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Abstract

This study investigates the influence of parental upbringing on peoples’ views on gender and
sexuality. A survey was conducted targeting Dutch adolescents, who had to answer questions and
statements about both their own and their parents personal situation and outlook on political and
gender and sexuality issues. Exploratory Factor Analysis reveals two underlying factors: 1) Gender
and Sexual Diversity, focussing on the inclusion and visibility of queer individuals; and 2)
Relationship and Sexual Freedom, concerning the freedom of individuals to structure their
relationships how they want. Regression analysis showed that the scores of parents on those factors
directly influenced the scores of the corresponding participants. Democratic attitude of parents
(Relationship and Sexual Freedom) and whether a participant was heterosexual (Gender and Sexual

Diversity) also played significant roles.
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1. Introduction

Gender and sexuality are sensitive topics as they touch upon very sensitive and private parts of our
lives. Increasingly more people these days are referring to sexuality and especially gender as a
mere social construct that is shaped by input we receive from our social environment. This thesis

seeks to understand what influences peoples’ attitudes towards gender and sexuality.

Thus far scholarship on the development of values on gender and sexuality suggests that a crucial
factor in our social environment is what we learn and copy from our parents as kids (Bandura,
1969). Parents carry their own beliefs and values and it is often suggested that they transfer these
beliefs to their children (Carlson & Knoester, 2011). A lot of factors are possibly at play when it
comes to upbringing by parents: what are your parents' political orientations? How did their parents
raise them? What role do the topics of gender and sexuality play in parents’ current lives, and what

role did it play in their upbringing?

Currently, research has already identified that parents do indeed pass their values on to their
children (Carlson & Knoester, 2011), and some specific qualitative factors have been identified
which play a role of importance in parents’ upbringing of their children (Cense et al., 2025). The
area that is lacking however, is research qualitatively measuring attitudes toward gender and
sexuality and relating different attitudes to upbringing. This is why this research aims to answer
the question “What factors in someone’s upbringing influence one’s own views on gender and

sexuality?”” using quantitative analysis.

This research seeks to examine which characteristics of someone’s upbringing influence their
views on gender and sexuality, and whether distinct kinds of views on gender and sexuality can be

differentiated. To reach this goal, this research will make use of a survey conducted among Dutch



adolescents. This survey contained serval questions and statements participants needed to answer
for both themselves and their parents. After the analysis of the results, the research question: “What
factors in someone’s upbringing influence one’s own views on gender and sexuality?” will be

answered.

2. Literature Review

2.1 The role of social environment in the development of personal views on gender and

sexuality

Broader environmental impact on one’s views on gender has been known for quite a long time.
Bandura’s (1969) Social Learning Theory of Identificatory Processes already suggested that the
most complex human behaviours are not learned through direct trial-and-error learning, but
through observing and imitating others. It connects particularly well to parental upbringing, since
Bandura argued that identification with role models played a central role in learning. The theory
states that children learn by observing others and by experiencing or observing rewards or
punishments for certain behaviour. Bussey & Bandura (1984) further built upon this theory by
stating that same-sex modelling acts as a major conveyor of sex-role information. An example of
same-sex modelling that is given is that children preferred imitating spontaneous behaviours
exhibited by other people (models) of the same gender (Bussey & Bandura, 1984, pp. 1295-1296).
Moreover, children of as young as 2 years old showed awareness of sex-role information (e.g. What
toys are considered ‘for boys’), even being able to classify individuals based on their gender
(Bussey & Bandura, 1984, p. 1297). Bussey & Bandura thus suggest that children are more likely
to model their behaviours after people of the same gender. This is crucial information, since it

outlines a difference of influence between different parents within a family.



Later, Best & Puzio (2019) suggested that culture can amplify or diminish the relatively small
biological differences between genders. An example they give is the fact that more urbanised
countries tended to have a more modern view on sex role ideology (Best & Puzio, 2019, p. 259).
This, again, emphasises the importance of one’s environment, in this case culture, on people’s

views on gender.

When it comes to sexuality, Kite et. al. (2019) conclude that there are a plethora of environmental
factors when it comes to one’s views on gender and sexuality. Knowing someone who is
homosexual, for example, is cited as one of the most important factors in accepting homosexuality.
They also note a difference between men and women, with women being generally more accepting
towards queer individuals. It is important to note that this was not the case in all examined
countries, and that a solid reason for this is not given. These findings do however still suggest that

people’s views on sexuality and those on gender are also closely intertwined.

2.2 Specific Environmental values, ideologies, and believes

2.2.1 Religion

The literature identified various factors that seem to play a role in the development of values

towards sexuality and gender, most notably religion and (political) ideology.

Religion was found to be linked more to traditional attitudes toward gender and sexuality. Research
also indicates that religious values can cause distress to individuals that fall outside of traditional
norms and values. (Georgaca et al., 2023; Levy & Lo, 2013). Georgaca et. al. describe how girls
can experience distress and even psychosis due to the pressures that religious gender norms bring
with them, while Levy & Lo describe how transgender people struggle with combining their faith

with their transgender identity. Moreover, religious people tend to be more negative towards



homosexuality (Jackle & Wenzelburger, 2015). It should however be noted that this negativity is
not present in all religions, Jickle & Wenzelburger note for example that Buddhist individuals
generally have similar attitudes towards homosexuals to atheists (Jackle & Wenzelburger, 2015, p.
24). Study also suggests that sexual behaviour is tied to religion, finding that religious people tend

lose their virginity later in life, partly due to fearing backlash from their environment (Rostosky et

al., 2003).

2.2.2 Political Beliefs

Whitley (1999) suggested that authoritarianism has a link with attitudes toward homosexuality,
while populist radical right voters also showed a lot of variation within their electorate (Linders et
al., 2025). Furthermore, attitudes towards sex-roles seem correlated with someone’s stance on the
liberal-conservative spectrum (Hershey & Sullivan, 1977). These researches highlight the possible
importance of someone’s political orientation on their stance on gender and sexuality. This is thus
something that is also very important to account for in research, since differences in views on

gender and sexuality may be explained by political differences.

2.2.3 Parental Ideology & Values

Broader ideology also plays a role in one's views regarding gender and sexuality. Broader ideology
in this case refers to the set of moral, political, religious, and social values that individuals hold,
and through which they interpret and evaluate society. Research from Cense et. al. (2025) shows
that parent’s ideological and personal views contribute greatly to those that their child will develop.
They conducted qualitative research in which parents were questioned about their views on the
sexual education of their child. Cense et. al. worked with participating parents from different

backgrounds, also taking into account the views of minorities in the Dutch population. Cense et.



al. suggested that 5 qualitative factors play a role in parents' choices when it comes to sexual
education and upbringing. These factors were picked by Cense et. al. based on what parents said

about their approaches to sexual education. Below, each factor is explained briefly.

