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Are adult children more likely to become 

homeowners for the first time if their parents 

are homeowners? And, if so, did the influence 

of parental homeownership on that of the 

adult child change over time? Do adult 

children of parents with high-value housing 

have better chances to have higher housing 

values themselves? Which adult children and 

parents are likely to live together, or to move in 

with or close to each other? Do support needs 

play a role when children and parents move 

closer to each other? This study explores the 

housing quality and residential locations of 

adult children with a focus on the role of their 

parents. The concepts of intergenerational 

transmission of housing quality and that of 

family solidarity are used to explain how 

parents might influence their children’s 

housing and residential locations. Large-scale 

longitudinal data from the Netherlands 

Kinship Panel Study (NKPS) and the Social 

Statistical dataBase (SSB) were used to address 

the issues at hand.
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1.1 HOUSING, RESIDENTIAL LOCATIONS AND THE ROLE OF PARENTS

The first empirical evidence of the role of parents in their adult children’s housing was 

published in the 1980s (Henretta, 1984; Jenkins & Maynard, 1983; McDowell, 1980). At that 

time, research on housing and residential locations had focused mostly on the characteristics 

of individuals or households, rather than on parents living outside the household. For the 

explanation of such residential behaviour as long-distance moves, short-distance moves, and 

housing choice, scholars had thus far used a cost-benefit perspective (Sjaastad, 1962), human 

capital theory (Becker, 1964), or motivations (De Jong & Fawcett, 1981) and the influence of 

the socio-spatial context (Gordon & Vickerman, 1982; Desbarats, 1983).

Possibly, the role of parents in their adult children’s residential locations had not been 

investigated because an interdisciplinary approach would have been required, which was not 

common at the time. Housing and residential locations were mainly studied by geographers 

and economists, whereas the relationship between parents and their adult children was the 

domain of sociologists and demographers. From social stratification research, however, it had 

already become clear that parents play a role in several of their children’s socioeconomic 

outcomes. In the late 1960s, Blau and Duncan’s (1967) status inheritance model revealed 

that occupational status is often transmitted from parents to children. Later studies found 

similar results for wealth (Harbury & Hitchens, 1979), social class (Goldthorpe, 1980), level 

of education (Mayhew and Rosewell, 1981), and income (Atkinson, Maynard & Trinder, 

1983). The first studies of housing similarities between parents and children (Henretta, 1984; 

Maynard, 1983; McDowell, 1980) stem from the same era.

About a decade later, concerns about population aging and the decline of the family 

increased attention for the role of parents in their adult children’s residential locations. Family 

sociologists, demographers, and geographers became increasingly interested in the geographic 

proximity of parents and their children. Living close, they claimed, was positively associated 

with the exchange of support and keeping contact, two aspects of family solidarity that many 

feared would be slowly eroded (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991; Joseph & Chalmers, 1996; Rossi & 

Rossi, 1990; Silverstein & Bengtson, 1997). Whether or not family relations are being eroded 

in contemporary individualized societies is a topic that still interests scholars in the 21st century 

(Bengtson, 2001; Hank, 2007).

Today, little is still known about the role of parents in their adult children’s housing and 

residential locations. The importance of intergenerational continuities in housing quality is 

almost exclusively focused on housing tenure (Helderman & Mulder, 2007), and much is still 

unclear about the extent to which family solidarity influences the geographical proximity of 

parents and children. A further elaboration of the role of parents in their adult children’s 

housing and residential locations would enrich the literature on housing, residential behaviour, 

and family solidarity and bridge the gap that currently divides these research areas (Mulder, 

2007). As they influence people’s wellbeing, social status, and access to jobs, schools, 

amenities, and social networks, housing and residential location are of great importance in 
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people’s lives. Furthermore, the study of the role of parents in their adult children’s housing and 

residential locations is relevant to at least two problems current in today’s Western societies: 

social inequality and the provision of care (Mulder, 2007). The central research question that 

is addressed in this study is:

To what extent do parents play a role in their adult children’s housing and residential 

locations, and how far can this role be explained by intergenerational continuities and 

family solidarity?

1.2 INTERGENERATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF HOUSING qUALITy

The first empirical evidence on intergenerational continuities in housing quality referred to 

tenure (McDowell, 1980; Henretta, 1984), density and amenities (McDowell, 1980), and size 

and expenditure (Jenkins & Maynard, 1983). In all these aspects of housing quality, adult 

children were found to be likely to resemble their parents. Similarities between parents’ and 

children’s housing still exist today, at least in tenure (Helderman & Mulder, 2007). There are 

several mechanisms that explain why the children of homeowners are more likely than other 

children to become homeowners themselves. These mechanisms possibly also play in role in 

intergenerational transmissions of other aspects of housing quality, such as housing value.

