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Intergenerational transmission of
left-right ideology: A question of
gender and parenting style?

Julia Weiss*

GESIS Leibniz Institute for the Social Sciences, Mannheim, Germany

“Left” and “right” are common concepts when it comes to describing both political
attitudes of citizens and politicians or to classifying, for example, parties on
the political spectrum. But how do political ideological attitudes emerge? One
central factor is political socialization, in which the family is a key socialization
agent. However, existing research focuses largely on partisan preferences and
how they emerge through family political socialization. Nevertheless, due to
multiparty systems, this concept is less suitable in the European context. This
paper therefore contributes to filling this research gap by looking at the role
of the family as a political socialization agent in the emergence of political
ideological attitudes. Hereby the focus is on two key research questions: what
difference does the cross-gender transmission of left-right ideology make? How
does the parenting style affect intergenerational transmission? These questions
are examined using the Cultural Pathways to Economic Self-Sufficiency and
Entrepreneurship (CUPESSE) dataset, whose structure allows for several advances
on existing studies. First, it contains a high number of cases with more than
4,000 parent-child dyads, which come from a total of 11 European countries
and thus allow a view beyond existing single country studies. Furthermore,
it contains the classification of the parenting style by the children and thus
enables analyses based on the perception of the recipients of the parenting
rather than the parent self-assessment. The results of the analysis indicate that
existing differences in political ideology between parents and children vary for
cross-gender transmission processes. It also shows that the similarity of political
ideology between parents and children is influenced by the parenting style, such
as whether children experienced warmth from their parents, support in the pursuit
of autonomy, or strong controlling behavior.
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Introduction

The belief that political orientations are passed on from parents to children is a
cornerstone of the study of political socialization. Thus, existing literature agrees that parents
are a central political socialization agent as they spend a lot of time with their children,
thereby directly and indirectly guiding their children’s behavior (Quintelier, 2015). Direct
political socialization, for example, takes place when parents themselves are actively involved
in politics and communicate this. Existing studies show that parental political involvement
also increases the likelihood that their children will be politically active when they grow
older (Mcfarland and Thomas, 2006; Cicognani et al., 2012). Indirect political socialization
by parents takes place, for example, when parents talk about politics with their respective
partners and or directly with their children. Here, too, studies show that when parents
regularly talk with their children about politics, children’s likelihood of becoming politically
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active increases (Mclntosh et al, 2007; Schmid, 2012). Thus,
the general view within most political socialization literature is
that parents drive the transmission process by promoting values,
role modeling, nurturance, information control, resources, and
structuring the child’s environment (Weiss, 2020; Hatemi and
Ojeda, 2021). However, it is also clear that parents are not the only
socialization agents, but social networks, education, peers, religion,
media, or even life events can also have an influence on children’s
political orientation (Mcfarland and Thomas, 2006; Koskimaa and
Rapeli, 2015; Quintelier, 2015; Ekstrom and Shehata, 2018; Grasso
et al., 2019; Weiss, 2020; Hatemi and Ojeda, 2021). Nevertheless,
parental influences are assumed to be at the forefront and their
influence in conjunction with other socialization factors persists
throughout the life course (Hatemi and Ojeda, 2021). A finding
that is also underscored by qualitative studies on the issue of young
adults’ role models (Strohmeyer and Weiss, 2021).

Previous research suggests that the successful transmission of
political orientations may depend on the parent-child relationship,
the mode of communication, the home climate, and other
dynamics, although the extent to which these influence the
adoption of political orientations is not fully understood.

Therefore, this study takes a closer look at two central aspects.
First, the question of what role the gender of the parents and
the children play in the transmission process. Existing research
comes to different results, ranging from the conclusion that fathers
are the more successful socialization agents, to studies that find
no difference between mother and father, to studies that see the
mother as the more successful transmission agent. Therefore, in
the following we will take a closer look at the question to what
extent parent-child congruence in political ideology is influenced
by same-gender dyads. In contrast, what is clear from existing
research on other aspects of political attitudes and behavior is
that the relationship between parent and child plays an important
role. Family political socialization characterized by a supportive
and friendly parenting style usually leads to more successful
transmission to the children, which for example in the case of
parents regularly talking about politics with their children can
lead to a higher political interest among the children, also in their
later life. Following this, this study examines two key research
questions: what difference does the cross-gender transmission of
left-right ideology make? And how does the parenting style affect
intergenerational transmission?

