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represent primary role models (O’Bryan et al., 2004; Pir-
chio et al., 2018). Thus, previous research on attitude trans-
mission within families has primarily focused on the role 
of parents, showing that they influence children’s prejudice 
either actively, by explicitly communicating their views 
and opinions, or through their wider interactions with their 
children and others (Jugert et al., 2016; Degner & Dalege, 
2013).

While there is agreement that parents are the most influ-
ential socialization agents, children do not simply copy their 
attitudes. There are other agents and environments outside 
the family, such as school and peers, that also shape chil-
dren’s attitudes. Therefore, siblings do not hold identical 
attitudes to one another, even though they often grow up 
in the same parental environment. This in turn raises the 
question of how one child’s adoption of prejudicial attitudes 

In The Nature of Prejudice, Allport (1954) identified the 
home environment as the “…chief and earliest source 
of prejudiced attitudes” (p. 280). This is also the starting 
point for Social Learning Theory (SLT), which posits that 
children learn attitudes by observing the behavior of role 
models. Children internalize this behavior and reproduce it, 
dependent on positive or negative reinforcement (Bandura 
et al., 1961; Bandura, 1977) and intergroup contact (Pet-
tigrew & Tropp, 2006). In early socialization, parents often 
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Abstract
Family as the main socialization environment involves mainly parents and siblings. The importance of parents for attitudi-
nal development in adolescence is well-researched. Theoretically, other family members like siblings are also expected to 
play a role in attitudinal formation. Still, and primarily due to data limitations, siblings are rarely accounted for in empiri-
cal studies. In this study, we examine the role of siblings in the development of anti-immigrant attitudes in adolescence 
(10–17 years), with a particular focus on how sibling effects vary depending on family environment. Using three waves of 
data from the Czech Household Panel Survey (2016–2018), and mixed multilevel repeated measurement models, we find 
that siblings’ attitudes towards immigrants are related over time. Moderation effects show that younger siblings are par-
ticularly influential under less optimal family conditions. More specifically, we find that younger siblings’ anti-immigrant 
attitudes influence their older siblings primarily when the family economy is strained and when parents rarely engage in 
political discussions with their children. Older siblings on the other hand affect their younger siblings’ anti-immigrant 
attitudes to a similar extent regardless of the family environment.
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environment.
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may affect their siblings in their formative years. While 
studies in other areas suggest that siblings do act as role 
models (e.g., Slomkowski et al., 2001), research about the 
role of siblings in the development of prejudice in general, 
and anti-immigrant attitudes in particular, remains scarce 
(Zagrean et al., 2022). In particular, little is known about the 
conditionality of sibling effects. The family environment is 
a potentially important moderator because sibling relation-
ships do not operate in a vacuum but are influenced by other 
family members and their relationships. In this article, we 
contribute to previous research by examining sibling effects 
while also considering the family environment. Specifically, 
the aim of the study is to examine the role of siblings in the 
development of adolescents’ attitudes towards immigrants 
under different family circumstances. While prejudice may 
be directed at various groups in society, we focus our analy-
ses specifically on anti-immigrant attitudes. This is because 
immigration represents an important driving force behind 
increasing diversity in most contemporary societies. As 
societies grow more diverse, we need to improve our under-
standing of the processes leading to the formation of anti-
immigrant attitudes, particularly as such attitudes have been 
found to undermine the trust, solidarity, and civic engage-
ment needed to uphold the functioning of liberal, multieth-
nic democracies (e.g., Miller & Davis, 2021).

We focus on adolescents as previous research has identi-
fied this as a critical period for the development of inter-
group attitudes (Krosnick & Alwin, 1989) and is generally 
recognized as a formative period for the development of 
social and political attitudes including prejudice (Raabe & 
Beelmann, 2011). During this stage, individuals undergo 
rapid biological, cognitive, and identity development, mak-
ing them more sensitive to values within the family and 
peer groups. The “impressionable years” hypothesis sug-
gests that attitudes, including prejudice or anti-immigrant 
sentiment, are most likely to change during childhood and 
adolescence, whereas by adulthood, these beliefs tend to be 
crystallized. Numerous studies corroborate the formative 
years approach. For example, using a longitudinal survey of 
youth aged 12 to 31, Rekker et al. (2015) show that political 
attitudes “mature” during adolescence and that attitudinal 
change slows significantly in emerging adulthood.

To carry out the analyses, we use three waves of the 
Czech Household Panel Study, focusing on adolescents 
(aged 10–17). These data were collected in the Czech 
Republic, a country marked by a historically low immigrant 
population but persistently high anti-immigrant sentiment. 
During 2015–2018, intense political debates over immigra-
tion and national identity shaped public opinion, providing 
a critical context for studying factors affecting adolescents’ 
attitudes towards immigrants.

We analyze the data with multilevel repeated models. Ini-
tially, we examine how siblings influence each other’s atti-
tudes over time. Acknowledging the importance assigned to 
parents in previous research, we assess whether any evidence 
of sibling influence is stable, even when parents’ influence is 
controlled for. We also condition sibling influence on parents’ 
anti-immigrant attitudes. Thereafter, we test if sibling influ-
ence is dependent on family environment. More specifically, 
we examine if family meals, socio-economic status, and dis-
cussions about politics moderate the influence of siblings.

Biases, Attitudes, and Belief Systems in 
Adolescence

Prejudice and biased beliefs can be learned through fam-
ily socialization. Ameta-analysis including data from 131 
studies on over 45 thousand parent-child dyads demon-
strates an association between parental and child attitudes 
towards outgroups (Degner & Dalege, 2013). However, we 
should consider that the strength of parent-child correla-
tions varies depending on family environment and commu-
nication between parents and children. For instance, Nieri 
et al. (2024) systematically reviewed 43 studies on parents’ 
ethnic-racial socialization and found that parents talk about 
race with their children, using similar messaging strategies 
regardless of their ethnicity. However, unlike Black parents 
who often prepare children to recognize and confront racism, 
White parents tend to emphasize egalitarian ideals or color-
blind rhetoric, rather than explicitly addressing systemic bias 
(Abaied & Perry, 2022). Furthermore, parents are influential 
agents and can produce change in children’s biases. Indeed, 
Scott et al. (2023) show that educating White parents about 
the prevalence of racial bias in children made those parents 
more concerned about their own kids’ biases and more moti-
vated to address prejudice in their families. These studies 
illustrate that some parents are motivated to create a family 
environment that would potentially provide a buffer against 
bias. While the role of parents in shaping youth attitudes has 
been explored, less is known about siblings’ influence. Only 
a few studies have examined the conditions under which sib-
ling influence is amplified or counteracted by family envi-
ronment. Our study builds on this contemporary literature to 
examine how attitudes towards immigrants develop within 
various family environments.

