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Growing Up in a Diverse Society: Adolescents’ Interest in Parental
Religious Socialization Messages
Neda Bebiroglua, Jolanda van der Noll b, and Isabelle Roskama

aUniversité Catholique de Louvain (UCL); bFernUniversität in Hagen (University of Hagen)

ABSTRACT
Because Western societies are becoming increasingly religiously diverse, the
sociocultural context in which young adolescents currently grow up differs
from that of their parents. This raises the question to what extent adolescents
are interested in communicating with their parents about religion. In a cross-
sectional study of 498 Belgian adolescents ages 12–18-years (mean age = 14.94,
SD=1.34), we examinedhowadolescent interest in communicatingwith parents
about religion was related to the link between parental religious socialization
messages and adolescent religious out-group attitudes. Testing twomodels, we
aimed to understand whether (a) adolescent interest in communicating with
parents about religionmediated the link between parental religious socialization
and adolescent religious out-group attitudes or (b) parental religious socializa-
tion mediated the link between adolescent interest in communicating with
parents about religion and adolescent religious out-group attitudes. Results
revealed a dynamic interplay between study variables, and highlighted the
importance of considering adolescent interest in communicating with parents
about religion.

Contemporary societies are increasingly becoming ethnically, racially and religiously diverse.
Achieving social solidarity in these diverse societies has quickly become an important political
challenge as negative out-group attitudes may lead to increased discrimination, marginalization and
even civil unrests (Blogowska, Lambert, & Saroglou, 2013; Doosje, Loseman, & van den Bos, 2013;
Lyons-Padilla, Gelfand, Mirahmadi, Farooq, & Van Egmond, 2015). Adolescence is a period marked
by the exploration of belonging to social groups and developing an attitude towards out-groups
(Phinney, 1989; Phinney, Ferguson, & Tate, 1997). Therefore, studying out-group attitudes among
adolescents is particularly worthwhile.

Although attitude formation among adolescents is the result of complex interactions between multi-
ple developmental and sociocontextual factors, parents are often considered to be an important source of
information when it comes to adolescent religious out-group attitudes (Bebiroglu, Roskam, & van der
StratenWaillet, 2015; van der Noll & Dekker, 2010). However, the current sociocultural context in which
adolescents grow up differs significantly from that of their parents’, especially in terms of diversity. This
contextual divergence between parents and their children may challenge parental influence on adoles-
cents’ religious out-group attitudes, as well as the extent to which adolescents have an interest in talking
with their parents about religion and hearing their parents’ opinion about religion. Very little is known
about the communication process between parents and adolescents when it comes to religion-related
topics. Accordingly, the present study focuses on early adolescents’ religious out-group attitude and seeks
to bring data to bear on the role of adolescent interest in communicating with parents about religion in
explaining the link between parental religious socialization messages and religious out-group attitude.
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Out-group attitudes

Much research on intergroup attitudes has been guided by the social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner,
1979), which posits that individuals strive for a positive identity. This positive identity of the self can at least
be partly obtained by comparing the in-group with the out-groups and evaluating the in-group more
positively. Beyond this mere categorization, scholars have proposed several factors that can influence
attitudes toward out-groups, including demographic factors such as ethnicity or socioeconomic status
(Phinney et al., 1997), cognitive factors such as perceived cultural difference or perceived threat (Pettigrew
& Tropp, 2006), or affective processes such as intergroup anxiety (Stephan & Stephan, 1985).

Research has shown that intergroup attitudes are developed at an early age. For instance, already at
four years of age, children distinguish between members of their own groups and other groups (Aboud,
2003; Aboud & Amato, 2001). Furthermore, studies point to age-related changes when it comes to
negative out-group attitudes. A recent large-scale meta-analysis (Raabe & Beelmann, 2011) found an
initial increase in negative out-group attitude between ages two and four, with a peak around middle
childhood (five to seven years) followed by a gradual decline until the age of 10. Importantly, the study
could not identify one systematic developmental trend in adolescence. That is, there were both increases
and decreases in negative out-group attitude after the age of 10. This result highlights the importance of
the immediate social environment in which adolescents grow up (Raabe & Beelmann, 2011).
Adolescents’ social interactions with their parents can therefore be a key contextual factor in shaping
their out-group attitude.

Parental religious socialization

The important role parents can play in the development of their children’s out-group attitudes has
been noted repeatedly (Aboud & Doyle, 1996; Verkuyten, 2002). Although adolescents do not simply
model their parents’ religious out-group attitudes, research suggests that they can absorb their parents’
messages about out-groups. For example, van der Noll and Dekker (2010) examined Dutch adoles-
cents’ attitudes towards Muslims and Islam, and found that adolescents evaluated Muslims less
positively if they perceived their parents to be less positive about them.

Parents exchange their knowledge, behaviors, values, customs, norms and beliefs about religion
with their children through a process called parental religion socialization (Krause, 2012; Seol & Lee,
2012). This process of exchange seems to be important for youth to construct their own understanding
of religion and religiosity (King, Furrow, & Roth, 2002). In the literature, there are generally three
models that describe parental religious socialization: unidirectional, channeling and bidirectional
models. Studies that use a unidirectional approach focus on the correspondence that exists between
adolescents’ and parents’ religiosity. For instance, if parents encourage certain religious behaviors,
such as church attendance, their children are more likely to report similar behaviors (Krause, 2012;
Myers, 1996; Schwartz, 2006).

However, in this model, children are merely seen as passive recipients of their parents’ socialization
messages. The channeling model of religious socialization extends the socialization agents to include
peers, religious mentors and schools. According to this model, parents remain the main socialization
agent by choosing, and therefore channeling their children into particular social environments that
match their religious commitments. Indeed, studies have demonstrated that peer-group religiosity and
school-level religiosity mediate family influence on adolescent religiosity (Himmelfarb, 1980; Martin,
White, & Perlman, 2003; Regnerus, Smith, & Smith, 2004).