To understand these intergenerational processes, the Cultural
Pathways to Economic Self-Sufficiency and Entrepreneurship
(CUPESSE) dataset is examined. This is an 11-country study
of young adults and their parents. This unique dataset contains
information on political left-right attitudes of 18-35-year-olds, as
well as their parents. In addition, it contains a wealth of information
on parenting styles and the relationship between parents and
their children, which makes it possible to investigate the research
questions mentioned above.

Consideration of these aspects is relevant here for several
reasons. Existing research on family political socialization in
the context of political attitudes focuses strongly on partisan
preferences. A concept that is certainly appropriate in the context
of U.S. research and a two-party system. However, it seems less
appropriate for the European context and multiparty systems.
Instead, the left-right classification is much more common in this
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context, but little considered so far in relation to the role of political
socialization through the family. Moreover, previous research on
the role of same-gender dyads on political ideology provides mixed
results. This study can contribute to the goal of obtaining clearer
results. Furthermore, the database allows making an important
contribution. Previous studies have focused on individual countries
or combinations of countries based on their data, often with a lower
number of parent-child dyads. With the help of the CUPESSE data
set and the high number of parent-child dyads, robust results can
be delivered here, which allow a European view due to the number
of countries.

The remainder is structured as follows: After a presentation
of the general theoretical approaches to intergenerational
transmission, a comprehensive look at the state of research on
intergenerational transmission of left-right ideology and the
aspects of gender and parenting style follows. In the following
section, the data set and the variables used are outlined before
the empirical results of the analyses are presented in section five.
Finally, the results are discussed, and a conclusion is drawn.

Theories of intergenerational
transmission processes

The literature that has emerged over decades to explain
transmission from parents to their children has for a long time
assumed a basic theoretical mechanism that can be called a
direct-transmission approach (Hatemi and Ojeda, 2021). Based on
Social Learning Theory (Jennings and Niemi, 1974; Bandura, 1977;
Percheron and Jennings, 1981) it is assumed that transmission
occurs when the parent and child are concordant and thus the
transmission process is basically one-step directly from the parent
to the child. What falls short, however, is that such a one-step
approach to transmission will almost always disregard how the
family environment and characteristics of the parent or child
influence the transmission process. For this reason, Hatemi and
Ojeda (2021) developed an extended model in which the process
of transmission between parent and child is operationalized in two
major steps (see Figure 1). In the first step, children must perceive
their parents’ political attitudes and then, in the second step, decide
whether to adopt or reject the perceived orientation for their own
position. In this view, transmission is a function of both parent
and child since neither correct perception nor adoption of parental
orientations alone reflects actual transmission. In this regard, the
model also recognizes that this transference process can be guided
by a variety of factors. Thus, there are conditioning factors that
facilitate or impede the steps of perception and adoption. At the
same time, this theoretical model also contains the possibility that
the transmission bypasses the child’s perception and thus occurs
unintentionally, implicitly, or indirectly (Hatemi and Ojeda, 2021).

From the perspective of cultural transmission, the theoretical
approach underlines the fact that the observation is clearly to
be differentiated from genetics, i.e., it is about cultural and
not biological transmission between parents and children. Thus,
the concept of cultural transmission includes any traits that
arise through any form of non-genetic transmission, such as
imprinting, conditioning, observation, imitation, or direct teaching
(Schonpflug, 2008). Here, too, the conditioning factors of the
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FIGURE 1
Theoretical model of Hatemi and Ojeda (2021). Source:
Representation according to Hatemi/Ojeda (2021:1100). PID,
political ideology.

transmission process are considered to play an important role.
These conditioning factors are often referred to as transmission
belts (Schonpflug and Bilz, 2008). These transmission belts can
be seen as transmission-enhancing conditions and can be quite
different in their nature. Thus, ranging from relational ones,
such as parenting style or marital quality of the parents, to
sociodevelopmental variables, such as parental education, stage in
adolescent development and sibling position, to name just a few
examples (Schonpflug and Bilz, 2008).

In summary, from a theoretical perspective, intergenerational
transmission is a socialization process that takes place within the
family and can occur through direct and indirect transmission
(Tosun etal.,, 2021). An important role is played by who the persons
in the transmission process are, what kind of relationship they have
with each other, and what content is passed on, in our case political
ideology (Trommsdorft, 2008). In addition, it is important to
consider the context in which the transmission process takes place
(Kagitcibasi, 2017), for example, in our case within a multiparty
system, which will be discussed in more detail later, or the structure
within the family, for example, in terms of the level of education or
the economic situation. Finally, in addition to the context, there are
various transmission belts, such as the parenting style, which can be
conducive or obstructive to the transmission process.