The Role of Siblings

After parents, siblings arguably constitute the second most 
important socializing agent in the close family, which may 
influence how prejudice develops during the formative 
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years. Sibling relationships have the potential to last lon-
ger than any other family tie and are often characterized 
by a high degree of identification and feelings of close-
ness, which, according to SLT, facilitates social learning 
(Bandura, 1977). This insight has sparked scholarly inter-
est in sibling influence, albeit not specifically in prejudice 
research. The findings support the importance of siblings in 
relation to a broad range of outcomes, including anti-social 
behavior (Slomkowski et al., 2001), alcohol use (Whiteman 
et al., 2025), empathic concern (Jambon et al., 2019) and 
academic achievement (Zang et al., 2023). While siblings 
have been found to influence the development of values and 
attitudes related to cultural orientations (Rodrıguez De Jesus 
et al., 2019), postmaterialism (Kroh, 2009), marriage (Cas-
sinat & Jensen, 2019) and political ideology (Healy & Mal-
hotra, 2013), little is known about how siblings contribute 
to prejudicial attitudes. To our knowledge, only one longitu-
dinal study focuses on siblings’ role in the development of 
intergroup attitudes in adolescence. In a two-wave study on 
German data, Eckstein et al. (2018) find that siblings impact 
each other’s intergroup attitudes, but also that the influence 
is sensitive to the gender and age of the younger sibling. The 
authors also highlight the need to consider the family con-
text. We build on this study and develop it on two important 
accounts. First, we set out to further corroborate the findings 
by expanding the time horizon from one to three years, and 
by testing the influence of siblings in another country con-
text. Second, and in our view the main contribution of our 
study, we examine if the attitudinal transmission between 
siblings is different under different family conditions.

The Context of Sibling Influence

Drawing on SLT and previous empirical work, we expect 
siblings to influence anti-immigrant attitudes during the 
formative years. Meanwhile, we also expect sibling influ-
ence to vary depending on family environment. Based on 
SLT’s prediction that learning becomes more effective with 
greater perceived similarity (Bandura, 1977), previous stud-
ies have primarily focused on the age and gender constella-
tions of the sibling dyad (Slomkowski et al., 2001; McHale 
et al., 1999; Alfieri & Marta, 2015; Eckstein et al., 2018). 
However, sibling relationships do not develop in isolation. 
Instead, they are well integrated and highly dependent on 
processes and connections in the larger family system. In 
an early review article, Dunn (1983) emphasizes the impor-
tance of accounting for families in order to understand the 
sibling relationship. This has been underscored by later 
studies demonstrating that parents and siblings have sig-
nificant synergistic effects on children’s behavior and norms 

(Bank & Burraston, 2004) and that parents’ actions impact 
sibling relationship quality (Milevsky, 2020).

How interactions between different socialization agents 
play into individual development has been closely elabo-
rated within the framework of ecological system theory 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979). According to this model, devel-
opment occurs in an ecological structure of nested and 
interlinked systems, from proximal microsystems to more 
distal exo- and macrosystems. Interactions and interdepen-
dencies, both within and between systems, lie at the core 
of the theory, and are seen as something which can be “…
as decisive for development as events taking place within 
a given setting (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, p. 3)”. Siblings are 
part of the microsystem which includes the family as well as 
other socializing contexts that the individual interacts with 
directly, including peers and classmates. Within microsys-
tems, the potential of a dyad to serve as an important con-
text for development depends on the presence and nature of 
other interpersonal relationships. These can either work to 
support or disrupt what plays out in the original dyad, which 
will either impair or enhance its developmental potential. 
Indeed, McHale et al. (1999) found norms in the broader 
family system to influence congruence in brothers and sis-
ters’ gender role orientations. The extent to which sibling 
dyad characteristics explained both norms and activities in 
this area emerged as a function of, in particular, fathers’ tra-
ditional gender role attitudes.

Taken together, previous theorizing and empirical obser-
vations of sibling relationships underscore the importance 
of further examining the conditions under which sibling 
influence takes place. While previous studies primarily have 
focused on characteristics of the individual siblings and 
the sibling dyad, we direct attention to the broader paren-
tal environment where sibling influence occurs. Below, we 
discuss three different aspects of the parental environment 
that we theoretically expect will impact sibling influence on 
anti-immigrant attitudes: family meals, political discussions 
with parents and parental socio-economic status.

Family Meals

Children generally identify with their parents and strive to 
achieve their approval by mimicking their behavior, pro-
cesses which are facilitated by parental support. The more 
supportive parents are, the more likely the child is to adopt 
behavior and learn from their parents. This argument has 
been developed within attachment theory (Bretherton, 1985) 
but also directly accords with SLT. An abundance of empiri-
cal evidence corroborates the relations between parental 
support and various child outcomes, including children’s 
self-esteem (Tehrani et al., 2025), attitudes towards math 
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Political Discussion with Parents

Parents need to convey their attitudes and values for chil-
dren to be able to mimic them. This can happen through 
direct behavior or transmission of information via commu-
nication. Seminal work on political socialization (Almond 
& Verba, 1963; Hyman, 1959; Easton & Dennis, 1969) 
assumes, much like SLT, that children are socialized into 
political systems via the adoption of attitudes, values and 
identities from proximal contexts like their parents. Inter-
personal discussions are important for the development of 
social and political attitudes (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955). 
Political discussions are also potentially important as those 
provide opportunities to consider issues from others’ per-
spectives, facilitating the development of empathic con-
cern and perspective-taking (Fearon, 1998; Price et al., 
2002). Empirical research has also found a positive relation 
between participation in political discussions and tolerant 
attitudes among adults (Broockman & Kalla, 2016; Mutz & 
Mondak, 2006; Pattie & Johnston, 2008) as well as adoles-
cents (Bohman et al., 2019).

The literature on political socialization shows that the 
transmission of attitudes between parents and children is 
facilitated by communication. Jennings et al. (2009) show, 
longitudinally, that the transmission of political attitudes 
between parents and children is more likely if parents 
engage and discuss politics with their offspring (see also 
Dinas, 2014). In a situation with less parental discussion, 
there are more opportunities for other socialization agents, 
including siblings. Therefore, we expect the effect of sib-
lings’ anti-immigrant attitudes to be larger in families with 
less parental political discussion.

Socioeconomic Status

Conger et al. (2010) provide two mechanisms of how fam-
ily SES influences children. In their review article, they 
argue that SES relates to parenting and child development 
via stress and investments. Stress is the result of economic 
hardship which has deteriorating consequences for child 
upbringing; children in low SES families are less likely to 
benefit from emotional and social support due to, among 
other things, lack of time for parental child interactions. 
The investment mechanism, meanwhile, holds that families 
that are more affluent have more opportunities to invest in 
children, both in terms of material resources like educa-
tion and non-material resources like knowledge. Empirical 
research from different fields shows that family SES has 
consequences for a variety of outcomes including student 
achievement, motivation, social behavior, health and cogni-
tive outcomes (Tan, 2024; Cao et al., 2021; Huston et al., 

(Tocci & Engelhard, 1991), learning outcomes in relation 
to playing an instrument (Creech, 2010), physical activity 
(Raudsepp, 2006) and drug use (Mills et al., 2021). Parental 
support is also related to the transmission of attitudes like 
prejudice. For example, Duriez (2011) found that children 
of parents who promote extrinsic over intrinsic goals were 
more likely to be prejudiced, which indirectly indicates that 
neglecting emotional support has consequences for such 
attitudes.