The first mechanism through which parents play a role in their adult children’s housing 

quality is the proximity of parents and children. Children who live close to their parents are 

likely to operate in the same housing market (Helderman & Mulder, 2007). Types of housing, 

rent, and house prices are similar within a local housing market, so children’s housing is likely 

to resemble that of their parents when they live close. 

Second, parents are likely to play a role in their adult children’s housing quality through their 

socioeconomic status. The more parents invest in their children’s future, the better the access 

their children have to the socioeconomic resources needed to obtain and improve housing. 

Adult children whose parents have high incomes are therefore likely to have better housing 

quality than other children are. Third, a part of the effect of the parents’ socioeconomic status 

on their adult children’s housing quality runs through gift giving (Saunders, 1990). Parents’ 

gifts and loans can be used to purchase a home or obtain a mortgage (Helderman & Mulder, 

2007; Mulder, 2007). Parental gifts can also be used to improve the interior or exterior of the 

child’s home, which increases the housing value. For Italy, the extent to which children receive 

parental gifts has been found to be positively associated with the geographical proximity of 

their parents (Tomassini et al., 2003).

Fourth, adult children are believed to strive for at least the same standard of living as 

their parents used to have (Helderman & Mulder, 2007; Henretta, 1984). Socialization in 

the parental home might therefore make children who grew up in high-value housing more 

likely than other children to strive for it themselves. Also, parents in high-value housing might 
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actively stimulate their children to strive for it in later life; this effect is referred to as active 

socialization (Helderman & Mulder, 2007). 

Housing tenure is an important source of social inequality (Kurz & Blossfeld, 2004). Because of 

the intergenerational transmission of homeownership, existing inequalities in homeownership 

are being reproduced across generations. The role of intergenerational transmission might 

have become increasingly important for people’s entry to the owner-occupied market. Today, 

parents have more assets and fewer children than they had about fifty years ago. Thus, when 

their children enter the housing market, today’s parents are more capable of providing financial 

support than were parents in the 1950s (Mulder, 2007). There is reason to believe that the role 

of parents in their adult children’s housing may become even more important in the future. 

The recent implementation in the Netherlands of the so-called generation mortgage, which 

enables young adults to purchase a home with the financial help of their (grand)parents, 

gives children from prosperous families easier access to homeownership. At the same time, 

however, this practice may lead to rising house prices and increasing difficulties for those 

who have no parental help to rely on to enter the owner-occupied market (Mulder, 2007). If 

people come to depend partly on parental help in becoming a homeowner, the gap between 

socioeconomic classes in society will widen. 

Although there is reason to believe that the intergenerational transmission of 

homeownership has become increasingly important throughout the last five decades, evidence 

of this idea is still lacking. The question remains whether the role of parents in their adult 

children’s transition to homeownership has changed and, if so, for whom. In this context, it is 

also of great importance to investigate the extent to which household events are associated 

with the transition to homeownership, and whether this association has changed throughout 

the years. In Chapter 2 I address the following research question:

1) To what extent can the transition to first-time homeownership in the Netherlands  

be explained by household events and parental homeownership, and has this  

changed over time?

Furthermore, little is currently known about the intergenerational continuities of other aspects 

of housing quality. Some evidence was found for the intergenerational transmission of housing 

density, expenditure and amenities (Jenkins & Maynard, 1983; McDowel, 1980) but to my 

knowledge no more recent studies have been published. This lack of scholarly attention can 

probably be ascribed to data limitations. As mentioned above, housing was mainly studied by 

geographers and economists, who usually did not have information about the respondents’ 

parents or adult children. As a result, the question of whether other aspects of housing are also 

subject to intergenerational continuities in today’s society remains unclear. In Chapter 3 of this 

study, the following research question is addressed:

2) To what extent is the housing value of adult children associated with that of their 

parents, and how can this association be explained?

16



C
H

A
PTER

IN
TRO

D
U

C
TIO

N
1

1.3 FAMILy SOLIDARITy AND RESIDENTIAL LOCATIONS

From the 1990s onwards, family solidarity (the extent to which mutual affinity exists within 

family relationships and actual support is exchanged) has received increasing scholarly 

attention. Driven by concerns about the erosion of family solidarity in an aging society, many 

studies have addressed the extent to which (elderly) parents and children maintain contact 

and exchange support (Bordone, 2009; Hank, 2007; Lawton, Silverstein & Bengtson, 1994; 

Shelton & Grundy, 2000; and many others). One of the major findings of these studies is that 

geographical proximity facilitates contact and support exchange. Parents and children who 

live close to each other exchange more support than do families whose members live further 

away from each other, (Bordone, 2009; Hank, 2007; Knijn & Liefbroer, 2006; Mulder & van der 

Meer, 2009), particularly when they live together (Hoyert, 1991; White & Rogers, 1997). This 

finding raises the question, what factors may account for the fact that parents and children live 

close to each other or even share a residence. 