Intergenerational transmission of
left-right ideology

Most of the existing literature on political socialization,
especially the one which laid the foundation of this strand of
research decades ago, comes from the U.S. context and focuses
on the transmission of partisanship. However, due to the different
political systems, this concept is difficult to transfer to the
European context. In multiparty systems, as is the case in European
countries, the left-right ideology is more likely to be passed on
than partisanship, as is the case in the two-party system in the
United States. Since a larger number of parties makes it difficult
to transfer an attachment to a specific party, ideology proves to
be an expectable as well as specifically researchable concept in this
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context (Van Ditmars, 2022). Nonetheless, most of the European
work on intergenerational political transmission examines party
identification or party preferences (Kroh and Selb, 2009; Boonen,
2017). What is ignored is that the increasing volatility and decline
in party affiliation (Chiaramonte and Emanuele, 2017), as well as
the volatility of votes within a bloc (van der Meer et al., 2015),
underscore why political socialization processes in Western Europe
can be understood in terms of political ideology transmission (Van
Ditmars, 2022). Only a few studies, such as Corbetta et al. (2013) for
Italy, Rico and Jennings (2016) for Catalonia, Van Ditmars (2022)
for Germany and Switzerland and Durmusoglu et al. (2023) for
the Netherlands, have taken this approach so far, which is why
the study presented here aims to contribute further to a broader
consideration of this aspect.

Left-right orientation is just one part, besides others such as
political interest, of an individual’s political identity. Nonetheless,
left-right orientation is an important and summarizing measure of
political ideology that is particularly useful for politically describing
individuals in Europe. Here, “left” and “right” are the terms most
used in everyday life to distinguish, for example, parties but
also the political ideology of citizens themselves (Van Ditmars,
2022). For decades, a large part of the electorate has been able to
classify itself on the left-right scale (Inglehart and Klingemann,
1976; Maier, 2007). Nevertheless, there is also criticism of the
concept, noting that the multidimensionality of political space is
not reflected by such a simple scale (Huber and Inglehart, 1995).
Existing research shows that the meaning of left and right has
varied over time and space (Bauer et al., 2017). However, this
flexibility makes the concept particularly suitable for looking at
intergenerational political socialization (Van Ditmars, 2022). Using
the left-right scale as a concept for ideology that adapts its meaning
to important political issues and dimensions at a particular point
in time means that it is a durable guide to intergenerational
transmission that is not limited to a particular political context at
a particular point in time. Thus, the examination of this concept
within the study allows to contribute to the ever-changing literature
of political socialization.

Mothers and fathers within the political
socialization process

The question of what role the gender of parents and children
plays in the political socialization process has already been explored
many times. Thus, studies on the phenomenon of “assortative
mating” show that parental couples often resemble each other,
also in terms of their political traits. In such a case, it can
be assumed that this similarity of parental political preferences
results in a more successful transmission to the children, since the
children receive uniform cues and no cross-pressures (Bandura,
1977; Van Ditmars, 2022). If the parents differ in their political
orientation, the empirical results are more diverse. Early studies
showed the father as the dominant socialization agent (Lazarsfeld
et al, 1968). Later studies contradicted this and showed both
parents as equal socialization agents (Gniewosz et al., 2009; Boonen,
2017). Some studies, on the other hand, showed that the mother
is the primary socialization agent (Zuckerman et al., 2007), which
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can be explained by the fact that she often spends more time
with the children (Gidengil et al., 2016) or that she has a different
communication style, which is more characterized by conversation
(Shulman and DeAndrea, 2014).

Results are similarly mixed when studies on the question of
what difference it makes for political socialization if transmission
occurs between parent and child from the same gender are
reviewed. Based on mechanisms of same-gender identification and
role modeling some studies showed same-gender patterns, with
particularly stronger ties between mothers and daughter (Jennings
and Langton, 1969). In contrast, other studies found no such
evidence (Acock and Bengtson, 1978). However, the most recent
studies again show that the greater similarity is between mothers
and daughters compared to sons, whereas this is not the case when
it comes to fathers and sons compared to daughters (Van Ditmars,
2022). Following this, the first hypothesis is:

H1: Parent-child congruence of political ideology is greater for
dyads of parent and child of the same gender, than of dyads of
different gender.

The moderating role of parenting behavior

As previously stated, transmission belts play an important role
in intergenerational transmission. One of these transmission belts
is the parenting style (Kitamura et al., 2009; Mcadams et al., 2014).
Previous research has shown that parental behavior and parenting
style is linked to various aspects of their children, such as children’s
educational success, social behavior, or mental health (Mcadams
et al, 2014). Parenting in general describes the attitudes, beliefs,
and behaviors that parents exhibit toward their children that create
a sustained emotional climate across a wide range of situations
(Fernandez-Martin et al., 2022).