Concerning how parental support can moderate sibling 
influence, attachment theory posits that sibling relationships 
are contingent on the interplay between the family climate 
and the development trajectory of the children. In line with 
this, Milevsky (2020) finds that parental practices based on 
warmth and connectivity predict higher sibling-relationship 
quality (see also Brody, 1998). Authoritarian and neglectful 
parental styles imply lower relationship quality, although 
in some cases it also increased sibling support over time, 
arguably to compensate for parents’ absence. Miklikowska 
(2016) shows that the strength of the parental child preju-
dice nexus varies with the level of parental support; in other 
words, parents and children are more alike when the level of 
support is higher. Thus, even though the sibling relationship 
may be better in a supportive environment, we expect the 
sibling effect to be more pronounced in low-support fami-
lies, due to fewer opportunities for parental attachment and 
influence.

We use shared family meals as a proxy for parental sup-
port. We do so for three reasons. First, previous studies sug-
gest a positive association between family meal frequency 
and several family functioning outcomes (for a meta-anal-
ysis see Robson et al., 2020). In a meta-study, Skeer and 
Ballard (2013) conclude that family meals are inversely 
related to a variety of outcomes like drug use, poor mental 
health, poor school performance and delinquent behavior. 
Second, although the specific mechanisms are rarely pre-
sented in research concerning family meals, it is generally 
argued that they relate to comfort, trust and problem iden-
tification (Skeer & Ballard, 2013), i.e. parental support. 
Third, research shows that there is a direct relation between 
parental support and family meals. For example, Brown et 
al. (2019) find that the frequency of family meals is related 
to parental support on multiple accounts and Berge et al. 
(2024) conclude, in a cross-country study, that family meals 
are related to stronger connectedness. We follow previous 
research on family meals, specifically their consequences, 
theoretical cues and direct link to parental support, to argue 
that shared family meals represent a good proxy for parental 
support (Elgar et al., 2014).
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siblings and therefore be more influential with regard to 
the transmission of attitudes and behavior (Whiteman et 
al., 2007). Studies show that older siblings influence their 
younger siblings, for example in relation to choice of uni-
versity (Altmejd et al., 2021) and early parenthood (East, 
1999). Yet, few studies examine the possible duality of the 
effects, and especially not longitudinally. Moreover, studies 
that do test two-way attitudinal transmissions show mixed 
results. While some research on delinquent behavior and 
risk point to older siblings as more important (Kendler et 
al., 2014), others have found that the order does not mat-
ter (e.g., Branje et al., 2004, Solmeyer et al., 2014) or that 
younger siblings affect their older siblings more, although 
effect sizes were small (Whiteman et al., 2017). A recent 
study on educational achievement further suggests that the 
directionality of sibling influence may vary depending on 
the family’s economic situation (Karbownik & Özek, 2023). 
In their study of intergroup attitudes, Eckstein et al. (2018) 
found older siblings to be more influential, but also that the 
effects of both older and younger siblings were sensitive to 
age- and gender-related patterns. Based on the sibling-order 
effects in previous research, and the lack of studies exam-
ining two-way sibling transmission, we account for sibling 
order in our models, but we do so without any strong expec-
tations about the results.

The Current Study

Despite increasing interest in family-based socialization, 
research on the role of siblings in the development of anti-
immigrant attitudes remains limited. While studies in other 
domains suggest that siblings serve as important socializing 
agents and role models (e.g. Slomkowski et al., 2001), very 
few have examined how this influence operates in the con-
text of prejudice formation (Zagrean et al., 2022). In par-
ticular, little is known about the context in which siblings’ 
influence strengthens or weakens. Most existing studies 
focus on individual or dyadic characteristics, often over-
looking the variation in the family environment in which 
sibling interactions are embedded. Additionally, research on 
these processes in Eastern Europe remains scarce, despite 
the region’s relevance for understanding the dynamics of 
political socialization in post-communist societies (Uman-
sky et al., 2025). Given that anti-immigrant attitudes pose a 
growing challenge to social cohesion and democracy espe-
cially in countries with shorter democratic experience and 
growing number of refugees, understanding their formation 
is both timely and important.

This study aims to fill this gap by examining how the 
family environment affects siblings’ influence on each 
other’s anti-immigrant attitudes among Czech adolescents. 

2005; Bradley & Corwyn, 2002; Lawson et al., 2018). In 
sum, there are few outcomes in children’s lives that are not 
predicted by or, at least, correlated with parental SES.

The mechanisms linking parental SES and child outcomes 
are important in relation to two seminal theories on preju-
dice: Group threat theory (Blumer, 1958) and scapegoating 
theory (Zawadzki, 1948). Group threat theory assumes that 
individuals are prejudiced due to competition over scarce 
resources, be they economic or cultural. The individual 
feels that his/her position is being threatened by others who 
compete over resources, leading to negative outgroup atti-
tudes. Similarly, scapegoating theory posits that prejudice 
arises as someone else or some other group is blamed for 
individual misfortunes via frustration and displacement 
(Kudrnáč et al., 2024). It is well established that less afflu-
ent people on average are more prejudiced than more afflu-
ent people (Kunovich, 2004; Dražanová et al., 2023). Even 
though most studies on SES and prejudice focus on adults 
it is reasonable to assume that children growing up in low 
SES families, given their exposure to stress and a lack of 
resources, also are affected by these processes.

All in all, family SES matters for children on a spectrum 
of outcomes, but it also functions as a proximal context that 
sets the boundaries for child-parental interactions. Cole and 
Mitchell (2000) found no effect of siblings on theory of mind 
capacities among young children, which they explain by the 
low SES in their sample. There was no beneficial effect of 
siblings in low SES families, which indicates that the rela-
tion between siblings depends on family SES. Kempton et 
al. (1991) show that siblings function as a buffer against 
externalizing behavior in relation to parental divorce. 
Although some studies indicate that sibling relationships are 
worse in low SES families (e.g., Kretschmer & Pike, 2009) 
it does not imply that they are not affecting each other, only 
that it may not always be in a positive way. Moreover, high 
parental SES is likely to dampen the transmission of preju-
dicial attitudes between siblings simply because the threat 
and scapegoating is not as present in such contexts. Taken 
together, we expect high parental SES to dampen the effect 
of sibling attitudes.

Siblings order

In the analyses, we model influence of older and younger 
siblings separately. While most empirical studies focus on 
the ordering of siblings in relation to, for example, per-
formance outcomes (Hotz & Pantano, 2015; Steelman et 
al., 2002) and psychological predispositions (Rohrer et 
al., 2015), birth order may also be relevant with regard to 
sibling influence. In line with SLT, older siblings are often 
assumed to serve as role models in relation to their younger 
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SOU-674_6/2023). Informed consent was obtained at the 
beginning of each wave during interviewer’s in-person 
visit to the household. All questionnaires were adminis-
tered in respondents’ homes, and informed consent forms 
were signed before participation. For participants under the 
age of 16, consent was provided by their parent(s) or legal 
guardian. In accordance with Czech legislation, individuals 
aged 16 and older were able to provide their own informed 
consent. This procedure was consistently applied across all 
waves of data collection.

