
Appendix A – Issue statements 

Statements to measure the substantive meaning of left and right 

The seven statements below were presented to the respondents. They were then asked: “If 

someone agrees with this statement, how left or right would that person be?”. They were 

asked to rate the positions on a scale ranging from “0 – left” to “10 – right”. 

A)  “Environmental protection is more important than economic growth.” 

B)  “The government must ensure that the differences between rich and poor people 

become smaller, for example by making richer people pay higher taxes. 

C)  “The government must spend more money on healthcare and education, even if taxes 

have to be increased.” 

D)  “If people are terminally ill and no longer want to live, it should be possible for a 

doctor to end their lives (euthanasia).” 

E)  “European integration has already gone too far.” 

F)  “People from other countries who come to live here should adopt to Dutch customs.” 

G)  “It has to become more difficult for people from other countries to come and live 

here.” 

  



Appendix B – Data collection and sampling 

 We collected the data analyzed in this study through three panels, namely the I&O 

Research panel (I&O Research), the LISS panel (CentERdata), and the CentERpanel 

(CentERdata). All three of these panels consist of households which are recruited from 

random samples of households taken from the Dutch population register. This is done to 

avoid a self-selection bias. Moreover, various measures are taken to avoid other biases, such 

as for example continuous checks of representativeness and providing sampled households in 

need with electronic devices to facilitate participation (LISS panel). Furthermore, respondents 

receive remuneration for their participation.  

Within the I&O Research panel (I&O Research), parents were contacted and asked 

whether they would like to participate in the study together with their child(ren). At first, all 

panel members who were known to have children between the ages of 15 and 19 were 

approached. The response rate for these parents was 23.4%. At a later stage, the contacted 

group was extended to all panel members between the ages of 30 and 59 who were known to 

be parents, but for whom information about their children’s age group was not available. This 

group of parents was additionally asked to provide the age(s) of their child(ren) to establish 

whether they could participate. For this group, the response rate was much lower, namely 

7.1%. Once parents filled in their survey and provided contact details for their children, the 

children were also sent survey links. The response rate for children contacted through the 

I&O panel was 70.5%. Sending separate invitation emails at different moments in time was 

one of the measures we took to minimize the risk that parents and children would fill in the 

surveys together. Additionally, we also reminded both parents and children multiple times to 

fill in the survey alone.  



The LISS panel (CentERdata) enlists all household members above 16 years old, 

unlike the I&O Research panel. Consequently, children above 16 years old do not need to be 

put forward by their parents to participate in the study. Therefore, parents and children were 

contacted at the same time and asked to participate. If both parents were members of the 

panel (which was common in the LISS panel), a selection was made based on gender. We 

aimed to reach a gender-balanced sample of parents. In case of non-response of the first 

parent, the second parent was approached to participate. Towards the end of the field work 

period of the first round, we also decided to approach an additional sample of 112 parents 

from the CentERpanel (CentERdata) to participate in the study. In total, the response rate for 

parents contacted through the CentERdata panels was 42.4%, while the response rate for 

children was 77.4%. Despite parents and children being contacted at around the same time to 

invite them to participate in the study, parents and children had separate log-in details and 

their own online environment to fill in the survey. Just like the participants of the I&O panel, 

they were also asked to fill in the survey alone. 

In order to optimize the sample size, both organizations approached all panel 

members that fit our main criterion for inclusion, namely being an adolescent between 15-19 

years old or their parent.  The final sample also included one 14- and a few 20-year-olds. The 

focus of our study is to establish causal relations and not to describe population parameters. 

Therefore, for the purpose of our study the sample does not need to be representative of the 

Dutch population, but it should cover relevant subgroups in terms of sociological 

backgrounds as well as political orientations. Following, we will provide comparisons of our 

sample to Dutch population parameters in terms of parental educational level, place of 

residence (level of urbanity) and self-placement on the left-right scale. When interpreting 

these statistics, we should realize that our target population (families with children in the age 

of 15 to 19) differs from the Dutch population as a whole.  