Finally, the bidirectional model of parental religious socialization gives adolescents a more active role
in the socialization process, by suggesting that parents and children may mutually influence each other.
Most studies on religious socialization that use the bidirectional model focus on parent-adolescent
communication about religion. These studies demonstrate that adolescents actively participate in
religion-related discussions, initiate conversations, ask and exchange questions related to religion
(Boyatzis & Janicki, 2003; Dollahite & Thatcher, 2008; Layton, Dollahite, & Hardy, 2011; Layton,
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Hardy, & Dollahite, 2012). Although these studies give important information about parent-child
communication about religion, they can be improved in several ways.

First, most research on parent-child communication neglect the perspective of children under 18. In
fact, results of a recent content analysis indicated that only 3.7% of published articles in communica-
tion research involved children under the age of 18 as participants (Miller-Day, Pezalla, & Chesnut,
2013). We need to move beyond examining adult conversations to study children and understand their
perspectives. In addition, we believe it is important to expand existing research to include families
where most members are nonbelievers or nonpracticing believers, as is the case in Western European
societies (Vermeer, Janssen, & De Hart, 2011; Voyé & Dobbelaere, 2001), and to use quantitative
methods such as self-reports.

Hughes and colleagues (Hughes et al., 2006; Hughes, Witherspoon, Rivas-Drake, & West-Bey, 2009)
formulated a widely used framework to study parental ethnic-racial socialization. According to these
authors, parental ethnic-racial socialization messages have three main dimensions: cultural socialization,
messages that refer to instructing children about their racial-ethnic group by giving knowledge about
their cultural heritage, history and traditions; pluralism, messages that highlight the importance of
diversity and encourage children to find out about other racial-ethnic groups; and promotion of mistrust,
messages that aim to give cautions and warnings about racial-ethnic out-group members and emphasize
the need for wariness and distrust in intergroup interactions (Hughes & Johnson, 2001; Hughes et al.,
2006; Quintana et al., 2006).

Extensive research has established the link between cultural socialization and pluralism and favorable
child outcomes, such as fewer externalizing behaviors (Caughy, O’Campo, Randolph, & Nickerson,
2002), higher self-esteem and ethnic identity (Bebiroglu & Pinderhughes, 2012; Gartner, Kiang, &
Supple, 2014; Rivas-Drake, Hughes, & Way, 2009), higher problem solving skills (Caughy et al., 2011),
and motivation (Huynh & Fuligni, 2008). On the other hand, messages that promote mistrust have been
associated with lower social connectedness and higher stress and discomfort in social interactions (Tran
& Lee, 2010) and higher externalizing and internalizing behaviors (Caughy et al., 2006).

Although much of this research has been applied to out-groups defined in ethnic-racial terms, it can
also be applied to religious out-groups, especially because minorities are increasingly defined in terms of
their religious—in particular Islamic—affiliation. Religion has thus been racialized, and migrants, who
used to be defined based on their ethnic origin, are increasingly defined as ‘Muslims’ (Bunzl, 2007; Dunn,
Klocker, & Salabay, 2007; Kalkan, Layman, & Uslaner, 2009). Recent studies that attempted to use a
quantitative approach to study religion-related communications between parents and adolescents
successfully applied these three dimensions to the domain of religion (Bebiroglu et al., 2015; van der
Straten Waillet & Roskam, 2012).

Religion-related cultural socialization incorporates the elements of instructing and giving knowledge of
cultural socialization but focuses on religious heritage, history and traditions. Religion-related pluralism
highlights the importance of religious diversity. And finally, religion-related promotion of mistrust conveys
caution about religious out-group members and emphasizes the need for wariness in interreligious
interactions (Bebiroglu et al., 2015; van der Straten Waillet & Roskam, 2012). Results from these studies
suggested that for adolescents of various religious groups (i.e., Catholics, Muslims, or nonbelievers)
receiving more messages of pluralism (regardless whether they are positive or neutral in nature) was
associated with more positive religious out-group attitudes, whereas receiving more promotion of mistrust
messages was linked to more negative religious out-group attitudes (Bebiroglu et al., 2015).

Most studies that examine the link between the three dimensions of parental socialization and child
outcomes have a constrained view of children. That is, parents act towards children and children change.
However, children may have goals or interests that differ from those of their parents. Therefore, parents
who wish to influence the values of their children may need to accommodate to their children’s interest
and design more accurate strategies to promote their agenda (Kuczynski, 2003; Maccoby, 2003). Recent
studies on parent-child communication on religion provide support for this model. For instance, Fife,
Leigh Nelson, and Messersmith (2014) demonstrated that the degree to which families created an open
climate to discuss a wide array of topics was associated with stronger religious faith in young adults.
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In addition, Colaner, Soliz, and Nelson (2014) found that religious difference between parents and
their children was associated with decreased relational satisfaction. However, the communication
style of the parents transcended the religious differences. That is, if a parent had an accommodative
communication style based on respect, acceptance and tolerance of religious views, children reported
higher relational satisfaction and shared family identity. Similarly, by qualitatively analyzing inter-
views, Dollahite and Thatcher (2008) found that parent’s conversational approach mattered when
they talked about religion.

If parents controlled and dominated conversations, adolescent children were less likely to explore
religion and be engaged in future conversations about religion. However, if conversations were
focused on their needs, questions and time constraints, adolescent children reported more interest.
These results highlight that to better understand how parental socialization messages function we
need to incorporate children’s perspectives. Accordingly, we tested two models that address the link
between parental religious socialization messages and adolescent interest in communicating with
parents about religion and how they relate to adolescent religious out-group attitude.

Adolescent interest as mediator model
In this model, we tested to what extent adolescent interest in communicating with parents about
religion mediated parental religious socialization and out-group attitudes. Following Maccoby (1999,
2003), we argue that there is a power asymmetry between parents and children. Parents have greater
knowledge and control over resources, monitor their children and administer discipline. Thus, they
have a higher power in influencing their children. Therefore, we anticipated parental religious
socialization messages to increase adolescent interest in communicating with parents about religion
in topics related to religion, and in turn, adolescent interest in communicating with parents about
religion to be linked to more positive religious out-group attitudes. The support for this model comes
from extensive empirical research on the role of parents in influencing their children’s religious beliefs
and behaviors in general (Krause, 2012; Myers, 1996; Schwartz, 2006) and their interest in religion in
particular (Dollahite & Thatcher, 2008).

