds (Ojeda et al., 2011). Fur-
ther, consistent with the notion that strong familism values may be
linked to one’s effort to act in ways that reflect positively on the
family, familism is positively (concurrently) associated with high
school seniors’ (42% Mexican, 39% Puerto Rican) academic effort
and attendance in a low-income school (Esparza & Sánchez,
2008), Dominican adolescents’ greater academic engagement in
low-income schools (e.g., completing homework, paying attention
in class; Aretakis et al., 2015), and Mexican-origin high school
students’ accomplishments, goals, and self-efficacy in math and
science (Garriott et al., 2017). Notably, two additional sets of find-
ings came from longitudinal designs. First, Bravo and colleagues
(2014) found that stronger endorsement of familism was linked
prospectively to Mexican-origin adolescent mothers’ ratings of
educational utility (i.e., the degree to which one believes their edu-
cation will be useful in the future), but not to their expectations
regarding their highest level of educational attainment (Bravo et
al., 2014). Second, another longitudinal study showed a contrast-
ing effect: familism values (i.e., future family assistance) were
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linked prospectively to lower likelihood of college persistence
among young adults of primarily Mexican-origin (Witkow et al.,
2015).
In line with the idea that adaptive culture may promote some out-

comes while being unrelated to or undermining others (White et al.,
2018), it is important to note that findings vary by educational out-
come under consideration. For example, although Esparza and Sán-
chez (2008) found positive cross-sectional associations between
familism and academic effort and class attendance, there were no
direct associations with students’ motivation or grades. Studying a
diverse group of Hispanic/Latino, Asian, and European American
high school students, and controlling for ethnic background, Fuligni
et al. (1999) found positive associations between familism values
(respect, current assistance) and students’ study time and educa-
tional expectations and aspirations, but not school achievement,
using a cross-sectional design. Overall, within this literature, which
largely draws on cross-sectional designs and focuses on adoles-
cence, we anticipated a positive association between familism val-
ues and educational outcomes. Moreover, evidence suggests that
associations may be stronger for educational outcomes that reflect
one’s effort and motivation to succeed, such as time spent on home-
work, attendance, and motivation to do well, as compared with edu-
cational outcomes that may be multiply determined, such as
indicators of performance and attainment (Benner & Graham,
2013; Kozlowski, 2015; Mahatmya et al., 2016).

Family Relationships—Warmth/Support

Theory suggests positive associations between familism and
family relationships based on the premise that familism values
may foster harmonious, cohesive, and supportive family relation-
ships (Campos et al., 2008; Stein et al., 2014). Within Hispanic/
Latino cultures, it is theorized that the emphasis of familism on
close, caring, and united family relationships may, in turn, pro-
mote family relationship behaviors and interactions that are con-
sistent with these cultural ideals (Campos et al., 2008; Stein et al.,
2014). This premise is supported by cross-sectional research
showing that stronger familism values were related to more coop-
erative coparenting and supportive parenting among Mexican-
origin mothers of toddlers (Barnett et al., 2016) and closer mother–
child relations among Mexican-origin mothers with preschoolers
(Gamble & Modry-Mandell, 2008). Further, Latino/a high school
students’ stronger familism values were concurrently associated
with higher levels of communication with parents (Lac et al.,
2011) and family cohesion (Lac et al., 2011; Young, 2016).
Beyond the parent–child relationship, Mexican-origin adolescents’
familism values predicted increases in sibling closeness over a
five-year period capturing the transition to young adulthood (Killo-
ren et al., 2015); such longitudinal findings provide a more strin-
gent test of these associations. Largely, this body of research
focuses mostly on Mexican-origin samples and is suggestive of
positive (primarily concurrent) associations, informing our expec-
tation of a small to medium overall effect size in this domain.

Family Relationships—Negativity/Conflict

Familism has also been examined in association with negatively
valenced family relationships, such as the frequency of conflicts
and disagreements, negativity, and rejection. Scholars have theor-
ized that the emphasis of familism values on support, solidarity,

and harmony may reduce conflictual and negative family interac-
tions (Peterson & Bush, 2013; Taylor et al., 2012), particularly
within the context of parent-youth relationships where such con-
flicts may be at odds with family-oriented values of respect for
parents (Kuhlberg et al., 2010). Along these lines, there is some
evidence that stronger familism values are associated concurrently
with lower levels of parent-adolescent conflict among a diverse
sample of Latina girls (Puerto Rican, Dominican, Mexican, Co-
lombian) including suicide attempters and nonattempters (Kuhl-
berg et al., 2010), and in a community-based sample of Latino/a
adolescents (Smokowski et al., 2010). Further, among Latino/a
adults of diverse national origins (34% Mexican, 23% Cuban,
19% Puerto Rican), familism was negatively related to perceived
family conflict using a cross-sectional design (Bostean, 2012).
With regard to sibling relationships, Mexican American adoles-
cents’ and young adults’ endorsement of familism was related to
less sibling negativity and conflict concurrently (Updegraff et al.,
2005) but not longitudinally (Killoren et al., 2014). And, using a
daily diary design to examine the context of caring for an elderly
family member, Mexican American adult caregivers’ stronger
familism values were associated with more frequent daily-reported
caregiver conflicts (Koerner & Shirai, 2012), possibly because
individuals with strong family-oriented values may be more sensi-
tive to conflicts over their caregiving obligations. With primarily
cross-sectional data and samples of either adolescents or adults,
these findings are illustrative of the potential variability in the
associations between familism and family relationship negativity,
and thus, meta-analysis provides a tool to quantify these effects.

Internalizing Symptoms

Turning to indicators of adjustment problems, we examined the
links between familism and internalizing symptoms, defined as
emotional indicators of distress, such as depressive symptoms,
anxiety, withdrawal, somatic symptoms, and negative mood (Cruz
et al., 2019; Rescorla et al., 2016; Zahn-Waxler et al., 2008). Fam-
ilism values may promote emotional and instrumental supports
and a sense of belonging, enhancing psychological well-being and
reducing the likelihood of internalizing symptoms (Gonzales et al.,
2009; Zeiders et al., 2013). As noted, Valdivieso-Mora et al.’s
(2016) meta-analysis indicated a small negative effect between
familism and internalizing outcomes, but these authors did not
include information about study design (i.e., longitudinal, cross-
sectional). Research since the publication of this meta-analysis
provides some further support for a negative relation between fam-
ilism and internalizing outcomes. Among predominantly Mexican-
origin (78%) adolescents (Cupito et al., 2016), Latino/a young
adults (73.7% Mexican American; 22.2% Central and South
American; Corona et al., 2017), and college students in Colombia
(Zapata Roblyer et al., 2017), stronger familism values were asso-
ciated (concurrently) with fewer depressive symptoms. However,
there also is evidence that familism values may be protective
(Cupito et al., 2016) and some research that suggests that familism
may increase risk for internalizing symptoms (Arora & Wheeler,
2017; Koerner & Shirai, 2012). For example, Koerner and Shirai
(2012) found that familism moderated the links between daily
caregiver conflicts and depressive symptoms among Hispanic
adults, such that those with higher familism values reported more
depressive symptoms on days that they experienced conflict
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around caregiving. Other studies found no significant association
between familism and internalizing outcomes among Mexican
adult women (e.g., De Santis et al., 2016) or depressive symptoms
among Mexican origin adolescents using a longitudinal design
(Updegraff et al., 2012). In sum, there is some variation across
studies in the direction of the associations between familism and
internalizing outcomes and one prior systematic review and meta-
analysis suggesting a small negative association (Valdivieso-Mora
et al., 2016). Thus, we anticipated a small negative effect, but also
that our moderating factors may explain some of the heterogeneity
in these associations.

Externalizing Outcomes

Theory and evidence suggest a negative association between
familism and externalizing outcomes. The latter can be defined as
behavioral manifestations of distress, including misconduct, risk-
taking, and deviant, aggressive, and antisocial behaviors (Rescorla
et al., 2016; Wheeler et al., 2017; Zahn-Waxler et al., 2008), or
affiliating with individuals who engage in these behaviors (i.e.,
deviant peers; Delgado et al., 2011; Roosa et al., 2011). Familism
values are theorized to discourage behaviors and actions that would
reflect poorly on or bring dishonor to the family and strong family
ties are expected to promote adherence to social norms and rules
(Germán et al., 2009; Gonzales et al., 2009), reducing the likelihood
of engaging in externalizing behaviors. In individual studies, there
is evidence of a negative association between familism and concur-
rent measures of youth aggression, rule-breaking, and misconduct
(Marsiglia et al., 2009). Further, stronger evidence comes from lon-
gitudinal data showing that Mexican American youth’s familism
values predicted decreases in risky behaviors five years later in a
community-based sample (Updegraff et al., 2012).
The systematic review and meta-analysis by Valdivieso-Mora et

al. (2016), in contrast, found no significant association between
familism and externalizing outcomes, although they excluded sev-
eral childhood samples (e.g., Calzada et al., 2014; Donovick,
2011; Gamble & Modry-Mandell, 2008; Long et al., 2015) and
some research assessing risky behaviors (Umaña-Taylor et al.,
2011; Wheeler et al., 2017) and deviant peer affiliations (Delgado
et al., 2011; Lin, 2007; Telzer, 2012). Further, there is also some
evidence that familism values may be a protective factor, such that
when youth and their parents endorsed high familism, the strength
of the association between a contextual risk factor (i.e., exposure
to deviant peers) and adolescents’ externalizing problems (as
reported by teachers) was reduced (Germán et al., 2009). These
authors propose that strong familism values may strengthen family
bonds and adherence to social norms, potentially reducing the typ-
ical risks of (or possibly the influence of) affiliations with deviant
peers. In this systematic review and meta-analysis, we included a
broader sample of studies and developmental periods as compared
with Valdivieso-Mora et al. (2016) and anticipated a significant
negative association suggestive that familism may be associated
with lower risk for externalizing symptoms.

Sources of Heterogeneity in Familism-Adjustment/
Family Relationship Quality Linkages

Our examination of potential sources of heterogeneity in how fami-
lism is related to individual adjustment and family relationships is

theoretically situated within the integrative model (García Coll et al.,
1996; White et al., 2018) and a bioecological framework (Bronfen-
brenner & Morris, 2007). Sources of moderation included person/sam-
ple characteristics conceptualized as individual/social position factors
within our theoretical framework (García Coll et al., 1996; White et
al., 2018), including gender, nativity, national origin, and developmen-
tal period. At the context-level (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2007), we
aimed to examine moderation by country where the sample was
recruited and whether U.S. samples were drawn from an established
or new/emerging geographic area (state). We also examined several
methodological characteristics to account for heterogeneity between
effect sizes and to rule out potential study level confounds (Card,
2012; Lipsey, 2003).

Person (Sample) Characteristics

In the integrative model, individual characteristics are posited to
be important factors in the associations between adaptive culture
and developmental competencies (García Coll et al., 1996; White
et al., 2018). More specifically elaborating on the integrative
model and the notion of adaptive culture, White et al. (2018) pos-
ited that individual characteristics, including gender, may condi-
tion the effects of adaptive culture on developmental outcomes.
The idea that the characteristics of the person interact with proc-
esses and contexts to shape developmental outcomes is also at the
heart of the bioecological model (Bronfenbrenner & Morris,
2007). Thus, collectively, these theoretical frameworks guided our
focus on individual characteristics that may modify the associa-
tions between familism and adjustment/relationship quality.
Although these characteristics are conceptualized and measured at
the person-level in individual studies, in a meta-analysis they are
sample-level characteristics (e.g., percentage of the sample that is
female or born outside the United States).

Gender is one potential moderator of links between familism
and developmental outcomes (Stein et al., 2014; White et al.,
2018). Scholars have highlighted gender differentiated roles and
socialization in Hispanic/Latino families (Cauce & Domenich-
Rodriguez, 2002; Schroeder & Bámaca-Colbert, 2019; Umaña-
Taylor & Updegraff, 2013). Importantly, there is evidence of
within group variation such that stronger ties to Hispanic/Latino
culture are associated with greater endorsement of traditional gen-
der role attitudes and more differentiated socialization of sons and
daughters (Adams et al., 2007; Lam et al., 2012; Updegraff &
Umaña-Taylor, 2010; Schroeder et al., 2019). These traditional
gender norms emphasize family and caregiving responsibilities for
women and provider expectations for men (Cauce & Domenech-
Rodríguez, 2002; Lam et al., 2012; Updegraff & Umaña-Taylor,
2010). With regard to the socialization of offspring, qualitative
data suggest that Latina girls have more family responsibilities,
such as chores and sibling caretaking, and parents are more protec-
tive of daughters, restricting and monitoring their activities,
whereas boys are granted greater freedom and autonomy to spend
time outside of the family (Azmitia & Brown, 2002; Raffaelli &
Ontai, 2004; Valenzuela, 1999).

This greater emphasis on family-oriented roles and responsibil-
ities for females may mean that familism is more salient, and thus
the association between familism and adjustment/family relation-
ship quality may be stronger for females than for males (e.g., see
Cupito et al., 2015; Morcillo et al., 2011; Updegraff et al., 2005).
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Along these lines, Lorenzo-Blanco et al. (2012) found that the asso-
ciations between familism and family cohesion and conflict were
stronger for females versus males among Latino/a high school stu-
dents. In a study of predominantly Mexican origin adolescents
(84%), gender moderated the associations between two of the three
measures of familistic attitudes and depressive symptoms, such that
higher familism was associated with fewer depressive symptoms
only for females (Cupito et al., 2015). However, in this same study,
familism was unrelated to school grades for both males and females.
Looking at externalizing symptoms, Morcillo et al. (2011) found
that higher familism was related to Puerto Rican girls’ and boys’
lower symptoms prior to age 10, but only to girls’ reduced symp-
toms after age 10. Within our systematic review and meta-analysis,
we test the role of sample gender composition (percent female) as a
moderator of familism–adjustment/relationship quality in each of
the four domains, anticipating that associations may be stronger
when samples include more female participants, particularly in the
family relationships domain.
Nativity/immigrant status is also examined as a person/sample

characteristic that may moderate familism–adjustment linkages.
Within the integrative model (García Coll et al., 1996) and other
conceptualizations (Fuligni, 2001; García Coll & Magnuson,
1997), nativity/immigrant status is highlighted as a “core construct
that evokes different processes and engenders different experien-
ces” (García Coll & Magnuson, 1997, p. 94). This is consistent
with the immigrant paradox, or the pattern of findings that sug-
gests better outcomes for immigrant versus U.S.-born (or earlier
vs. later generation) individuals despite their economic and educa-
tional disadvantages. In particular, one potential mechanism
hypothesized to underlie the immigrant paradox is the benefits of
strong cultural values regarding family and the resulting supports
that may provide advantages to immigrant and earlier generation
individuals (Gallo et al., 2009; Gonzales et al., 2009). Indeed,
Gonzales et al. (2009) tested this mechanism among Mexican-ori-
gin families and found that immigrant status (both parents’ and
adolescents’) was linked to lower externalizing symptoms and
greater academic engagement via strong ties to Mexican culture
and endorsement of traditional cultural values (including fami-
lism). That is, the benefits of immigrant status for lower engage-
ment in externalizing behaviors and higher academic engagement
may be explained by strong ties to Mexican culture and cultural
values. In addition, Updegraff et al. (2012) documented distinct
patterns of association between multiple indicators of encultura-
tion (i.e., values and behaviors consistent with the ethnic/heritage
culture) and youth adjustment for immigrant versus U.S.-born
youth, with a stronger and more consistent pattern of associations
for immigrant youth. In this systematic review and meta-analysis,
we tested nativity/immigrant status of the sample (percent born
outside of the United States) as a source of heterogeneity, expect-
ing larger effects between familism values and adjustment/family
relationship quality when a greater percentage of the sample is
born outside the United States. Similarly, in samples where nativ-
ity status is reported for parents/primary caregivers of target
participants, parents’ nativity status may emerge as a significant
moderator in the same direction.
Hispanics/Latinos are diverse in their national origin, our third per-

son (sample) characteristic. Few studies have examined differences
across national origin in the linkages between familism values and
individual adjustment/family relationships. In one exception, Calzada

and colleagues (2014) found similar levels of endorsement of fami-
lismo, but different patterns of association between familismo and
child adjustment, among Dominican American versus Mexican
American children growing up in New York City (NYC). Given dif-
ferences across groups in immigrant history (i.e., Mexican Americans
were more recent arrivals relative to other Latino national origin
groups) and citizenship status (i.e., Mexican Americans were more
likely to be undocumented) in NYC that are associated with a host of
cultural and economic stressors, the contexts in which their mothers’
familism values were expressed and had implications may have been
distinct (Calzada et al., 2014). Although comparisons of national ori-
gin Latino groups suggest that these different groups share strong
familism values (Calzada et al., 2014; Sabogal et al., 1987), much
less is known about similarities or differences in the associations
between familism and adjustment/family relationships across national
origin groups. Examining the role of national origin as a moderator of
familism–adjustment linkages is challenging within individual studies
due to the sample size demands to test for moderation. Yet, it is im-
portant to know whether the role of familism in adjustment general-
izes across national origin groups. Meta-analysis is a tool to quantify
these effects across studies and examine national origin as a source of
heterogeneity. In this systematic review and meta-analysis, we coded
samples for the percentage of Mexican origin, Cuban, and Puerto
Rican participants, the three largest Hispanic/Latino national origin
groups in the United States (Krogstad & Noe-Bustamante, 2020)
and explored moderation by each national origin group but did
not advance specific predictions.