Based on Baumrind (1967), extended by Maccoby and Martin
(1983) and examined in its facets by many recent studies, at
least four different parenting styles can be defined. First, the
authoritative parenting style within which parents give children
clear guidance, keep an eye on their development, and support
them in becoming autonomous (Tosun et al, 2021). What is
special about this style of parenting is that the parents explain
and justify their expectations and yet are open to feedback from
the children. At the same time, these parents forgive and pardon
instead of punish, when a child does not achieve the set goals
(Murray and Mulvaney, 2012). According to Baumrind (1980),
authoritative parents see their parental rights and responsibilities
as complementary to those of their children. Because this style
allows their children to accept their parents values while still
maintaining their own curiosity, originality, and spontaneity, this
parenting style is described by many as the most effective one
(Grusec and Goodnow, 1994). Here, the parental responsiveness
is positively associated with trustworthiness and fairness. This
essential element of the authoritative parenting style leads to a
more successful transmission of values, because the more positively
children perceive their parents, the more likely they are to perceive
their parents as role models (Tosun et al., 2021).

Second, there is the authoritarian parenting style, which is
characterized by a low level of warmth and a high level of
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demands and control. These parents expect a lot but are not
responsive (Kilickaya et al, 2021). In this case, the children
comply with the parents’ wishes to avoid punishment and not
because they are motivated in any positive way to accept the
parental guidelines. Parents’ assertion of power thus prevents
successful value transmission and various studies show that instead
such upbringing is related to ill-being and maladaptive outcomes
(Grusec and Goodnow, 1994; Soenens and Beyers, 2012).

Third, the permissive parenting style. Here, the relational
context is characterized by positive affectivity, but with low
expectations and a low degree of control over the child’s behavior.
In this parenting style, parents set few expectations for children,
but are still responsive and willing to communicate. In this
sense, parents present themselves more as friends than parents
and enforce few rules (Murray and Mulvaney, 2012). The result
of permissive parenting is often that the self-regulation of the
children is not sufficiently promoted and leaves them impulsive,
which for example can lead to disadvantages in terms of academic
achievement in later life (Aunola et al., 2000).

Fourth, there is the neglectful parenting style, within which
parents are neither responsive nor demanding. Here, parents do
not use any restrictions or monitoring, but actively reject their
parental child-rearing responsibilities (Kilickaya et al., 2021). In
this sense, neglectful parents are neither responsive nor demanding.
They do not support or encourage their child’s self-regulation and
often fail to monitor the child’s behavior (Maccoby and Martin,
1983). This parenting style could also be summarized as general
unresponsiveness (Maccoby and Martin, 1983; Aunola et al., 2000).

Following this, existing studies on parenting divide parenting
behavior into different dimensions, which include parental warmth,
autonomy support, and control (Prinzie et al., 2009; Pinquart,
2016; Fernandez-Martin et al, 2022). In this regard, showing
affection and support to children as an expression of emotional
closeness can be defined as parental warmth. As a result, children
are more likely to follow their parents’ example, and parental
warmth has been shown to increase congruence between parents
and children (Maccoby and Martin, 1983). A positive relationship
in terms of increasing parent-child congruence can also be assumed
when considering parental support for the childs autonomy. If
parents allow their children to make their own decisions and
solve problems on their own, this describes parental autonomy
support (Grolnick et al., 1997). The third aspect, parental control,
on the other hand, is expected to have a negative effect on parent-
child congruence. If parents exercise supervision and control over
the child, children are less likely to follow their parent’s example
(Maccoby and Martin, 1983). These dimensions are then in turn
reflected in the various parenting styles previously named. For
example, the neglectful parenting style is characterized by living
a low level of parental warmth, autonomy support, and control.
Whereas, for example, in the authoritative parenting style, a high
level of parental warmth and control is equally lived (Fernandez-
Martin et al., 2022).

Consequently, the following hypotheses are formed, which will
be empirically examined in the further course:

H2: Parent-child congruence of political ideology is positively
correlated with parental warmth.

H3: Parent-child congruence of political ideology is positively
correlated with parental autonomy support.
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H4: Parent-child congruence of political ideology is negatively
correlated with parental control.