The first factor consisted of a parent's perception of current society in comparison to the
society they grew up in. This factor is mainly driven by changes to society that happened
during the parent’s life. An example that Cense et. al. use is the rise of the internet and social
media. This, for example, makes children more likely to stumble upon sexual content much
earlier in their lives than their parents would have. One parent Cense et. al. spoke to also notes
that it changes the way children and teenagers interact with each other on an intimate level.
These are things that parents struggle with and tend to be cautious about, and it thus changes
the way they look at it compared to other things they are more familiar with. In another
context, same-sex relationships could provoke the same, cautious, reaction from parents in
more conservative parts of society. Parents are often still finding their way in understanding
these topics in upbringing, making it more difficult for them to find the right way to address

these topics. (Cense et al., 2025)

Factor two were the worries of parents about the development of their child. These worries
can be related to gender and sexuality, but that does not necessarily have to be the case. Cense
et. al. describe a plethora of different aspects of the development of the children they worry
about, such as exposure to pornography at a young age, children being left out by peers,
contracting an STD, abuse of drugs or alcohol, etc. Overbeek et. al. (2018) suggested that the
way parents dealt with these worries influenced the sexual development of their child, making

this factor correlate with people’s views on gender and sexuality.



The third factor concerned the parent’s own sexual upbringing and experiences. This factor
accounted for the intergenerational transmission of beliefs and views, as well as other
experiences that a parent may have had in this field, such as what kind of sexual upbringing
they received as a child, (religious) boundaries set by their own parents, or having experienced

sexual abuse.

The fourth factor was the parent’s values. These are things that parents want to teach their
children, in this case in the field of sexuality. Cense et. al. reported that all parents found
safety, self-worth, respect, and equality important values to teach to their children. There were
also values reported that seemed more important to either progressive or conservative parents,
such as positive sexuality (having a positive image and feeling about sexuality) and gender

role differences (clear man-woman division) respectively.

The final factor consisted of the parent’s ideological and moral boundaries. These boundaries
mainly concerned how parents dealt with discrepancies between the ideology parents try to
teach their children and ideologies present in broader society. Cense et. al. note three paths
parents can take in this approach: preparing their children for their participation in a diverse
Dutch society, navigating between two worlds, and protecting their children from harmful
influences in society. This factor thus directly influences how much parents choose to expose
their children to outside views on gender and sexuality, potentially influencing those of their

children.

All in all, Cense et. al.’s (2025) study suggested that parental ideology may play a significant role
in forming parents’ education on gender and sexuality. Their ideological framework factor collides
somewhat with the influence of religion talked about earlier, but it is good to mention that ideology

also plays a role in the perception of an individual of these topics.
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Moreover, when it comes to the influence of parental ideology and upbringing styles on gender and
sexuality views, research showed fathers are found to play a smaller role in sex education and
parenting than mothers (Ravesloot, 1998) and that this gender division is often transferred through
generations. This may result in boys also becoming less open to talk with their children about
sexuality, since it was implied in their youth that fathers do not talk about such topics. This research

is therefore an interesting crossover between gender and sexuality norms.

As can be seen from the examples above, there are a plethora of environmental factors that can
influence one's views on gender and sexuality. The question at hand is thus: what environmental

factors in upbringing influence our views on gender and sexuality?

3. Data

3.1 Survey Outline

Data was collected using a survey (see appendix A). The main target were Dutch teenagers and
adolescents. A convenience sampling strategy was employed to sample respondents and spread it
through professional and personal social networks. Active recruitment was also employed in the
form of spreading flyers at mostly universities and other educational institutions. People were
approached directly, posters were placed at suitable locations, and flyers were left so that people
could pick them up themselves. Both the posters and flyers (see appendix E) contained a QR-code

which led directly to the survey. The flyers were spread by myself and with some help from friends.

In the survey itself, the data was mainly collected using limited-choice and Likert scale-questions
to make it easier to process and interpret the data. The closed answer questions were used to get
information on both a person’s personal circumstances and beliefs, and those of their parents. The

Likert scale approach was mainly used to measure someone’s beliefs about gender and sexuality.
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This approach was partly inspired by Utrecht Gender Dysphoria Scale (UGDS) (McGuire et al.,
2020) and the European Social Survey (ESS) (European Social Survey, n.d.-b). While the literature
guided what exactly to ask participants, the ESS and UGDS were taken as an example concerning
question formulation. Both the UGDS (Mattawanon et al., 2021; Tokarek et al., 2026; Uygun et
al., 2025) and the ESS (European Social Survey, n.d.-a; Saris & Gallhofer, 2003) are both proven
to be valid and reliable survey approaches, with the ESS even having an evaluation after each
iteration (Ghirelli et al., 2024), while the UGDS reports a strong cronbachs alpha (a = > 0,8), the

measure for internal validity, in most cases (Tokarek et al., 2026; Uygun et al., 2025).

3.2 Survey Questions

The survey questions resembled the five factor model (Cense et al., 2025) and other identified
factors in the literature that are theorized to play a key role. This study thereby can also be seen as
an empirical test of a enriched theoretical five-factor model proposed by cense. The five factor-
model was partly used to create the questions because this will most likely make the conclusions
drawn stand stronger than if a whole new model would emerge from the analysis. This way, the
conducted research can be used either to support or suggest changes to the model, in addition to

the other conclusions from the analysis.

Regarding a person’s personal circumstances and those of their parents, the questionnaire was
divided into three parts; personal information, religion, and political beliefs. Personal information
contained questions about information like gender, sexuality, age, etc. Religion mainly contained
closed multiple answer questions (with an option to add your own input if available options don’t
suit the participant for some questions) and one Likert scale-question about the impact of religion
on one’s upbringing. In the political beliefs section, there were again some closed answer questions,

but Likert scale statements were also included in order to better understand a participant's (and their
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parents’) political beliefs. These statements were directly taken from Curtice & Bryson (2023),
who suggested these statements for the ESS after testing a range of statements on actual
participants. These questions were thus a tried and tested way to tackle the complex topic of
political ideology while keeping it simple for participants. Only the statement “Homosexuals
should be free to live their own life as they wish” was removed from this part of the questionnaire,
since that was already a topic in the section with the statements for the actual research about
people’s views on gender and sexuality. The final part of the survey contained the 12 statements

about gender and sexuality.

Participants were asked to fill in questions and statements multiple times, both for themselves and
their parent(s) or caretaker(s). The survey was made this way because this approach was more
privacy-friendly, since people did not have to be matched to their parents. It also reduced the chance
that the answers of participants would be affected by pressure from their parents, making them
answer in a socially acceptable manner. Considering this, it was probably the best approach

considering the limited time available for this thesis research.