Parental religious socialization as a mediator
In the second model, we tested whether adolescent interest in communicating with parents about
religion was mediated by parental religious socialization. Despite their higher power, parents are
vulnerable to the power exercised by their children (Kuczynski, 2003). Therefore, we expected the
interest of adolescents to trigger parental religious socialization messages, and in turn, these messages
to relate to adolescent religious out-group attitudes. The support for this model comes from studies on
how adolescents can influence their parents’ behaviors and attitudes (e.g., Kerr & Stattin, 2003;
Miklikowska, 2016; Parkin & Kuczynski, 2012; Pinquart & Silbereisen, 2004).

Although these two models are competing models, we believe both models merit exploration. We
investigated both models in the context of a region in a specific European country, Wallonia, Belgium.
Belgium is traditionally a RomanCatholic country that has becomemore religiously diverse in the last three
decades. This diversity is due to the decreasing rates of religiosity among native Belgians and increasing
rates of immigration (Krysinska et al., 2014). Currently, 64.2% of the population identify as Christian, 29%
as unaffiliated, and 5.9% as Muslim (Pew Research Center, 2014). Immigrants constitute about 10% of the
Belgian population and most important non-European Union immigration comes from Morocco and
Turkey, comprising 8.5 and 4.5% of all immigrants, respectively (European Migration Network, 2012).

Method

Sample and procedure

Cross-sectional data were collected in April/May, 2014 and February/March, 2015 at three secondary
schools in Wallonia, the French-speaking region of Belgium. The participating schools were selected
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through convenience sampling, which involved calls to school directors, parent associations, education
agencies, and mass media announcements. We included respondents from regular public schools who
were between 10 and 18 years of age. The analyses of the current study are based on 498 adolescents (49%
female) with a mean age of 14.94 (SD = 1.34) during data collection. The majority (97%) were Belgian
citizens and identified themselves as Catholic (n = 329), nonreligious (n = 137) or other (n = 17). Data
collection was conducted in classrooms by trained research assistants. Respondents completed a short
paper-and-pencil questionnaire and participation was voluntary.

Measures

All measures used in this study were derived from adolescent self-reports. Table 1 presents the
descriptive statistics and intercorrelations.

Parental religious socialization
To measure parental religious socialization, adolescents indicated the frequency of their parents’
engagement in communication about religion and religious groups on a four-point rating scale ranging
from never to often. The items of this scale have been adapted from existing racial socialization scale
(Hughes & Chen, 1997, 1999; Hughes & Johnson, 2001), and have successfully been used in previous
studies (e.g., Bebiroglu et al., 2015; van der Straten Waillet & Roskam, 2012).

The dimension of cultural socialization was measured by two items assessing parental teaching
about their own religious culture and heritage (r = .67). A sample item was “My parents talk to me
about texts related to their religious and philosophical convictions.” Pluralism was measured by three
items assessing how frequently parents talked about other religious groups (Cronbach’s alpha = .63).
A sample item was “My parents talk to me about the rituals of other religious and philosophical
convictions”. Promotion of mistrust was measured by four items emphasizing the need for wariness
and distrust in interreligious interactions (Cronbach’s alpha = .87). A sample item was “My parents
tell me to trust only people who share their religious and philosophical convictions”. The parental
religious socialization scale has been reported to have adequate reliability in previous studies (e.g.,
Cronbach’s alpha = .82 for cultural socialization, .76 for pluralism, and .72 for promotion of
mistrust, Bebiroglu et al., 2015). The mean score for three dimensions was calculated separately,
higher scores indicating higher levels of socialization.

Religious out-group attitude
We measured adolescents’ religious out-group attitude by means of two questions frequently used in
previous studies. First, we used the “feeling thermometer” as a global measure of out-group feelings. This
scale has been shown to be a reliable and precise measure of feelings towards various groups (Alwin,
1997; Verkuyten, 2007). On a scale of 0–100, adolescents indicated to what extent they had warm or
favorable feelings towards six different religious groups listed in the following order: Buddhists,
Catholics, Jews, Muslims, nonbelievers, and Protestants. Second, on a five-point scale ranging from

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations of religious out-group attitudes, dimensions of parental religious socialization
and adolescent interest.

M SD 1 2 3 4

1. Religious out-group attitudes 0.48 0.25
2. Cultural socialization 1.58 0.72 .16***
3. Pluralism 1.75 0.61 .41*** .39***
4. Promotion of mistrust 1.34 0.65 −.19*** .04 −.09
5. Adolescent interest 2.79 1.07 .26*** .41*** .47*** −.02

Note. ***p < .001. Higher scores indicate more positive perceptions of religious out-groups, higher levels of socialization, and more
interest in religious communication.
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not at all to very much, adolescents indicated to what extent they wanted members of the same list of
religious groups as their neighbors.

This question was intended to measure sympathy towards (racial) out-groups (Bogardus, 1947) and
has been used in large-scale surveys and studies (e.g., van der Noll & Dekker, 2010;World Values Survey,
2012). Because we were more interested in adolescent’s religious out-group attitude towards religions
that representedminority groups in Belgium, our measure of religious out-group attitude did not include
adolescent’s out-group attitude towards Catholics and nonbelievers.

In other words, if an adolescent identified himself/herself as a Catholic (or nonreligious), his/her out-
group attitude score included his/her rankings for Buddhists, Jews, Muslims and Protestants. For
adolescents who identified themselves as Buddhist, Jew, Muslim or Protestant, this ranking was based
on three religious out-groups. For instance, if an adolescent identified himself/herself as a Muslim, his/
her out-group attitude score included his/her rankings for Buddhists, Jews, and Protestants. To obtain a
composite score, we transformed all scores into a 0–1 scale, and calculated the average, with a higher
score indicating a more positive attitude.

Adolescent interest in communicating with parents about religion
We assessed adolescents’ interest by adapting the subscale of “Political discussions with parents”
(Flanagan, Syvertsen, & Stout, 2007; Syvertsen et al., 2009). On a Likert-type five-point scale, ranging
from strongly disagree to strongly agree, respondents rated whether (1) they talk to their parents about
religion, and (2) they are interested in their parents’ opinions about religion (r = .78).