Research design
Data

The data basis for the following analyses is the CUPESSE
data set (Tosun et al, 2018). This contains data on 18-35-year-
olds from 11 different European countries, which are Austria,
the Czech Republic, Denmark, Germany, Greece, Hungary,
Ttaly, Spain, Switzerland, Turkey, and the United Kingdom.
Official statistics often define youth as 15-24- or 15-29-year-
olds. However, existing research shows that today’s young
adults take longer than previous generations to complete
the major steps of the transition from youth to adulthood
(Arnett, 2014). This explains the age frame chosen in the
CUPESSE survey. As this survey is explicitly designed to examine
mechanisms of intergenerational transmission, interviews with
respondents’ parents were conducted. To contact respondents’
parents, respondents were first asked who they considered to be
their mother or father and then asked to provide corresponding
contact information for these individuals.! The response options
to this went beyond biological parents and included the spouse/life
partner of a particular parent, grandparents, and other individuals
who then had to be specified by the respondent. The resulting
CUPESSE dataset consists of 20,008 young adults, of which 5,945
had data for at least one parent (Tosun et al., 2019). The relevant
dataset for this study then consists of over 4,000 parent-child dyads.

Overall, the sampling frame for the survey was coherent across
countries, resulting in probability samples of individuals aged
18 to 35 that were representative of each country in terms of
employment status, NUTS 2 region, age group, education, and
migration background (Tosun et al., 2019; Weiss et al., 2021). The
surveys were conducted online except for Hungary and Turkey in
which low internet coverage necessitated face-to-face interviews.
Further detailed information on the data set and survey is presented
comprehensively by Tosun et al. (2019).

Variables and methodology

The descriptive information associated with the variables used
in the analyses can be found in Table 1. The dependent variable here
consists of the absolute difference between the children’s political
ideology and the parents’ political ideology. To capture the political
ideology of both children and parents, the following question was
asked to both sides: “In politics people sometimes talk of ‘left’
and ‘right. Where would you place yourself on the scale below,
where 0 means left and 10 means right?”. In the case of both
parents responding (N = 251), the variable takes the average of the
respective parent responses.

1 Inthis sense, the selection of parents is random. Nonetheless, a bias can
occur as maybe the parent with whom the child feels more closely connected

is selected by the child to pass on his or her contact data.

Frontiersin Political Science

05

10.3389/fp0os.2023.1080543

The independent variables are constituted as follows. “Cross-
gender” takes the values 0 or 1, with 1 meaning that the responding
parent is of the opposite gender than the child and 0 meaning that
the gender of parent and child are the same.

For the variables on parenting style, the children were asked to
rate (yes/no) on several aspects and the variables parental warmth,
parental autonomy support and parental control take the mean
of their respective items. For parental warmth these items were:
“I felt that warmth and tenderness existed between me and my
[mother/father],” “T felt that my [mother/father] was proud when
I succeeded in something I did” and “If things went badly for
me my [mother/father] tried to comfort and encourage me.” For
parental autonomy support these items were: “My [mother/father]
emphasized that every family member should have some say
in family decision,” “My [mother/father] encouraged me to be
independent” and “My [mother/father] allowed me to choose
my own direction in life.” Finally for parental control the items
were “My [mother/father] always tried to change how I felt or
thought about things” and “My [mother/father] blamed me for
other family members’ problems.” The selection of the items is done
as described by Fernandez-Martin et al. (2022) by using existing
psychometrically validated measures of parenting behavior: the
items on parental warmth stem from the short form of the “Egna
Minnen Betraffande Uppfostran”(Arrindell et al., 1999), the items
on autonomy support are drawn from the “Autonomy Granting
Scale” (Silk et al., 2003; Soenens et al., 2007) and finally the items on
parental control stem from the “Psychological Control Scale -Youth
Self Report” (Barber, 1996).

The models also include various control variables. In addition
to the age of the children (18-35), their marital status, which
dichotomously takes the value 1 if they are married, the educational
level of the children is also used. For this the respondent were asked
what the highest level of education they have successfully completed
is, and their answers range from 1, which is ISCED 1-less than
lower secondary to 7, which is ISCED V2-higher tertiary education
(=ZMA level).?

Furthermore, another control variable includes the family’s
financial situation when the young adults themselves were around
14 years old. For this, the young adults were asked: “Thinking about
your family’s financial situation when you were about 14 years
old. Which of the following statements applied to your family?,
“My family was able to pay its bills,” “We could afford extras

»

for ourselves,” “We could afford to live in decent housing” and
“My family was able to put money in a savings account.” For
all these statements, the children could indicate whether this was
never(=1)/sometimes(=2)/most of the time(=3)/always(=4) true.