As we are interested in sibling influence, only adolescents 
(10–17 years old) living with their siblings are included in 
the analysis. The total of 945 youth questionnaires (51% of 
males) from three waves incorporating our key variables 
include answers from at least one parent and one sibling. 
A total of 281 youth questionnaires were collected in 2016, 
356 in 2017, and 306 in 2018. The sample includes 52 single 
parents with at least two children under 18, and 304 fami-
lies with two parents and at least two children under 18. 
The answers from both parents are available from 80% of 
the two-parent families. While this figure could be higher, 
previous studies show that couples usually share similar 
attitudes (Stoker & Jennings, 2005) which is also supported 
by our data showing a relatively strong correlation between 
mothers’ and fathers’ attitudes (r = 0.51). It should be noted 
that only heterosexual couples are included in this study 
because the dataset does not contain any gay or lesbian part-
nerships among the parents of adolescent respondents.

Measures

Dependent Variable and Key Independent Variables

Anti-immigrant attitudes  For the dependent variable, we 
use an index that comprises four items measuring anti-immi-
grant attitudes running from 1 to 4. At each wave respon-
dents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree with 
the following statements: “Immigrants who live in a coun-
try for several years should have the opportunity to vote in 
elections”; “Immigrants should have the opportunity to con-
tinue their own customs and lifestyle”; “Immigrants should 
have all the same rights that everyone else in the country 
has”; “Immigrant children should have the same opportuni-
ties for education that other children in the country have”. 
The response options were: “strongly disagree”; “disagree”; 
“agree”; “strongly agree”. The Cronbach’s alpha for each 
wave indicates that the reliability of this scale is acceptable 
(αt1 = 0.74; αt2 = 0.72, αt3 = 0.77).

Siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes  Siblings’ anti-immigrant 
attitudes are measured by the same items as the dependent 

Specifically, we analyze three contextual moderators: the 
frequency of shared family meals as a proxy for supportive 
parents, political discussions with parents, and the family’s 
socioeconomic status. These dimensions have all been theo-
retically and empirically linked to both value transmission 
and children’s attitude development, however they have 
not been considered in combination with sibling influence. 
To address these gaps, we state two research questions: (1) 
Do siblings influence one another’s anti-immigrant atti-
tudes? (2) Is siblings’ influence moderated by the family 
environment?

Method

The Context of the Czech Republic

In the Czech Republic, immigration has traditionally been 
limited, with foreigners constituting less than 6% of the 
population prior to 2020 (CZSO, 2021). However, despite 
these low numbers, national surveys and political discourse 
between 2015 and 2018 reveal a pervasive anti-immigrant 
sentiment (Eurobarometer, 2018). The migration crisis of 
2015 intensified debates over national security, welfare 
spending and cultural identity, prompting political actors 
to adopt strongly anti-immigrant stances. For instance, the 
governing party ANO and other mainstream parties such 
as the Civic Democratic Party and Freedom and Direct 
Democracy emphasized the need for stricter controls on 
immigration. This has created a unique social and political 
environment that underscores the urgent need to analyze 
how adolescents form their attitudes toward immigrants.

Sample

The analyses are based on data from the Czech Household 
Panel Survey (CHPS). Data were collected annually between 
2015 and 2018, but as the questions regarding immigra-
tion were only asked 2016–2018, we use these three waves 
(W1-3) in our analyses (Lyons et al., 2016, 2017, 2018). The 
household sample was selected randomly from the Register 
of Census Districts and Buildings maintained by the Czech 
Statistical Office. The household response rate in the first 
wave was 42%. The household retention rates were 79.5% 
between first and second wave, 84.7% between second 
and third wave, and 86.4% between third and fourth wave. 
T-tests comparing anti-immigrant attitudes of adolescents 
and parents who participated in all waves with attitudes of 
those who dropped out of the panel revealed no statistical 
difference in their attitudes in the first wave.

The research was approved by the Institute of Sociol-
ogy of the Czech Academy of Sciences Ethical Board (no. 
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parental variables, in case the respondent lives with only 
one parent, we use the answer for that parent. The respon-
dents marked their answers on a four-point scale, ranging 
from “never” to “often”. Similar question was used to cap-
ture frequency of political discussion in previous studies 
(e.g. Quintelier, 2015).

Socio-economic status  We use household income as an 
indicator of socio-economic status. The adult represen-
tative of the household indicated in a household grid: “Is 
the household able to make ends meet on its total monthly 
income?“. The response options ranged from 1 (“with great 
difficulty”) to 6 (“very easily”).

Control variables  Additionally, we controlled for age, 
gender and number of parents/partners in the household. 
Descriptive statistics of all used variables are in Table A1 
in the Appendix.

In addition to variables included in our analyses presented 
in this article, we also examined if gender, birth order, and 
the age differences between siblings moderated the rela-
tion between siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes. However, 
our analyses revealed that none of these variables signifi-
cantly influenced the outcomes. Based on these findings, we 
decided to use simpler models without these variables.

Analytical Strategy

To examine the longitudinal effect of siblings on anti-immi-
grant attitudes in different family environments, we analyze 
the CHPS data with mixed, multilevel repeated measure-
ment models with random intercepts for individuals, house-
holds and a random slope for siblings’ anti-immigrant 
attitudes and time. All models are run twice; first using older 
siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes as independent variables 
in relation to younger siblings’ attitudes, and thereafter 
using younger siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes as indepen-
dent variables to explain older siblings’ attitudes. We test 
whether older/younger siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes 
predict the between-person and within-person changes 
in younger/older siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes, using 
three-level hierarchical models with time nested within 
individuals, nested within households. The variables at the 
between-person level are grand-mean-centered and test if 
and how much the individuals’ average scores W1-W3 dif-
fer from each other. The variables at the within-person level 
mark how much each individual at each measure point devi-
ate from their own average score and constitute a measure-
ment of how they change over time.

variable. In households with more than two children, we 
computed the mean score of the anti-immigrant attitudes for 
the additional older (or younger) siblings. This aggregated 
score was then used as the predictor for either the youngest 
or oldest child in the household, depending on the analysis 
model. The Cronbach’s alpha for each wave indicates that 
the reliability of this scale is again acceptable (αt1 = 0.79; 
αt2 = 0.79, αt3 = 0.74).

Parents’ anti-immigrant attitudes  Parents’ anti-immigrant 
attitudes are measured by the same items as siblings’ anti-
immigrant attitudes and the dependent variable. The vari-
able is calculated as the mean score of answers from both 
parents. Answers from only one parent are used in case the 
other parent did not participate in the study. The Cronbach’s 
alpha for each wave indicates that the reliability of this scale 
is acceptable (αt1 = 0.77; αt2 = 0.75, αt3 = 0.78).