Results

Preliminary data analyses

Adolescents had general mid-point rankings for Buddhists (M = .49, SD = .27), Jews (M = .48, SD = .28),
Protestants (M = .50, SD = .28), and Muslims (M = 0.42, SD = 0.31). Factor analyses revealed one
underlying factor of religious out-group attitude (factor loadings > .77, explained variance 71%, α = .95),
and this general religious out-group attitude will be the focus of our analyses. Interestingly, adolescents
reported they did not frequently talk with their parents about religion: 42% either strongly disagreed or
disagreed with the statement “I talk with my parents about religion” and only 23% agreed they talked about
religion with their parents. In line with this, 41% of adolescents indicated that they were not interested in
the opinion of their parents when it came to religion. Less than one third (31%) either strongly agreed or
agreed that they were interested in their parents’ opinion on religion.

Testing the models

We tested the two mediation models (“adolescent interest as mediator” and “parental religious socializa-
tion as mediator”) using the regression-based approach of Hayes (2013). We conducted bootstrap tests
using the PROCESS macro (Model 4), embedded and operated in SPSS. The PROCESS macro provides
coefficients for direct effects and gives bias-corrected bootstrapped confidence intervals for indirect
effects.

Adolescent interest as a mediator
In the first model, we examined the way adolescent interest in communicating with parents about
religionmediated the relationship between religious socialization and out-group attitude. Given the three
dimensions of religious socialization, we ran a separate PROCESS model for cultural socialization,
pluralism, and promotion of mistrust. Through this method, estimates for direct and indirect effects
are obtained separately for each independent variable (Hayes, 2013). The direct and indirect effects of
cultural socialization, pluralism, and promotion of mistrust on adolescent religious out-group attitude
through adolescent interest in communicating with parents about religion are presented in Table 2.
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Cultural socialization, pluralism, and promotion of mistrust accounted for 29% of the variance in
adolescent interest in communicating with parents about religion. The total effect model explained
20% of the variance in adolescent religious out-group scores. Cultural socialization and pluralism had a
significant and positive association with adolescent interest in communicating with parents about
religion. No such association was found for messages of promotion of mistrust. The indirect effects of
cultural socialization and pluralism on adolescent religious out-group attitude through adolescent
interest in communicating with parents about religion were significant.

Parental religious socialization as mediator model
In the second model, we checked whether parental religious socialization messages mediated the
relationship between adolescent interest in communicating with parents about religion and out-group
attitude. The direct and indirect effects of adolescent interest in communicating with parents about
religion on adolescent religious out-group attitude through cultural socialization, pluralism, and
promotion of mistrust are presented in Table 3. This model explained 8% of the variance in adolescent
religious out-group scores.

Adolescent interest in communicating with parents about religion had a significant positive
association with cultural socialization and pluralism and explained 17% and 22% of the variance
in cultural socialization and pluralism, respectively. Adolescent interest in communicating with
parents about religion had a direct effect on religious out-group attitude. The indirect effect of
adolescent interest in communicating with parents about religion on religious out-group attitude
through pluralism was significant, that is, pluralism mediated the link between adolescent interest in
communicating with parents about religion and religious out-group attitude. No such effect was
found for cultural socialization and promotion of mistrust.

Comparing the models
According to Hayes (2013), the causal ordering of a correlational model can be determined by creating
alternative causal flows to see whether the direct and indirect effects are consistent with what the
alternative models predict (see Schrodt & Phillips, 2016 for an example). If the indirect effects in
competing causal models no longer remain significant, one can rule out the alternative explanations.
Our data showed that adolescents who reported higher cultural socialization messages tended to have
higher interest, and this interest was associated with more positive out-group attitude. However, there
was no evidence of an indirect effect from adolescent interest in communicating with parents about
religion to out-group attitude through cultural socialization. Taken together, these results suggest that the
relationship flows primarily from cultural socialization to adolescent interest in communicating with
parents about religion and not the other way around. Because the indirect effect of pluralism through
adolescent interest in communicating with parents about religion and the indirect effect of adolescent

Table 2. Adolescent interest as mediator model.

95% CI

Coefficient (SE) p LL UL

Direct Effects
Cultural socialization → Adolescent interest .41*** (.06) .000 .29 .53
Pluralism → Adolescent interest .62*** (.07) .000 .47 .76
Promotion of mistrust → Adolescent interest .00 (.06) .991 −.13 .13
Cultural socialization → Out-group attitudes −.01 (.02) .743 −.04 .03
Pluralism → Out-group attitudes .15*** (.02) .000 .11 .19
Promotion of mistrust → Out-group attitudes −.06** (.02) .001 −.09 −.03
Adolescent interest → Out-group attitudes .03* (.01) .027 .00 .05
Indirect Effects
Cultural socialization → Out-group attitudes .01 (.01) .01 .02
Pluralism → Out-group attitudes .02 (.01) .01 .03
Promotion of mistrust → Out-group attitudes .00 (.01) −.01 .01

Note. SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
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interest in communicating with parents about religion through pluralism were significant in both
models, the data obtained were not sufficient to identify one causal order.

Discussion

We examined the role of adolescent interest in communicating with parents about religion on the
link between parental religious socialization messages and adolescent religious out-group attitude.
Testing two different models, we aimed to understand whether (a) adolescent interest in commu-
nicating with parents about religion mediated the link between parental religious socialization
messages and adolescent religious out-group attitude and (b) parental religious socialization mes-
sages mediated the link between adolescent interest in communicating with parents about religion
and adolescent out-group attitude.

The results of direct effects and meditation analyses generally supported both models. Considering
cultural socialization, once adolescent interest in communicating with parents about religion was in the
model, cultural socialization lost its direct association with positive adolescent religious out-group
attitude. This finding challenges the unidirectional “parent to child” models and suggests that merely
hearing parental messages about one’s own religious culture and heritage does not relate to positive
religious out-group attitude. That is, if adolescents are not interested in talking about religion,
regardless of the amount of cultural socialization messages they receive, they may not have higher
levels of positive religious out-group attitude. These results are in line with studies on adolescent
autonomy and agency, suggesting that at this age, parents cannot impose their vision on adolescents
but adolescents have the ability to filter messages coming from their parents (Beyers, Goossens,
Vansant, & Moors, 2003; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Adolescents may be an important phase of development
where we cannot truly gauge the effects of parents on adolescents without considering the effect of
adolescents on parents. Therefore, a comprehensive understanding of parent-adolescent communica-
tion about religion may necessitate the attunement of unidirectional socialization models and the
consideration of adolescents’ level of interest.