3.3 Ethics and Consent

Ethically speaking, there were some concerns regarding dealing with such sensitive information,
especially since there were also going to be answers from underage individuals. Data such as
gender, sexuality, and ideological and religious beliefs were collected. This was all data that should
be treated with the utmost care, so an application was made to and approved by the ethical
committee of Campus Fryslan (University of Groningen) in order to make sure that the plans

followed all ethical guidelines (ethical request form and approval is available upon request).
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In order to comply with the guidelines, a clear form of consent (appendix B) was provided at the
start of the survey, stating what data was going to be used, how long it would be stored for, and
notifying participants that they could withdraw their permission to partake in the research at any
time by sending me an email. Participants were provided an unique number that corresponded to
their data so that they could request removal, so that no collection of email addresses was necessary.
As for the storage of the data, it was made sure that after the survey finished, all data was removed
from the platform that was used to conduct the survey and moved onto the safe server of the RUG.
This way, the collected sensitive data stayed safe. The data was also collected anonymously. It was
made sure that data could not be traced back to a single person or group of people, even though I

and my thesis supervisor were the only people to see the collected data.

4. Methods

4.1 Demography

For simple demography of participants and their parents, Python (van Rossum & de Boer, 1991)
was used to extract these metrics from the dataset. It was ensured that only the data of the examined
population was published, no individual data was released. This demographic data was then used
to conclude whether the sample was representative and if not, whether conclusions should be drawn

more carefully due to issues with the dataset, such as under- or overrepresentation of certain groups.

4.2 Factor Analysis

In order to turn the statements about gender and sexuality into measurable constructs, factor
analysis was employed. Factor analysis is a data analysis method that suggest “factors”, groups of
individual data points that cohere (Garson, 2022, pp. 3—12). In this case, one of the correlations

that could for example be expected would be that people who think that changing one’s gender in
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their passport should be easier and think there are more than two genders are more likely to have a
more progressive attitude towards gender issues. These two variables in this case would belong to

the same factor.

As a preprocessing measure, some statement scales were inverted. Notably statements 1, 3, 4, 5
and 6 were inverted (for question texts, see appendix A). This inversion made it so that a higher
score on a statement consistently meant that the answer represented a more progressive attitude. It
was also decided that statements that had been answered with “Don’t know / prefer not to say”
would be filled in with the median value of that column in order to not discard the entire row if one

question had been left unanswered.

After preprocessing, explorative factor analysis (EFA) was employed to view how many factors
were warranted for the specific dataset. Multiple options were explored and the best number of
factors was selected after the explorative analysis. Thereafter, each participant was assigned a score
for each factor based on their answers. This score was then also assigned to each of their parents,
based on the answers the participants filled in for them. The scores of parents were assigned based

on the same factors as the participants, so that both could be compared on the same scale.

Python (van Rossum & de Boer, 1991) was used for analysis due to prior experience with this
programming language. Along with the basic functionality of Python, basic libraries like
Matplotlib, seaborn, pandas, and numpy were used (The Matplotlib Development Team, 2026;
McKinney, 2010; The pandas development team, 2026; Harris et al., 2020; Waskom, 2021). Of the
currently  available libraries for the factor analysis itself, FactorAnalyzer
(EducationalTestingService, 2024) was considered to be “the most comprehensive and reliable
Python package for conducting EFA” (Persson & Khojasteh, 2021, p. 987). This library was thus

used for analysis.
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CFA (confirmatory factor analysis) was considered, but in the end left out of this research. The
exploratory nature and small sample size of the study (119 participants) would make it difficult to

recommend a definitive, new reproducible scale. In this case, it is considered acceptable to utilise

EFA (Fabrigar et al., 1999, p. 277).

4.3 Political Attitudes

Factor analysis was at first also employed on the statements about politics for the parents
specifically. This due to the focus of the study being on the effects of the parents’ upbringing on
their children’s attitude towards gender and sexuality, and not the political interests of the
participants themselves. After this analysis however, it was concluded that those statements were
unfit for factor analysis, which was not surprising, considering how the scale was made (Curtice &
Bryson, 2023). It was thus decided to just treat the political statements as normal variables,
grouping them into 3 categories: Economic, Authoritarian, and Climate. Only statement 1 was
inverted for the political statements, which meant a higher score represented a more leftist,
democratic, or progressive attitude for each category respectively. A category score was then
assigned to each parent, consisting of the average score of all the statements in that category. The

categories consisted of (see appendix A):

1. Economic

o Statements a, b, and c
2. Authoritarian

o Statementsdande
3. Climate

o Statementsfand g
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4.4 Categorical variables & Pre-processing for Regression

Because some categorical variables were also of importance to the analysis, they needed to be
processed in a way that made them compatible to analyse in a regression along with the

aforementioned scores.

As mentioned earlier, it was decided for privacy reasons that the age of parents would be surveyed
by letting the participant choose a cohort of 5 years, with the option of choosing a “Don’t know”
or “Deceased” option. To make these ages measurable, they were each assigned a number, with 1

being 35 or under and 10 being 75+. Deceased parents were assigned a NaN value.

It was decided that for this analysis, it would be most convenient to average the attributes of all
parents of a single participant. This could quite easily be done for the political scores and the factor
scores, as well as age. Moreover, the questions in which a participant indicated whether religion
played a role in upbringing for them or their parents (see appendix A) were already on a Likert-
scale, so they were easily averageable as well. For categorical variables however, other approaches

WEre necessary.

The approach chosen for both parents’ current religion and education, was to assign a score of 1 if
either of them was religious or had followed HBO (Hoger Beroepsonderwijs, Dutch University of
Applied Sciences) or University respectively. This way, the dataset now contained two variables

that showed whether a parent in their household was religious or had followed higher education.

Lastly, participants were assigned a value based on whether they were heterosexual or had another
sexuality. This was of course not the focus of this study, but it was wise to include this data, seeing
as this could also have an influence on someone’s outlook on the topics that are researched in this

thesis.
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4.5 Regression

With factor analysis and pre-processing finished, the data could now be used in a regression model.
Every participant was represented by a single row in a dataframe, with both the answers they filled
in for themselves and the average of the answers they filled in for their parents. Firstly, a correlation
matrix was made that purely showed the relationship between the included variables. Afterwards,
a regression was run on the discovered factors in order to show which variables remained
significant predictors of those factors when all other variables were accounted for. For the
regressions, an Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) model was used. This due to the fact that the
dependent variable (the factor scores) were continuous values, for which OLS is standard practice.
For the OLS regressions, statsmodels (Seabold & Perktold, 2010) was used. Any rows with missing

values were omitted from the regression model.
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5. Results
5.1 Descriptive Statistics

In table 1, some basic descriptive statistics of the participants can be found. 119 participants took

the survey.
Table 1

Demographic Characteristics of Participants

Characteristic N %
Gender Identity
Male 43 36.1
Female 70 58.8
Other 6 5.0

Sexual Orientation

Heterosexual 78 65.5
Bisexual 18 15.1
Homosexual / Lesbian 10 8.4
Other 13 10.9
Religion
No Religion 103 86.6
Christianity 14 11.8
Other 2 1.7
Occupation
Student 110 92.4
Employed 7 5.9
Other 2 1.7

Note. N = 119. Participants were on average 21,6 years old.
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Firstly, as can be seen in the table, mostly people who identified as female participated in the
survey, but quite a lot of men participated as well, while a few people identified themselves as
something other than male or female (only). Women were somewhat overrepresented in the sample
relative to the Dutch population (Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek, 2025), although both men and

women were sufficiently represented for statistical analysis.