Family Environment

Family meals  The question about shared family meals was 
answered by an adult household representative. The ques-
tion was worded: “In the past 7 days, how many times has 
everyone or most people in your household eaten a meal 
together?“. The answer categories were: “Not once”, “1–2 
times”, “3–4 times”, “5–6 times”, “7 or more times”. The 
answers were recoded into a dichotomous variable which 
indicates whether the family eats five or more times a week 
together (1) or less frequently (0). We base this operation-
alization on previous research suggesting that children who 
have family meals five times or more per week experience 
better parenting practices (availability, accessibility, parent 
modeling, parent encouragement, and family communica-
tion) in comparison to children with less frequent family 
meals (Watts et al., 2017). Unfortunately, shared family 
meal was measured only in one wave (W2). However, we 
do not expect rapid changes over time because such activ-
ity is usually a matter of long-term family habits, which is 
even transmitted from adolescence to adulthood (Larson et 
al., 2013). Additionally, it is important to note that using 
single-item dichotomized indicator is a limitation which 
may underestimate the complexity of parental support and 
introduce measurement error.

Political discussion with parents  Political discussion with 
parents captures the frequency of talking about politics 
with one’s mother and father. The question was worded: 
“How often do you discuss politics and the current affairs in 
our country… with your mother/father?“. Similar to other 
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Adolescents with siblings who score highly on anti-immi-
grant attitudes are themselves on average more averse 
towards immigrants, and more importantly, as their siblings’ 
attitudes change, their own attitudes are also more likely to 
change accordingly. These findings apply both to younger 
siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes (Model 1 A) and older sib-
lings’ anti-immigrant attitudes (Model 1B).

The relation between siblings’ attitudes are robust even 
when including parents’ anti-immigrant attitudes in the 
model. In line with the theoretical expectations, parents’ 
anti-immigrant attitudes are positively related to their chil-
dren’s attitudes. For older siblings’ attitudes this applies 
at both the between and within-individual level, but for 
younger siblings it only applies at the between-person level. 
The frequency of shared meals is negatively related to atti-
tudes of younger siblings (Model 1 A) but not attitudes of 
older siblings (Model 1B). Change in socio-economic status 
is negatively related to change in anti-immigrant attitudes of 
older siblings but not related to change in younger siblings’ 
attitudes. The direct effects of political discussions with par-
ents are not statistically significant, and the same applies to 
the control variables: the presence of both parents (versus 
single-parent household), age and gender.

In the analysis, we start with the null model that includes 
the dependent variable without predictors to capture the vari-
ance of the dependent variable (not presented in the table). 
Next, we examine the longitudinal effects of younger/older 
siblings’ and parents’ anti-immigrant attitudes, as well as the 
direct effects of family meal, frequency of political discus-
sion with parents, and household income. In the following 
steps, we test the moderating effects of three distinct family 
environments on the relation between adolescents’ and their 
older/younger siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes.

Results

The null model predicting attitudes of younger siblings 
shows that 12% of the variance in anti-immigrant attitudes 
is within individuals, 44% between individuals and 44% 
between households. The null model predicting attitudes 
of older siblings shows that 19% of the variance in anti-
immigrant attitudes is within individuals, 51% between 
individuals and 30% between households. Results of our 
initial longitudinal analyses are reported in Table 1. Mod-
els 1 A and 1B demonstrate that adolescents’ anti-immigrant 
attitudes depend on their siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes. 

Table 1  Relation between anti-immigrant attitudes and family context. Multilevel repeated measurement models
Model1A
DV: Younger sib-
ling’s AIA

Model1B
DV: Older sib-
ling’s AIA

Model2A
DV: Younger sib-
ling’s AIA

Model2B
DV: Older sib-
ling’s AIA

Fixed part Intercept 1.50*** (0.31) 0.74 (0.38) 2.37*** (0.64) 1.89** (0.68)
Time -0.07* (0.03) -0.02 (0.03) -0.07* (0.03) -0.02 (0.03)
Gender -0.04 (0.06) -0.06 (0.07) -0.04 (0.06) -0.06 (0.07)
Age -0.01 (0.01) 0.02 (0.02) -0.01 (0.01) 0.02 (0.02)
Two parents VS one parent in household -0.17* (0.08) 0.17 (0.11) -0.16* (0.08) 0.17 (0.11)
Prejudice sibling (BE) 0.31*** (0.06) 0.29*** (0.07) -0.09 (0.26) -0.28 (0.29)
Prejudice sibling (WI) 0.23*** (0.07) 0.31*** (0.06) 0.23*** (0.07) 0.31*** (0.06)
Prejudice parents (BE) 0.27*** (0.07) 0.25** (0.08) -0.07 (0.23) -0.23 (0.25)
Prejudice parents (WI) 0.12 (0.08) 0.24** (0.08) 0.12 (0.08) 0.24** (0.08)
Family meal (dichotomous) -0.26* (0.10) 0.28 (0.14) -0.26* (0.10) 0.28* (0.14)
Political discussion with parents (BE) 0.04 (0.10) -0.21 (0.13) 0.01 (0.10) -0.19 (0.13)
Political discussion with parents (WI) 0.01 (0.12) -0.01 (0.10) 0.01 (0.12) -0.01 (0.10)
Household income (BE) -0.05 (0.03) -0.03 (0.04) -0.05 (0.03) -0.02 (0.04)
Household income (WI) 0.05 (0.05) -0.12** (0.05) 0.05 (0.05) -0.12** (0.05)

Moderation Prejudice sibling (BE)
*Parental prejudice (BE)

0.15 (0.10) 0.23* (0.11)

Random part Household intercept 0.009 (0.003) 0.009 (0.005) 0.008 (0.004) 0.007 (0.005)
Individual 0.005 (0.005) 0.001 (0.002) 0.006 (0.006) 0.001 (0.003)
Rho 0.18 (0.11) 0.42 (0.01) 0.17 (0.08) 0.37 (0.07)
Var(e) 0.26 (0.02) 0.37 (0.07) 0.26 (0.02) 0.20 (0.02)
n 533 412 533 412
Household n 251 170 251 170
Log Likelihood -461.1 -344.0 -459.9 -341.9
AIC 963 726 958 724
BIC 1040 802 1039 804

Standard errors in parentheses; *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05. AIA Anti-immigrant attitudes, WI within effects, BE between effects
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greater impact in families that eat together less often, family 
meals generally do not matter to the sibling effect. Instead, 
siblings seem to influence each other’s anti-immigrant atti-
tudes to the same extent regardless of how often the family 
eats together (see Figure A2 and Figure A3 in Appendix).

Political Discussion with Parents

Proceeding to the interaction between a more politically 
stimulating environment and siblings’ anti-immigrant atti-
tudes, we find evidence of a moderation in relation to older 
siblings’ attitudes (Model 4B). As illustrated in Fig.  2, 
more frequent political discussion with parents is related 
to smaller effects of younger siblings’ anti-immigrant atti-
tudes. Put differently, in families where politics is never 
discussed, younger siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes pre-
dict higher levels of anti-immigrant attitudes among their 
older siblings, while in families that discuss politics often 
the relation is rather the reverse. More anti-immigrant atti-
tudes among younger siblings are associated with less nega-
tive older sibling attitudes. In terms of influence by older 
siblings, the insignificant interaction term in Model 4 A, as 
well as the pattern in Figure A4 (see Appendix), demon-
strate that older siblings affect their younger siblings’ atti-
tudes similarly regardless of how often the younger sibling 
discusses politics with his or her parents.