The results from both models additionally highlighted an interesting association between pluralism,
adolescent interest in communicating with parents about religion and adolescent religious out-group
attitude. We found that if adolescents received higher number of pluralism messages, they were more
interested in talking about religion and had higher positive out-group attitudes. Similarly, if adolescents
were interested in talking about religion, adolescents perceived their parents to give more pluralism
messages, which were then linked to their positive out-group attitude. These reciprocal associations
between parents and adolescents suggest that both parents and their children constantly interpret and
negotiate each other’s perspectives. Such results highlight the importance to consider integrative theories

Table 3. Parental religious socialization as mediator model.

95% CI

Coefficient (SE) p LL UL

Direct Effects
Adolescent interest → Cultural socialization .28*** (.03) .000 .23 .35
Adolescent interest → Pluralism .27*** (.02) .000 .23 .32
Adolescent interest →Promotion of mistrust −.01 (.03) .645 −.07 .04
Adolescent interest → Out-group attitude .03* (.01) .027 .00 .05
Cultural socialization → Out-group attitude −.01 (.02) .743 −.04 .03
Pluralism → Out-group attitude .15*** (.02) .000 .11 .19
Promotion of mistrust → Out-group attitude −.06** (.02) .001 −.09 −.03
Indirect Effects
Adolescent interest → Out-group attitude through cultural socialization .00 (.01) −.02 .01
Adolescent interest → Out-group attitude through pluralism .04 (.01) .03 .05
Adolescent interest → Out-group attitude through promotion of mistrust .00 (.01) −.01 .01

Note. SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
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such as relational developmental systems theories (Lerner, 2002; Lerner & Schmid Callina, 2013) or
dialectics models of socialization (Kuczynski & De Mol, 2015), which emphasize the dynamism of the
socialization processes that happen between parents and their children.

Promotion of mistrust messages were not related to adolescent interest in communicating with
parents about religion. Adolescent interest in communicating with parents about religion did not
trigger promotion of mistrust messages and similarly promotion of mistrust messages did not
motivate children to be more interested in talking about religion. The absence of such an association
may suggest that children’s interest in religion may be more readily influenced by positive content
(e.g., tolerance) than negative content (e.g., caution). This result is in line with previous research on
communication that demonstrates the importance of an accommodative communication style based
on tolerance and acceptance of others (Colaner et al., 2014).

Although this study is cross-sectional in design, it provides indirect support for the causal effect of
cultural socialization on adolescent interest in communicating with parents about religion. We found that
the more parents gave information about their own religious heritage, history, and traditions the more
interested adolescents were in talking about religion. It remains to be determined whether pluralism leads
to adolescent interest in communicating with parents about religion or adolescent interest in commu-
nicating with parents about religion triggers more messages of pluralism, which is then linked to more
positive out-group attitudes. Theoretically, both chains of events are possible. Another possibility is that
there is a reciprocal causation between pluralism and adolescent interest in communicating with parents
about religion, which suggests that pluralism and adolescent interest in communicating with parents about
religion are reciprocally related and mutually reinforcing (Hayes, 2013). However, we need additional
studies to understand the causal relation between these two variables.

In contrast with previous research (e.g., Boyatzis & Janicki, 2003; Dollahite & Thatcher, 2008), most
adolescents in our sample reported that they were not interested in talking about religion and hearing
their parents’ opinion about religion, which possibly reflects the Western-European perspective of
having a less favorable public attitude about religion (Vermeer et al., 2011; Voyé & Dobbelaere, 2001).
Despite the low levels of interest reported by adolescents, the more interested adolescents were in having
conversations with their parents about religion, the more positive religious out-group attitude they held.
Therefore, programs designed to increase adolescent out-group attitude may be more effective if they
create an open climate where adolescents can get information about religion and freely ask, discuss and
express their viewpoints.

Our data show how pluralism messages are directly linked to increases in adolescent out-group
attitude. Giving information about other religious groups may lay the foundation for adolescents
to seek situations in which they have contact with religious out-group members, which may in
turn be linked to their positive out-group attitudes. Therefore, programs designed to increase
adolescent out-group attitude may consider giving information about the cultural heritage of
religious out-groups.

Our findings underscore the important role parents have in influencing adolescent religious out-group
attitude. Parents can potentially promote adolescent religious out-group attitude through messages of
cultural socialization and pluralism or undermine adolescent out-group attitudes through messages of
promotion of mistrust. Therefore, programs and interventions should include parents as their partners and
encourage parent-adolescent discussions on religious in- and out-groups.

Limitations

The current research has some limitations. First, because of the cross-sectional design of the study, the
patterns of covariation that we report are descriptive and do not imply causality. We cannot answer
whether and howmuch adolescents and parents influence each other without a longitudinal cross-lagged
design that considers transactional influences. In addition, all measures included relied on adolescent
self-reports. As such, we do not know to what extent these findings can be replicated by using different
methods (e.g., observations, open-ended questions) and additional sources (e.g., the parents). We also
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did not specifically measure whether parent-adolescent communications were conversation oriented or
conformity oriented. Given that these family patterns of communication are associated with the religious
orientation of children (Fife et al., 2014), it may be important to see how they can relate to adolescent
religious out-group attitude. Future research could therefore benefit from having a longitudinal
approach and using additional methods, sources and scales.

Despite its limitations, the present study extends previous work on parental religious socialization.
Research on the link between parental religious socialization and adolescent out-group attitudes has
largely applied a unidirectional perspective of socialization. Results of our study indicate that adoles-
cents are not merely passive recipients of their parents’messages, but instead can play an active role in
determining the type, content, and frequency of messages they receive from their parents about their
own religious group, as well as other religious groups.

Funding

This research was in part supported by a grant from the Marie Curie Actions of the European Commission and the
UCLouvain Co-Fund awarded to the first author.