Variation in the links between familism and adjustment/relation-
ship quality also may vary by one’s age or developmental period.
To explore this idea, we tested whether familism is differentially
related to adjustment/relationship quality at different points in the
life span, which may include variation in the magnitude of the asso-
ciation or in the direction, such as being promotive for one develop-
mental period and a source of risk at another (Causadias, 2013;
White et al., 2018). Optimally, such developmental questions would
be answered through long-term longitudinal designs that examine
intraindividual change in familism and adjustment/relationship
quality and variability in their associations across the life span. In
the absence of such data, meta-analysis provides a tool to aggregate
across studies to examine familism–adjustment linkages in different
developmental periods, capturing a broader swath of the life span
than exists in individual longitudinal studies to date. Toward this
end, the mean age of the sample (i.e., average age at time of fami-
lism assessment and outcome) was used to categorize effects by de-
velopmental period: childhood, early adolescence, late adolescence,
or early, middle, or late adulthood.

Familism, as part of one’s adaptive culture, is considered to be a
developmental process that is shaped by ongoing interaction
between one’s exposure to the ethnic and mainstream culture and
forces of development, such as cognitive, social, and biological
changes (White et al., 2018). Because familism is an evolving con-
struct, it may have different implications for adjustment/relation-
ship quality at different points in the life span. Stein et al. (2014)
applied a developmental framework to familism and its relations
to adjustment in childhood and adolescence. In infancy through
childhood, familism values are primarily conceptualized as a cul-
tural influence on parenting goals, behaviors, and practices (Stein
et al., 2014), which in turn has implications for children’s family
relationships and adjustment. Consistent with this framework,
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research in early childhood has typically focused on mothers’ fam-
ilism and highlights its protective role for children’s adjustment
(Gamble & Modry-Mandell, 2008; Morcillo et al., 2011).
The developmental period of adolescence, or the second decade of

life, has been the focus of much of the research on familism and
youth adjustment/relationship quality (Valdivieso-Mora et al., 2016)
because this is theorized to be a period of increasingly complex cul-
tural development as adolescents internalize cultural values and make
choices about their behaviors, companions, and future goals that
reflect these values (Knight et al., 2009; Stein et al., 2014). The lim-
ited research on intraindividual change in familism, indeed, suggests
it is a time of change (Knight et al., 2018; Padilla et al., 2016; Upde-
graff et al., 2018). From early to late adolescence, there is evidence
of modest declines in familism (Knight et al., 2018; Padilla et al.,
2016). One exception, however, is a study documenting different
trajectories of familism as a function of an early transition to parent-
hood, such that Mexican American adolescent females who transi-
tioned to parenthood prior to the age of 16 reported stable trajectories
of familism, whereas those who transitioned to parenthood between
16 and 18 years of age reported the typical declines in familism
(Updegraff et al., 2018). Given these developmental changes in
familism values as well as changes in adjustment across adolescence,
including increases in adjustment problems, declines in educational
outcomes, and changes in family relationships (Steinberg, 2001;
Zahn-Waxler et al., 2008), we examined potential differences in fami-
lism–adjustment/relationship quality within the developmental period
of adolescence (i.e., early vs. late) and expected that stronger associa-
tions may emerge in early versus late adolescence, as well as in ado-
lescence relative to other developmental periods.
Even less is known about the development of familism values

in adulthood and potential variability in the associations between
familism and individual adjustment/family relationship quality.
Some evidence suggests that as youth transition through late ado-
lescence and into early adulthood, their familism values stabilize
(Padilla et al., 2016) and possibly increase in early adulthood
(Fuligni & Pederson, 2002; Padilla et al., 2016). Further, Padilla et
al. (2016) examined trajectories of familism values among parents
of adolescents over an eight-year period of middle adulthood and
found that familism values were stable across this period for both
immigrant and U.S.-born parents. No other systematic reviews and
meta-analyses, to our knowledge, have looked at whether the
strength of the associations between familism values and individ-
ual adjustment/family relationship quality vary in early, middle,
and late adulthood. Research on adult populations, particularly the
role of familism values in various health conditions, underscore
the significance of familism, but reveal mixed findings regarding
the benefits versus costs of familism for individual adjustment/
family relationship quality (Perez & Cruess, 2014). A better under-
standing of how familism values are related to adjustment/relation-
ship quality across the life span is needed, and this systematic
review and meta-analysis takes a first step in this direction.

Contextual Factors

The integrative model (García Coll et al., 1996) and conceptual
elaborations on the concept of adaptive culture (White et al., 2018)
are clear in their emphasis on individual development as situated
within larger contexts that may shape the role of adaptive culture, de-
velopmental outcomes, and their interrelations, a tenet that is also

central to and informed by the bioecological model (Bronfenbrenner
& Morris, 2007). These theoretical perspectives direct attention to the
role of context, but not to the specific context characteristics that
should be studied, and thus, we drew on the research on familism and
theories of segmented assimilation (Portes & Rumbaut, 2001) in
selecting contextual factors relevant to links between familism and
adjustment/family relationship quality that could be best examined
via meta-analysis. These included country where the study was con-
ducted (e.g., United States, Spain, Latin America) and U.S. destina-
tion, classified as an established or emerging/new state for Hispanic/
Latino populations.

The majority of research on familism has taken place in the
United States, with a small number of studies examining fami-
lism in other countries, including Spain, Colombia, and Mexico,
or comparing across two countries (Hernández et al., 2010; Iba-
nez, 2002; Losada et al., 2006). It is possible that the construct
of familism and the strength of its association with adjustment/
family relationship quality differs across these broad contexts (e.
g., Ibanez, 2002; Losada et al., 2006). Within the United States,
familism values may be more salient because individuals are
navigating the distinct and sometimes competing values of their
heritage and U.S. mainstream culture, and one’s conscious
endorsement “may render familism values a powerful resource
for adaptation” (Losada et al., 2006, p. 74). Thus, the association
between familism and adjustment/relationship quality may be
stronger in the United States versus countries where Hispanic/
Latino culture is the majority. To test these ideas, we aimed to
examine country where the sample resided as a potential source
of heterogeneity but did not make predictions given this was an
exploratory moderator.

We also examined whether the sample came from an established
or new/emerging state in the United States for Hispanic/Latino
individuals as an additional proxy for the ecological context.
Drawing on theories of segmented assimilation (Portes & Rum-
baut, 2001), scholars propose that geographic areas of the United
States differ in type of destination for Hispanic/Latino individuals,
which may represent distinct contexts in which individuals’ and
families’ lives are situated (Potochnick, 2014). Established desti-
nations, with long-term and substantial presence of Hispanic/Lat-
ino populations, may offer some advantages, including a strong
infrastructure and institutional supports (government, education,
service agencies) to meet the needs of immigrants (Potochnick,
2014) and resources to provide services in Spanish, translate mate-
rials, and offer English as a second language (ESL) instruction in
the schools. These characteristics of established destinations may
be promotive features of the context for Hispanic/Latino families.

In contrast, new immigrant destinations are those areas which
have seen a rapid influx of Latino/a immigrants after 1990.
Between 2000 and 2010, for example, several states in the south-
ern region of the United States (e.g., North Carolina, Georgia)
experienced more than 100% growth in their Latino/a populations
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). Challenges for new and emerging
destinations may include more limited providers to offer bilingual
services and meet the unique needs of newly arrived immigrants,
as well as limited resources within educational settings and institu-
tions to meet this population’s needs (Potochnick, 2014). These
features of new destinations reflect potential inhibiting factors for
Hispanic/Latino families (García Coll et al., 1996). Further, the
integrative model proposes that residential segregation directly
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influences promotive/inhibiting environments, and some evidence
suggests that residential segregation may be more common in new
versus established destinations (Conger & Atwell, 2012; Lichter et
al., 2010). Whether new versus established destinations are pro-
motive versus inhibiting contexts may, in turn, have implications
for the association between familism and individual adjustment/
family relationship quality.
Research examining how Latino/a individuals adjust in estab-

lished versus new/emerging destinations have focused primarily
on the implications for youth educational adjustment, with mixed
evidence regarding whether established versus new/emerging
immigrant destinations are promotive or inhibitive (Conger &
Atwell, 2012; Potochnick, 2014; Stamps & Bohon, 2006; Spees et
al., 2017). In this systematic review and meta-analysis, we test
whether the geographic region (coded at the state-level as a new/
emerging, established, or other Hispanic/Latino destination) is a
source of variability in the magnitude and direction of the associa-
tions between familism and adjustment/relationship quality. We
anticipated that familism may be more strongly linked to adjust-
ment in new/emerging versus established states because families
may be a more significant source of support in the absence of com-
munity and institutional resources to support immigrant popula-
tions (Potochnick, 2014).

Methodological Factors

A strength of a meta-analysis is that several sources of metho-
dological variability can be examined to try to explain observed
heterogeneity in effect sizes (Card, 2012; Siddaway et al., 2019).
Methodological factors, such as measurement and study design, can
be associated with effect sizes and are potentially important sources
of variability to consider in addition to the theoretically driven moder-
ators such as the person/sample and contextual characteristics we
examined (Lipsey, 2003). Following such recommendations, we
examined publication type (i.e., peer-reviewed vs. unpublished disser-
tation), year of publication, type of design (i.e., cross-sectional, pro-
spective), and measurement of familism and outcomes (i.e., within-
domain variation) as sources of heterogeneity.
Of special note is the issue of publication bias in the field of psy-

chological science, in which nonsignificant results are underrepre-
sented in the extant literature and impact (often upwardly) the
magnitude of the overall effect size (Polanin et al., 2016; Rothstein et
al., 2005). Peer-reviewed publications in scholarly journals may be
more likely to contain significant findings relative to unpublished
work, such as dissertations. To address the issue of publication bias,
we included both published and unpublished records. We expected
that, if there is publication bias, published effect estimates will be
larger than unpublished ones. In addition, differences across studies
in measures of familism and outcomes, although methodological fac-
tors, have the potential to be theoretically informative in providing
insights about variations that result from different measures of fami-
lism (Tables 1 and 2) and how familism may be linked to different
outcomes within a domain of adjustment (e.g., motivation vs. grades
in the educational domain). As the examination of methodological
factors is exploratory, no specific hypotheses were advanced.

The Present Study

In sum, this systematic review and meta-analysis tests the asso-
ciations between familism values and indicators of adjustment/

family relationship quality in four domains. Our examination of
these associations was broadly framed within the integrative
model (García Coll & Magnuson, 1997; White et al., 2018), cul-
turally informed models (Causadias, 2013; Causadias & Cicchetti,
2018), and a bioecological framework (Bronfenbrenner & Morris,
2007). We hypothesized overall positive associations between
familism and educational outcomes and family relationship
warmth/support, reflecting possible promotive mechanisms. Fur-
ther, familism was expected to be negatively associated with exter-
nalizing and internalizing symptoms and family negativity/conflict,
indicative of potential risk reduction mechanisms. Further, a signifi-
cant contribution of this study is the examination of sources of het-
erogeneity in familism-adjustment/relationship quality associations.
We expected that gender moderation may reveal stronger associa-
tions when studies have a larger percentage of female sample par-
ticipants; immigrant (born outside of the United States) status
moderation would result in stronger associations when there is a
larger percentage of immigrant participants. In contrast to these pre-
dictions, our consideration of national origin was exploratory. With
regard to developmental period, we expected stronger associations
between familism and adjustment/relationship quality in adoles-
cence (particularly early adolescence) relative to childhood and
adulthood. For contextual moderators, we predicted stronger associ-
ations between familism and adjustment/relationship quality in
new/emerging versus established states, but our examination of
country where the sample data were collected was exploratory. For
methodological moderators, it was expected that publication bias
should result in stronger effects in published (i.e., peer-reviewed
articles) versus unpublished (i.e., dissertations) data, but the remain-
ing methodological factors were exploratory.

Method

Coding Procedures

Coding was conducted by the first author and a trained graduate
(Ph.D.-level) research assistant. A coding scheme was developed
prior to data collection to provide transparency and replicability.
Specifically, measures of adjustment were coded into the follow-
ing categories: (a) educational outcomes (e.g., attainment, achieve-
ment, engagement, motivation, school performance, school
support, belonging, or attachment, GPA or grades); (b) family
relationships, which includes two subdomains - warmth/support
(e.g., parent-adolescent warmth; sibling intimacy) and conflict/
negativity (e.g., parent-adolescent conflict; sibling negativity); (c)
internalizing problems (e.g., depression, depressive symptoms,
anxiety, internalizing symptoms, mental health problems); and (d)
externalizing problems (e.g., misconduct, conduct problems, devi-
ant peer affiliations, youth aggression, delinquency). Records were
coded independently by the two coders and then reviewed as a
team by the two coders and the second author. Discrepancies were
resolved via consensus for complete agreement.

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

Empirical studies that measure familism values were included.
We include familism as measured as a single score averaged
across subdimensions (e.g., support, obligations, and reference
dimensions of Knight et al., 2010) and as measured by subscale
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scores in our meta-analysis. Studies also needed to include at least
one indicator of adjustment that fell within any of the four selected
domains of adjustment/family relationship quality: educational
outcomes, family relationships, internalizing symptoms, and exter-
nalizing symptoms.

Participants

We included records focused on Hispanic/Latino samples in the
United States, Latin America, and Spain. We included studies
using the search terms Latino and Hispanic as well as the specific
national origin subgroup terms for the 14 largest U.S. Hispanic/
Latino subgroups: Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Salvadoran,
Dominican, Guatemalan, Colombian, Honduran, Spaniard, Ecua-
dorian, Peruvian, Nicaraguan, Venezuelan, and Argentinean
(López & Patten, 2015). We included records with Hispanic/Lat-
ino and non-Hispanic/Latino participants if effect sizes were
reported for Hispanic/Latino participants separately. No other
restrictions were placed on participant characteristics.

Research Design

Studies using cross-sectional, prospective, and experimental
designs were eligible, however, no experimental studies were
identified for inclusion during the systematic search. Meta-analy-
ses, literature reviews, qualitative studies, and single-case research
designs were excluded, but no other limitations were placed on the
study design.

Time Period

We did not restrict records by their time period. Because
research on Hispanic/Latino families has emerged largely within
the last three decades (Sabogal et al., 1987; Stein et al., 2015), we
expected that the majority of studies would have been conducted
in the last 30 years.

Language

Only records published in English were included in the present
study. We did not restrict studies by language of questionnaire or
survey administration.

Literature Search

As familism values are assessed by different measures across
studies, a number of search terms were used in our search con-
ducted in 2017 (preregistered), including familism, familismo, and
familial values. Our search for records included PsycINFO/Pro-
Quest, Education Resources Information Center (ERIC), and
PubMed (Medline). To identify relevant studies, we used the fol-
lowing set of (preregistered) English search terms in each data-
base: (familism OR familismo OR familial values) AND (Latin
OR Hispanic OR Mexican OR Puerto Rican OR Chicano OR
Central American OR South American OR Cuban OR Salvadoran
OR Dominican OR Guatemalan OR Colombian OR Honduran
OR Spaniard OR Ecuadorian OR Peruvian OR Nicaraguan OR
Venezuelan OR Argentinean). Expanding beyond our initial pre-
registered terms, we conducted a second search in 2020 using the
following terms: (familial obligations) OR (family obligations)
OR (familial piety) OR (family piety) AND (Latin OR Hispanic
OR Mexican OR Puerto Rican OR Chicano OR Central American

OR South American OR Cuban OR Salvadoran OR Dominican
OR Guatemalan OR Colombian OR Honduran OR Spaniard
OR Ecuadorian OR Peruvian OR Nicaraguan OR Venezuelan OR
Argentinean).

All records from both searches were initially screened by
reviewing titles, abstracts, and if needed, full articles using the
inclusion and exclusion criteria. Three additional steps were taken
to improve sensitivity. First, in 2019 the second author completed
a backward search of records included in a previously published
familism review (Stein et al., 2014) and meta-analysis (Valdi-
vieso-Mora et al., 2016). Second, the first author conducted a final
check in 2019 to make sure all published records of dissertations
were identified. Third, corresponding authors of all records with
information missing to include effect sizes were contacted via
email by the first or second author between March 1, 2019, and
August 9, 2019, for the initial search and between August 31,
2020, and October 6, 2020, for the second search. Further, some
missing information was retrieved for five records in which the
principal investigator, who is also the second author of this review,
had access to the raw data (Davidson et al., 2011; Killoren et al.,
2017; McHale et al., 2009; Wheeler et al., 2017; Zeiders et al.,
2013). All identified records that met eligibility criteria and
included necessary information to calculate effects were included
in the database.