As for the sexual orientation of the participants, the most common sexuality was heterosexuality,
with about two thirds of participants identifying as such. In the Netherlands, about 82% of people
identify as heterosexual (Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek, 2024). This meant that non-
heterosexual people are were overrepresented in the survey. While this overrepresentation should

be noted, it did not significantly hamper data processing.

Not many religious people filled out the survey. Only 16 out of the 114 participants indicated that
they were religious, with most of them being Christian. 43% of the Netherlands was religious in
2023 (Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek, 2023), so religious people were underrepresented in the
survey. Findings concerning religion should therefore be interpreted with caution and may not

generalize fully to the broader Dutch population.

When looking at the occupation of participants, it can clearly be seen that the distribution efforts
were conducted mostly at universities and other educational institutes, with more than 90% of them
following a study of some kind (MBO, HBO or University). While it is true that a lot of adolescents,
which were the main target audience, still study, there is also a big portion that does not (Centraal
Bureau voor de Statistiek, 2026; Nederlands Jeugdinstituut, 2025). It is thus important to keep in
mind that the subset of people that filled in my survey are not necessarily a representative sample

of broader society when it comes to their occupation.
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Most people who filled in the survey were around the age of 20 (a histogram can be found in
appendix D). There were a few people who filled in the survey who were over the age of 30.
Although a small number of participants fell outside the primary target age range, they were
retained in the analyses because they represented only a limited proportion of the sample and no

theoretical justification existed for excluding them.

5.2 Factors

Firstly, EFA was conducted on the statements about gender and sexuality of the participants,
starting with calculating the eigenvalues, which can indicate how much factors are warranted for
certain items (Finch, 2020). After conducting this initial analysis, it became clear that the
statements about gender and sexuality suggested either a two-factor or three-factor solution. Both

options were analysed by conducting EFA with both numbers of factors.

In the three-factor solution, it emerged that statement 4, about not being able to be happy without
a relationship with sex, formed a single-item factor. This was kept in mind when running factor
analysis on 2 factors. An analysis was run both with and without this statement included. When
statement 4 was removed, the resulting factor structure (see figure 1) was more interpretable and
theoretically coherent. Although the subsequent regression model explained slightly less variance
(R?= 0,288 compared to 0,313), the improved factor structure was considered preferable. Keep in

mind that some statements were inverted so that a higher score meant a more progressive attitude.
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Figure 1: Final Factor Loadings
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As can be seen in figure 1, this approach resulted in two factors with both quite distinct themes:

1. Attitude towards Gender and Sexual Diversity
o Statements 1,2,3,6,7,9, 11, and 12
o This factor focuses on the societal recognition, visibility, and inclusion of queer
individuals. People who score high on this factor tend to support adapting some
facets of society in order to accommodate for queer individuals.
2. Attitude towards Relationship and Sexual freedom
o Statements 5, 8, and 10
o This factor score says something about the individual freedoms someone should
have. Are people free to marry or love who they want? And can they structure their
relationship how they want? Compared to the first factor, this factor primarily
concerns individual autonomy in intimate relationships and partner choice, rather

than broader societal recognition and inclusion.

Cronbach's alpha indicated good internal consistency for the Gender and Sexual Diversity factor
(a = 0.88) and acceptable internal consistency for the Relationship and Sexual Freedom factor (a
=0.75), with a threshold of 0,7 being the most often accepted minimum (Boateng et al., 2018, p.
13; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Suggesting that the items within each factor measured a coherent

underlying construct.

Each participant got assigned a factor score for both of these factors, along with a mean score for

their parents.



5.3 Correlation Matrix

Figure 2: Correlation Matrix
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The correlation matrix in figure 2 shows the correlation between the most important variables. For

this analysis, the correlation within the top two rows, the discovered factors for the participants,

were most interesting. A notable finding was that participants who scored higher on one of the

factors also tended to have parents who scored higher on the same factor. In psychology,
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correlations of larger than 0,10, 0,40, and 0,70 may be interpreted as weak, moderate, and strong
effect sizes, respectively (Akoglu, 2018). The participant attitudes towards Gender and Sexual
Diversity showed a solid moderate correlation (r = 0,65) with those of their parents, for
Relationship and Sexual freedom, this was a slightly smaller moderate correlation (r = 0,46).
Moreover, parental scores on one factor were also positively associated with participant scores on
the other factor. Within the participant themselves, the two factors also showed a moderate

correlation (r = 0,52).

When it came to religion, it could be noted that influence of religion in a participants upbringing
weakly correlated negatively with their factor score for attitudes towards both Gender and Sexual
Diversity and Relationship and Sexual Freedom (r=-0,12 and r =-0,13), so a larger role of religion
in a participants upbringing lightly tended to coincide with a more conservative outlook on gender
and sexuality issues. The same trend could be observed for parents’ views and their upbringing.
There was also a weak negative correlation (r = -0,18) between the age of someone’s parents and
the role religion played in their upbringing. A moderate correlation (r=0,59) could be seen between
the role of religion in the upbringing of the participant and the role of religion in the upbringing of
their parents. In this survey, participants who had parents for whom religion played large(er) role

in their youth, were more likely to also have a more religious upbringing.

Political attitudes of parents all showed a weak to moderate correlation with the participants views
on gender and sexuality. They correlated notably more with participants’ attitudes towards Gender
and Sexual Diversity than with those towards Relationship and Sexual Freedom, with only
democratism correlating weakly with both (r = 0,23 and r = 0,21). For participant attitudes towards

gender and sexuality, parents’ economic leftism (r = 0,28) and climate progressivism (r = 0,30)
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also correlated weakly. For the attitudes towards gender and sexuality of the parents themselves,

political attitudes seem to correlate a bit more (see figure 2).

While it was not the main focus of the study, participants were also assigned a label based on
whether they were heterosexual or not. This variable was included as a control variable, to see if
differences in attitudes towards gender and sexuality could be explained by variables other than
their parental upbringing. A non-heterosexual orientation of the participant correlated solidly
weakly with their attitudes toward Gender and Sexual Diversity (r = 0,31), while it only just
correlated weakly with attitudes towards Relationship and Sexual Freedom (r = 0,11). While this
was kept in mind, it was expected that due to the stronger correlations, the factor scores of the

parents on the same factor would still be the main predictor.