Socioeconomic Status

The results in Model 5B reveal that younger siblings’ anti-
immigrant attitudes have the strongest correlation with 
older siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes in low-income 
households. As Fig.  3 demonstrates, there is no effect of 
younger siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes in families with 
high incomes. In families with low SES, on the other hand, 
higher levels of younger siblings’ negative attitudes are 
accompanied by higher levels of older siblings’ anti-immi-
grant attitudes. However, and similarly to previous models, 
the interaction term of older siblings’ attitudes and family 
environment is not statistically significant (Model 5  A), 
which suggests that the effect of older siblings on younger 
siblings’ attitudes is not dependent on family environment 
(Figure A5 in Appendix).

Besides the presented moderation models (Models 
2 A-5B), we have also tested within-person level modera-
tions. Instead of using interaction terms at the between-per-
son level, we added interactions on the within-person level 
to test if changes in family environment moderate the effect 
of siblings’ attitudes over time. None of these interactions 
were statistically significant. Thus, for the sake of clarity, 
we have decided not to include them in the tables. Although 
this suggests that (changes in) family conditions have little 

In Models 2 A and 2B, we also added an interaction of 
parents’ and older/younger siblings’ anti-immigrant atti-
tudes. While the interaction between older siblings’ and 
parents’ attitudes does not reach statistical significance 
(Model 2 A), the effect of younger siblings on older sib-
lings is moderated by parents’ attitudes on the between-
person level (Model 2B). The results are also depicted in 
Figure A1 (in Appendix) and Fig.  1. The figures reveal a 
very similar pattern in both groups, suggesting the effect 
of siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes depends on the atti-
tudes of parents. More specifically, in family environments 
where parents have low levels of anti-immigrant attitudes, 
siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes generally do not matter. 
If parents, on the other hand, are highly prejudiced, adoles-
cents’ attitudes are closer related to siblings’ anti-immigrant 
attitudes. Taken together, this suggests that living with par-
ents who hold a low level of anti-immigrant attitudes can 
buffer against anti-immigrant siblings, and against younger 
siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes.

Table  2 reports the results of our longitudinal analy-
ses testing the moderation effects of family environment 
and younger/older siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes. The 
models are divided between the three environments: Fam-
ily meal (Models 3), political discussion (Models 4), and 
household economy (Models 5).

Family Meals

The interaction terms of family meals and siblings’ anti-
immigrant attitudes are not statistically significant (Mod-
els 3  A and 3B), suggesting that the effects of siblings’ 
attitudes are unrelated to the frequency of shared meals. 
Thus, although Figure A3 (in Appendix) offers some indica-
tion that younger siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes have a 

Fig. 1  The effect of younger siblings’ prejudice on anti-immigrant 
attitudes of older siblings moderated by parental prejudice. Note Pre-
dicted values with 95% confidence intervals, based on Model 2B. The 
p-value for the interaction term is 0.036
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controlling for parents’ anti-immigrant attitudes. While 
previous research has predominantly emphasized the role 
of older siblings as primary socialization agents, a devel-
opmental perspective suggests that sibling influence is 
bidirectional and as adolescents mature, the developmental 
gap between siblings narrows, allowing younger siblings to 
contribute more actively to the socialization process (e.g. 
Whiteman & Christiansen, 2008). Our findings support such 
a bidirectional influence. In previous research, sibling inter-
actions have been shown to foster the development of empa-
thy and social skills (Jambon et al., 2019; Sang & Nelson, 
2017), both critical for understanding and challenging prej-
udicial attitudes. Previous research suggests that empathy 
is associated with lower levels of prejudice (Miklikowska, 
2018). Although empathy was not directly measured in our 
study, it remains a plausible mechanism: younger siblings 
may introduce fresh perspectives and encourage emotional 
reflection, which could contribute to attitude change in their 
older siblings.

In line with expectations stemming from SLT (Bandura, 
1977), we also found that parents and their children shared 
similar attitudes towards immigrants. Older siblings further 
adjusted their attitudes in response to attitudinal changes of 
their parents, which is contrary to Miklikowska et al. (2019) 
who in a Swedish sample found that changes in parental 
prejudice were unrelated to within-person changes in ado-
lescents’ prejudice. The difference may stem from a larger 
variance among Czech parents over time, making it possible 
to capture the effect of change in our study. Moreover, we 
found that the between-person effect of younger siblings’ 
anti-immigrant attitudes was moderated by parents’ atti-
tudes. A similar pattern was observed for older siblings, but 
the interaction term was not statistically significant. Thus, 
the findings suggest that adolescents are more sensitive to 
influence by - at least younger - siblings’ prejudice, when 
parents hold high levels of anti-immigrant attitudes. The 
lack of moderation with regard to older siblings may sug-
gest that their influence is more stable compared to younger 
siblings’ influence, in the sense that it is less dependent 
on the parents holding similar views. Taken together, the 
results are in line with previous studies suggesting that the 
transmission of attitudes within families is complex and 
dependent on both inter-sibling and parent-child dynamics 
(Eckstein et al., 2018; Milevsky, 2020).

In the next step, we tested moderation effects of the fam-
ily environment. We found limited support for the expecta-
tion that shared meals, as a proxy for a supportive family 
environment We follow previous research on family meals, 
specifically their consequences, theoretical cues and direct 
link to parental support, to argue that shared family meals 
represent a good proxy for parental support (e.g. Elgar et 
al., 2014), would buffer the influence of prejudiced siblings. 

bearing on within-person sibling effects, we also acknowl-
edge that the reason for missing effects on within-person 
level may be due to limited variation in family environment 
variables over time, combined with a too short period to 
properly capture the longitudinal effect of siblings.

Discussion

In the analyses, we found associations between siblings’ 
anti-immigrant attitudes both at the between-person and 
within-person level. Adolescents with more prejudiced sib-
lings were more likely to be prejudiced themselves, regard-
less of whether the sibling in question were older or younger, 
and changes in siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes were cor-
related with changes in adolescents’ attitudes. These rela-
tions, for both younger and older siblings, remained when 

Fig. 3  The effect of younger siblings’ prejudice on anti-immigrant 
attitudes of older siblings moderated by household income. Note Pre-
dicted values with 95% confidence intervals, based on Model 5B. The 
p-value for the interaction term is 0.026

 