Coding of Effect Sizes and Moderators

Effect sizes were coded such that higher scores on familism val-
ues reflected higher endorsement of these values. In addition,
higher scores on internalizing and externalizing behaviors indi-
cated higher frequencies of behavior problems and higher scores
on family conflict/negativity indicated more conflict or negativity.
For education and family warmth/support measures, higher scores
indicated more positive adjustment. Positive effect sizes for the
association between familism and family warmth/support and edu-
cational outcomes show that higher endorsement of familism val-
ues is related to higher scores on warmth/support and educational
outcomes. Negative effect sizes for the association between fami-
lism and family conflict/negativity and externalizing and internal-
izing outcomes indicate that higher endorsement of familism
values is related to lower scores of conflict/negativity and internal-
izing and externalizing behaviors.

Each study was coded for the following characteristics, as con-
tinuous or categorical variables. Continuous moderators included
gender of participants (percentage of females), target participant
nativity and parent/caregiver of target nativity (percentage born
outside of the United States), and percentage of sample that was
of Mexican, Cuban, and Puerto Rican origin (i.e., the three largest
U.S. Hispanic/Latino groups; (Krogstad & Noe-Bustamante, 2020).
Additional study characteristics could not be included in the meta-
analysis because they were reported inconsistently across studies
(e.g., education, income, or other indicators of socioeconomic sta-
tus; see Table 3 for descriptive purposes).

Categorical study characteristics included country and whether
the state was an established, new/emerging, or other geographic
location for Hispanic/Latino individuals. To categorize states, we
aggregated census data from the county level to the state level and
calculated the following metrics, consistent with prior work
(Alvarez & Norton-Smith, 2018; Kandel & Cromartie, 2004): (a)
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Table 3
Socioeconomic Status Descriptive Information

Record Income (mean or median) Other indicators of economic status Education

Aretakis (2011)m — 64% of students qualified for free or
reduced lunch

—

Aretakis et al. (2015)m — 85% of students qualified for free or
reduced lunch

—

Arora and Wheeler (2017)f — families characterized as lower-mid-
dle class (43%)

—

Barnett et al. (2016) Mean annual per capita household
income = $6,460

— 70% of participants reported having at
least a high school diploma or
equivalent

Baumann et al. (2010)i — — Mean of 10.60 years of education
Bostean (2012) — 44% were at 2�5 times the poverty

threshold for household income
44.5% reported less than 12.5 years of
education

Bravo et al. (2014)h Mean of $27,857 — —

Bravo (2016)h Mean of $27,323 — Mean of 9 years of education
Burrow-Sanchez et al. (2015) — — —

Bush et al. (2005) — — Less than a grade school education to
college or graduate education

Calzada et al. (2014) Mean of $21,967 72% of families live in poverty 40% had less than a high school
education

Campos et al. (2014) — — College student sample
Cavanaugh et al. (2018) Median of $24,999 — —

Chavez Duenas (2009) Mean monthly income per capita =
$617

— Mean household education of 7�12
years

Chavez-Korell et al. (2013) — — Most had a high school education or
less

Cheng et al. (2016) Median of $20,000-$34,999, 30%
with a family annual income of
$19,999 or below

— College student sample

Corona et al. (2017) — — College student sample
Corona et al. (2017) — 43% first to attend college College student sample
Cupito et al. (2016)d — — —

Cupito et al. (2015)d — — —

Davidson et al. (2011)a Median of $40,000 — Mean of 10 years of education
De Santis et al. (2012) Median ,$1,000 per month — Mean of 12.17 years of education
De Santis et al. (2016) 75% had mean monthly income

,$2,000
— Mean of 11.1 years of education

Santiago DeCarlo (2011) Mean monthly income = $1,806 100% of children received free or
reduced lunch

—

Delgado et al. (2011)a Median of $40,000 — Mean of 10.05 years of education
Delgado (2009)a Median of $40,000 — Mean of 10.05 years of education
Diaz (2011)k — — —

Donovick (2011) 84% of mothers and 75% of fathers
reported family income of
,$10,000-$35,000

— Most had highest level of education of
grade 12 or less

East and Chien (2010)q Mean of $18,525 Sample described as economically
disadvantaged; 66% received gov-
ernmental financial assistance

—

East and Weisner (2009)q Mean of $18,500 Sample described as economically
disadvantaged, 63% received gov-
ernmental financial assistance

—

Elliott (2001) — Sample described as low socioeco-
nomic status

—

Esparza and Sánchez (2008) — — .50% of participants’ parents had
less than a high school degree

Fallah (2014)d — — —

Ferrari (1999) — — 56% had completed some college
Fuller-Iglesias and Antonucci
(2016)

— — Mean of 4.7 years (less than a primary
school education)

Gamble and Modry-Mandell
(2008)

— — 55% had less than high school degree/
GED equivalent

Garcia-Bravo (2008) 56% had mean income of $70,000 or
more

— 95% some college or greater

Garriott et al. (2017) — School district described as serving a
large amount of low-income families

93% had not completed a Bachelor’s
degree

(table continues)
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Table 3 (continued)
Record Income (mean or median) Other indicators of economic status Education

Germán et al. (2009) Mean household per capita income =
$7,220

— 57.7% did not have high school
degree

Gonzalez (2017) 34% reported mean annual income
,$15,000

— 65% earned a high school diploma or
equivalent

Hernández et al. (2010) — — —

Howarter (2014) Median income based on ZIP code =
$38,501

76.7% had reduced priced lunch Most had some high school education

Hurwich-Reiss and Gudiño
(2016)

— — —

Ibanez (2002) — Families described as earning lower
or middle income

—

Jean-Van Hell (2001) 38.9% had annual family income
above $50,000

— Most had a high school degree or
beyond

Kapke et al. (2017) Most had mean income of ,$40,000 — Most graduated high school/GED or
beyond

Keeler et al. (2014) 52% mean family income ,$20,000 — 49% did not graduate high school
Kiang and Fuligni (2009) — — —

Killoren (2008)a Median of $40,000 18.3% of families in the sample met
the federal poverty guidelines

Mean of 10 years of education

Killoren et al. (2014)c — — —

Killoren et al. (2015)a Median of $40,000 — Mean of 10 years of education
Killoren et al. (2016) — — Most had some high school or com-

pleted high school
Killoren et al. (2017)a Median of $40,000 18.3% of families in the sample met

the federal poverty guidelines
Mean of 10 years of education

Kline et al. (2016)c — High school student population
described as economically disad-
vantaged (78%)

Some high school or completed high
school

Koerner and Shirai (2012) 76% had average annual household
income of ,$60,000

— 55% had some college or vocation/
technical school

Kuhlberg et al. (2010)i — — Mean parent education level of 10.57
Kuo et al. (2015)a Median of $40,000 — Mean of 10.62 years of education
Lac et al. (2011) Median income based on ZIP codes

ranged from $29,000 to $73,000
— —

Li (2013)f — — —

Lin (2007)j Mean of $12,461 — 26% of primary caregivers = , eight
grade education, 27% of secondary
caregivers = , a high school
education

Long et al. (2015) Per capita income $7,278 — Mean of 12.40 years of school
Lorenzo-Blanco et al. (2012) Census data of median income based

on ZIP codes served by the schools
ranged from $ 29,000 to $73,000

— Most were had graduate high school
or less

Losada et al. (2006) — — Most had an education level of some
high school or high school graduate
or less than high school

Mahrer (2015)k — — —

Mahrer et al. (2019)k Mean of $51,7,312 — 37% of mothers and 48% of fathers
had less than high school education
level

Marsiglia et al. (2009)l — — most had some high school
Martinez et al. (2012)r — — —

McHale et al. (2009)a Median of $40,000 Families met federal poverty guide-
lines (18.3%)

Mean of 10 years of education

McHale et al. (2005)a Mean of $53,183 18.3% of families in the sample met
the federal poverty guidelines

Mean of 10.08 years of education

Medrano (2011) “Participants’ income varied, with the
majority of participants falling in
the 30,000 to 44,999 income
range.” (p. 29)

— Most had a Bachelor’s degree or
equivalent, or a Master’s degree or
equivalent

Muñoz-Laboy et al. (2014)e — — 30% had an education of 10th - 11th
grade

Muñoz-Laboy et al. (2013)e — — 30% had education level of 10th -
11th grade

Ocegueda (2010) 26% had mean income from $20,000
to $29,999

— Most had a high school education or
less

Ojeda et al. (2011) — — —

(table continues)
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Table 3 (continued)
Record Income (mean or median) Other indicators of economic status Education

Ornelas and Perreira (2011) — — 36% had , eighth grade education
Padilla et al. (2016)a Median of $41,000 — Mean of 10 years of education
Perez-Brena et al. (2017)a Median of $40,000 — Mean of 10 years of education
Piña-Watson et al. (2015) — — —

Piña-Watson (2014) — — —

Polo et al. (2012)r — Sample participants from public
school described as being in an
low-income urban neighborhood

—

Porras (2011) — — —

Reibman (2002) 41% had mean income of ,$12,000 — —

Reid et al. (2018) — — —

Rivas-Drake and Marchand
(2016)

60% had mean income ,$30,000 — 43% , high school degree

Zapata Roblyer and 
Betancourth Zambrano (2016)

80% had mean income ,$30,000 — 80% had not earned a high school
diploma

Roche et al. (2012)f — — Mean of 3.40 years
Rodriguez (2002) Mean of $36,050 — Mean of 12.37 years of education
Rodríguez De Jesús (2015)a Median of $40,000 — Mean of 10 years of education
Rodríguez De Jesús et al. (2019)a Median of $40,000 — Mean of 10.11 years of education
Roosa et al. (2011)b Median of $30,000 – $35,000 — Mean of 10.34 years of education
Sanchez (2013) — — —

Smokowski et al. (2010)l Mean of $25,270 — 69% did not graduate from high
school

Smokowski et al. (2007)l Median of $19,000, Mean of $22,446 — 67% had not graduated high school
Smokowski and Bacallao (2006)l Median of $19,200, Mean of $23,045 — 67% had not graduated high school
Smokowski et al. (2009)l — — —

Smokowski et al. (2007) Mean of $24,000 — —

Sommers et al. (1993) — — —

Sotomayor-Peterson (2012)g — — 50% of mothers and over 60% of
fathers had no high school degree
or GED

Stein et al. (2015)d — — —

Tasopoulos-Chan et al. (2009)p — — Most mothers (50%) and fathers
(48%) had a high school degree or
less

Tasopoulos-Chan (2013)p — — —

Telzer (2012)n — — 65% of mothers and 75% of fathers
did not complete high school

Telzer et al. (2013)n — — —

Telzer et al. (2015)n — — The majority of parents had , high
school degree

Telzer et al. (2014)n — — Most parents did not complete high
school

Tsai et al. (2016)n — — 72% of parents had less than a high
school education

Tsai (2014)o — — 80% of parents had at least a high
school education

Tsai et al. (2015)n — — 73% had some high school education
Umaña-Taylor et al. (2011)h Mean of $27,621 — Parents’ mean education was ninth grade
Updegraff et al. (2012)a Median of $41,000 — Mean of 10 years of education
Updegraff et al. (2005)a Median of $40,000 18.3% of families in the sample met

the federal poverty guidelines
Mean of 10 years of education

Urizar and Sears (2006) Mean of $16,200 — 50% had at least a high school
education

Valenzuela and Dornbusch
(1994)

— — Mean parent education = high school
graduate

Vargas et al. (2013)b Median of $25,001–$30,000 — Mean of 10.4 years
Weisskirch (2013) — — —

Wheeler (2017)a Median of $40,000 — Mean of 10 years of education
White et al. (2012)b Mean of $30,001–$35,000 Sample participants from neighbor-

hoods with poverty rates of 15.87%
33% completed high school or
equivalent

White (2008) Mean of $36,200 15% of families below poverty Mean of 10.23 years of education
White et al. (2015) Median of $25,001–$30,000 poverty rates = 0.56% to 68.53%

(0.78% to 68.48%)
—

Witkow et al. (2015)o — — —

Yau et al. (2009)p — Sample participants described as being
from primarily low-income families

Mean education = 2.23 (5-point scale)

(table continues)
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the percentage of the population that was Hispanic/Latino in 1990;
and (b) the percentage of growth in the Hispanic/Latino population
from 1990–2010. Using the cut points detailed by Alvarez and
Norton-Smith (2018), we coded states where . 9% of the popula-
tion was Hispanic/Latino in 1990 as “established” because these
states exceeded the national average for the Hispanic/Latino popula-
tion in the United States in 1990. We identified states as “emerging/
new” if the Hispanic/Latino population was less than or equal to 9%
in 1990 and grew by 150% or more between 1990 and 2010. Finally,
the remaining states were labeled as “other” because they did not
meet the criteria for established or emerging/new states. Specifically,
“other” locations were those that had ,9% Hispanic/Latino popula-
tion in 1990 and grew less than 150% between 1990 and 2010.
Using these criteria, of the states represented in this systematic
review and meta-analysis, established states were Arizona, Califor-
nia, Colorado, Florida, New Mexico, New York, and Texas; new/
emerging states were Georgia, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Utah,
Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin; and states coded as “other”
included Illinois, Massachusetts, Michigan, and Rhode Island.
To code each effect size into a developmental period category,

we used the mean age of the sample and the following cut points
to create categories: Childhood (infancy to age 10); early adoles-
cence (ages 11–15); late adolescence (ages 16–18); young adult-
hood (ages 19–25); middle adulthood (ages 26 to 39); and late
adulthood (ages 40 and older). These categories were informed by
developmental theory and the availability of research on familism
in each developmental period. Childhood included infancy through
age 10 due to the limited research on familism and adjustment in
samples prior to the age of 10.
For methodological factors, the only continuous moderator was

year of the record (mean centered). Categorical moderators
included adjustment measure (specified within each domain), fam-
ilism measure (categorized by the citation of the measure), publi-
cation type (i.e., peer-reviewed vs. unpublished dissertation), and
design (cross-sectional vs. prospective). Design was coded at the
effect size level, such that studies may contribute both cross-sec-
tional effect sizes (i.e., a concurrent association between familism
and adjustment/relationship quality) and prospective effect sizes
(i.e., association between familism and future assessment of
adjustment/relationship quality). Moderator analyses were only
conducted when at least three independent studies were available
for a continuous moderator and for each category of the categori-
cal moderators. For the following reference groups, we examined

the most common category across all the domains of adjustment and
selected reference groups as follows to ensure consistency across the
domains: (a) early adolescence for developmental period; (b) Knight
et al. (2010) for measure of familism; (c) established state in the
United States; (d) cross-sectional effects for study design, and (e) pub-
lished records for publication type.

Data Analysis Approach

All analyses were conducted in Rstudio v.1.4.1103 (R v. 4.3).
All R functions and analyses described in the following paragraphs
were specified and conducted within the package “metafor”
(Viechtbauer, 2010). All of the effect sizes that we coded were
Pearson’s correlations (r) that assessed the linear relationship
between familism and adjustment/relationship quality. We applied
Fisher’s Zr transformations to correlations, and standard errors of
Fisher’s Zr were computed as the square root of the variance esti-
mates. We then back-transformed to Pearson’s r for reporting the
overall summary effect of each domain. To assess the magnitude
and direction of the association between familism and adjustment,
studies that met all eligibility criteria (see Figure 1) were exam-
ined using a three-level multilevel model (MLM) meta-analysis
with restricted maximum-likelihood (REML) estimation method.

We used three-level MLM to account for the dependent effect
sizes within records and effects between independent studies
(Cheung, 2014; Konstantopoulos, 2011; Van Den Noortgate et al.,
2013). Ignoring the clustered data structure would violate the
meta-analytic assumption of independence (Card, 2012; Cheung,
2014). The dependencies in the data can be modeled in different
ways using MLM (Cheung, 2014); based on the structure of the
dependencies in our databases we selected independent studies
(r1

2, the variability between the population of studies) and records
nested within studies (r2

2, the variability within the population of
studies as our grouping variables). We specified the three-level
model with nested random effects in our model for correlations
within each record, and random effects for each record within
each study. Level 1 is sampling variance of the effect sizes, level 2
is within-study variance, and level 3 is between-study variance.
One limitation of using MLM to handle dependent effect sizes is
that these models assume that the effect size estimates themselves
are uncorrelated, but this is unlikely to be met in this study, which
may lead to model misspecification.