We examine the sociological backgrounds and political orientations of parents and not 

of the children because data available on the Dutch population generally only includes 

respondents above the age of 18, and the development of children is still ongoing (in terms of 

education for example). The Dutch population parameters are taken from records of Statistics 

Netherlands (Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek, CBS) and the National Election Survey 

(Nationaal Kiezersonderzoek, NKO).  

In terms of parental educational level (see Table B.1) our sample covers all 

educational levels besides a small group of Dutch adults that only have elementary education. 

This group consists mainly of people over the age of 70, and very few are in our target group. 

Moreover, compared to the Dutch population, our sample has a higher proportion of 

individuals that followed university education (HBO/WO-bachelor or HBWO/WO-master; 

PhD). In terms of the urbanity of places of residence (see Table B.2), our sample includes 

fewer people that live in very highly urban areas. This is probably not a bias in the sample, 

but due to the fact that families with teenage children prefer not to live in the center of the 

largest cities. In terms of parental self-placement on the left-right scale (see Table B.3), our 

sample has a very similar distribution to the Dutch National Election Study 2021, which is 

based on a random sample of the Dutch population.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table B.1  

Study sample and Dutch population categorized by educational level 

Educational level Percentage in sample Percentage in population 

(CBS 2021) 

Elementary education 0% 8.8% 

VMBO-b/k; MBO 1 3.5% 12.4% 

VMBO-g/t; HAVO; VWO-onderbouw 6.5% 7.1% 

MBO 2, 3, 4 22.8% 30.1% 

HAVO; VWO 11.6% 9.5% 

HBO/WO-bachelor 34.8% 19.4% 

HBO/WO-master; PhD  20.5% 11.2% 

N/A 0.3% 1.5% 

 

Table B.2  

Study sample and Dutch population categorized by urbanity of their place of residence  

Urbanity of place of residence Percentage in sample Percentage in population 

(CBS 2021) 

Very highly urban  8.8% 24.2% 

Highly urban 28.6% 25.1% 

Moderately urban 18.8% 16.9% 

Little urban 22% 16.9% 

Not urban 21.8% 16.9% 

Note. Statistics Netherlands (CBS) uses the number of addresses per km² to rate the urbanity of provinces, 

municipalities, and neighborhoods with the following cutoffs: very highly urban – 2500 or more; highly urban – 

1500 to 2500; moderately urban – 1000 to 1500; little urban – 500 to 1000; not urban – less than 500.  



Table B.3  

Study sample and NKO 2021 sample categorized by self-placement on left-right scale 

Self-placement on left-right scale      

(0 – Left to 10 – Right) 

Percentage in sample Percentage in NKO 2021 

sample 

0-3 24.2% 25.5% 

4-6 41% 39% 

7-10 34.8% 35.5% 

Note. The percentage values for the NKO 2021 sample are based on a subsample of 40-60 year-olds as that 

range approximates the age range of the parents that participated in our study.  

  



Appendix C – Tables with agreement ratings 

This Appendix describes measures of perceptual agreement as proposed by Van der Eijk 

(2001). It is explicitly designed to measure agreement in ordered rating scales. The scores 

range from -1 (maximum disagreement, which exists when half of the respondents choose 

one extreme of the rating scale and the other half the other extreme), to +1 (maximum 

agreement, which exists when all respondents choose the same category). When there is a 

uniform distribution across all categories of the rating scale, the measure equals 0. These 

values will be used for descriptive examination. The agreement ratings are discussed in the 

main text.  