ORCID

Jolanda van der Noll http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7929-466X

References

Aboud, F. E. (2003). The formation of in-group favoritism and out-group prejudice in young children: Are they
distinct attitudes? Developmental Psychology, 39, 48–60. doi:10.1037//0012-1649.39.1.48

Aboud, F. E., & Amato, M. (2001). Developmental and socialization influences on intergroup bias. In R. Brown &
S. Gaertner (Eds.), Blackwell handbook of social psychology: Intergroup processes (pp. 65–85). Malden, MA:
Blackwell.

Aboud, F. E., & Doyle, A. B. (1996). Parental and peer influences on children’s racial attitudes. International Journal of
Intercultural Relations, 20, 371–383. doi:10.1016/0147-1767(96)00024-7

Alwin, D. F. (1997). Feeling thermometers versus 7-Point Scales: Which are better? Sociological Methods & Research,
25, 318–340. doi:10.1177/0049124197025003003

Bebiroglu, N., & Pinderhughes, E. E. (2012). Mothers raising daughters: New complexities in cultural socialization for
children adopted from China. Adoption Quarterly, 15, 116–139. doi:10.1080/10926755.2012.681596

Bebiroglu, N., Roskam, I., & van der Straten Waillet, N. (2015). Talking about religion: Exploring the influence of
parental religious socialization messages on youth outcomes. Review of Religious Research, 57, 555–573. doi:10.1007/
s13644-014-0200-3

Beyers, W., Goossens, L., Vansant, I., & Moors, E. (2003). A structural model of autonomy in middle and late
adolescence: Connectedness, separation, detachment, and agency. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 32, 351–365.
doi:10.1023/a:1024922031510

Blogowska, J., Lambert, C., & Saroglou, V. (2013). Religious prosociality and aggression: It’s real. Journal for the
Scientific Study of Religion, 52, 524–536. doi:10.1111/jssr.12048

Bogardus, E. S. (1947). Measurement of personal-group relations. Sociometry, 10, 306–311. doi:10.2307/2785570
Boyatzis, C. J., & Janicki, D. L. (2003). Parent-child communication about religion: Survey and diary data on unilateral

transmission and bi-directional reciprocity styles. Review of Religious Research, 44, 252–270. doi:10.2307/3512386
Bunzl, M. (Ed.). (2007). Anti-semitism and Islamophobia: Hatreds old and new in Europe. Chicago, IL: Prickly

Paradigm Press.
Caughy, M. O. B., O’Campo, P. J., Randolph, S. M., & Nickerson, K. (2002). The influence of racial socialization

practices on the cognitive and behavioral competence of African American preschoolers. Child Development, 73,
1611–1625. doi:10.1111/1467-8624.00493

Caughy, M. O., Nettles, S. M., O’Campo, P. J., & Lohrfink, K. F. (2006). Neighborhood matters: Racial socialization of
African American children. Child Development, 77(5), 1220–1236. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00930.x

Caughy, M. O., Nettles, S. M., & Lima, J. (2011). Profiles of racial socialization among African American parents:
Correlates, context, and outcome. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 20, 491–502. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-
010-9416-1

10 N. BEBIROGLU ET AL.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0012-1649.39.1.48
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0147-1767(96)00024-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0049124197025003003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10926755.2012.681596
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13644-014-0200-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13644-014-0200-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/a:1024922031510
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jssr.12048
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2785570
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3512386
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00493
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00930.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-010-9416-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-010-9416-1


Colaner, C. W., Soliz, J., & Nelson, L. R. (2014). Communicatively managing religious identity difference in parent-
child relationships: The role of accommodative and nonaccommodative communication. Journal of Family
Communication, 14, 310–327. doi:10.1080/15267431.2014.945700

Dollahite, D. C., & Thatcher, J. Y. (2008). Talking about religion how highly religious youth and parents discuss their
faith. Journal of Adolescent Research, 23, 611–641. doi:10.1177/0743558408322141

Doosje, B., Loseman, A., & van den Bos, K. (2013). Determinants of radicalization of Islamic youth in the Netherlands:
Personal uncertainty, perceived injustice, and perceived group threat. Journal of Social Issues, 69, 586–604.
doi:10.1111/josi.12030

Dunn, K. M., Klocker, N., & Salabay, T. (2007). Contemporary racism and Islamophobia in Australia: Racializing
religion. Ethnicities, 7, 564–589. doi:10.1177/1468796807084017

European Migration Network. (2012). Country fact sheet: Belgium 2012. Retrieved from http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-
affairs/what-we-do/networks/european_migration_network/reports/docs/country-factsheets/belgium-emn-ountry-
facthseet_en.pdf

Fife, E. M., Leigh Nelson, C., & Messersmith, A. S. (2014). The influence of family communication patterns on
religious orientation among college students. Journal of Family Communication, 14, 72–84. doi:10.1080/
15267431.2013.857326

Flanagan, C. A., Syvertsen, A. K., & Stout, M. D. (2007). Civic engagement models: Tapping adolescents’ civic
engagement (Circle Working Paper 55). College Park, MD: The Center for Information & Research on Civic
Learning and Engagement.

Gartner, M., Kiang, L., & Supple, A. (2014). Prospective links between ethnic socialization, ethnic and American
identity, and well-being among Asian-American adolescents. Journal of Youth & Adolescence, 43, 1715–1727.
doi:10.1007/s10964-013-0044-0

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis: A regression-based
approach. New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Himmelfarb, H. S. (1980). The study of American Jewish identification: How it is defined, measured, obtained,
sustained and lost. Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 19, 48–60. doi:10.2307/1386017

Hughes, D., & Chen, L. (1997). When and what parents tell children about race: An examination of race-related
socialization among African American families. Applied Developmental Science, 1, 200–214. doi:10.1207/
s1532480xads0104_4

Hughes, D., & Chen, L. (1999). The nature of parents’ race-related communications to children: A developmental
perspective. In L. Balter, & C. S. Tamis-LeMonda (Eds.), Child psychology (pp. 468–490). Philadelphia, PA:
Psychology Press.