Table 3 (continued)
Record Income (mean or median) Other indicators of economic status Education

Young (2016) — Family socioeconomic status (SES)
described as low

15% educated beyond high school

Zapata Roblyer et al. (2017) — Sample participants’ socioeconomic
status described as very low
(35.4%), low (40.8%), or middle
class (20.3%)

48% had not completed high school

Zeiders et al. (2016)a Median of $41,000. Mean of $53,184 18.3% met the federal poverty
guidelines

Mean of 10 years of education

Zeiders et al (2015)h Median of $22,000 — —

Zeiders et al. (2013)a Median of $40,000 18.3% met the federal poverty
guidelines

Mean of 10 years of education

Note. Study overlap: Records with the same alphabetical superscripts indicate overlapping samples. In some cases, SES descriptives were reported by
authors based on the total sample of study participants (e.g., SES of Latinx and other race/ethnic group participants).
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We addressed this issue by applying the robust function from
the metafor package to the fitted models to construct a (cluster) ro-
bust estimate of the model coefficients based on a sandwich-type
estimator (Viechtbauer, 2010). We applied the default small-sam-
ple correction as an adjustment for when the number of clusters
are small (Viechtbauer, 2010). Inferences made from the robust-
variance method provide more appropriate estimates of coeffi-
cients, standard errors, p values and CIs in data where clusters
include nonindependent effect size estimates (Hedges et al., 2010;
Tanner-Smith et al., 2016). To examine the proportion of variabili-
ty that is attributable to the outer factor (study) and the inner factor
(record), we computed the intraclass correlation (ICC) estimate
(Viechtbauer, 2010). Further, we compared the fit of the original
three-level (full) model versus the fit of a two-level (reduced)
model where the between study variance is not modeled using
model fit statistics of Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), Bayes-
ian Information Criterion (BIC), and likelihood ratio test statistic
(LRT) with the corresponding significance value to determine
which model had adequate fit to the data.
We assessed heterogeneity by interpreting test statistics of Q,

the overall I2, the between- and within-cluster I2, and by inspecting

the forest plots of the effect sizes included in the overall summary
effect. Because I2 is a relative measure of variability and is influ-
enced by the number of studies (Borenstein et al., 2017), we also
report r1

2 and r2
2 from the metafor package as estimates of

between- and within-study variance (Viechtbauer, 2010). To as-
certain how the effects of familism vary according to sample,
study, and methodological characteristics, we tested moderation
by conducting MLM metaregression analyses. We interpreted a
significant omnibus F test of coefficients (F), which follows an F-
distribution with degrees of freedom based on the number of coef-
ficients tested (df1) and the number of clusters (df2); the significant
F test value suggests differences among all coefficients in the
model. We interpreted significant individual regression coefficient
as evidence for moderation (Viechtbauer, 2010).

To facilitate interpretation of significant continuous moderators
we computed implied effect sizes that are based on predicted values
at different levels of the continuous moderator (r̂; Card, 2012). As a
test for publication bias, we fit a random effects metaregression
model to the data based on Egger’s test of asymmetry, which exam-
ines the relation between the observed effect sizes and their stand-
ard errors (Sterne & Egger, 2006). However, because this test

Figure 1
Flowchart Depicting Screening and Inclusion Procedures

Note. a Search completed in 2020. b Backwards/forwards search completed in 2019.
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assumes independence between effect sizes, we applied the robust
function to our metaregression model to obtain less biased estimates
of their standard error and 95% CI. Based on the robust model
results, if there was a significant association between the outcome
and standard errors, we interpreted this as evidence of funnel plot
asymmetry.

Results

The results of the literature search, after removing duplicates,
and meeting eligibility criteria, revealed a total of 126 included
records from 73 independent studies (data sets) published
across the years of 1993 to 2019 (see Figure 1). On average, we
extracted three effect sizes per record (range = 1–30). Specifi-
cally, we included 32 records for the educational domain (115
effect sizes from 21 independent studies; 34% unpublished dis-
sertations; 19% longitudinal), 57 for family relationships—sup-
port/warmth (283 effect sizes from 34 independent studies;
32% unpublished dissertations; 17% longitudinal), 37 for fam-
ily relationships—conflict/negativity (119 effect sizes from 23
independent studies; 22% unpublished dissertations; 17% lon-
gitudinal), 68 records for internalizing symptoms (200 effect
sizes from 46 independent studies; 13% unpublished disserta-
tions; 14% longitudinal), and 38 for externalizing domain (132
effect sizes from 21 independent studies; 16% unpublished dis-
sertations; 23% longitudinal).

Characteristics of Studies

Characteristics of studies reported in each of the included records
are described in Table 3 for socioeconomic status indicators and in
Tables 1–5 in the online supplemental materials for all other study
characteristics. As shown in Table 3, there was substantial variability
in the availability of indicators of socioeconomic status, with 51% of
records reporting no information on sample income, 33% reporting no
information on sample education levels, and 77% reporting no other
indicators of socioeconomic status. Overall, 20% of records did not
report any information on sample income, education, or other indica-
tors of socioeconomic status (e.g., poverty rates, occupational indica-
tors). Turning to other features of included studies, most focused on
the developmental period of early and late adolescence, ranging from
48% of studies in the internalizing domain to 76% of studies in the
externalizing domain. On average, the percentage of female partici-
pants across studies ranged from 54% (educational domain) to 61%
(conflict/negativity domain). All sample participants were reported as
Hispanic/Latino per criteria for selection, and most participants were
of Mexican-origin, with the average percentage across studies ranging
from 76% (internalizing domain) to 90% (family relationships-
warmth/support domain). Among the samples included in the meta-
analysis, the percentage of sample participants born outside the United
States ranged from an average of 31% in the educational domain to
47% in the internalizing domain. For the sample percentages of
parents/caregivers born outside the United States, the average range
across studies was 67% (warmth/support) to 81% (conflict/negativity).
In total, there were nine longitudinal studies (22 records) that were
included in the meta-analysis.
Most studies were based on samples from the United States, with

most of the samples coming from established Hispanic/Latino desti-
nation states of the United States in the educational (60%),

internalizing (67%), externalizing (71%) and family relationship con-
flict/negativity (79%) domains, and the largest percentage coming
from established states in the family relationship "warmth/support
domains" (84%). Across all domains, there were a total of seven in-
dependent studies that included participants from countries outside of
the United States.

In the sections below, we describe the results by domain (see
Figure 2 and 3 for a summary), beginning with the overall effect
size and 95% CI of the overall effect size and variance estimates,
which are profile likelihood CIs (Viechtbauer, 2007). Then sources
of heterogeneity are examined via tests of moderation by person/
sample, contextual, and methodological characteristics. Only sig-
nificant moderators are described in the text, but the results of all
moderation tests are shown in table form. For each domain of
adjustment, a final analysis in the moderator section is described
where all significant moderators are included in the same model to
determine sources of heterogeneity when all moderating factors
are examined simultaneously.

Results of Familism and Educational Outcomes

Goal 1: Testing the Overall Association

The overall effect was positive in direction and significant, with
higher familism associated with more positive educational out-
comes, r = .16, 95% CI [.08, .23], Q(114) = 798.17, p , .001.
Effect sizes ranged from r = �.34 to r = .45. We found more
between-study variability (level-3), r1

2 = .021, 95% C.I. [.008,
.046], than within-study variability (level 2), r2

2 = .004, 95% C.I.
[.001, .012]. A large amount of systematic heterogeneity emerged
in the data (I2Total = 84%), with 71% due to between-study and 13%
due to within-study heterogeneity. The test of model fit was signifi-
cant, LRT = 10.87, p = .001, for the comparison between the two-
level and three-level model. The three-level model fit the data better
based on the BIC fit index (BICFull = 33.41, BICReduced = 39.54),
and the AIC fit index (AICFull = 25.20, AICReduced = 34.07). The
ICC (.845) suggested that the effects within studies were strongly
correlated, and therefore, we retained the three-level model.

Goal 2: Testing Moderator Effects

Study Characteristics. We tested whether gender, Mexican
and Puerto Rican national origin, target participants’ and their

Figure 2
Overall Results Summary From the Hypothesized Model
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parents/primary caregivers’ nativity, developmental period, and U.S.
destination moderated the overall effect between familism and educa-
tional outcomes (see Table 4), and significant moderation emerged
for nativity and developmental period. For target participants’ nativ-
ity status, the implied effect size decreased when the percentage of
target participants born outside of the United States increased: 0%
r̂ = .22, 95% CI [.10, .33]; 25% r̂ = .17, 95% CI [.09, .26]; 50% r̂ =
.13, 95% CI [.07, .19]; 75% r̂= .08, 95% CI [.02, .14]; and 100% r̂=
.03, 95% CI [�.05, .12]. In contrast, for parents/primary caregivers’
nativity status, the implied effect size increased in the positive direc-
tion when the percentage of parents/primary caregivers born outside
of the United States increased: 0% r̂ = �.22, 95% CI [�.43, .01];
25% r̂ = �.09, 95% CI [�.25, .07]; 50% r̂ = .03, 95% CI [�.07,
.13]; 75% r̂ = .16, 95% CI [.09, .23]; and 100% r̂ = .28, 95% CI [.18,
.37]. In addition, effect sizes were smaller for samples composed of
the late adolescence developmental period, r = .14, 95% CI [.07, .21],
and young adulthood, r = .08, 95% CI [�.01, .16], as compared with
samples composed of the early adolescence developmental period,
r = .22, 95% CI [.15, .30].
Methodological Characteristics. We found evidence of mod-

eration by year of record, measure of educational outcome, and study
design, but not for familism measure or publication type (see Table
5). For year of record, the correlation between familism and educa-
tional outcomes increased in more recent publication years (see Table
5). We computed the implied effect size for year 2000 r̂= .05, 95%
CI [�.03, .12], 2005 r̂ = .10, 95% CI [.03, .16], 2010 r̂ = .15,
95% CI [.08, .22], 2015 r̂ = .20, 95% CI [.11, .28], and 2020 r̂ = .25,

95% CI [.14, .35]. For educational outcome, the model included
grades/GPA (reference group) versus academic motivation, expecta-
tions, and attainment. The effect size was larger for academic motiva-
tion, r = .20, 95% CI [.05, .34], and educational expectations, r = .11,
95% CI [.01, .20], relative to grades/GPA, r = .03, 95% CI [�.06,
.12]. For study design, the model included cross-sectional study
effects (reference group) versus prospective study effects. The effect
size was smaller for prospective, r = .10, 95% CI [.02, .18], relative
to cross-sectional effects, r = .16, 95% CI [.09, .23]. For the final
model including all significant moderators, there was no significant
moderation, F(9, 1) = 118.39, p = .07.

Results of Familism and Family Warmth/Support

Goal 1: Testing the Overall Association

The overall effect between familism and family relationship
warmth/support was positive in direction and significant, such that
higher familism was associated with higher levels of family warmth
and support, r = .24, 95% CI [.19, .29], Q(282) = 1586.69, p , .001.
Effect sizes ranged from r =�.21 to r = .62 (see Figure 3). We found
more between-study variability (level-3), r1

2 = .015, 95% C.I. [.006,
.033], than within-study variability (level 2), r2

2 = .005, 95% C.I.
[.002, .012]. There was a large amount of systematic heterogeneity
(I2Total = 83%), with 63% attributable to between-study and 20% at-
tributable to within-study heterogeneity. The comparison of model fit
between the two-level and three-level model was significant, LRT =
14.00, p , .001. The BIC fit (BICFull = 22.17, BICReduced = 30.53)

Figure 3
Forest Plot of Fisher’s Z Transformed Correlations
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and AIC fit index suggested that the three-level model had better fit
to the data (AICFull = 11.24, AICReduced = 23.25). Additionally, the
ICC (.756) suggested that the effects within studies were correlated,
and for this reason, we retained the three-level model.

Goal 2: Testing Moderator Effects

Study Characteristics. Significant moderation between fami-
lism and family relationship warmth/support emerged for the percent-
age of the sample that was of Puerto Rican origin, but there was no
significant moderation by developmental period, gender, Mexican
national origin, percentage born outside of the United States, or U.S.
destination (see Table 6). For the percentage of Puerto Rican origin
participants, the implied effect size decreased when the percentage of
Puerto Rican origin participants increased: 0% r̂ = .24, 95% CI [.17,
.30]; 25% r̂ = .22, 95% CI [.17, .26]; 50% r̂ = .20, 95% CI [.16, .23];
75% r̂ = .18, 95% CI [.15, .20]; and 100% r̂ = .16, 95% CI [.14, .18].
Methodological Characteristics. As shown in Table 7, the

effect size of familism and family relationship warmth/support was a
significantly larger, negative effect size when the measure of familism
was Fuligni et al. (1999), r = .36, 95% CI [.26, .45], versus Knight et
al. (2010), r = .20, 95% CI [.14, .25]. In contrast, there was no signifi-
cant moderation by any other methodological factors, including year
of record, adjustment measure, study design, or publication type. In
the final model including all significant moderators we found signifi-
cant moderation, F(3, 10) = 259.99, p, .001, by Puerto Rican origin,
bZr = 7.12, p , .001, 95% CI [6.54, 7.70], and familism measure
developed by Fuligni et al. (1999) versus Knight et al. (2010), bZr =
.22, p, .001, 95% CI [.16, .29].

Results of Familism and Family Conflict/Negativity

Goal 1: Testing the Overall Association

The overall effect size between familism and family relationship
conflict/negativity was negative in direction (i.e., higher familism
linked to lower conflict/negativity) and significant, r = �.13, 95% CI
[�.23, �.02], Q(118) = 1558.45, p , .001. Effect sizes ranged from
r = �.59 to r = .30 (see Figure 3). We found more between-study
variability (level-3), r1

2 = .057, 95% CI [.032, .113], than within-
study variability (level 2), r2

2 = .001, 95% CI [.000, .004]. There was
a large amount of systematic heterogeneity (I2Total = 95%), with 94%
attributable to between-study and 1% attributable to within-study het-
erogeneity. We found that the three-level model fit the data better
than the two-level model, as the test of model fit was significant,
LRT = 39.52, p , .0001; and the AIC (AICFull = �128.73, AICRe-

duced = �91.21) and BIC (BICFull = �120.42, BICReduced = �85.67)
was lower for the three-level model, with the three-level model fitting
the data better. The ICC (.991) suggested that the effects within stud-
ies were strongly correlated, and for this reason, we retained the
three-level model.

Goal 2: Testing Moderator Effects

Study Characteristics. For the association between familism
and family conflict/negativity, significant moderators included gender,
Mexican origin, Puerto Rican origin, and developmental period (see Ta-
ble 8), but no moderation emerged by percentage born outside of the
United States or U.S. destination. For the percentage of female partici-
pants, the implied effect size decreased when the percentage of female

Table 4
Summary of Study Characteristic Moderators of the Relation Between Familism and Educational Outcomes

Measure k ESs bZr p value [95% CI] r1
2 r2

2 F Qresidual

Percent female 21 115 .021 .004 0.03 795.23***
Intercept 0.17 .045 [0.00, 0.33]
Slope �0.02 .865 [�0.26, 0.22]

Percent Mexican 19 101 .024 .003 1.69 714.63***
Intercept 0.25 .002 [0.11, 0.40]
Slope �0.11 .211 [�0.27, 0.07]

Percent Puerto Rican 15 77 .017 .003 0.36 527.37***
Intercept 0.12 .011 [0.03, 0.21]
Slope 0.22 .559 [�0.56, 0.99]

Percent born outside of U.S. (Target) 17 97 .018 .004 5.46* 522.66***
Intercept 0.22 .002 [0.10, 0.35]
Slope �0.19 .034 [�0.36, �0.02]

Percent born outside of U.S. (Parent) 13 78 .008 .004 13.88*** 344.36***
Intercept �0.22 .058 [�0.45, 0.01]
Slope 0.51 .003 [0.21, 0.81]

Developmental period 19 112 .012 .005 7.74** 612.20***
Early adolescence (Intercept)a 0.23 .000 [0.15, 0.31]
Late adolescence �0.09 .001 [�0.14, �0.04]
Young adulthood �0.15 .003 [�0.25, �0.06]

U.S. destination 20 107 .019 .004 1.80 647.32***
Established destination (Intercept)a 0.12 .021 [0.02, 0.21]
New destination 0.09 .360 [�0.11, 0.29]
Other destination 0.15 .083 [�0.02, 0.32]

Note. k = number of studies; ESs = number of effect size estimates; bZr = estimate of average association (Zr) or slope (b); 95% CI = 95% confidence
interval; F = value of the test of moderators; Qresidual = residual heterogeneity; r2

2 and r1
2 = heterogeneity within- and between-study, respectively.