Table C.1 

Adolescents’ and adults’ perceptual agreement (Van der Eijk’s A) in left-right positions of 

parties and issue statements 

 Adolescents Adults  Adolescents Adults 

Parties   Issue statements   

CDA 0.581 0.657 A 0.430 0.510 

D66 0.551 0.574 B 0.375 0.469 

FvD 0.467 0.633 C 0.470 0.494 

GL 0.661 0.636 D 0.398 0.522 

PvdA 0.446 0.538 E 0.362 0.330 

PVV 0.437 0.579 F 0.437 0.496 

SP 0.463 0.574 G 0.422 0.490 

VVD 0.471 0.550    

 

 



Table C.2 

Adolescents’ perceptual agreement (Van der Eijk’s A) in left-right positions of parties and 

issue statements grouped by political knowledge  

 Low High  Low High 

Parties   Issue statements   

CDA 0.565 0.605 A 0.325 0.595 

D66 0.545 0.569 B 0.261 0.584 

FvD 0.348 0.616 C 0.483 0.468 

GL 0.589 0.637 D 0.383 0.427 

PvdA 0.414 0.533 E 0.343 0.437 

PVV 0.334 0.582 F 0.413 0.507 

SP 0.345 0.600 G 0.326 0.584 

VVD 0.437 0.517    

 

Table C.3  

Adolescents’ perceptual agreement (Van der Eijk’s A) in left-right positions of parties and 

issue statements grouped by political engagement 

 Low High  Low High 

Parties   Issue statements   

CDA 0.589 0.581 A 0.377 0.498 

D66 0.521 0.577 B 0.297 0.459 

FvD 0.364 0.562 C 0.511 0.429 

GL 0.583 0.633 D 0.407 0.409 

PvdA 0.423 0.503 E 0.362 0.425 

PVV 0.348 0.519 F 0.417 0.462 

SP 0.388 0.530 G 0.340 0.495 

VVD 0.400 0.544    

 



Table C.4  

Adolescents’ perceptual agreement (Van der Eijk’s A) in left-right positions of parties and 

issue statements grouped by media consumption 

 Low High  Low  High 

Parties   Issue statements   

CDA 0.561 0.609 A 0.414 0.465 

D66 0.538 0.571 B 0.354 0.410 

FvD 0.430 0.507 C 0.476 0.467 

GL 0.609 0.611 D 0.347 0.476 

PvdA 0.469 0.425 E 0.358 0.385 

PVV 0.403 0.445 F 0.419 0.469 

SP 0.423 0.514 G 0.372 0.502 

VVD 0.428 0.532    

 

  



Appendix D – Analyses with control variables 

Here, we present the detailed results of the multiple regression analyses including control 

variables of the models presented in Table 1 and 2 in the main manuscript.   

Table D.1 

Multiple regression analyses results for adolescents’ perceptions of party positions with 

control variables  

 Model 1 

Predicted by parents 

Model 2 

Predicted by median 

voter 

Model 3 

Predicted by both 

Predictor B β B β B β 

(Constant) 2.305 
(1.151) 

 

 1.202 

(1.110) 

 1.283 
(1.077) 

 

Parents’ perceptions .607 
(.028) 

 

.652***   .281 
(.042) 

.302*** 

Median voter perceptions   .669 
(.028) 

 

.679*** .440 
(.044) 

.446*** 

Children’s age -.012 
(.062) 

 

-.006 
 

 

-.002 
(.060) 

-.001 -.006 
(.058) 

-.003 

Children’s gender -.074 
(.177) 

 

-.013 -.079 
(.170) 

-.013 -.077 
(.165) 

-.013 

Parents’ education -.027 
(.068) 

 

-.012 .068 
(.065) 

.030 .023 
(.064) 

.010 

R² (adj.) 0.421 0.459 0.498 

N 645 651 645 

Note. * indicates p < 0.05. ** indicates p < .01. *** indicates p < .001. Standard errors in 

brackets below unstandardized coefficients.  

 

 



Table D.2 

Multiple regression analyses results for adolescents’ perceptions of issue positions with 

control variables 

 Model 1 

Predicted by parents 

Model 2 

Predicted by median 

voter 

Model 3 

Predicted by both 

Predictor B β B β B β 

(Constant) 3.178 
(1.169) 

 

 2.421 

(1.102) 

 2.028 
(1.079) 

 

Parents’ perceptions .518 
(.033) 

 

.510***   .228 
(.039) 

.224*** 

Median voter perceptions   .749 
(.039) 

 

.587*** .567 
(.049) 

.444*** 

Children’s age -.044 
(.063) 

 

-.023 
 

 

-.053 
(.059) 

-.027 -.050 
(.058) 

-.026 

Children’s gender .092 
(.179) 

 

.017 .071 
(.168) 

.013 .083 
(0.164) 

.015 

Parents’ education -.034 
(.068) 

 

-.016 -.085 
(.064) 

-.040 -.062 
(.062) 

-.029 

R² (adj.) 0.258 0.373 0.373 

N 719 722 719 

Note. * indicates p < 0.05. ** indicates p < .01. *** indicates p < .001. Standard errors in 

brackets below unstandardized coefficients.  