Finally, the models consider parental migration background.
The corresponding variable takes the value 1 if the interviewed
mother/father was born in a country other than the country in
which the child lives. The models control for this, as existing

research shows that in the case of family migration, the effectiveness

“(1) ISCED |, less than

lower secondary”, “(2) ISCED II, lower secondary”, “(3) ISCED Illb, lower tier

2 The detailed naming of all education levels is:
upper secondary”, (4) ISCED llla, upper tier upper secondary”. “(5) ISCED IV,

advanced vocational, sub-degree”, “(6) ISCED V1, lower tertiary education,
BA level” and “(7) ISCED V2, higher tertiary education, = MA level".

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpos.2023.1080543
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/political-science
https://www.frontiersin.org

Weiss

TABLE 1 Descriptives.

10.3389/fp0os.2023.1080543

Obs. Mean Std.Dev. Min. Max.

Absolute difference between parental and youth political ideology (dependent variable M0-M4) 4,193 1.71 1.72 0 10
Absolute difference between mother and youth political ideology (dependent variable M5-9) 2,620 1.78 1.77 0 10
Absolute difference between father and youth political ideology (dependent variable M10-14) 1,819 1.66 1.69 0 10
Cross-gender 4,193 0.41 0.49 0 1
Age 4,193 26.77 4.97 18 35
Married 4,193 022 0.42 0 1
Education 4,193 4.72 1.74 1 7
Economic self-sufficiency (ESS) 4,193 3.05 0.73 1 4
Parental migration background 4,193 0.94 0.24 0 1
Parental warmth 3,943 0.84 0.24 0 1
Parental autonomy support 3911 0.73 0.27 0 1
Parental control 3,968 0.24 0.29 0 1

Source: Own calculation based on CUPESSE data.

of transmission from parents to children may be lower (Schonpflug

and Bilz, 2008). This can happen for several reasons, firstly because

the culture of origin in the host country can be dysfunctional and 2

thus the successor generation does not accept the transmission

and secondly because the parents actively try not to pass it on

(Schonpflug and Bilz, 2008). 1000~

Due to the nature of the dependent variable, linear regression

models are calculated in the further course. The models are

weighted. According to the recommendations of the CUPESSE 750~

survey they include post-stratification weights. Post-stratification

weights were based on gender, age, education and NUTS2 region

and the population frequencies came from the European Union 500 -

Labor Force Survey. Due to the data structure the following linear

regression models contain country fixed effects with standard

errors clustered by countries. Se |

Results 0____.-__I_I..... _I_Il..__

o o ‘ g p : : i
To begin with, the question arises to what extent children

and their parents differ in their political ideology. To this end, ChildlefLof e parent Child signtorthis parent

Figure 2 descriptively represents the corresponding distribution. HGURE 2

This is the relative difference and not the absolute difference, which Descriptive representation of the parent-child congruence of

is the dependent variable in the later models. Based on the relative political ideology. Source: Own calculation based on CUPESSE data.

values in the representation, the largest proportion is congruent
(value=0), but that substantial proportions of respondents also
deviate from the political ideology of their parents. Here, +10
and —10 represent the extreme values. With positive values, the
political ideology of the parents is thus further to the right,
and with negative values in the figure, the parental political
ideology is further to the left than the political ideology of
their children.

Table 2 then represents the models corresponding to the
hypotheses from the section Intergenerational transmission of left-
right ideology. The first hypothesis assumed that the parent-child
congruence of political ideology is greater for dyads of parent and
child of the same gender, than of dyads of different gender. The

Frontiersin Political Science

first model (M1) shows a confirmation of this hypothesis. The
coefficient of “cross-gender” shows that same-gender parent-child
pairs are closer together in their ideological orientation, whereas
opposite-gender dyads are further apart on the left-right scale.

The further hypotheses focused on the parenting style. Model 2
shows that parental warmth increases the ideological similarity of
parents and their children. Thus, hypothesis 2 can be confirmed.
The same applies to the question of the role of parental autonomy
support (H3). Here, too, it can be seen (M3) that the ideological
similarity increases with increasing parental support for the child’s
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TABLE 2 Results of the empirical models (dependent variable = absolute difference between parental and youth political ideology).