Developmental Period is based on the average of the mean age at familism assessment and the mean age at adjustment assessment. Positive effects indicate
that greater endorsement of familism is related to more positive educational outcomes.
a Reference group for moderator analyses.
* p , .05. *** p , .001.
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participants increased: 0% r̂ = �.14, 95% CI [�.26, �.01]; 25% r̂ =
�.13, 95% CI [�.25, �.01]; 50% r̂ = �.13, 95% CI [�.25, �.01];
75% r̂ = �.13, 95% CI [�.24, �.01]; and 100% r̂ = �.12, 95% CI
[�.24, �.00]. For the percentage of Mexican origin participants, the
magnitude of the effect size decreased when the percentage of Mexican
origin participants increased: 0% r̂ = �.50, 95% CI [�.67, �.29]; 25%
r̂ =�.40, 95% CI [�.55,�.23]; 50% r̂ =�.29, 95% CI [�.42,�.16];
75% r̂ = �.18, 95% CI [�.28, �.07]; and 100% r̂ = �.06, 95% CI
[�.17, .06]. In contrast, for the percentage of Puerto Rican origin partic-
ipants, the implied effect size increased when the percentage of Puerto
Rican origin participants was larger: 0% r̂ =�.08, 95% CI [�.20, .04];
25% r̂ = �.41, 95% CI [�.60, �.17]; 50% r̂ = �.65, 95% CI [�.86,
�.26]; 75% r̂ =�.81, 95% CI [�.96,�.34]; and 100% r̂ =�.90, 95%
CI [�.99, �.41]. For developmental period, samples composed of
young adulthood, r = �.17, 95% CI [�.29, �.04], and middle adult-
hood r = �.40, 95% CI [�.61, �.14], had a larger association between
familism and conflict/negativity versus samples composed of late ado-
lescence r =�.09, 95% CI [�.22, .05], and early adolescence r =�.10,
95% CI [�.22, .03].
Methodological Characteristics. We found evidence of mod-

eration by year of record, with a range of 1999 to 2019 for publication
year (see Table 9), such that the more recent the publication year, the
smaller the effect between familism and family conflict/negativity. We
computed the implied effect size for the year 2000 r̂ = �.19, 95% CI
[�.31, �.07], 2005 r̂ = �.16, 95% CI [�.27, �.05], 2010 r̂ = �.13,
95% CI [�.24, �.03], 2015 r̂ = �.10, 95% CI [�.21, .00], and 2020
r̂ = �.07, 95% CI [�.19, .04]. No moderation emerged for familism
measure, study design, and publication type, and there were not enough
independent studies (i.e., at least three) to code separate measures (or
subtypes) of conflict/negativity as a moderator. In the final model, there
was significant moderation, F(7, 5) = 41.69, p , .001, by the year of
record, bZr = .01, p , .001, 95% CI [.01, .01], samples composed of
young adulthood versus early adolescence, bZr = �.09, p , .01, 95%

CI [�.14, �.03], and samples composed of middle adulthood versus
early adolescence, bZr =�.41, p, .05, 95% CI [�.81,�.00].

Results of Familism and Internalizing Outcomes

Goal 1: Testing the Overall Association

The overall summary effect size for familism and internalizing
was significant and negative in direction, r = �.12, 95% CI
[�.16, �.09], Q(199) = 761.80, p , .001 (see Figure 3), such
that higher familism was associated with lower internalizing out-
comes. As displayed in Figure 3, effect sizes ranged from r =
�.60 to r = .32 across records. We found more between-study
variability (level 3), r1

2 = .008, 95% C.I. [.004, .016], than
within-study variability (level 2), r2

2 = .003, 95% C.I. [.001,
.007]. There was large systematic heterogeneity in the data
(I2Total = 74%), with 55% of the heterogeneity between studies
and 19% within studies. The test of model comparison suggested
significant differences between the two- and three-level models,
LRT = 14.03, p , .001, and the fit indices of AIC (AICFull =
�219.33, AICReduced = �207.30) and BIC (BICFull = �209.45,
BICReduced = �200.71) suggested that the three-level model fit
the data better than the two-level model. The ICC (.734) sug-
gested that the effects within studies were strongly correlated,
and for this reason, we retained the three-level model to more
accurately estimate the standard error.

Goal 2: Testing Moderator Effects

Study Characteristics. Significant moderation for familism
and internalizing symptoms was found by developmental period
and U.S. destination, but there was no moderation by gender,
national origin (Mexican, Cuban, or Puerto Rican), or percentage
of participants/parents born outside of the U.S (see Table 10) For

Table 5
Summary of Methodological Moderators of the Relation Between Familism and Educational Outcomes

Measure k ESs bZr p value [95% CI] r1
2 r2

2 F Qresidual

Year of record 21 115 .020 .003 10.63** 784.77***
Intercept 0.17 .000 [0.09, 0.25]
Slope 0.01 .004 [0.00, 0.02]

Adjustment measure 17 49 .017 .000 7.85** 117.38***
GPA/Grades (Intercept)a 0.03 .534 [�0.06, 0.12]
vs. Motivation 0.18 .025 [0.03, 0.33]
vs. Expectations 0.08 .002 [0.03, 0.13]
vs. Attainment 0.01 .802 [�0.08, 0.10]

Familism measure 14 80 .017 .002 1.17 384.24***
Knight et al. (Intercept)a 0.19 .044 [0.01, 0.37]
vs. Lugo et al. �0.01 .934 [�0.28, 0.26]
vs. Sabogal et al. �0.03 .739 [�0.23, 0.18]
vs. Villarreal et al. 0.10 .358 [�0.12, 0.31]

Design 21 115 .020 .004 23.62*** 784.45***
Cross-sectional (Intercept)a 0.16 .000 [0.09, 0.24]
vs. Prospective �0.06 .000 [�0.09, �0.04]

Publication type 21 115 .019 .004 2.37 781.06***
Published (Intercept)a 0.17 .001 [0.09, 0.26]
vs. Dissertation �0.05 .140 [�0.11, 0.02]

Note. k = number of studies; ESs = number of effect size estimates; bZr = estimate of average association (Zr) or slope (b); 95% CI = 95% confidence
interval; F = value of the test of moderators; Qresidual = residual heterogeneity r2

2 and r1
2 = variance within- and between-study, respectively; Positive

effects indicate that greater endorsement of familism is related to more positive educational outcomes.
a Reference group for moderator analyses.
* p , .05. *** p , .001.
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developmental period, there was a smaller negative association
with internalizing symptoms in samples composed of late adult-
hood, r = �.02, 95% CI [�.13, .01], as compared with early ado-
lescence, r = �.15, 95% CI [�.20, �.09], and late adolescence r =
�.11, 95% CI [�.16, �.05]. For U.S. destination, there was a
larger negative association for participants recruited in new/emerg-
ing states, r = �.21, 95% CI [�.27, �.15], versus established
states, r = �.10, 95% CI [�.14, �.06].
Methodological Characteristics. As shown in Table 11, the

effect size differed by familism measure, with a significantly
larger negative effect size for internalizing and the familism
measure developed by Gil and Vega (1996; 2000), r = �.29,
95% CI [�.38, �.20], versus Knight et al. (2010), r = �.08,
95% CI [�.14, �.03]. No other methodological characteristics
(year of record, adjustment measure, study design, or publica-
tion type) significantly moderated the familism–internalizing
association.
As a final step, all significant moderators were tested in a single

model. The overall test of moderation was significant, F(11, 22) =
2.54, p , .05, suggesting that samples composed of early adoles-
cence compared with late adolescence had a larger negative asso-
ciation with internalizing, bZr = .05, p = .012, 95% CI [.01, .08],
and studies that used the familism measure developed by Knight
et al. (2010) versus Gil and Vega (1996; Gil et al., 2000) had a
smaller negative association with internalizing, bZr = �.25, p =
.022, 95% CI [�.45, �.04].

Results of Familism and Externalizing Outcomes

Goal 1: Testing the Overall Association

The overall effect was significant and negative in direction, with
higher familism associated with lower externalizing outcomes, r =
�.10, 95% CI [�.18, �.03], Q(131) = 378.19, p , .0001. Effect
sizes ranged from r = �.42 to r = .46 (see Figure 3). We found
more between-study variability (level 3), r1

2 = .024, 95% CI [.010,
.057], than within-study variability (level 2), r2

2 = .001, 95% CI
[.000, .003]. There was a large amount of systematic heterogeneity
(I2Total = 88%): 86% was due to between-study and 2% was due to
within-study heterogeneity. We found a significant difference in
model fit between the two- and three-level models, LRT = 20.12,
p , .0001; AIC (AICFull = �236.86, AICReduced = �218.74), BIC
(BICFull = �228.23, BICReduced = �212.99), with the three-level
model fitting the data better. The ICC (.974) suggested that the
effects within studies were strongly correlated, and thus, we
retained the three-level model to estimate standard errors more
accurately.

Goal 2: Testing Moderator Effects

Study Characteristics. Examining moderation between fami-
lism and externalizing outcomes, significant factors included percent-
age of participants and parents/primary caregivers born outside of the
United States, but other moderators examined, including gender,
national origin (Mexican, Puerto Rican), developmental period and

Table 6
Summary of Study Characteristics Moderators of the Relation Between Familism and Family Relationship Warmth/Support

Measure k ESs bZr p Value [95% CI] r1
2 r2

2 F Qresidual

Continuous moderators
Percent female 32 279 .014 .004 2.58 1,559.77***
Intercept 0.27 .000 [0.21, 0.33]
Slope �0.03 .119 [�0.07, 0.01]

Percent Mexican 30 257 .015 .005 0.01 1,462.42***
Intercept 0.24 .041 [0.01, 0.46]
Slope 0.01 .922 [�0.24, 0.26]

Percent Puerto Rican 23 231 .015 .005 6.19* 1,271.37***
Intercept 0.24 .000 [0.17, 0.31]
Slope �0.08 .021 [�0.15, �0.01]

Percent born outside of U.S. (Target) 28 246 .020 .003 1.02 1,310.30***
Intercept 0.23 .000 [0.15, 0.31]
Slope 0.06 .322 [�0.06, 0.17]

Percent born outside of U.S. (Parent) 21 231 .019 .004 0.010 1,308.73***
Intercept 0.24 .000 [0.14, 0.35]
Slope �0.01 .920 [�0.14, 0.13]

Categorical moderators
Developmental period 33 277 .012 .006 1.86 1,522.17***
Early adolescence (Intercept)a 0.25 .000 [0.19, 0.31]
Childhood �0.10 .047 [�0.20, �0.00]
Late adolescence 0.01 .477 [�0.02, 0.05]
Young adulthood 0.08 .422 [�0.13, 0.30]
Adulthood �0.09 .206 [�0.23, 0.05]

U.S. destination 30 259 .016 .005 0.40 1,503.6***
Established destination (Intercept)a 0.24 .000 [0.19, 0.30]
New destination 0.08 .531 [�0.18, 0.35]

Note. k = number of studies; ESs = number of effect size estimates; bZr = estimate of average association (Zr) or slope (b); 95% CI = 95% confidence
interval; F = value of the test of moderators; Qresidual = residual heterogeneity; r2

2 and r1
2 = heterogeneity within- and between-study, respectively.;

Developmental Period is based on the average of the mean age at Familism assessment and the mean age at Adjustment assessment. Positive effects indi-
cate that greater endorsement of familism is related to more warmth/support outcomes.
a Reference group for moderator analyses.
* p , .05. *** p , .001.
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U.S. destination were not significant (see Table 12). For target partici-
pants’ nativity status, the implied effect size increased when the per-
centage of target participants born outside of the United States
increased: 0% r̂ = �.07, 95% CI [�.17, .02]; 25% r̂ = �.12, 95% CI
[�.20, �.03]; 50% r̂ = �.16, 95% CI [�.24, �.08]; 75% r̂ = �.20,
95% CI [�.28, �.13]; and 100% r̂ = �.25, 95% CI [�.32, �.17].
For target participants’ parents/primary caregivers’ nativity status, the
implied effect size increased in the negative direction with a greater
percentage of parents/primary caregivers born outside of the United
States: 0% r̂ = .06, 95% CI [�.05, .17]; 25% r̂ = .02, 95% CI [�.09,
.12]; 50% r̂ = �.02, 95% CI [�.13, .08]; 75% r̂ = �.07, 95% CI
[�.17, .04]; and 100% r̂ =�.11, 95% CI [�.22, .01].
Methodological Moderators. We found evidence of signifi-

cant moderation between familism and externalizing symptoms
by year of record and adjustment measure, but no differences
emerged by familism measure, study design, or publication
type (see Table 13). Year of record ranged from 2005 to 2019
for publication year. Effects for year of record suggest that the
more recent the publication year, the larger the negative effect
between familism and externalizing: year 2000 r̂ = �.05, 95%
CI [�.15, .05], 2005 r̂ = �.07, 95% CI [�.16, .02], 2010 r̂ =
�.09, 95% CI [�.18, �.01], 2015 r̂ = �.12, 95% CI [�.20,
�.04], and 2020 r̂ = �.14, 95% CI [�.22, �.06]. For adjust-
ment measure, we compared the measures that included at least
three effect sizes from independent studies, which included
externalizing behavior composite scores (reference group) ver-
sus measures of risky behaviors and deviant peers. The nega-
tive effect size was smaller for deviant peers, r = �.07, 95% CI
[�.12, �.01], relative to externalizing, r = �.10, 95% CI
[�.16, �.04]. Further, in the final model including all signifi-
cant moderators, the overall test of moderation was significant,
F(5, 2) = 31.49, p , .05, but no moderator had a significant

influence on the association between familism and externaliz-
ing over and above the other moderators.

Testing Heterogeneity and Publication Bias

It is important to determine whether significant sources of
heterogeneity exist in the combined analysis, given that signifi-
cant heterogeneity suggests underlying differences between
study effects and would warrant caution in interpreting results
from the summary effect (Higgins et al., 2003). One method to
assess heterogeneity was by visually inspecting the effect size
estimates and CIs from the forest plots. Overall, most effects
were in the expected direction and small in magnitude and had
wide CIs. The amount of variability within studies (r2

2) ranged
from .000 to .005 and the amount of variability between studies
(r1

2) ranged from .008 to .060. We found that a large amount of
heterogeneity was not attributed to sampling error alone based
on the magnitude of I2 and significance of the Q test. However,
it is important to keep in mind that power influences rejecting
the null hypothesis of the Q test; including few studies leads to
an underpowered test whereas too many studies can lead to an
overpowered test (Higgins & Thompson, 2002). High heteroge-
neity suggests systematic differences between studies in the
combined analysis, meaning that the summary effects should
be interpreted cautiously.

Publication bias also was examined using three approaches. The
first approach was to examine publication type as a moderator of
the summary effect using MLM metaregression. Publication type
(published in peer-reviewed journals vs. unpublished dissertations)
was not a significant moderator for any of the domains, suggesting
no difference in the effects between published studies versus unpub-
lished dissertations (see Tables 5, 7, 9, 11 and 13). We also

Table 7
Summary of Methodological Moderators of the Relation Between Familism and Family Relationship Warmth/Support

Measure k ESs bZr p Value [95% CI] r1
2 r2

2 F Qresidual

Continuous moderators
Year of record 34 283 .015 .006 0.12 1,581.84***
Intercept 0.24 .000 [0.19, 0.29]
Slope 0.00 .732 [�0.01, 0.01]

Categorical moderators
Adjustment measure 23 172 .023 .004 0.37 920.36***
Warmth/acceptance (Intercept)a 0.27 .000 [0.18, 0.35]
vs. Cohesion �0.00 .890 [�0.06, 0.05]
vs. Sibling Relationships �0.02 .404 [�0.08, 0.04]

Familism measure 22 235 .009 .005 3.24* 977.60***
Knight et al. (Intercept)a 0.20 .000 [0.14, 0.26]
vs. Lugo et al. 0.07 .463 [�0.13, 0.27]
vs. Sabogal et al. 0.01 .933 [�0.13, 0.14]
vs. Fuligni et al. 0.18 .007 [0.05, 0.30]

Design 34 283 .015 .005 0.05 1,571.57***
Cross-sectional (Intercept)a 0.24 .000 [0.19, 0.29]
vs. Prospective 0.00 .817 [�0.02, 0.03]

Publication type 33 263 .016 .005 0.62 1,518.56***
Published (Intercept)a 0.25 .000 [0.19, 0.31]
vs. Dissertation �0.02 .435 [�0.09, 0.04]

Note. k = number of studies; ESs = number of effect size estimates; bZr = estimate of average association (Zr) or slope (b); 95% CI = 95% confidence
interval; F = value of the test of moderators; Qresidual = residual heterogeneity r2

2 and r1
2 = variance within- and between-study, respectively; Positive

effects indicate that greater endorsement of familism is related to more warmth/support outcomes.
a Reference group for moderator analyses.
* p , .05. *** p , .001.
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visually examined and tested funnel plot asymmetry. Funnel plots
were based on univariate models (centered at the model estimate)
for records examining the effect of familism and each domain of
adjustment (see Figure 4). There was no clear asymmetry across the
funnel plots. When we regressed effect sizes on their standard error

for each domain, based on Egger’s test of asymmetry with robust
variance estimation, none of our tests suggested evidence of funnel
plot asymmetry. In summary, the three approaches for determining
the presence of publication bias revealed no clear evidence of publi-
cation bias.