While there were other interesting findings to note, this summary concerned the most significant
and theoretically relevant findings. The correlations of each single variable taken into account for

the analysis can be found in figure 2 and will be noted when relevant for further analysis.

5.4 Regression

In order to view which variables were actually significant in predicting a participant's attitude
towards gender and sexuality issues, a regression was conducted for both factor scores separately.
At first, regressions were conducted for the 2-factor model, the 3-factor model and the 2-factor
model with statement 4 about gender and sexuality (see appendix 1) removed. As mentioned

earlier, the last model came out strongest, so that is the model that was used.

When running analysis, it was noticed that the scores for participant attitude towards Relationship
and Sexual Freedom were skewed quite heavily to the left. The factor exhibited substantial negative

skewness (—1,458) and elevated kurtosis (7,713), indicating deviations from normality. This
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deviation probably means that most people in the dataset had a positive attitude towards
Relationship and Sexual freedom, making it harder for the regression model to correctly predict
low scores. While these values were worse than would be expected from normal datasets, it is noted
by Ernst & Albers (2017) that this mainly affects inferential problems (such as creating standard
errors and confidence intervals) on small samples, which was applicable to this study. To ensure
that important statistics such as confidence intervals and standard errors were trustworthy, HC3-
type OLS regression was used. This kind of regression accounts for heteroscedasticity.
Heteroscedasticity refers to situations in which the variance of residuals differs across levels of the
predictors. This kind of regression produces more reliable confidence intervals and standard errors
when there is heteroscedasticity, and is also more fit for smaller sample sizes (Hayes & Cai, 2007,
pp- 713, 716-717). HC3-type OLS regression was also used on the Gender and Sexual Diversity
factor for consistencies sake. Due to the skewed nature and high kurtosis of factor 2 however, this

factor was still considered tentatively, also because these scores suggested some bias in the dataset.

Regressions were also performed for both factors where participant factor scores were added to the
other factor’s model. This regression resulted in both factors becoming significant predictors for
the other factor, while the factor score of the parents on the same factor also stayed significant.
These regressions were however not retained as the final model, because although both factors
represent distinct dimensions of attitudes toward gender and sexuality, they were derived from the
same set of statement answers and showed a moderate correlation. Including one factor as a control
variable in the regression predicting the other would remove meaningful shared variance and
change the substantive interpretation of the dependent variable (Miller & Chapman, 2001).

Therefore, separate regression models were estimated for each factor. While the regressions were
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not used further, it is important to note that the significance of parental attitudes for the same factor

stayed, even after accounting for the similarities between the factors.

After the final analysis for both factors, clear significant variables emerged from the regression.
Full details of both regressions can be found in appendix C. The significant variables are noted in

tables 2 and 3.

Table 2

Significant Regression Results for Gender and Sexual Diversity

Predictor B SE 95% CI p
Parent Gender & Sexual  0.625 0.132 [0.366, 0.885] <.001
Diversity
Participant Non- 0.490 0.173 [0.151, 0.828] 0.005
heterosexuality

Note. B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SE = HC3 robust standard error; CI = 95%

confidence interval. N = 103. Only significant predictors (p <.05) are shown.

Model fit: R* = 0.555 (adj. R? = 0.489).

Table 3

Significant Regression Results for Relationship and Sexual Freedom

Predictor B SE 95% CI p
Parent Relationship & 0.418 0.142 [0.139, 0.696] 0.003
Sexual Freedom
Parent democratism 0.189 0.085 [0.021, 0.356] 0.027

Note. B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SE = HC3 robust standard error; CI = 95%

confidence interval. N = 103. Only significant predictors (p <.05) are shown.

Model fit: R*=0.288 (adj. R*? = 0.184).
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As can be seen in the tables, the regression showed two variables that were considered significant
for one’s attitudes towards Gender and Sexual Diversity, namely their parents’ attitude towards the
same topic and whether the participant was heterosexual or not. The non-heterosexuality, along
with other characteristics of the participant, were added to the regression as control variables to see
whether their parents’ influence would still hold up after some of their own traits were added in,
which clearly was the case. While non-heterosexuality is an important variable in determining
one’s attitudes toward Gender and Sexual Diversity, the influence of their parents’ outlook on the
same topic remains significant with a p value below 0,001. The adjusted R? indicated that the model
explained approximately 48.9% of the variance in attitudes toward Gender and Sexual Diversity, a

substantial amount according to widely-used benchmarks (Cohen, 1988, pp. 413—414).

For Relationship and Sexual Freedom, the attitudes of the participants’ parents also played the
largest role in determining the participants own views. The second variable that the analysis
deemed a significant predictor was parent democratism. This variable predicted the outcome of the
factor score noticeably less than the factor score of the parent (B=0,198 just above 0 in the
confidence interval, compared to B=0,418), but still is influential (p = 0,027). The adjusted R-
squared for this model was significantly lower when compared to the Gender and Sexual Diversity
model, with the model explaining 18,4% of variance. This is however still considered a medium

effect size in psychology (Cohen, 1988, pp. 413—414).



29

6. Discussion

6.1 Summary of findings

The main research question of this study was “What factors in someone’s upbringing influence
one’s own views on gender and sexuality?” The collected results indicate that parents’ views on
these topics emerged as the strongest predicting variables in both models. The factor analysis
showed that there were two main factors that emerged from the data concerning gender and

sexuality issues: Gender and Sexual Diversity, and Relationship and Sexual Freedom.

After running regression models, it became clear that the scores of parents on those factors were
significant predictors of participants' scores on the same factors. It was also concluded that parents
who scored higher on democratism had children who had more progressive attitudes toward
Relationship and Sexual Freedom. The weaker model strength of Relationship and Sexual Freedom
compared to Gender and Sexual Diversity may signal additional influences outside the household

playing a larger role in explaining variation in attitudes towards statements in this factor.

Notable is also the significance of a participant’s sexuality on their attitudes towards Gender and
Sexual diversity. While this should be noted, it is not the main focus of this study and was included

to control whether parental attitudes would still be significant when taken into account.

Overall, the findings suggest that parental attitudes are associated significantly with the attitudes

of their children regarding gender and sexuality.
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6.2 Theoretical Implications

6.2.1 Literature Comparison

This research found that parent attitudes toward gender and sexuality were a significant predictor
of their children’s attitudes. This is supported by earlier research. Carlson and Knoester (2011),
argue that parent ideology coincides with that of their children, citing for example the significance

of parents’ gender ideology to that of their children (Carlson & Knoester, 2011, p. 724).