Hughes, D., & Johnson, D. (2001). Correlates in children’s experiences of parents’ racial socialization behaviors.
Journal of Marriage and Family, 63, 981–995. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2001.00981.x

Hughes, D., Rodriguez, J., Smith, E. P., Johnson, D. J., Stevenson, H. C., & Spicer, P. (2006). Parents’ ethnic-racial
socialization practices: A review of research and directions for future study. Developmental Psychology, 42, 747–770.
doi:10.1037/0012-1649.42.5.747

Hughes, D., Witherspoon, D., Rivas-Drake, D., & West-Bey, N. (2009). Received ethnic–racial socialization messages
and youths’ academic and behavioral outcomes: Examining the mediating role of ethnic identity and self-esteem.
Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 15, 112–124. doi:10.1037/a0015509

Huynh, V. W., & Fuligni, A. J. (2008). Ethnic socialization and the academic adjustment of adolescents from Mexican,
Chinese, and European backgrounds. Developmental Psychology, 44(4), 1202. doi:10.1037/0012-1649.44.4.1202

Kalkan, K. O., Layman, G. C., & Uslaner, E. M. (2009). “Bands of Others”? Attitudes toward Muslims in contemporary
American society. The Journal of Politics, 71, 847–862. doi:10.1017/s0022381609090756

Kerr, M., & Stattin, H. (2003). Parenting of adolescents: Action or reaction. In A. C. Crouter, & A. Booth (Eds.),
Children’s influence on family dynamics: The neglected side of family relationships (pp. 121–153). Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum.

King, P. E., Furrow, J. L., & Roth, N. (2002). The influence of families and peers on adolescent religiousness. Journal of
Psychology and Christianity, 21, 109–120.

Krause, N. (2012). Parental religious socialization practices, connectedness with others, and depressive symptoms in
late life. International Journal for the Psychology of Religion, 22, 135–154. doi:10.1080/10508619.2011.638589

Krysinska, K., De Roover, K., Bouwens, J., Ceulemans, E., Corveleyn, J., Dezutter, J., . . . Pollefeyt, D. (2014). Measuring
religious attitudes in secularized Western European context: A psychometric analysis of the post-critical belief scale.
The International Journal for the Psychology of Religion, 24, 263–281. doi:10.1080/10508619.2013.879429

Kuczynski, L. (2003). Beyond bidirectionality: Bilateral conceptual frameworks for understanding dynamics in parent-
child relations. In L. Kuczynski (Ed.), Handbook of dynamics in parent-child relations (pp. 1–24). Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

Kuczynski, L., & De Mol, J. (2015). Socialization in the family: Transactional and dialectical. In R. M. Lerner, W. F.
Overton, & P. Molenaar (Eds.), Handbook of child psychology and developmental science, 7th edition: Volume 1:
Theory and Method. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

JOURNAL OF FAMILY COMMUNICATION 11

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15267431.2014.945700
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0743558408322141
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/josi.12030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1468796807084017
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-affairs/what-we-do/networks/european_migration_network/reports/docs/country-factsheets/belgium-emn-ountry-facthseet_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-affairs/what-we-do/networks/european_migration_network/reports/docs/country-factsheets/belgium-emn-ountry-facthseet_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-affairs/what-we-do/networks/european_migration_network/reports/docs/country-factsheets/belgium-emn-ountry-facthseet_en.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15267431.2013.857326
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15267431.2013.857326
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-0044-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1386017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s1532480xads0104%5F4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s1532480xads0104%5F4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2001.00981.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.42.5.747
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0015509
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.44.4.1202
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/s0022381609090756
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10508619.2011.638589
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10508619.2013.879429


Layton, E., Dollahite, D. C., & Hardy, S. A. (2011). Anchors of religious commitment in adolescents. Journal of
Adolescent Research, 26, 381–413. doi:10.1177/0743558410391260

Layton, E., Hardy, S. A., & Dollahite, D. C. (2012). Religious exploration among highly religious American adolescents.
Identity, 12, 157–184. doi:10.1080/15283488.2012.668728

Lerner, R. M. (2002). Concepts and theories of human development (3rd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Lerner, R. M., & Schmid Callina, K. (2013). Relational developmental systems theories and the ecological validity of

experimental designs. Human Development, 56, 372–380. doi:10.1159/000357179
Lyons-Padilla, S., Gelfand, M. J., Mirahmadi, H., Farooq, M., & Van Egmond, M. (2015). Belonging nowhere:

Marginalization & radicalization risk among Muslim immigrants. Behavioral Science & Policy, 1, 1–12.
doi:10.1353/bsp.2015.0019

Maccoby, E. E. (1999). The uniqueness of the parent-child relationship. In W. A. Collins, & B. Laursen (Eds.),
Relationships as developmental contexts. Minnesota Symposia on Child Psychology (Vol. 30, pp. 157–175). Hillsdale,
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Maccoby, E. E. (2003). Dynamic viewpoints on parent–child relations: Their implications for socialization processes.
In L. Kuczynski (Ed.), Handbook of dynamics in parent-child relations (pp. 439–452). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Martin, T. F., White, J. M., & Perlman, D. (2003). Religious socialization: A test of the channeling hypothesis of
parental influence on adolescent faith maturity. Journal of Adolescent Research, 18, 169–187. doi:10.1177/
0743558402250349

Miklikowska, M. (2016). Like parent, like child? Development of prejudice and tolerance towards immigrants. British
Journal of Psychology, 107(1), 95–116. doi:10.1111/bjop.12124

Miller-Day, M., Pezalla, A., & Chesnut, R. (2013). Children are in families too! The presence of children in
communication research. Journal of Family Communication, 13, 150–165. doi:10.1080/15267431.2013.768251

Myers, S. M. (1996). An interactive model of religiosity inheritance: The importance of family context. American
Sociological Review, 61, 858–866. doi:10.2307/2096457

Parkin, C. M., & Kuczynski, L. (2012). Adolescent perspectives on rules and resistance within the parent-child
relationship. Journal of Adolescent Research, 27, 632–658. doi:10.1177/0743558411435852

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact theory. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 90, 751–783. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751

Pew Research Center. (2014). Global religious diversity. Retrieved from http://www.pewforum.org/2014/04/04/global-
religious-diversity/.