Table 9
Summary of Methodological Moderators of the Relation Between Familism and Family Relationship Conflict/Negativity

Measure k ESs bZr p Value [95% CI] r1
2 r2

2 F Qresidual

Continuous moderators
Year of record 23 119 .054 .001 5.88* 1,492.42***
Intercept �0.12 .033 [�0.23, �0.01]
Slope 0.01 .024 [0.00, 0.01]

Categorical moderators
Familism measure 15 94 .046 .001 0.07 422.81***
Knight et al. (Intercept)a �0.11 .328 [�0.33, 0.12]
vs. Lugo et al. 0.05 .750 [�0.27, 0.36]
vs. Sabogal et al. 0.01 .960 [�0.28, 0.29]

Design 23 119 .057 .001 1.31 1,494.17***
Cross-sectional (Intercept)a �0.13 .024 [�0.24, �0.02]
vs. Prospective 0.01 .255 [�0.01, 0.03]

Publication type 22 111 .057 .001 0.21 1,367.97***
Published (Intercept)1 �0.13 .026 [�0.25, �0.02]
vs. Dissertation �0.02 .679 [�0.10, 0.06]

Note. k = number of studies; ESs = number of effect size estimates; bZr = estimate of average association (Zr) or slope (b); 95% CI = 95% confidence
interval; F = value of the test of moderators; Qresidual = residual heterogeneity r2

2 and r1
2 = variance within- and between-study, respectively; Positive

effects indicate that greater endorsement of familism is related to more conflict/negativity outcomes.
a Reference group for moderator analyses.
* p , .05. *** p , .001.

Table 8
Summary of Study Characteristic Moderators of the Relation Between Familism and Family Relationship Conflict/Negativity

Measure k ESs bZr p Value [95% CI] r1
2 r2

2 F Qresidual

Continuous moderators
Percent female 21 113 .063 .000 6.98* 1,551.51***
Intercept �0.14 .032 [�0.26, �0.01]
Slope 0.02 .016 [0.00, 0.03]

Percent Mexican 20 113 .048 .001 14.83*** 546.94***
Intercept �0.55 .000 [�0.80, �0.30]
Slope 0.49 .001 [0.22, 0.76]

Percent Puerto Rican 15 105 .037 .001 7.79* 406.11***
Intercept �0.08 .159 [�0.20, 0.04]
Slope �1.40 .015 [�2.48, �0.32]

Percent born outside of U.S. (Target) 14 90 .063 .000 4.49 786.14***
Intercept �0.03 .764 [�0.26, 0.20]
Slope �0.33 .058 [�0.67, 0.01]

Percent born outside of U.S. (Parent) 11 90 .066 .000 0.26 480.12***
Intercept 0.07 .815 [�0.56, 0.70]
Slope �0.20 .624 [�1.11, 0.71]

Categorical moderators
Developmental period 19 104 .048 .001 86.20*** 797.10***
Early adolescence (Intercept)a �0.10 .127 [�0.23, 0.03]
vs. Late adolescence 0.01 .399 [�0.01, 0.03]
vs. Young adulthood �0.07 .000 [�0.09, �0.05]
vs. Middle adulthood �0.33 .042 [�0.65, �0.01]

U.S. destination 18 101 .061 .001 0.02 518.91***
Established destination (Intercept)a �0.13 .027 [�0.24, �0.02]
vs. New destination 0.04 .877 [�0.53, 0.61]

Note. k = number of studies; ESs = number of effect size estimates; bZr = estimate of average association (Zr) or slope (b); 95% CI = 95% confidence
interval; F = value of the test of moderators; Qresidual = residual heterogeneity; r2

2 and r1
2 = heterogeneity within- and between-study, respectively;

Developmental Period is based on the average of the mean age at Familism assessment and the mean age at Adjustment assessment. Positive effects indi-
cate that greater endorsement of familism is related to more conflict/negativity outcomes.
a Reference group for moderator analyses.
* p , .05. *** p , .001.
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Discussion

Familism values are a key feature of adaptive culture (García
Coll et al., 1996; White et al., 2018) among Hispanic/Latino
individuals, the largest ethnic-racial minority group in the
United States (Noe-Bustamante, 2019). Particularly in the last
three decades, there has been substantial attention devoted to
the empirical examination of how individuals’ and family
members’ familism values are related to a broad range of de-
velopmental, educational, family relationship, and mental
health outcomes (Stein et al., 2014; Perez & Cruess, 2014; Val-
divieso-Mora et al., 2016). We advanced this work by conduct-
ing a systematic review and meta-analysis, guided by
theoretical notions of the integrative model (García-Coll et al.,
1996; White et al., 2018) and culturally grounded (Causadias,
2013) and bioecological frameworks (Bronfenbrenner & Mor-
ris, 2006).
This meta-analysis provides the first quantitative synthesis of

the associations between Hispanic/Latino individuals’ familism
and both educational outcomes and family relationship quality,
and the broadest, most encompassing quantitative synthesis of
familism in relation to internalizing and externalizing outcomes.
Examining multiple indicators of adaptive and maladaptive

outcomes is critical to efforts to move past deficit-oriented models,
which have persisted in the field, despite scholars’ calls for a
greater emphasis on strength-based approaches and positive devel-
opment and adjustment in the study of ethnic-racial minority popu-
lations (García Coll et al., 1996; Perez-Brena et al., 2018). The
findings of this meta-analysis revealed significant positive associa-
tions between familism and educational adjustment and family
warmth/support, consistent with the possibility of culture as a
potential promotive factor, and significant negative associations
between familism and adjustment problems and family conflict/
negativity, consistent with familism as a possible risk reducing
factor (Causadias, 2013). Together, these findings offer a more
balanced perspective on the role of familism in Hispanic/Latino
individuals’ adjustment/relationship quality than can be gained
from a sole focus on maladjustment (Valdivieso-Mora et al.,
2016).

Equally critical to advancing the field from a strength-based per-
spective is testing sources of diversity that exist within Hispanic/
Latino populations (Baca Zinn & Wells, 2000; García Coll et al.,
1996), rather than treating Hispanics/Latinos as a monolithic group
for which the relations between familism values and adjustment/
relationship quality are universal (Calzada et al., 2012; White et

Table 10
Summary of Study Characteristic Moderators of the Relation Between Familism and Internalizing Outcomes

Measure k ESs bZr p Value [95% CI] r1
2 r2

2 F Qresidual

Continuous moderators
Percent female 46 199 .009 .003 0.57 753.67***
Intercept �0.11 .000 [�0.16, �0.07]
Slope �0.02 .454 [�0.06, 0.03]

Percent Mexican 41 167 .007 .003 0.81 599.89***
Intercept �0.16 .000 [�0.25, �0.08]
Slope 0.04 .374 [�0.05, 0.14]

Percent Cuban 23 117 .005 .001 1.87 361.90***
Intercept �0.10 .000 [�0.15, �0.05]
Slope 0.05 .186 [�0.03, 0.13]

Percent Puerto Rican 30 142 .006 .005 0.20 500.40***
Intercept �0.11 .000 [�0.16, �0.06]
Slope �0.09 .660 [�0.51, 0.33]

Percent born outside of U.S. (Target) 40 183 .009 .004 0.97 728.84***
Intercept �0.18 .000 [�0.27, �0.09]
Slope 0.09 .331 [�0.10, 0.27]

Percent born outside of U.S. (Parent) 23 148 .011 .004 1.06 560.96***
Intercept �0.04 .599 [�0.22, 0.13]
Slope �0.11 .315 [�0.33, 0.11]

Categorical moderators
Developmental period 45 195 .008 .003 2.46* 690.70***
Early adolescence (Intercept)a �0.15 .000 [�0.20, �0.09]
vs. Childhood 0.05 .406 [�0.07, 0.16]
vs. Late adolescence 0.04 .035 [0.00, 0.08]
vs. Young adulthood 0.03 .187 [�0.02, 0.08]
vs. Adulthood �0.06 .260 [�0.17, 0.05]
vs. Late adulthood 0.13 .048 [0.00, 0.25]

U.S. destination 42 189 .005 .004 4.32* 595.41***
Established destination (Intercept)a �0.10 .000 [�0.14, �0.06]
vs. New destination �0.11 .006 [�0.19, �0.03]
vs. Other destination �0.04 .669 [�0.21, 0.14]

Note. k = number of studies; ESs = number of effect size estimates; bZr = estimate of average association (Zr) or slope (b); 95% CI = 95% confidence
interval; F = value of the test of moderators; Qresidual = residual heterogeneity; r2

2 and r1
2 = heterogeneity within- and between-study, respectively.

Developmental period is based on the average of the mean age at familism assessment and the mean age at adjustment assessment. Positive effects indicate
that greater endorsement of familism is related to more internalizing outcomes.
a Reference group for moderator analyses.
* p , .05. *** p , .001.
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al., 2018). Within every domain examined, there was significant
heterogeneity across studies sampled. This pattern underscores the
need to look at factors that explain this variability, both to inform
future research and to provide insights for targeted prevention and
intervention efforts with regard to for whom, in what contextual
circumstances, along what points on the life span, and for what
outcomes, the benefits or risks of familism may be greatest. Among
the factors that we examined as potential sources of heterogeneity,
developmental period (measured by sample mean age at the time-
point where familism and outcome measures were assessed)
emerged as a significant moderator for internalizing symptoms,
educational outcomes, and family relationship conflict/negativity.
This is an important contribution because the only existing meta-
analysis on familism and maladjustment included primarily studies
of adolescent-aged samples (i.e., greater than 80%; Valdivieso-
Mora et al., 2016). Because research that examines developmental
(intraindividual) change in the associations between familism and
adjustment/relationship quality across the life span is not yet avail-
able, meta-analysis provides a method to quantify and compare
these effect sizes at distinct points in the life span as a first step.

Familism and Individual Adjustment/Family
Relationship Quality

A goal of this meta-analysis was to quantify the effect size in
each of the domains. Although this meta-analysis was grounded in
culturally informed models that lead to predictions about familism
as a promotive and risk mechanism (Causadias, 2013; White et al.,
2018), the effect sizes extracted from studies were predominantly
cross-sectional (ranging from 77% to 83% across domains), leav-
ing the direction of effects a largely unanswered question. Thus,

we framed our interpretations with this caveat in mind. These
effect sizes should also be interpreted with a broad understanding
of the characteristics of the studies sampled, as they have implica-
tions for generalizability. Consistent with their representation as
the largest proportion of the Hispanic/Latino population in the
United States (Noe-Bustamante et al., 2019), Mexican-origin indi-
viduals represented about three-fourths of the U.S. samples in this
meta-analysis. Also consistent with demographics that the largest
U.S. immigrant group is of Mexican origin (Budiman, 2020),
more than two-thirds of the samples of target participants had
parents/caregivers who were born outside the United States. Most
studies were of U.S. samples, and about half of the U.S. samples
came from states characterized as established destinations for His-
panic/Latino populations (e.g., California, Texas, New York). The
implications are that the effect sizes best represent samples with
these characteristics, and that these effects might differ if the com-
positions of studies sampled were different. Outside of these limi-
tations, an important strength of our meta-analytic approach was
that we tested whether some sources of variability contributed to
differences in the magnitude and direction of effects, including
sample (e.g., gender, nativity, national origin) and contextual char-
acteristics. These tests of moderation provide insights on whether
differences in study characteristics may strengthen or weaken
these associations.

Educational Outcomes

This meta-analysis was the first to quantify the effect between
familism and educational outcomes, and revealed a small positive
association, suggesting that stronger familism values may be
associated with more positive educational adjustment, consistent

Table 11
Summary of Methodological Characteristic Moderators of the Relation Between Familism and Internalizing Outcomes

Measure k ESs bZr p Value [95% CI] r1
2 r2

2 F Qresidual

Continuous moderators
Year of record 46 200 .009 .003 0.26 756.47***
Intercept �0.12 .000 [�0.16, �0.08]
Slope 0.00 .611 [�0.01, 0.01]

Categorical moderators
Adjustment measure 45 181 .012 .002 1.18 614.15***
Depression (Intercept)a �0.10 .001 [�0.16, �0.05]
vs. Internalizing �0.06 .441 [�0.20, 0.09]
vs. Stress 0.07 .151 [�0.03, 0.17]
vs. Anxiety �0.02 .515 [�0.08, 0.04]

Familism measure 38 185 .008 .002 3.95** 530.58***
Knight et al. (Intercept)a �0.08 .006 [�0.14, �0.03]
vs. Lugo et al. �0.02 .523 [�0.10, 0.05]
vs. Sabogal et al. �0.01 .759 [�0.11, 0.08]
vs. Gil et al. �0.22 .001 [�0.34, �0.10]
vs. Fuligni et al. 0.02 .733 [�0.11, 0.15]

Design 46 199 .008 .003 0.38 745.82***
Cross-sectional (Intercept)a �0.12 .000 [�0.16, �0.09]
vs. Prospective 0.02 .543 [�0.05, 0.09]

Publication type 46 200 .008 .003 2.83 761.79***
Published (Intercept)a �0.13 .000 [�0.17, �0.09]
vs. Dissertation 0.04 .100 [�0.01, 0.08]

Note. k = number of studies; ESs = number of effect size estimates; bZr = estimate of average association (Zr) or slope (b); 95% CI = 95% confidence
interval; F = value of the test of moderators; Qresidual = residual heterogeneity r2

2 and r1
2 = variance within- and between-study, respectively. Positive

effects indicate that greater endorsement of familism is related to more internalizing outcomes.
a Reference group for moderator analyses.
** p , .01. *** p , .001.
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with our prediction of a promotive association (Causadias, 2013).
Strong familism values may underlie one’s motivation toward
educational achievement as a way to bring honor to and posi-
tively reflect on one’s family (Fuligni et al., 1999; Gonzales et
al., 2009; Polo et al., 2012). Particularly for individuals from
immigrant families, one’s efforts to succeed in their education
may be a way to give back to and demonstrate respect for the
family’s sacrifices (Ceballo, 2004). One’s strong familism values
also may lead to the development of family support systems that
are beneficial for educational pursuits (Cupito et al., 2016; Polo
et al., 2012). Although these conceptual underpinnings suggest
that familism values may lead to educational success, it is also
possible that one’s educational efforts invoke a positive response
from family members, strengthening one’s family values and sup-
ports. Our findings highlight the potentially important links
between familism and a range of educational adjustment indica-
tors, but future research is needed to determine the direction of
these effects.
Looking within the educational domain at the different indica-

tors of adjustment, the positive association was stronger between
familism and academic motivation (.20) relative to the overall
effect (.16), but slightly weaker for educational expectations (.11)
and close to zero for grades/GPA. These moderation analyses con-
tribute to a more nuanced understanding of the potential links
between familism and educational adjustment, suggesting that
these values may be more closely linked to intrinsic motivation,
effort, and engagement (Esparza & Sánchez, 2008; Fuligni et al.,
1999; Gonzales et al., 2009) as compared with grades, possibly

due to other factors that may impact grades, such as teacher biases
and perceptions (e.g., Kozlowski, 2015; Mahatmya et al., 2016)
and racism (Benner & Graham, 2013).

Aligning with our developmental predictions, there was a stron-
ger association between familism and educational outcomes in
adolescence (both early and late) versus young adulthood, but
there were not enough studies to conduct comparisons with child-
hood samples. Comparatively, the effect size for early adolescence
was higher than the overall effect (.22 vs. .16), whereas the effect
for late adolescence was similar (.14) and the young adulthood
effect was smaller (.08). As adolescents are internalizing familism
values (Knight et al., 2009), their endorsement of these values
may be important for their educational trajectories (Mello, 2008;
2009) as they complete their secondary education and make deci-
sions regarding next steps (e.g., postsecondary education, voca-
tional/job training, or work). This meta-analysis is novel in
quantifying the size of these associations in different developmen-
tal periods as a first step toward understanding variation across the
life span. An important future direction will be conducting longitu-
dinal studies that examine intraindividual development of fami-
lism and educational outcomes from childhood to adulthood and
test for developmental change in the strength of these associations.