  



Appendix E – Moderator analyses 

In this appendix, we report the analyses regarding possible moderators discussed in the main manuscript in greater detail. Tables E.1 and E.2 

show results for three separate models, each with a different dependent variable. In these analyses, we compare the perceptions of left-right 

positions of adolescents to those of the generation of their parents. The dependent variables are the adolescents’ perceptual distances to the 

median adult respondent (Model 1), the adolescents’ perceptual distances to their parents (Model 2), and the difference between these two 

distance measures, measuring whether adolescents’ perceptions are closer to the median voter or closer to their parents (Model 3).  

We first describe the results for perceptions of party positions in Table E.1. Model 1 shows that there are significant negative effects of 

three independent variables: age, political knowledge and political engagement. This indicates that the distance between the perceptions of left-

right positions of the adolescent and the perceptions of the median adult respondent decreases when the adolescent is older, has more political 

knowledge and is more politically engaged. A smaller distance means, naturally, that the perceptions become more similar. Somewhat 

surprisingly, exposure to political media does not have a significant effect when controlling for these factors. Perhaps, this could be explained by 

differences in the type of media consumption that adolescents engage in as compared to the generation of their parents. There might be 

subgroups of adolescents that, despite all frequently consuming political media, engage with different sources that portray the concepts ‘left’ and 

‘right’ in different ways than the mainstream understanding. In any case, the results confirm that, as the adolescent becomes more 

knowledgeable and older, the perceptions of ‘left’ and ‘right’ become more similar to those of the median adult.  



When comparing the perceptions of adolescents with those of their own parents (in Model 2), we see similar patterns, yet weaker. 

Surprisingly, there is no significant effect of discussion frequency (how often respondents discuss politics with their parent). The explained 

variance is also substantially lower than in Model 1. So, overall there is little evidence to suggest that parents are the adolescent’s main source of 

information about the left-right positions of parties. As adolescents become better informed politically, they are more likely to have perceptions 

that are close to the median voter than to their own parent. Model 3 supports this interpretation, although only political engagement has a 

significant effect and the R2 is very low. However, when adolescents are more engaged, the differences in perceptions with those of the median 

voter are smaller than the differences with their own parents. The models in Table E.2 show very similar patterns to those in Table E.1. In Table 

E.2, we examine adolescents’ perceptions of substantive meanings of ‘left’ and ‘right’. Here, the relationships are weaker than in Table E.1 and 

political knowledge seems to play the most important role. As adolescents grow older and as their knowledge increases, their perceptions of the 

meaning of ‘left’ and ‘right’ become more similar to those of the median voter (Model 1). Yet, none of these characteristics of adolescents 

predicts how close their perceptions are to those of their parents. These results add to those in Table E.1, suggesting that adolescents obtain their 

information about the meaning of ‘left’ and ‘right’ mostly from other sources than from their own parents. 

Tables E.3 and E.4 show the same models as E.1 and E.2, only here we do not use a total score for media consumptions but distinguish 

between different types of media. Adolescents that consume online media more frequently are closer to the median voter in their perceptions of 

party positions than to the parents. We do not find the same moderating effect for adolescents’ perceptions of issue positions. Besides this one 

effect, we do not see any systematic differences in the direction or magnitude of the online media effects vs. the other types of media. 