Phinney, J. S. (1989). Stages of ethnic identity development in minority group adolescents. The Journal of Early
Adolescence, 9(1–2), 34–49. doi:10.1177/0272431689091004

Phinney, J. S., Ferguson, D. L., & Tate, J. D. (1997). Intergroup attitudes among ethnic minority adolescents: A causal
model. Child Development, 68, 955–969. doi:10.2307/1132044

Pinquart, M., & Silbereisen, R. K. (2004). Transmission of values from adolescents to their parents: The role of value
content and authoritative parenting. Adolescence, 39(153), 83–100.

Quintana, S. M., Aboud, F. E., Chao, R. K., Contreras-Grau, J., Cross, W. E., Hudley, C., . . . Vietze, D. L. (2006). Race,
ethnicity, and culture in child development: Contemporary research and future directions. Child Development, 77,
1129–1141. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00951.x

Raabe, T., & Beelmann, A. (2011). Development of ethnic, racial, and national prejudice in childhood and adolescence:
A multinational meta-analysis of age differences. Child Development, 82, 1715–1737. doi:10.1111/j.1467-
8624.2011.01668.x

Regnerus, M. D., Smith, C., & Smith, B. (2004). Social context in the development of adolescent religiosity. Applied
Developmental Science, 8, 27–38. doi:10.1207/s1532480xads0801_4

Rivas-Drake, D., Hughes, D., & Way, N. (2009). A preliminary analysis of associations among ethnic–racial socializa-
tion, ethnic discrimination, and ethnic identity among urban sixth graders. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 19,
558–584. doi:10.1037/a0015509

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic motivation, social
development, and well-being. American Psychologist, 55(1), 68–78. doi:10.1037//0003-066x.55.1.68

Schrodt, P., & Phillips, K. E. (2016). Self-disclosure and relational uncertainty as mediators of family communication
patterns and relational outcomes in sibling relationships. Communication Monographs, 83, 1–19. doi:10.1080/
03637751.2016.1146406

Schwartz, K. D. (2006). Transformations in parent and friend faith support predicting adolescents’ religious faith. The
International Journal for the Psychology of Religion, 16, 311–326. doi:10.1207/s15327582ijpr1604_5

Seol, K. O., & Lee, R. M. (2012). The effects of religious socialization and religious identity on psychosocial functioning
in Korean American adolescents from immigrant families. Journal of Family Psychology, 26, 371–380. doi:10.1037/
a0028199

Stephan, W. G., & Stephan, C. W. (1985). Intergroup anxiety. Journal of Social Issues, 41(3), 157–175. doi:10.1111/
josi.1985.41.issue-3

12 N. BEBIROGLU ET AL.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0743558410391260
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15283488.2012.668728
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000357179
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/bsp.2015.0019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0743558402250349
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0743558402250349
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12124
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15267431.2013.768251
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2096457
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0743558411435852
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751
http://www.pewforum.org/2014/04/04/global-religious-diversity/
http://www.pewforum.org/2014/04/04/global-religious-diversity/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0272431689091004
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1132044
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00951.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01668.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01668.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s1532480xads0801%5F4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0015509
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0003-066x.55.1.68
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2016.1146406
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2016.1146406
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327582ijpr1604%5F5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0028199
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0028199
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/josi.1985.41.issue-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/josi.1985.41.issue-3


Syvertsen, A. K., Stout, M. D., Flanagan, C. A., Mitra, D. L., Oliver, M. B., & Sundar, S. S. (2009). Using elections as
teachable moments: A randomized evaluation of the student voices civic education program. American Journal of
Education, 116(1), 33–67. doi:10.1086/605100

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of inter-group conflict. In W. G. Austin, & S. Worchel (Eds.),
The social psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 33–47). Monterey, CA: Brooks-Cole.

Tran, A. G., & Lee, R. M. (2010). Perceived ethnic–racial socialization, ethnic identity, and social competence among
Asian American late adolescents. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 16, 169–178. doi:10.1037/
a0016400

van der Noll, J., & Dekker, H. (2010). Islamophobia: In search for an explanation of negative attitudes towards Islam
and Muslims, testing political socialization theory. PCS–Politics, Culture and Socialization, 1, 239–255.

van der Straten Waillet, N., & Roskam, I. (2012). Religious discrimination in childhood and adolescence. Archive for
the Psychology of Religion/Archiv Fur Religionspychologie, 34, 215–242. doi:10.1163/15736121-12341240

Verkuyten, M. (2002). Ethnic attitudes among minority and majority children: The role of ethnic identification, peer
group victimization and parents. Social Development, 11(4), 558–570. doi:10.1111/1467-9507.0021

Verkuyten, M. (2007). Religious group identification and inter-religious relations: A study among Turkish-Dutch
Muslims. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 10, 341–357. doi:10.1177/1368430207078695

Vermeer, P., Janssen, J., & De Hart, J. (2011). Religious socialization and church attendance in the Netherlands from
1983 to 2007: A panel study. Social Compass, 58, 373–392. doi:10.1177/0037768611412145

Voyé, L., & Dobbelaere, K. (2001). De la religion: Ambivalences et distancements. In B. Bawin-Legros, L. Voyé, K.
Dobbelaere, & M. Elchardus (Eds.), Belge toujours: Fidélité, stabilité, tolérance. Les valeurs des Belges en l’an 2000
(pp. 143–175). Brussels, Belgium: De Boeck Université.

World Values Survey. (2012). WVS 2010–2012 questionnaire. Retrieved from http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/
WVSDocumentationWV6.jsp

JOURNAL OF FAMILY COMMUNICATION 13

http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/605100
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0016400
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0016400
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/15736121-12341240
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9507.0021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1368430207078695
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0037768611412145
http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSDocumentationWV6.jsp
http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSDocumentationWV6.jsp

	Abstract
	Out-group attitudes

	Parental religious socialization
	Adolescent interest as mediator model
	Parental religious socialization as a mediator

	Method
	Sample and procedure
	Measures
	Parental religious socialization
	Religious out-group attitude
	Adolescent interest in communicating with parents about religion


	Results
	Preliminary data analyses
	Testing the models
	Adolescent interest as a mediator
	Parental religious socialization as mediator model
	Comparing the models


	Discussion
	Limitations

	Funding
	References