Our predictions about the role of nativity of target participants
and their parents/caregivers as moderators were framed within the
integrative model (García Coll et al., 1996; García Coll & Magnu-
son, 1997) and the immigrant paradox (Gallo et al., 2009; Gon-
zales et al., 2009). Unexpectedly, a different pattern emerged for
participants’ versus parents’/caregivers’ nativity. For parents’

Table 12
Summary of Study Characteristic Moderators of the Relation Between Familism and Externalizing Outcomes

Measure k ESs bZr p Value [95% CI] r1
2 r2

2 F Qresidual

Continuous moderators
Percent female 21 131 .025 .001 2.16 358.04***
Intercept �0.09 .040 [�0.17, �0.00]
Slope �0.03 .158 [�0.06, 0.01]

Percent Mexican 21 132 .025 .001 0.10 353.60***
Intercept �0.13 .201 [�0.34, 0.08]
Slope 0.03 .756 [�0.2, 0.26]

Percent Puerto Rican 14 115 .039 .001 1.40 280.66***
Intercept �0.08 .250 [�0.21, 0.06]
Slope �0.21 .259 [�0.59, 0.17]

Percent born outside of U.S. (Target) 18 123 .022 .001 27.65*** 349.01***
Intercept �0.07 .126 [�0.17, 0.02]
Slope �0.18 .000 [�0.25, �0.11]

Percent born outside of U.S. (Parent) 15 109 .030 .000 29.70*** 213.29***
Intercept 0.06 .256 [�0.05, 0.17]
Slope �0.17 .000 [�0.23, �0.10]

Categorical moderators
Developmental period 21 124 .024 .001 0.44 312.94***
Early adolescence (Intercept)a �0.10 .018 [�0.18, �0.02]
vs. Childhood 0.00 .962 [�0.03, 0.03]
vs. Late adolescence �0.01 .358 [�0.03, 0.01]

U.S. destination 19 129 .023 .001 0.03 317.49***
Established destination (Intercept)a �0.10 .043 [�0.20, �0.00]
vs. New destination �0.01 .875 [�0.12, 0.11]

Note. k = number of studies; ESs = number of effect size estimates; bZr = estimate of average association (Zr) or slope (b); 95% CI = 95% confidence
interval; F = value of the test of moderators; Qresidual = residual heterogeneity; r2

2 and r1
2 = heterogeneity within- and between-study, respectively.;

Developmental Period is based on the average of the mean age at Familism assessment and the mean age at Adjustment assessment. Positive effects indi-
cate that greater endorsement of familism is related to more externalizing outcomes.
a Reference group for moderator analyses.
*** p , .001.
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nativity, familism was related to more positive educational adjust-
ment for samples that were 75% to 100% born outside of the
United States (.16 to .28) than the overall association (.16);
whereas the association between familism and educational adjust-
ment was negative for samples with primarily U.S.-born parents/
caregivers (�.09 to �.22), suggesting that higher familism was
related to less positive educational outcomes. These findings are
consistent with the notion that nativity may evoke different devel-
opmental processes and outcomes (Fuligni, 2001; García Coll &
Magnuson, 1997; Updegraff et al., 2012), and with predictions
based on the immigrant paradox that strong familism values may
be beneficial in immigrant families by promoting supports for edu-
cation (Gallo et al., 2009; Gonzales et al., 2009). For U.S.-born
parents/caregivers, the associations reflect a different direction of
effects, such that youth’s educational struggles may elicit family-
oriented responses (hence the negative association) or that strong
familism values may be less beneficial among youth with U.S.-
born parents/caregivers who have fewer ties to Hispanic/Latino
culture.
The findings for target participants’ nativity, in contrast, revealed

that the association was positive in direction, but larger when samples
included a lower percentage of participants who were born outside of
the United States (.22) and close to zero when samples included a
high percentage of participants born outside of the United States
(.03). Findings are counter to the expectation that benefits will be
greatest for immigrant individuals, but may underlie attention to a
greater complexity, which is the combination of individuals’ and their
parents’ immigrant status (Perez-Brena et al., 2015; Umaña-Taylor et
al., 2014). Although it was not possible to explore within our meta-
analysis due to the lack of consistent information provided in individ-
ual samples, capturing the combination of parents’ and target partici-
pants’ nativity, such as whether parents and target participants were
both U.S.-born, both born outside of the United States, or of mixed
status, may shed further light on the role of the immigrant paradox in

educational outcomes. It is also worth noting that when all significant
moderators were included in the same model, none were significant,
further suggesting possible confounds among moderators, including
parents’/caregivers’ and target participants’ nativity.

Family Relationship Quality

The positive association between familism and family relation-
ship warmth/support was the largest effect (.24) of the domains
examined in this study, which is considered between a small and
medium effect (Cohen, 1992; Funder & Ozer, 2019). The associa-
tion between familism and family conflict/negativity was also sig-
nificant, but smaller in magnitude and negative (�.13), as
expected. Theoretically, these results are consistent with conceptu-
alizations suggesting that familism may promote cohesive and
supportive relationships (Campos et al., 2008; Stein et al., 2014),
and reduce negativity and conflictual interactions within families
(Peterson & Bush, 2013; Taylor et al., 2012). Harmonious family
relationships, in turn, may be sources of human and social capital
for Hispanic/Latino individuals given the importance placed on
these relationships (Knight et al., 2010). The majority of these
effect sizes came from cross-sectional studies, however, so the
direction of effect cannot be determined.

Longitudinal studies investigating whether these associations oper-
ate in one direction (e.g., familism to family relationship warmth/sup-
port) or are bidirectional will be an important next step. In a rare
study of bidirectional associations, Padilla et al. (2016) documented
that parent–youth conflict predicted future discrepancies between
parents and adolescents in their familism values, but discrepancies in
familism values did not predict future conflict. Although this study
addressed more complex family dynamics (i.e., parent–youth differ-
ences in familism), the findings suggest the importance of examining
bidirectional associations between familism and family relationship
quality in future work.

Table 13
Summary of Methodological Moderators of the Relation Between Familism and Externalizing Outcomes

Measure k ESs bZr p Value [95% CI] r1
2 r2

2 F Qresidual

Continuous moderators
Year of record 21 132 .026 .000 5.59* 377.99***
Intercept �0.11 .015 [�0.19, �0.02]
Slope �0.01 .029 [�0.01,�0.00]

Categorical moderators
Adjustment measure 16 118 .007 .000 31.37*** 198.86***
Externalizing (Intercept)a �0.10 .002 [�0.16, �0.04]
vs. Risky behaviors �0.01 .247 [�0.04, 0.01]
vs. Deviant peers 0.03 .001 [0.02, 0.05]

Familism measure 13 111 .010 .000 1.33 181.66***
Knight et al. (Intercept)a �0.12 .009 [�0.21, �0.04]
vs. Gil et al. �0.05 .272 [�0.15, 0.05]

Design 21 131 .024 .001 0.21 369.32***
Cross-sectional (Intercept)a �0.10 .014 [�0.19, �0.02]
vs. Prospective 0.01 .655 [�0.03, 0.04]

Publication type 21 132 .021 .001 2.05 374.22***
Published (Intercept)a �0.12 .005 [�0.19, �0.04]
vs. Dissertation 0.07 .169 [�0.03, 0.16]

Note. k = number of studies; ESs = number of effect size estimates; bZr = estimate of average association (Zr) or slope (b); 95% CI = 95% confidence
interval; F = value of the test of moderators; Qresidual = residual heterogeneity r2

2 and r1
2 = variance within- and between-study, respectively. Positive

effects indicate that greater endorsement of familism is related to more externalizing outcomes.
a Reference group for moderator analyses.
* p , .05. *** p , .001.
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In looking at potential variability in these effect sizes, the associa-
tion between familism and family warmth/support was similar across
the majority of person (sample) characteristics examined in this meta-
analysis. With the exception of sample variation in the percentage of
Puerto Rican participants, lack of moderator findings potentially sug-
gest consistency in the positive associations between familism and
family support/closeness. In contrast, the links between familism and
family relationship conflict/negativity were moderated by sample var-
iation in gender, Mexican and Puerto Rican national origin, and de-
velopmental period, highlighting substantial sources of heterogeneity
in familism-family conflict/negativity linkages.
Contrary to our prediction that familism values may be more

salient for females than males (e.g., Cupito et al., 2016; Lorenzo-
Blanco et al., 2012; Updegraff et al., 2005), when samples
included a higher percentage of females the effect size was
smaller. Potentially important in interpreting these findings is
that the individual studies in this domain with primarily female
participants (80% to 100%) included samples who experienced
intra- or interpersonal demands/stressors in their daily lives,
including adolescent mothers (Bravo et al., 2014; East & Chien,

2010), a sample of 50% suicide attempters (Kuhlberg et al.,
2010), and adult caregivers (Koerner & Shirai, 2012). Thus, one
possibility is that the level of stress experienced among the pre-
dominantly female samples in these studies may have introduced
a confound, as familism may be less promotive when daily
demands/stressors are high.

Indeed, Koerner and Shirai (2012) found that caregivers’ fami-
lism was associated with greater conflicts around caregiving, and
associations between familism and conflict were nonsignificant for
adolescent mothers (Bravo et al., 2014; East & Chien, 2010), but
some negative associations emerged as well, including between
mothers’ and younger siblings’ familism and conflict with adoles-
cent mothers (East & Chien, 2010) and among the sample that was
50% female suicide attempters (Kuhlberg et al., 2010). These vari-
able findings may, in part, explain the smaller effect sizes when
there was a larger percentage of females in the studies included,
especially given this was the only domain where gender moderated
the associations. Further, these findings underscore the need to
closely examine the conditions under which familism values may
be related to lower conflict/adjustment, particularly considering

Figure 4
Funnel Plot of Fisher’s Z Transformed Correlations
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sources of intrapersonal (Kuhlberg et al., 2010) and interpersonal
stress (Koerner & Shirai, 2012).
Our investigation of variation by national origin was explora-

tory, but it is an important step to gain insights regarding the gen-
eralizability of familism—adjustment/relationship quality effect
sizes across different Hispanic/Latino subgroups, especially given
the substantial variability in the United States in national origin
subgroups (Noe-Bustamante, 2019). We coded percentage of
national origin sample participants for the three largest U.S. His-
panic/Latino groups—Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban—but in
the family relationship domains there were only enough independ-
ent studies to test moderation by Mexican and Puerto Rican origin
sample percentages. Our findings suggested that the association
between familism and family conflict/negativity was larger when
samples included a smaller percentage of Mexican-origin partici-
pants, and smaller (but still negative) when samples included a
higher percentage of Mexican-origin individuals, more similar to
the overall effect (�.13). As a large percentage of studies in the
conflict/negativity domain (about 88%) included Mexican-origin
samples, our meta-analysis may provide an underestimate of this
association.
There also was evidence of moderation by Puerto Rican sample

percentage for both family warmth/support and conflict/negativity
domains, with the caveat that there were no studies where more
than half of the sample was of Puerto Rican descent in the con-
flict/negativity domain. As the percentage of Puerto Rican partici-
pants increased in the samples, the negative effect size between
familism and conflict/negativity increased and the positive effect
between familism and family warmth/support decreased. Given
that the largest national origin subgroups in this meta-analysis
were of Mexican and Puerto Rican origin, and that (as described
above) the association between familism and family conflict was
in the reverse direction for percentage of Mexican-origin partici-
pants, differences between Mexican and Puerto Rican origin
groups may underlie these moderation findings. Notably, when
both moderators were in the same model, only Puerto Rican
national origin was significant, further suggesting these two mod-
erators may be confounded. Although several studies emphasize
the importance of familism values for both Mexican origin and
Puerto Rican individuals (Steidal & Contreras, 2003; Sabogal et
al., 1987; Knight et al., 2010), little is known about potential varia-
tion in how these values are associated with family relationship
dynamics (e.g., Calzada et al., 2012). Our findings suggest that, at
least for family conflict/negativity, associations with familism may
be stronger when studies include more Puerto Rican and fewer
Mexican origin participants.
There are numerous explanations for the possibility that the

association between familism values and conflict differs for Puerto
Rican versus Mexican origin individuals. One possibility is that
structural and resource differences between these two national ori-
gin groups (Sarkisian et al., 2006) may underlie the different asso-
ciations between familism and family relationships. If Puerto
Rican individuals in the studies sampled, for example, lived in
closer proximity to family, provided more frequent assistance to
family members, and had more limited financial resources, relative
to Mexican origin individuals in the studies sampled, then strong
familism values may have been linked to more conflict due to the
increased opportunities for such conflicts to arise. Another possi-
bility is that Puerto Rican and Mexican origin samples differed in

geographic locations (e.g., dense or sparse in the presence of their
national origin group) that may have implications for the degree to
which they relied on family members when they endorsed strong
familism values, again providing more opportunities for conflict
among family members. More generally, differences among His-
panic/Latino national origin groups in the United States in their
immigration history, citizenship opportunities, educational and
economic resources, and locations where they are most likely to
reside (Baca Zinn & Wells, 2000; Fuller & Garcia Coll, 2010;
Noe-Bustamante, 2019), suggest the need to consider multiple fac-
tors that may moderate differences in how familism values are
related to family relationships across these different subgroups.

Familism and Internalizing Symptoms

Familism values also are theorized to reduce risk for internaliz-
ing symptoms (Valdivieso-Mora et al., 2016), possibly due to the
benefits of strong and supportive family networks (Zeiders et al.,
2013). Our effect size was smaller in magnitude than the effect
sizes reported by Valdivieso-Mora et al. (2016) for depression and
internalizing behaviors, but in both meta-analyses the effect sizes
were small in magnitude per Cohen’s (1992) conventions. The
association between familism and internalizing outcomes did not
differ by gender, national origin, or nativity of target participants/
caregivers, suggesting that these aspects of sample variation did
not strengthen or weaken the small effect between familism and
internalizing outcomes.

Although all associations were small in magnitude across all de-
velopmental periods, the link between familism and internalizing
outcomes was larger in early adolescence (�.15) as compared
with late adolescence (�.11) and adulthood (�.02), but not
enough samples were available to include childhood in these com-
parisons. As early adolescence is a time when youth become more
active in their own cultural development and begin to internalize
cultural values (Knight et al., 2009), their endorsement of familism
values may hold particular significance for their adjustment. Fur-
ther, as early adolescence is a time of increased risk in internaliz-
ing outcomes (Zahn-Waxler et al., 2008; Zeiders et al., 2013),
familism values may be important to consider as a source of risk
reduction via the benefits of strong family and social support net-
works (Updegraff et al., 2012).

Internalizing symptoms was the only domain in which geographic
location, specifically living in an established versus new/emerging
state in the United States for Hispanic/Latino populations, was a sig-
nificant source of moderation. We found that effect sizes were larger
in magnitude in the negative direction between familism and internal-
izing symptoms for Hispanic/Latino samples living in the emerging/
new (�.21) versus established Hispanic/Latino states (�.10), as com-
pared with the overall effect (�.12). Established Hispanic/Latino desti-
nations are typically characterized by stronger institutional and
infrastructural support for Hispanic/Latino individuals (Stamps &
Bohon, 2006), whereas in new immigrant destinations individuals
may have to rely more strongly on family supports (Spees et al., 2017)
and informal networks, strengthening the association between fami-
lism and internalizing symptoms, owing to the potentially inhibitive
features of new immigrant destinations. Lower endorsement of fami-
lism values also may be a cultural risk factor for the development of
internalizing symptoms in regions with high concentration of His-
panic/Latino individuals because challenging cultural norms can have
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higher social costs in communities where there are more members to
enforce compliance compared with those with lower concentration of
Hispanic/Latino populations. Future studies should examine how dif-
ferent geographic regions and contextual characteristics (e.g., availabil-
ity of mental health, educational, and institutional resources) may
operate as promoting or inhibiting contexts, and thus, alter the associa-
tions between familism and internalizing outcomes.

Externalizing Outcomes

The overall effect linking familism to externalizing outcomes
was small and significant in the expected negative direction. These
modest findings align with the theoretical notion that strong
endorsement of familism may encourage one to behave in ways
that brings honor to the family and foster adherence to family and
social norms, and thus, avoid behaviors that would reflect poorly
on the family (e.g., deviant behaviors and affiliations; Germán et
al., 2009; Gonzales et al., 2009). Our findings are in contrast to
Valdivieso-Mora et al. (2016), where no significant effect was
documented between familism and externalizing behaviors (or
substance use). This may be due to the more expansive and inclu-
sive approach of our systematic review and meta-analysis in the
search terms, measures of externalizing outcomes, developmental
periods, and time frame (i.e., studies were not limited to a single
decade). Although data on direction of effects are limited, one lon-
gitudinal study examined bidirectional associations between ado-
lescents’ familism values and externalizing behaviors and found
that familism reduced future engagement in risky behaviors five
years later (spanning early to late adolescence) among Mexican or-
igin adolescents, but that the externalizing symptoms did not pre-
dict future familism values (Updegraff et al., 2012). Further, it
was in the externalizing domain that the largest percentage of
records included prospective effect sizes, strengthening our confi-
dence in these findings.
Aligned with predictions based on the immigrant paradox (Gon-

zales et al., 2009; Updegraff et al., 2012), as the percentage of
individuals born outside of the United States increased across sam-
ples, the negative association between familism and externalizing
outcomes increased. This same pattern emerged for both target
participants’ (�.07 to �.25) and parents’/caregivers’ nativity sta-
tus (.06 to �.11). The confidence intervals for parents’/caregivers’
nativity status implied effects all included zero, however, suggest-
ing caution in interpreting these findings. Generally, the modera-
tion findings are consistent with the premise that strong familism
values may be particularly beneficial for immigrant individuals
who maintain strong ties to the ethnic culture and collectively
endorse these values (Gonzales et al., 2009), and with the impor-
tance of attending to sources of within group variation among His-
panic/Latino populations (Valdivieso-Mora et al., 2016). A final
source of moderation was the type of externalizing measure, with
a significant difference in the association between familism and
externalizing outcomes (�.10) relative to deviant peer affiliations
(�.07), but both were small in magnitude like the overall effect
(�.10). It is possible that potential mechanisms linking familism
to externalizing outcomes, including that individuals with strong
familism values may be more motivated to behave in ways that
reflect positively on their family (Germán et al., 2009; Gonzales et
al., 2009), are more closely associated with indicators of individu-
als’ own behaviors as opposed to those of their peers. Also a

potential factor here is the associations between one’s own and
their peers’ behaviors, as there is evidence that strong familism
values (in adolescence) may reduce the significant positive associ-
ations between deviant peer affiliations and adolescents’ external-
izing symptoms (Germán et al., 2009).