Cunningham (2001) also note similar outcomes. Cunningham demonstrated that parental
influences can be measured even years after children reached adulthood. Importantly, these effects
remained visible even after controlling for several other parental characteristics. Cunningham
argues that this provided evidence that parental values have an enduring impact on those of their
children (Cunningham, 2001, pp. 120—121). This aligns closely with the present study, in which
parental attitudes toward both Gender and Sexual Diversity and Relationship and Sexual Freedom
were significant predictors of participants' own attitudes. The present study extends these findings
by demonstrating that parental attitudes predict attitudes toward gender and sexuality specifically,
while simultaneously distinguishing between different dimensions of these attitudes. Moreover, the
significance of parent democratism for a child’s attitudes toward Relationship and Sexual Freedom
is an interesting addition to existing research, which suggests that more authoritative individuals

are less likely to hold a positive stance on homosexual people (Whitley, 1999).

Another fundamental element of the present study is the suggestion that views toward gender and
sexuality are not a black-and-white phenomenon. Instead, the study would suggest that they can be
seen as multipolar constructs, with different domains in which views can differ. This was also noted

by Yang (1997), who suggests that opinion change has historically been issue-specific (Yang, 1997,
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p. 477). Yang breaks up attitudes towards gender and sexuality into different domains, which he
argues all represent separate issues which people can have different opinions on. This is more or
less what the present study has done with the two distinct factors, but on a smaller scale. The present
study applies this concept to parental upbringing specifically, rather than to a broader social context

like Yang.

6.2.2 Cense’s Five Factor Model

Cense et. al. (2025), whose work was an integral part of this study’s literature review, proposed a
five factor model that explained what parents found important in the upbringing of their child.
While this was a qualitative model, the factors found in the present study can be closely related to

two of Cense et. al.’s factors.

The factor of Gender and Sexual Diversity shows the strongest conceptual overlap with Cense et.
al.’s factor concerning parents’ ideological and moral boundaries. Cense et. al. state that this factor
concerns ideological and moral influences on upbringing such as stereotypical gender norms,
homosexuality, and virginity, and how their children deal with discrepancies of their own views
compared to the views of broader society (Cense et al., 2025, p. 38). This connects well to the
Gender and Sexual Diversity construct, considering this factor measures the inclusion and
acceptance of queer individuals in broader society. In both cases, the underlying theme concerns
broader beliefs about Gender and Sexual Diversity and how these should be expressed within

society.

The factor of Relationship and Sexual freedom has the most overlap with Cense et. al.’s factor
concerning parent values. Cense et. al. concluded that this factor consisted mostly of things that

parents want to explicitly teach their children, such as respect, equality, and safety (Cense et al.,



32

2025, p. 34). This differs from the earlier discussed ideological and moral framework, which
children inherit from their parents mostly passively (Cense et al., 2025, p. 39). The present studies
factor of Relationship and Sexual Equality also measures similar opinions: can everyone love who
they want and in the way they want? Both factors therefore emphasise respect for individual choice
and equal treatment in the private sphere, rather than broader societal attitudes, like Gender and

Sexual Diversity.

Two qualitative factors that Cense et. al (2025) describe in their study correlate with the factors
that the present study found. It should be noted that Cense et. al. place an emphasis on religion in
their study. While the regressions conducted did not find religion to be a significant factor, figure
2 does show that both Gender and Sexual Diversity (r = -0,12) and Relationship and Sexual
Freedom (r =- 0,13) show a weak correlation with the role religion played in the upbringing of a
participant. This suggests that the association between religion and attitudes towards gender and
sexuality may overlap with other variables included in the regression model. One possible
explanation is that religion is associated with parental attitudes toward gender and sexuality, which
in turn relate more directly to participants' attitudes, but this correlation is outside the scope of this
study, and would be an interesting opportunity for future research. Overall though, the findings of
the present study are broadly consistent with the qualitative themes identified by Cense et al.,
especially regarding the importance of parental attitudes and values in shaping people's views on

gender and sexuality.

6.2.3 Practical Implications

This research shows that parental attitudes toward gender and sexuality are important predictors of
the attitudes of children. This insight could be used to change the way governments and other

institutions think about campaigns for inclusion. If some campaigns would be focussed more
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directly on parents, children might pick up more positive attitudes toward gender and sexuality as
well. While this study did not focus on education, schools also play an important role in improving
attitudes toward gender and sexuality, since study has already shown that education about sexuality
could for example reduce homophobia in students (Aker et al., 2024). By educating children and
adolescents about gender and sexuality, those people could also spread their more progressive

stance to their children later, which could lead to a more tolerant future.

6.3 Limitations and Future Research

A substantial limitation of this study was the lack of variance when it came to the sample taken.
While the distribution of both gender and age was acceptable, considering the main target of the
study were adolescents, the distributions of occupation and religion were not entirely
representative. For the occupation of participants, this was undoubtably a side-effect of the
distribution efforts, which mainly took place at educational institutions. For religion, it is a bit more
difficult to find a definitive answer as to why the sample does not include as many religious people
as one would expect. It is however clear that due to the underrepresentation of non-studying and
religious individuals, caution should be exercised when generalizing the findings to these groups.
In a possible follow-up study, it would be wise to change the distribution methods to include a

broader population.

Concerning the factor analysis, it should be noted that most statement answers clearly belong to
one factor or the other. The only exception to this however is statement 5 about the man having the
leading role in a relationship. This statement answer only loads slightly heavier on Relationship
and Sexual Freedom. Removal was considered, but on theoretical grounds, the statement was
assigned to Relationship and Sexual Freedom. This was done because said statement clearly says

something about the way someone chooses to experience gender and sexuality in private. While
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this did most likely not have a significant effect on analysis, it should be kept in mind. Future
research could use confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) in an independent sample to assess whether
the factor structure identified in the present study can be replicated and whether statement 5 indeed
belongs to the Relationship and Sexual Freedom factor, preferably using a larger sample size than

was the case here.

While the regressions showed association, the directionality of the relationship could not be
determined due to the cross-sectional nature of the study. While prior research suggests that
parental attitudes often precede and shape those of their children (Carlson & Knoester, 2011), this
studies cross-sectional design does not allow causal conclusions to be drawn. It therefore cannot
be determined with certainty whether parental attitudes influence participants, whether participants
influence their parents, or whether both are influenced by broader social factors. On the topic of
the regression, it should also be noted that Relationship and Sexual Freedom was considerably
weaker, both in model strength and its heterogenous nature. In future research, this model would

probably benefit from a larger, more diverse dataset.