MO M1 M2 M3 M4
Predictors Estimates (@] Estimates (@] Estimates Estimates (@] Estimates Cl
Age 0.01* 0.00-0.03 0.01* 0.00-0.03 0.01* 0.00-0.03 0.01* 0.00-0.03 0.02x% 0.00-0.03
Married (=1) —0.02 —0.16-0.13 —0.01 —0.16-0.13 —0.02 —0.17-0.14 —0.01 —0.17-0.14 —0.05 —0.20-0.11
Education —0.02 —0.05-0.01 —0.02 —0.06-0.01 —0.02 —0.06-0.01 —0.03 —0.06-0.01 —0.02 —0.06-0.01
ESS —0.01 —0.10-0.08 —0.01 —0.10-0.08 0.01 —0.08-0.11 —0.00 —0.10-0.10 —0.02 —0.11-0.08
Parental migration background —0.22 —0.45-0.01 —0.22 —0.45-0.01 —0.14 —0.38-0.10 —0.18 —0.42-0.06 —0.16 —0.40-0.08
Cross-gender 0.13* 0.02-0.24
Parental warmth —0.55"* —0.80—0.30
Parental autonomy —0.49"** —0.71—0.27
Parental control 0.30** 0.10-0.50
Observations 4193 4193 3943 3911 3968
R? 0.038 0.040 0.044 0.044 0.040

Source: Own calculation based on CUPESSE dataset.

*p < 0.05, *p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001, CI = confidence intervals. Country fixed effects and standard errors clustered by country.

The R? values turn out to be rather low. Nevertheless, the results are significant and their interpretation represents an added value.

TABLE 3 Results of the empirical models (dependent variable = absolute difference between mother and youth political ideology).

M5 M6 M7 M8 M9
Predictors Estimates Cl Estimates Cl Estimates Estimates Cl Estimates Cl
Age 0.01 —0.00-0.03 0.01 —0.00-0.03 0.02 —0.00-0.03 0.02 —0.00-0.03 0.02 —0.00-0.03
Married (=1) —0.02 —0.22-0.18 —0.01 —0.21-0.18 —0.02 —0.23-0.19 —0.01 —0.22-0.20 —0.05 —0.26-0.16
Education —0.03 —0.07-0.02 —0.02 —0.07-0.02 —0.03 —0.08-0.01 —0.04 —0.08-0.01 —0.03 —0.07-0.02
ESS —0.09 —0.21-0.02 —0.09 —0.21-0.02 —0.09 —0.21-0.04 —0.10 —0.22-0.03 —0.10 —0.23-0.02
Parental migration background —0.25 —0.57-0.08 —0.25 —0.57-0.08 —0.22 —0.57-0.13 —0.24 —0.60-0.11 —0.21 —0.56-0.14
Cross-gender 0.12 —0.02-0.26
Parental warmth —0.43** —0.72-—-0.14
Parental autonomy —0.30* —0.58-—0.02
Parental control 0.41** 0.13-0.70
Observations 2,620 2,620 2,417 2,401 2,439
R? 0.042 0.044 0.047 0.047 0.048

Source: Own calculation based on CUPESSE dataset.

*p < 0.05, *p < 0.01, **p < 0.001, CI = confidence intervals. Country fixed effects and standard errors clustered by country.
The R? values turn out to be rather low. Nevertheless, the results are significant and their interpretation represents an added value.
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<l wl ol < o - autonomy. Finally, the fourth hypothesis can also be confirmed.
S ol aa « . .

. S s | S o 2 < e last mode shows that a controlling parenting style has
A R AR - The last model (M4) shows that trolling parenting style h
i=3 — ® oy o o~

= gl gl gl gl ;r ;l a negative effect on ideological similarity. Thus, children who have

| o experienced a controlling parenting style differ more ideologically
©~ wn

P > 2 from their parents.

© gz 8 g 2 s Further, it is important to consider the control variables.

g s s 59 S Across M1-M4, all included control variables show no influence on

bt the ideological similarity of parents and their children. Only age

g y ot p Yy ag
_ shows a weakly significant influence, which can make one assume
§ § §| [g‘T §| ;r that while growing up, an ideological distance from parents can
— |
3 E § § ﬁ 2 take place. . .
| ables 3, 4 now provide a more in-de ook at the role o
I Tables 3, 4 provid depth look at the role of
) —_
S § gender and its combination with parenting style. The structure of

0 i

(0] 5 the calculated models is the same as in Table 2, but the dependent

o) $ p

o — *

g § § 2 E = o variables differ. In models M5-M9, the difference between maternal

= [ I ] . e 1 . . o

E T and child political ideology is now the dependent variable, while in

models M10-14, the difference between paternal and child political
p p
alg 9 o8 B ideology forms the dependent variable.
: : ] s