Variations Across Domains and Person (Sample) and
Contextual Characteristics

This systematic review and meta-analysis provided a novel test
of the sources of heterogeneity across the different domains of
adjustment/family relationship quality. These considerations are
based on the notion of adaptive culture, such that familism values
may be associated with benefits, costs, or both depending on a
complex set of factors, including outcomes under consideration,
developmental timing, and individual and contextual factors (Cal-
zada et al., 2012; Stein et al., 2014; White et al., 2018). In this
section, we highlight themes and patterns with regard to develop-
mental period, nativity, and national origin that emerged from con-
sidering the findings across these different domains.

With regard to development, findings underscored early adoles-
cence as a salient period for the links between familism and two
domains of adjustment. That is, the effect sizes were larger in magni-
tude between familism and both internalizing and educational out-
comes in early versus late adolescence. As early adolescence is when
youth begin in develop their own value system (Knight et al., 2009),
these values may be important correlates of adjustment to the degree
that they may motivate youth to invest and engage in their educations
as a way to honor and respect their family. These potential benefits of
familism may serve as promotive mechanisms during a period of sub-
stantial educational transitions (e.g., the transition to junior high) that
can be challenging for youth to navigate (Benner & Graham, 2009).
These findings point to the potential benefits of prevention programs
in early adolescence that can capitalize on Hispanic/Latino youth’s
strong familism values, and their associations with supportive family
relationships, with the possibility of enhancing a successful transition
into and through adolescence.

In adulthood, the strongest association was between familism
and family conflict/negativity, such that it was medium in size in
middle adulthood (�.40) and differed significantly from the
smaller effects in young adulthood (�.15) and late adolescence
(�.08). Such effects may be most pronounced in adulthood
because individuals have moved beyond the changes of adoles-
cence and the young adult transition (seeking autonomy, establish-
ing their identity), and into a developmental period when family
relationships are central sources of support (Landale et al., 2006).
Further, to the degree that familism values stabilize in adulthood
(Padilla et al., 2016), they may be important in navigating family
relationships in a way that potentially minimizes conflict and nega-
tivity. Altogether, examining the developmental variation across
different domains of adjustment can provide a more nuanced
understanding of how familism may be a source of promotion or
risk at different points in the life span. Future research is needed to
more clearly delineate how the magnitude of the associations
between familism values and adjustment/family relationships may
change across the life span. In some domains, we were able to
compare effect sizes from childhood through adulthood, whereas
other domains we lacked enough independent studies to make
comparisons across all developmental periods.

FAMILISM AND ADJUSTMENT

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
ti
s
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

Ps
yc
ho
lo
gi
ca
lA

ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le
is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al
us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al
us
er

an
d
is
no
tt
o
be

di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

975



National origin as a source of variability was specific to the fam-
ily relationship domains, but comparisons were only possible for
sample participation of Mexican origin and Puerto Rican individu-
als, as there were not enough independent studies of familism and
family relationship quality among Cuban origin individuals to test
moderation. Findings suggest that the associations between fami-
lism values and family relationship quality may differ by His-
panic/Latino national origin (Mexican, Puerto Rican), and further,
it is also possible that there may be more differences within cul-
tural groups than between (Causadias et al., 2018). Future research
should investigate the cultural similarities and differences in the
associations between familism and family relationship qualities in
different Latino subgroups (e.g., Calzada et al., 2012).
Examining the role of nativity across different domains contrib-

utes to research on the immigrant paradox. Along these lines, we
found evidence consistent with this paradox in two of the domains
we examined: educational outcomes and externalizing symptoms.
Underlying the immigrant paradox is the notion that some of the
advantages of immigrant-born individuals and families come from
their strong endorsement of family and cultural values (Fuller & Gar-
cía Coll, 2010; Gonzales et al., 2009; Updegraff et al., 2012). It may
not be surprising that the two domains where the immigrant paradox
predictions were supported included potentially observable behaviors
that reflect how familism values may manifest themselves, including
in individuals’ efforts to invest in their education as a way to acknowl-
edge family sacrifices (Cebello, 2004) and in their behaviors that
reflect positively on the family, in part by avoiding deviant, antisocial,
and aggressive acts that would dishonor the family (Gonzales et al.,
2009; Updegraff et al., 2012). As the pursuit of better educational
opportunities for their children is an often-cited reason for immigration
to the United States (Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 1995; Hagel-
skamp et al., 2010), individuals may receive clear messages that fami-
lism values imply doing one’s best to advance educationally and
avoiding behaviors that would detour one’s success.

Methodological Sources of Heterogeneity

Another contribution of a meta-analytic approach is the oppor-
tunity to examine variation by methodological characteristics
(Card, 2012). It is noteworthy that across all domains examined
and multiple tests of publication bias, we did not find clear evi-
dence that published effect sizes differed from unpublished effects
(i.e., unpublished dissertations). We did find, however, that study
design, year of record, and measurement (familism and adjustment
measure) contributed to variability in the effect sizes examined in
this meta-analysis. Overall, our findings suggested that different
methodological characteristics explained variation in effect sizes
in different domains of adjustment.
The measure of familism was a source of heterogeneity in the

domains of internalizing outcomes and family relationship warmth/
support. For family warmth/support, the effect size (.36) was larger
among studies that used the Fuligni et al. (1999) measure as com-
pared with the Knight et al. (2010) measure (.20). As the Fuligni et
al. (1999) measure includes many items that assess values that are
likely to lead to supportive relationships among family members,
such as spending time together, helping siblings and grandparents,
and sharing in enjoyable activities like meals and holiday celebra-
tions, this may explain the stronger association relative to the Knight
et al. (2010) measure. Further, the effect size for internalizing (�.29)

was larger (negative) for studies using the measure developed by Gil
and Vega (1996; Gil et al., 2000) versus the effect (�.08) for the
measure developed by Knight et al. (2010) Again, the different items
may explain this differential association, as Gil and Vega’s measure
(Gil & Vega, 1996; Gil et al., 2000) taps into aspects of familism that
may be most salient in reducing risk for internalizing outcomes. Spe-
cifically, this measure includes items regarding trusting and confiding
in family, expressing one’s feelings, and being proud, loyal, and
respectful of family members, and was originally derived from the
family circumplex model (Olson et al., 1983). Knight et al. (2010), in
contrast, include fewer items that directly assess values regarding
emotional supports from family members, possibly contributing to
the smaller effect. As such, differences in the strength of the associa-
tions may be a function of what each measure of familism is tapping.
Overall, we found limited evidence for variability as a function of
familism measure among the five most commonly used measures in
the studies included in this systematic review and meta-analysis.
Although there is some variability across measures in the subscales
included, most studies aggregate all items into a summary score to
test familism-adjustment/relationship quality linkages, which may
reduce the likelihood of detecting measurement differences.

Study design was tested as a source of variability in all domains,
but only was significant for educational outcomes. Effect sizes
were greater in magnitude for cross-sectional (.16) as compared
with prospective effects (.09). This suggests that familism values
have stronger links to concurrent as compared with future assess-
ments of educational outcomes, although both effects were small
in magnitude (i.e., , .20). Of note, many of the cross-sectional
effect sizes came from the early adolescent developmental period
versus the prospective effect sizes, which were more likely to span
across adolescence or from adolescence to emerging adulthood.
Across adolescence and into adulthood, youth (particularly those
from immigrant backgrounds) may become more cognizant of
constraints on their future educational opportunities (Updegraff et
al., 2012) and thus be less likely to strive for or expect educational
outcomes that align with their familism values. It is also possible
that familism values are more strongly associated with current
rather than future educational outcomes, and that current educa-
tional outcomes, in turn, shape future trajectories of educational
opportunities. From a methodological standpoint, it is necessary to
consider the challenges of retaining Latino participants over time,
particularly given unique changes that come with high mobility,
socioeconomic adversity, undocumented status, and distrust to-
ward scientists (Knight et al., 2009). Thus, some of the effect size
differences may have to do with factors associated with sample
attrition in prospective associations.

Finally, year of record publication was a moderator in three
domains, specifically educational, family conflict/negativity, and
externalizing outcomes. The effect sizes were larger in magnitude
in more recent years for both educational outcomes (2000 to 2020:
.05 to .25) and externalizing symptoms (2000 to 2020: �.05 to
�.14). Whereas, the effect sizes were smaller in magnitude for
family conflict/negativity (�.19 in 2000 vs. �.07 in 2020), how-
ever the confidence interval for the effect at year 2020 included
zero. When included with other significant moderators, year of re-
cord remained significant only in the family conflict/negativity do-
main. A close examination of the records in earlier versus later
years suggests that more recent studies included a variety of meas-
ures of family conflict/negativity (e.g., sibling and parent conflict,
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sibling and parent control, negativity, harsh discipline), and per-
haps the smaller effect sizes may be due to variability across these
different constructs. It was not possible to test the measure of fam-
ily conflict/negativity in our moderation analyses because there
were less than three independent studies with distinct dimensions
of family conflict/negativity measured. Thus, exploring this source
of variability is an important direction of future research. Other
possible explanations were that three of the studies that contrib-
uted the largest amount of records (and thus most of the effect
sizes) were based on data collected within the past 2 decades.

Limitations and Future Directions

Beyond those already noted, this study has a number of limita-
tions that can provide directions for future research. First, we
focused on attitudinal familism, and all studies used surveys or
questionnaires to measure familism. A potential next step is to
meta-analyze the associations between familism behaviors and
adjustment, which may mediate some of the associations between
familism values and individual adjustment/family relationship
quality (Valdivieso-Mora et al., 2016). Second, very few studies
of familism were identified that included samples of individuals
living outside of the U.S. This may be, in part, because we limited
our search to articles published in English, used search terms in
English, and databases that primarily included English language
articles. As such, we were unable to examine whether findings
linking familism to adjustment/family relationship quality were
similar or different in Spain and Latin America relative to the
United States. Expanding searches to include articles published in
other languages and countries will be important in understanding
how familism values work in different sociocultural contexts in
future research.
Third, effect sizes were largely cross-sectional, and the direction

of effect cannot be determined. The availability of longitudinal
designs varied across domain, with the highest percentage in the
externalizing the domain, and the lowest percentage in the inter-
nalizing domain. Regardless, the field is in need of more longitudi-
nal work to examine directions of effects and reciprocal and
bidirectional associations. These findings can be used, in turn, to
inform experimental designs to test whether targeting familism
values leads to improvements in individual adjustment and/or fam-
ily relationships. As an illustration, Covarrubias et al. (2016)
employed an experimental design to test whether priming students
with a familial versus independent orientation was related to aca-
demic outcomes. For Latino college students, those in the family-
oriented condition scored higher on the academic task than those
assigned to the independent condition (Covarrubias et al., 2016).
Additional research using experimental designs can further our
understanding of causal links between attitudinal familism and
adjustment/family relationship quality. Ultimately, this work can
inform the development of prevention and intervention programs
that are consistent with Hispanic/Latino familism values and pro-
mote positive family relationships and individual adjustment.
Fourth, there were a number of potential important sources of

heterogeneity that we were unable to code, including social and
cultural factors (e.g., primary language spoken) and indicators of
socioeconomic status. For some of these social and cultural char-
acteristics, the information was not reported in a substantial num-
ber of studies resulting in a large amount of missing data. In

addition to missing data, for socioeconomic status, many different
indices were used making comparability across studies difficult.
For example, some studies reported the median income of the sam-
ple, other studies reported average income, some studies reported
income in ranges (e.g., the majority of the sample earned less than
$20,000 per year), and sometimes samples were characterized by
labels, such as “low income.” In other studies, income was not
reported, and instead, education was considered the indicator of
socioeconomic resources. Again, there was substantial variability
in reporting on education, including participants’ average educa-
tion level, the percentage of the sample that earned a high school
degree, or the highest grade completed. Given the many different
ways that samples were characterized in terms of education and
income in combination with the substantial number of studies
where no indicators of socioeconomic status were reported, it was
not possible to examine socioeconomic status as a source of heter-
ogeneity. This limitation is not specific to research on familism
but also has been documented in other domains of psychological
research (Korous et al., 2018, 2020). In future work, ideally
income, educational, and occupational indexes are included to
describe the socioeconomic backgrounds of study participants
(Cowan et al., 2012; Diemer et al., 2013). Of the studies reviewed
in this meta-analysis, occupational indicators were reported far
less often than those focused on education and income. With
regard to specific indicators, educational attainment is advanta-
geous in that, in the case of school-based youth samples, youth are
more likely to know their parents’ highest level of education, and
less likely to be able to accurately report on their household’s eco-
nomic resources, such as income (Diemer et al., 2013). Providing,
at minimum, both educational attainment and indices of economic
resources (e.g., income, poverty status, debt-to-asset ratio) will
allow researchers to characterize the socioeconomic backgrounds
of studies included in meta-analyses and test moderation by socio-
economic status.

Fifth, the majority of studies examined the relation between
familism and adjustment as a linear relationship. It will important
to consider in future research whether there are curvilinear associ-
ations between familism and adjustment/relationship quality.
Along these lines, Calzada et al. (2014) proposed that familism
may be beneficial to a point, but under conditions of very high
familism, there may be costs (e.g., in the resulting conflicts
between family and school demands). Finally, our study did not
measure individual level characteristics or their interactions with
context-level variables, a limitation of the aggregate data approach
to meta-analyses (Cooper & Patall, 2009). Being born outside of
the United States, for example, may have different implications
for effect sizes between familism and adjustment when samples
are situated in established versus new immigrant communities or
in communities that differ in the degree of immigrant concentra-
tion (e.g., high vs. low percentage). Such questions may be better
addressed by aggregating at the individual participant level, rather
than the sample level, and including measures of participant char-
acteristics and their contexts to test for such interactions (Cooper
& Patall, 2009). This is important to avoid the ecological fallacy
in multilevel studies, an invalid form of reasoning in which infer-
ences about individuals are drawn from group-level data (Diez-
Roux, 1998). Indeed, the findings of this meta-analysis may or
may not apply to individuals within the groups studied.
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Conclusion

Despite the limitations, this systematic review and meta-analy-
sis makes original contributions to the field by quantifying the link
between attitudinal familism and adjustment/family relationship
quality in four domains among Hispanic/Latino samples. Framed
within the integrative model (García Coll et al., 1996; White et al.,
2018) and cultural developmental (Causadias, 2013) and bioeco-
logical frameworks (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006), this study
aimed to advance our understanding of the conditions under which
familism values may be associated with adaptive or maladaptive
adjustment and family relationship dynamics. Indeed, these find-
ings illustrate how familism values may be associated with healthy
development and adaptation, a valuable lesson we can learn from
Hispanics/Latinos (Fuller & García Coll, 2010). Our findings also
offer some initial directions of intervention and research when
considered holistically. Looking across the life span, our findings
suggest that strong familism values may be more salient for educa-
tional outcomes and internalizing outcomes in adolescence, and
particularly early adolescence, a key period of transition when
strong family-oriented values and supports may be particularly
beneficial to youth. In contrast, the role of familism values in miti-
gating family conflict and stress may be important to target in
adulthood when family is a key source of social support as individ-
uals manage aging and health problems (Perez & Cruess, 2014).
Context also matters: Efforts to prevent internalizing problems
may yield the greatest benefits in U.S. regions designated as new
immigrant destinations where the absence of institutional infra-
structures for Hispanic/Latino families means that family and
informal support networks are critical for their mental health. As
we strive to improve our understanding of the largest ethnic-racial
minority group in the United States, we must continue to pursue
questions of the specific factors (individual, contextual) that alter
the benefits or risks of cultural mechanisms at different points in
the life span and increase longitudinal efforts to capture such proc-
esses across time.
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