7. Conclusion

All in all, the present study conducted a survey which was taken by 119 people. These people all
filled in questions and statements about themselves and their parents, which were then thoroughly
analysed. This analysis firstly showed that participants’ views on gender and sexuality could be
split into two distinguishable factors: Gender and Sexual Diversity, and Relationship and Sexual
Freedom. These factors were not only theoretically and statistically solid, they were supported by
literature, for example aligning with two factors from Cense et. al.’s (2025) five factor model. More
importantly, further regression analysis showed clearly that for both factors, the parents’ factor

score was the main predictor for the participants’ factor score on the same factor, effectively
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showing that parents’ attitudes toward sexuality impact those of the participants. For Relationship
and Sexual Freedom, parent democratism also plays a significant role. This answers the initial
question posed: in this research, parent attitudes toward gender and sexuality and parent
democratism were shown to be factors in upbringing that influenced one’s views toward gender

and sexuality.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Survey

N.B. Elke vraag heeft een “wil ik niet zeggen/weet niet” optie.

De vragen die over ouders gaan, worden meerdere keren ingevuld indien mensen met meer
ouders zijn opgegroeid. Aan het begin kan er ingevuld worden met hoe veel ouders / verzorgers
een deelnemer is opgegroeid (maximaal 5), alle vragen in de enquéte die over ouders gaan zullen

vervolgens aangeven voor welke ouder de deelnemer de vragen invullt.

Likertschaalvragen zijn op een schaal van 1 (helemaal niet mee eens) tot 5 (helemaal mee eens)

Persoonlijke Informatie

1. Hoe oud ben je? (Open, alleen cijfers, boven 16 jaar)
2. Als welk gender identificeer je je?
a. Man
b. Vrouw
c. Geen van beide
d. Anders, namelijjk...
e. Zeg ik liever niet
3. Wat was je geslacht bij geboorte?
a. Vrouw
b. Man
c. Intersekse
d. Anders, namelijk...

4. Wat is je seksualiteit?



a. Heteroseksueel
b. Homoseksueel/Lesbisch
c. Biseksueel
d. Aseksueel
e. Panseksueel
f. Anders, namelijjk...
5. Welke van der volgende omschrijvingen beschrijft jouw huidige dagelijkse bezigheden
het beste?
a. Studerend (MBO /HBO / WO)
b. Werkend
c. Schoolgaand (Middelbaar onderwijs)
d. Thuiszorgend (bijv. voor kinderen)
e. Werkzoekend
f. Arbeidsongeschikt / ziekteverlof
g. Anders
6. Hoe oud zijn je ouder(s) / verzorger(s)? (Cohorten van 5 jaar, inclusief optie voor
overleden ouders)
7. Wat is het geslacht van je ouder(s) / verzorger(s)?
a. Man
b. Vrouw
c. Geen van beide
d. Anders, namelijk...

e. Zeg ik liever niet



8. Welk opleidingsniveau hebben je ouders / verzorgers afgerond? Indien je ouder(s) /
verzorger(s) meerdere opleidingen hebben afgerond, kies dan voor de “hoogste”
opleiding.

a. Basisonderwijs

b. Middelbaar onderwijs
c. MBO

d. HBO

e. WO/ Universiteit

f. Anders
Religie
1. Volg je een religie / levensbeschouwing, en zo ja, welke?

a. Ik volg geen religie

b. Christendom (Eventueel uitgesplitst, naar Katholicisme, Protestantisme en

Orthodoxisme)
c. Islam
d. Jodendom

e. Boeddhisme

f. Hindoeisme

g. Anders, namelijk...
2. Hoe vaak bid je ongeveer?

a. Nooit

b. Alleen op feestdagen

c. Enkele keren per maand of minder



d. Ongeveer 1 keer per week
e. Meerdere keren per week
f. Meerdere keren per dag
3. Hoe vaak bezoek je ongeveer religieuze bijeenkomsten?
a. Nooit
b. Alleen op feestdagen
c. Enkele keren per maand of minder
d. 1 keer per week
e. Meerdere keren per week
f. Meerdere keren per dag
4. Geloof je in een of meer van de volgende dingen? Vink aan wat van toepassing is.
a. Een of meerdere goden
b. Leven na de dood
c. Een “hogere” spirituele kracht (Hoeft niet per se een god te zijn)
d. Hemel en/of hel
5. Waren je ouders / verzorgers religieus tijdens je opvoeding, en zo ja, welke religie /
levensbeschouwing hingen zij aan? (Apart voor beide ouders)
a. Mijn ouders / verzorgers waren niet religieus

b. Christendom (Eventueel uitgesplitst, naar Katholicisme, Protestantisme en

Orthodoxisme)
c. Islam
d. Jodendom

e. Boeddhisme

f. Hindoeisme



g.
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Anders, namelijjk...

6. Zijn je ouders / verzorgers nu religieus en zo ja, welke religie / levensbeschouwing

hangen zij aan?

a.

b.

g.

Mijn ouders / verzorgers volgen geen religie

Christendom (Eventueel uitgesplitst, naar Katholicisme, Protestantisme en
Orthodoxisme)

Islam

Jodendom

Boeddhisme

Hindoeisme

Anders, namelijjk...

7. Speelde religie een grote rol in jouw opvoeding thuis? (Likertschaal)

8. Denk je dat religie een grote rol in speelde de opvoeding van je ouders / verzorgers?

(Likertschaal)

Politieke Voorkeur

1. Ik zou mijn politieke voorkeur op de links-rechtsschaal omschrijven als...

a.

b.

C.

d.

Links

Centrum

Rechts

Weet niet

2. Ik zou mijn politieke voorkeur op de progressief-conservatiefschaal omschrijven als...

a.

b.

Conservatief

Centrum



C.

d.
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Progressief

Weet niet

3. Ik denk dat de politieke voorkeur van mijn ouders / verzorgers op de links-rechtsschaal ...

1S.

C.

d.

Links

Centrum

Rechts

Weset niet

4. Tk denk dat de politieke voorkeur van mijn ouders / verzorgers op de progressief-

conservatiefschaal ... is.

a.

b.

C.

d.

Conservatief
Centrum
Progressief

Weet niet

5. Speelde politieke ideologie een grote rol in jouw opvoeding thuis? (Likertschaal)

6. Denk je dat politieke ideologie een grote rol speelde in de opvoeding van jouw ouders /

verzorgers? (Likertschaal)

7. Antwoord op de volgende statements op een schaal van 1 (helemaal niet mee eens) tot 5

(helemaal mee eens) (De deelnemer moet deze vragen voor zichzelf invullen, en ook een

inschatting maken voor wat hun ouders in zouden vullen.)

a.

b.

Hoe minder de overheid ingrijpt in de economie, hoe beter dat is voor Nederland.
De overheid moet actie ondernemen om de verschillen in inkomens tussen mensen

te verkleinen.
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c. Werknemers hebben sterke vakbonden nodig om hun werkomstandigheden en
lonen te beschermen.

d. Mensen moeten zich altijd aan de wet houden, wat er ook gebeurt.

e. Politieke partijen die tegen democratie zijn moeten verboden worden.

f.  Economische groei zorgt altijd voor schade aan natuur en milieu.

g. We moeten vertrouwen op de moderne wetenschap om klimaatproblemen op te

lossen.