T3 3 3: il { Here the results show that the same gender between parent
% Sl gl = ;r = and child does not seem to have any influence in the case of
I g3 mothers. Further there are differences regarding parenting style.
¢ = s Thus, for mothers, it remains that warmth and autonomy support
< I SRS i romote ideological closeness and control reduces it. For fathers,

= 2 gl 2| nw 2 <3 p g

= I T2/ T [cT> on the other hand, parental control shows no significant effect,

i and the effects for warmth and autonomy promotion whiten in the

same direction as for mothers, only with a stronger expression of
28 8/ 33 ¢
B S| S| S| s || 3 the correlation.
]l

~ A

T T 7] 7] °
N >~ - . -

. 5§ , Discussion and conclusion

(] - %

I s 28/ 2|2 & £z . R . . -

£ EEARIEIRER: £ This study investigates the intergenerational transmission of

- 0 o« . . . . .

o &5 left-right ideology in 11 European countries, by testing hypotheses
NN g § both regarding same-gender dynamics and parenting styles. The
$ g 3. ‘:?' = ‘_i § results underline the applicability of the classic family political
gl =888 s g socialization model to the transmission processes of left-right
=1 (=3 (=3 (=3 (=1 5 E . . .
P11 T - £ positions (Van Ditmars, 2022) and how both gender and parenting

x| @ I
" % 3 g 5 styles are consequential for this process.
— 3 s B

% - - < : Besides the descriptive observation that parents and their
N o o — ISl o

il S| S sl 3|9 2 f; children not infrequently differ in their political left-right

E & ,§ classification, three central results of the empirical analysis should

23 be emphasized: First, same-gender parent-child pairs are closer
£.2  together in their ideological orientation than parents and children
8 § of different gender. Second, parenting style plays a relevant role
‘1: % in the transmission process, with parental warmth and autonomy
2 2 promotion proving beneficial and controlling behavior proving
g 8 ¢  detrimental to the transmission process. Third, there are differences
g b £ in the relevance of parenting style for the transmission process
2 ﬁ % for mothers and fathers. More precisely, controlling parenting
IS - . . . . .
&0 £  behavior only negatively influences the transmission process
e O Z .. . .. .
E = & 2  originating from the mother and not the ones originating from
25
& T v E  thefather
4 2.2 '
-‘-; . 'g ie Thereby, the results of this study have important implications

0 3 —.g § 3 g é for the mechanisms underlying political socialization. Most of the

o = & g g £ 8| 8 % V' 2 ljterature looking at left-right transmission within the family has

g T EE 2 E B £ - & & v

a2 | 2 s | F|E B S £ s = not considered the types of parenting styles addressed in this

e €] 8 S 2 5| 5| 5| & s =

& B § 28 E 5 £ E B & x| B 7%  study. The results nevertheless support the general relevance of

& ~E  transmission belts known from research on cultural transmission

TABLE 4 Results of the empirical models (dependent variable = absolute difference between father and youth political ideology).
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processes (Schonpflug and Bilz, 2008). At the same time, they
extend the literature by showing that these transmission belts
are not only relevant for cultural values but also for aspects of
political socialization.

Of course, this study is not without shortcomings. In general,
the present analyses do not allow any statements about causality but
present correlations, which are theoretically argued in a plausible
way. Furthermore, and although the dataset used is unique and
provides a basis for the analyses due to its high number of
parent-child dyads, a few items are missing that would allow
to analyze the political socialization process in more detail. For
example, indicators that show how the child perceives and classifies
the political orientation of his or her own parents, and further
items regarding, for example, the frequency of political discussions
between parents and children or data on political participation
behavior of both parents and children could be thought of here.
Future studies may be able to include such items and would thus
allow to delve even deeper into the mechanisms behind parenting
style and the intergenerational transmission of left-right ideology.
In addition, there are only 251 young adults in the dataset used
where both parents were interviewed. Ideally, the questions about
the role of the gender of parent and child would be examined in
a setting in which both parents were interviewed for all young
adults, also considering that for the data collection process there
is the possibility that the children indicated the particular parent
with whom they felt closer as the interview partner. Future data
collection should take this into account, and thus allow for an
even deeper examination of the differential influences of mothers
and fathers.

Despite the frequently postulated tendency toward the
declining importance of the family in the political socialization
process, increasing individualization and political volatility, the
present study was able to show that the intergenerational
transmission of left-right ideology plays an important role in the
political self-identification of individuals. The gender differences
in the intergenerational reproduction of political ideology show
that children are not passive recipients in the political socialization
process. At the same time, the parenting behavior of mothers and
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