Table E.1 

Multiple regression analyses results for three dependent variables (perceptions of party positions) 

 Model 1 

Distance to median respondent (A) 

Model 2 

Distance to parent (B) 

Model 3 

Difference (A-B) 

Predictor B SE β B SE β B SE β 

(Constant) 3.743 .396  3.810 .457  .045 .386  

Age -.066 .023 -.104** -.086 .027 -.122** .020 .023 .034 

Pol. knowledge -.221 .035 -.237*** -.148 .041 -.145*** -.066 .035 -.077 

Pol. engagement -.011 .003 -.175*** -.003 .003 -.049 -.007 .002 -.119** 

Media 

consumption 

.002 .014 .005 .024 .018 .060 -.009 .015 -.027 

Discussion freq.    -.365 .223 -.072 -.104 .188 -.024 

R² (adj.) 0.121 0.047 0.024 

N 685 684 684 

Note. *: p < 0.05; **: p < .01; *** p < .001.  



Table E.2 

Multiple regression analyses results for three dependent variables (perceptions of substantive meaning of left-right) 

 Model 4 

Distance to median respondent (A) 

Model 5 

Distance to parent (B) 

Model 6 

Difference (A-B) 

Predictor B SE β B SE β B SE β 

(Constant) 3.294 .367  2.960 .460  .369 .399  

Age -.054 .022 -.091* -.035 .027 -.049 -.019 .024 -.031 

Pol. knowledge -.173 .032 -.208*** -.050 .040 -.050 -.117 .035 -.134*** 

Pol. engagement -.004 .002 -.060 -.001 .003 -.015 -.002 .003 -.032 

Media consumption -.017 .013 -.052 .000 .018 .001 -.010 .016 -.029 

Discussion freq.    -.332 .224 -.066 .101 .194 .023 

R² (adj.) 0.078 0.007 0.019 

N 721 719 719 

Note. *: p < 0.05; **: p < .01; *** p < .001.  



Table E.3 

Multiple regression analyses results for three dependent variables (perceptions of party positions) incl. different types of media consumption 

 Model 1 

Distance to median respondent (A) 

Model 2 

Distance to parent (B) 

Model 3 

Difference (A-B) 

Predictor B SE β B SE β B SE β 

(Constant) 3.801 .400  3.879 .461  .039 .389  

Age -.067 .023 -.105** -.087 .027 -.124** .020 .023 .035 

Pol. knowledge -.219 .036 -.235*** -.155 .041 -.151*** -.060 .035 -.069 

Pol. engagement -.011 .003 -.177*** -.004 .003 -.055 -.007 .002 -.115** 

TV -.015 .032 -.018 -.024 .037 -.026 .017 .031 .022 

Newspaper .038 .030 .049 .031 .035 .037 .019 .030 .028 

Online -.019 .028 -.026 .059 .033 .076 -.061 .028 -.094* 

Discussion freq.    -.385 .223 -.076 -.104 .188 -.024 

R² (adj.) 0.121 0.048 0.028 

N 685 684 684 

Note. *: p < 0.05; **: p < .01; *** p < .001.  



Table E.4 

Multiple regression analyses for three dependent variables (perceptions of substantive meaning of l-r) incl. different types of media consumption 

 Model 4 

Distance to median respondent (A) 

Model 5 

Distance to parent (B) 

Model 6 

Difference (A-B) 

Predictor B SE β B SE β B SE β 

(Constant) 3.260 .370  3.003 .465  .287 .402  

Age -.053 .022 -.089* -.035 .027 -.050 -.017 .024 -.028 

Pol. knowledge -.166 .032 -.199*** -.049 .041 -.049 -.111 .035 -.128** 

Pol. engagement -.003 .002 -.053 -.001 .003 -.016 -.002 .003 -.026 

TV .026 .029 .033 .013 .037 -.014 .043 .032 .054 

Newspaper -.002 .029 -.003 .028 .036 .033 -.025 .031 -.033 

Online -.067 .026 -.105 -.015 .034 -.020 -.044 .029 -.065 

Discussion freq.    -.325 .224 -.066 .124 .194 .028 

R² (adj.) 0.083 0.006 0.022 

N 721 719 719 

Note. *: p < 0.05; **: p < .01; *** p < .001.  