Fig. 2  The effect of younger siblings’ prejudice on anti-immigrant atti-
tudes of older siblings moderated by frequency of political discussion 
with parents. Note Predicted values with 95% confidence intervals, 
based on Model 4B. The p-value for the interaction term is 0.001
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Taking the results from all models together, we see asym-
metrical moderation effects in relation to two of the family 
environments; political discussions and SES. The mod-
eration effects are asymmetrical in the sense that they (1) 
only apply to influence by younger siblings and (2) primar-
ily boost sibling transmission of negative attitudes. While 
both older and younger siblings influence each other’s atti-
tudes, younger siblings primarily influence their older sib-
lings under certain conditions. When the family has high 
SES and parents discuss political issues with their children 
on a regular basis we observe minimal to no transmission 
of younger siblings’ prejudice. This probably reflects how 
parents, along with older siblings, serve as the primary 
socialization agents in these families. When parents on the 
other hand are in a more strained economic situation, or do 
not engage sufficiently in discussions with their children, 
there are more opportunities for younger siblings to exert 
influence. Moreover, the analyses show that such effects 
are notable only when younger siblings hold negative atti-
tudes towards immigrants. We do not observe the same pat-
tern in relation to positive attitudes, which suggests that it 
is not (younger) sibling transmission per se, but (younger) 
sibling transmission of prejudicial attitudes that benefits in 
less optimal environments. While we do not have data to 
closer examine the reasons behind this asymmetry, it may 
be given by differences in saliency and resonance. Indeed, 
the negativity bias observed in psychological research sug-
gests that individuals are more attentive to, but also more 
likely to be influenced by, negative messages (Baumeister 
et al., 2001; Avdagic & Savage, 2021). As with adults, chil-
dren also discuss and recall negative emotions more than 
positive emotions (Vaish et al., 2008). This suggests that 
siblings holding negative attitudes may be more likely to 
articulate their opinion and make the issue salient in the 
home environment, compared to siblings with neutral or 
positive attitudes. The negative messages of prejudiced sib-
lings may also resonate more with their siblings, both due to 
a general negativity bias and, at least in low SES families, 
due to parallel processes of scapegoating and threat.

Additionally, sibling influence is often bidirectional and 
shifts over time. Interdependence theory conceptualizes sib-
lings as collaborators whose behaviors and attitudes become 
more intertwined the more they hold shared goals. At the 
same time, the theory of sibling de-identification suggests 
that siblings adopt opposite stances to maintain unique iden-
tities and avoid rivalry (Milevsky, 2011). Paradoxically, the 
de-identification processes may enhance younger siblings’ 
relative influence by making older siblings reject a younger 
sibling’s positions and adopting positions by which the older 
child defines themselves (Whiteman et al., 2007). Moreover, 
sibling relationships usually evolve across adolescence from 
mostly hierarchical (younger sibling following the older 

While these findings suggest that both younger and older 
sibling influence is similar regardless of how often the fam-
ily eats together, we acknowledge that a more direct mea-
sure of family support could yield different findings. Thus, 
we encourage future research to incorporate more nuanced 
assessments of family environment, such as validated scales 
of parental support, warmth, and communication quality, to 
closer establish the role of family climate.

The two remaining variables relating to family environ-
ment point to differences in conditionality with regard to 
younger and older sibling influence. Again, and in line with 
previous studies (Eckstein et al., 2018; Kendler et al., 2014), 
older siblings’ prejudice seems to be a fairly stable predictor 
of younger siblings’ prejudice, while younger siblings influ-
ence is limited to certain family conditions. Specifically, 
we found that younger siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes 
were most influential in families where political discussions 
between parents and children were rare. This is in line with 
previous research showing that political discussions increase 
tolerance, enhance empathy, provide new information as 
well as make the transfer of attitudes between parents and 
children easier (e.g. Mutz & Mondak, 2006; Fearon, 1998). 
With less parental discussion there is both more opportu-
nity for direct sibling discussions, and a higher likelihood of 
discussions being conducted without parental intervention, 
which could explain why younger siblings’ prejudice matter 
more when discussions with parents are rare. Older siblings 
had similar effects regardless of the degree of parental dis-
cussion, which may be explained by how they, alongside the 
parents, serve as additional role models in these contexts.

As for parental SES, we found the effect of younger sib-
lings’ prejudice to be much weaker in families that are finan-
cially well-off. Indeed, in high SES families, adolescents’ 
attitudes appear to remain largely unaffected by younger 
siblings’ anti-immigrant attitudes, which may be because 
negative messages resonate less if family finances are stable. 
Conversely, children who come from a less stable economic 
environment may blame immigrants for their unpleasant 
situation (i.e., scapegoating) and therefore be more prone to 
adhere to negative messages conveyed by their younger sib-
lings. In line with group threat theory, which suggests that 
perceptions of competition over resources can lead to nega-
tive outgroup attitudes, adolescents from lower SES fami-
lies may perceive immigrants as a potential economic threat 
to their family’s position and, in turn, adopt negative atti-
tudes. While our results show that high SES protects against 
influence by prejudiced younger siblings, it does not - again 
- protect against older siblings’ negative attitudes. Also, SES 
does not seem to matter for the transmission of more posi-
tive attitudes, as adolescents with younger siblings low in 
prejudice display similar attitudes regardless of family SES.
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questions. Although shared family meals are a common 
proxy for parental support in previous research, the dichoto-
mized single-item approach is a limitation because it may 
introduce measurement error and reduce variability, poten-
tially attenuating the observed relations. This limitation 
should be considered when interpreting our findings. Also, 
the question on political discussion did not capture whether 
immigration was discussed, which is unfortunate given 
our focus on anti-immigrant attitudes. Although previous 
research has shown that also general political discussions 
matter to attitudes towards immigrants, both directly and 
through facilitating attitudinal transmission (Bohman et al., 
2019), future research should employ questions that specifi-
cally assess the frequency of discussions about immigration 
and also consider using multiple items to gain a more com-
plex understanding of how family discussions contribute to 
sibling transmission of attitudes.

Furthermore, while our study provides new insights into 
sibling influence, relying solely on survey data limits the 
research in several ways. First, available data may not fully 
capture the nuances of intra-family dynamics. Second, the 
structured survey format restricts the ability to explore par-
ticipants’ lived experiences, or how adolescents themselves 
interpret those influences. Future research could benefit 
from qualitative approaches such as in-depth interviews or 
focus groups with siblings to more deeply understand how 
these influences unfold.

Future research should also account for potential influ-
ences from peers and schools, which are well-known factors 
in adolescent socialization (e.g., Miklikowska et al., 2019). 
Incorporating these variables in future studies would pro-
vide a more comprehensive picture of the interplay between 
various influences affecting anti-immigrant attitudes in ado-
lescence. The rapidly evolving role of social media and the 
political opinions of online influencers represent another 
important avenue for future research. Given the pervasive 
influence of digital media on youth, future studies should 
examine how exposure to online political discourse inter-
acts with family dynamics to shape prejudicial attitudes.

Sixth, while our study focuses on siblings and the fam-
ily microsystem, it is important to recognize that adolescent 
development is shaped by overlapping influences across mul-
tiple ecological levels (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Other micro-
system agents such as peers, schools, and social media play 
a critical role in shaping attitudes. Although our data did not 
allow us to directly account for these factors, we acknowl-
edge their relevance and potential for interaction with sib-
ling influences. For instance, peer group norms related to 
tolerance may either reinforce or counteract the attitudes 
modeled within sibling relationships. Similarly, variation 
in norms, climate and emphasis on civic education across 
schools may shape how adolescents interpret or internalize 

one), toward increasingly egalitarian with reciprocal influ-
ences (Campione-Barr, 2017). During early adolescence, 
younger siblings’ fresh perspectives shaped by peers and 
new information can affect older siblings’ attitudes (Jambon 
et al., 2019). In sum, as adolescents grow older, the sibling 
relationship becomes a dynamic process in which both role 
modelling and deliberate differentiation shape attitude for-
mation. This may help explain why younger siblings exert 
a stronger influence on older siblings’ anti-immigrant atti-
tudes than vice versa.