Vragen gender / seksualiteit (Likertschaal) (De deelnemer moet deze vragen voor zichzelf

invullen, en ook een inschatting maken voor wat hun ouders in zouden vullen.)

1. Als een naast familielid of een naaste vriend niet heteroseksueel zou blijken te zijn, zou ik
daar moeite mee hebben.

2. Het moet makkelijker worden voor transgender personen om hun geslacht aan te laten
passen in hun paspoort.

3. Er bestaan slechts 2 genders: man en vrouw.

4. Een mens kan niet gelukkig zijn zonder een relatie met seks.

5. De man hoort een leidende rol te hebben in een relatie tussen een man en een vrouw.

6. De natuur heeft bepaald dat iemand heteroseksueel is in plaats van een andere geaardheid.

7. 1k vind het goed dat evenementen zoals de Pride Parade plaatsvinden.

8. ledereen mag trouwen met wie diegene wil, ongeacht seksualiteit, geslacht, of andere
factoren.

9. Bij het adopteren van een kind zouden voor iedereen dezelfde eisen moeten gelden, er
mag niet gediscrimineerd worden op het gebied van seksualiteit en/of gender.

10. Iedereen mag verliefd worden op wie hij of zij wil en mag dat ook uitdragen.
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11. Het is goed dat er op steeds meer plekken genderneutrale toiletten zijn.
12. Er moet meer onderwijs komen op het gebied van geaardheid en seksualiteit, zowel op het

basisonderwijs als het middelbaar onderwijs.
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Appendix B: Consent Form

N.B. De informed consent wordt aan het begin van de enquéte afgenomen. De deelnemer kan niet

verder zonder alle vakjes aan te vinken.

Ik heb alle bovenstaande informatie gelezen en weet waar ik eventuele vragen naartoe
kan mailen voor ik de enquéte invul.

Ik begrijp dat ik ook tijdens het invullen van de enquéte altijd mag mailen voor vragen.
Ik begrijp dat er gevoelige persoonlijke data verzameld wordt, zoals seksualiteit, gender,
religie en politieke voorkeur.

Ik begrijp dat ik altijd mag weigeren om een vraag te beantwoorden zonder dat daar
consequenties aan verbonden zitten.

Ik begrijp dat ik mijn toestemming tot deelname aan dit onderzoek altijd kan intrekken
door een mail te sturen naar de onderzoeker met de unieke code die ik ontvang aan het
begin van de enquéte.

Ik begrijp dat ik geen beloning ontvang voor deelname aan deze enquéte.

Ik begrijp dat er vertrouwelijk met mijn data zal worden omgegaan en dat mijn
persoonlijke informatie in geen enkele publicatie verschijnt.

Ik begrijp dat mijn data alleen gebruikt zal worden voor dit onderzoek en publicaties die
daar direct uit volgen.

Ik begrijp dat mijn data veilig zal worden opgeslagen volgens de AVG en het RUG
Research Databeleid en bewaard zal worden tijdens de termijn die onder het kopje

Opslag Data wordt vermeld.



Appendix C: Regression Tables

Table C1

Regression Results for Gender and Sexual Diversity

Predictor B SE 95% CI p
Constant (Intercept) -0.381 0.380 [-1.125, 0.364] 0.316
Religious household 0.062 0.203 [-0.336, 0.460] 0.760
Highly educated 0.026 0.159 [-0.286, 0.337] 0.871
household
Parent Gender & 0.625 0.132 [0.366, 0.885] <.001
Sexual Diversity
Parent Relationship & -0.025 0.128 [-0.276, 0.227] 0.848
Sexual Freedom
Parent role of religion -0.087 0.092 [-0.268, 0.094] 0.345
Parent economic 0.001 0.096 [-0.187, 0.188] 0.996
leftism
Parent democratism 0.124 0.087 [-0.046, 0.294] 0.153
Parent climate -0.068 0.099 [-0.262, 0.126] 0.495
progressivism
Parent age 0.105 0.083 [-0.057, 0.266] 0.206
Participant Non- 0.490 0.173 [0.151, 0.828] 0.005
heterosexuality
Participant being man 0.122 0.373 [-0.609, 0.854] 0.743
Participant being 0.324 0.364 [-0.389, 1.037] 0.373
woman
Participant role of 0.037 0.119 [-0.196, 0.271] 0.754

religion

Note. B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SE = HC3 robust standard error; CI = 95%

confidence interval. N = 103.

Model fit: R* = 0.555 (adj. R? = 0.489).
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Table C2

Regression Results for Relationship and Sexual Freedom

Predictor B SE 95% CI p
Constant (Intercept) -0.365 0.394 [-1.137, 0.407] 0.354
Religious household 0.166 0.300 [-0.422, 0.753] 0.580
Highly educated -0.118 0.173 [-0.458, 0.221] 0.495
household
Parent Gender & 0.106 0.152 [-0.192, 0.404] 0.486
Sexual Diversity
Parent Relationship & 0.418 0.142 [0.139, 0.696] 0.003
Sexual Freedom
Parent role of religion 0.016 0.112 [-0.203, 0.235] 0.888
Parent economic -0.131 0.111 [-0.347, 0.086] 0.237
leftism
Parent democratism 0.189 0.085 [0.021, 0.356] 0.027
Parent climate -0.131 0.128 [-0.382, 0.119] 0.305
progressivism
Parent age 0.126 0.112 [-0.093, 0.345] 0.261
Participant Non- 0.166 0.230 [-0.284, 0.616] 0.471
heterosexuality
Participant being man 0.266 0.356 [-0.432, 0.965] 0.455
Participant being 0.326 0.362 [-0.384, 1.036] 0.368
woman
Participant role of -0.050 0.191 [-0.425, 0.325] 0.793

religion

Note. B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SE = HC3 robust standard error; CI1 = 95%

confidence interval. N = 103.

Model fit: R? = 0.288 (adj. R> = 0.184).
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Appendix D: Participant Age Distribution

Participant Age Distribution
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Appendix E: Flyer / Poster

SCRIPTIEONDERZOEK
GENDER EN SEXUALITEIT

Hoi! Ik ben Tobias en voor mijn bachelorscriptie doe ik onderzoek
naar gender, seksualiteit en het effect dat je opvoeding heeft
op je mening over deze onderwerpen. Om hier data over te
verzamelen heb ik een enquéte opgezet, en het zou me
enorm helpen als je deze in zou kunnen vullen.

Het kost ongeveer 10 minuutjes om de enquéte in te vullen
en al je antwoorden zijn uiteraard anoniem. Je kan de enquéte
invullen door onderstaande QR-code te scannen.

Alvast bedankt!

rijksuniversiteit Vragen?
groningen t.joling@student.rug.nl

[=]

%
1>
o