Limitations and Future Directions

There are several strengths to the present study, includ-
ing the use of three years of panel data, and the distinction 
between within- and between-person effects. The dataset 
contained answers from adolescents, their parents, and sib-
lings, which made it possible to analyze the effect of sib-
lings’ prejudice under various family circumstances. Along 
with these advantages, there are also some limitations to our 
study. First, although the data are longitudinal, they only 
cover a limited time period (2016–2018). Additional waves 
would enable us to observe the dynamics of change in atti-
tudes over a longer time span, and thereby better capture 
possible within-person effects. Second, we use data from a 
single country: the Czech Republic. While some of our anal-
yses corroborate findings from a previous study using Ger-
man data (Eckstein et al., 2018), more research is needed to 
closer establish the scope conditions of our results. Third, as 
families share some genetic predispositions for attitudes and 
behavior, we recognize the difficulties associated with sepa-
rating biological factors from socialization. This, however, 
was never the aim of the current study, where we instead 
acknowledge the existence of socialization effects. Indeed, 
in a sibling study comparing biological and adopted sibling 
pairs, Buchanan et al. (2009) find substantive evidence for 
a shared environmental effect on most of the examined out-
comes (substance use, psychopathology, IQ, disinhibitory 
behavior, and peer group characteristics). Some of the rela-
tions observed in our study are also difficult to explain from 
a strictly biological perspective, for example, the asymmet-
rical moderation where only prejudiced younger siblings 
seem to matter under certain social conditions.

Fourth, averaging responses in households with more 
than two children may obscure within-family variation. To 
address this concern, we have conducted a robustness check 
by re-estimating the models using only households with two 
participating siblings. The results are fairly similar and sup-
port the robustness of our original findings (see Table A2 in 
Appendix).

Fifth, both family meals, which we discuss above, and 
political discussions were measured using single-item 
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by highly prejudiced younger siblings. Conversely, this sug-
gests that better functioning families, that regularly discuss 
public affairs and have a stable economic situation, can pro-
tect adolescents from negative attitudinal transfers, at least 
from their younger siblings.

Appendix

views encountered within their families. Social media adds 
yet another layer, often functioning as an amplifier of broader 
societal narratives that may either support or disrupt famil-
ial socialization. These dynamics highlight the importance of 
mesosystem-level interactions (i.e., the linkages between dif-
ferent microsystems) and future research would benefit from 
designs that account for the combined influence of multiple 
socialization agents and how they moderate siblings’ effects.

As for future directions, with many Ukrainian refugees 
being of schooling age, Czech educational institutions are 
now at the forefront of a significant social transformation. 
This situation underscores the urgent need to better under-
stand the processes shaping adolescents’ attitudes toward 
immigrants, particularly within school and family contexts. 
Future research should examine how sibling dynamics 
interact with increased classroom diversity, cross-cultural 
friendships, changes in classroom norms, and shifting soci-
etal narratives.

Implications

Our findings have several practical and policy implications. 
For educators and practitioners, the evidence that sibling 
relationships influence the development of anti-immigrant 
attitudes suggests that school-based programs aimed at fos-
tering tolerance may have spillover effects among siblings. 
Furthermore, our results show that parental support and 
political discussion amplify the influence siblings have on 
each other. For parents, schools and community programs, 
this highlights the importance of encouraging open dialogue 
about immigration, diversity, and democratic values for 
mitigating prejudicial attitudes. In the context of increased 
Ukrainian refugee presence in the Czech Republic, helping 
parents navigate these discussions through civic education 
campaigns or informational resources could reduce the like-
lihood of prejudicial views being passed between siblings.

Conclusion

The vital importance of parents in the process of politi-
cal socialization is well documented. However, this study 
demonstrates that parents are not the only family members 
influencing adolescents’ anti-immigrant attitudes. Siblings’ 
attitudes are also important, but how their influence plays 
out depends on sibling order in relation to the broader fam-
ily environment. While older siblings seem to have a stable 
effect on younger siblings’ prejudice, younger siblings are 
primarily important when the family situation is less opti-
mal. Further, the moderation with family environment is 
asymmetrical in the sense that low SES and less parent-
child political communication primarily enable influence 

Table A1  Descriptive statistics
N %

Gender Boys 479 50,7%
Girls 466 49,3%

Respondents’ age at 
W1

7 26 2,8%
8 55 5,8%
9 83 8,8%
10 145 15,3%
11 139 14,7%
12 121 12,8%
13 137 14,5%
14 113 12,0%
15 85 9,0%
16 34 3,6%
17 7 0,7%

Number of siblings
1 600 64,0%
2 265 28,3%
3 37 4,0%
4 7 0,8%
5 17 1,8%
6 5 0,5%
7 6 0,6%

Relative age and 
gender of siblings

Younger girl(s) 120 14,1%
Older girl(s) 193 22,7%
Younger boy(s) 175 20,5%
Older boy(s) 181 21,2%
Younger & older girls 41 4,8%
Younger & older boys 29 3,4%
Younger girl(s) & older 
boy(s)

25 2,9%

Younger boy(s) & older 
girl(s)

19 2,2%

Younger girl(s) & younger 
boy(s)

37 4,3%

Older girl(s) & older boy(s) 28 3,3%
Mix of girls & boys that are 
both older and younger

4 0,5%

Note: The study only surveyed children once they reached the age 
of 10. For respondents who entered the study in later waves, earlier 
ages (e.g., 7–9 years at Wave 1) are shown in the data file but these 
children were not surveyed at that time point. Thus, while Table 3lists 
ages as low as 7 at Wave 1, all survey participants were at least 10 
years old when first interviewed
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Fig. A1  The effect of older siblings’ prejudice on anti-immigrant atti-
tudes of younger siblings moderated by parental prejudice. Note Pre-
dicted values with 95% confidence intervals, based onModel 2A. The 
p-value for the interaction term is 0.117

 

Fig. A2  The effect of older siblings’ prejudice on anti-immigrant atti-
tudes of younger siblings moderated by frequency of shared meal. 
Note. Predicted values with 95% confidence intervals, based on Model 
3A. The p-value for the interaction term is 0.496

 

Fig. A3  The effect of younger siblings’ prejudice on anti-immigrant 
attitudes of older siblings moderated by frequency of shared meal. 
Note Predicted values with 95% confidence intervals, based on Model 
3B. The p-value for the interaction term is 0.076

 

Fig. A4  The effect of older siblings’ prejudice on anti-immigrant atti-
tudes of younger siblings moderated by frequency of political discus-
sion with parents. Note Predicted values with 95% confidence inter-
vals, based on Model 4A. The p-value for the interaction term is 0.707

 

Fig. A5  The effect of older siblings’ prejudice on anti-immigrant atti-
tudes of younger siblings moderated by frequency of political discus-
sion with parents. Note Predicted values with 95% confidence inter-
vals, based on Model 5A. The p-value for the interaction term is 0.783
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