The large differences in intergenerational contact and proximity between the northern European 

countries and the United States on the one hand and the southern and eastern European countries 

on the other (Fokkema & Liefbroer, 2008; Hank, 2007; Giuliano, 2007) indicate that cultural and 

institutional factors play an important role in family solidarity. Other than in the Mediterranean 

countries, where coresidence rates are much higher, most adult children in the Netherlands leave 

the parental home before they turn thirty Fokkema & Liefbroer, 2008) and most elderly parents 

prefer to live independently from their children (De Jong Gierveld & Van Tilburg, 1999). Given the 

fact that the Netherlands is characterized by a cultural context in which values that stress individual 

autonomy and independence are highly prioritized, three aspects should be taken into account 

when analysing intergenerational proximity and coresidence in the Netherlands’ context. 

First, the need or desire for privacy is likely to be negatively associated with coresidence. 

This need may be greater for people who have a partner and children than for those who do 

not. Many previous studies have shown a substantial positive effect of having an unmarried 

adult child on elderly parents’ odds of intergenerational coresidence (Aquilino, 1990; Grundy, 

2000; and many others).

Second, local ties may make people reluctant to move away from a certain location (Da 

Vanzo, 1981).  People who already live close to kin might therefore be less likely to move 

further away from them and people who live far from kin might be less likely to move closer 

because they are tied to their residential environment for reasons of work or childcare.   

Third, support needs might trigger people to move or to stay close to parents or children or 

to live together with them. Situations associated with support needs, such as divorce (DaVanzo 

& Goldscheider, 1990; Michielin et al., 2008; Ward et al., 1992), widowhood (Lee & Dwyer, 

1996; Roan & Raley, 1996), having children (Michielin et al., 2008), having health problems 

(Choi, 2003; Hank, 2007; Joseph & Chalmers, 1996), and having a weak socioeconomic status 

(Dunn & Phillips, 1998; Hank, 2007) have indeed been found to be related to coresidence and 

geographical proximity. 
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Support given by children to parents and by parents to children might become increasingly 

important in the future. With population aging and the continuing shift from state-provided 

healthcare to market-provided care, children might increasingly become their elderly parents’ 

caregivers (Mulder, 2007). Moreover, middle-aged parents may help out increasingly often 

with the care of their grandchildren while their own children are at work Hank & Buber, 

2009; Pettersson & Malmberg, 2009). These changes suggest a growing importance of 

intergenerational coresidence and geographical proximity. However, although much has been 

published about the factors that are associated with coresidence, very little is known about 

the transition to coresidence. Most previous work was based on cross-sectional data, whereas 

longitudinal data are required to investigate who is more likely to move in with the other. This 

issue is addressed in Chapter 4, which answers the following research questions:

3) To what extent is intergenerational coresidence explained by situations associated 

with a greater need for support?

4) What situations and events influence the transition to intergenerational coresidence 

and who, under what circumstances, is likely to move in with whom when the 

transition is made?

The studies on geographical convergence between family members have also mostly been 

based on cross-sections. A few studies have used longitudinal data (e.g. Michielin et al., 

2008), but did not investigate the moves of adult children and their parents simultaneously. 

Instead, these studies mainly focused on the characteristics of only one of the generations. An 

exception is the study by Pettersson and Malmberg (2009). In their study, however, moves in 

the direction of parents and moves in the direction of adult children include moves that result 

in coresidence. This is a pity, because it is likely that the support needs of people who move 

very close to kin (but still live independently) differ from those of people who move in with kin 

(and lose their independence). In Chapter 5, the investigation of the moves of adult children 

very close to their parents and those of parents very close to their children is reported. The 

research question answered in Chapter 5 is:

5) To what extent do situations and events associated with parents’ and their  

children’s needs for support influence the likelihood of moving close to each other,  

and who, under what circumstances, is most likely to move close?

1.4 RESEARCH APPROACH

Data limitations partly explain why the research questions mentioned in this chapter have not 

been addressed before. Measures of housing quality other than tenure have not often been 

collected in large-scale surveys. Also, events such as moving close to parents or children or 
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moving in with them are not easily captured in a survey, even when it includes thousands of 

respondents. Two data sources have been used throughout this study: the Netherlands Kinship 

Panel Study (NKPS) (Dykstra et al., 2005) and the Social Statistical dataBase (SSB) (Bakker, 

2002). Research question 1 was answered using event-history analyses. For the answering 

of Research question 2, OLS regression analyses were performed. Other methods used were 

logistic regression analysis (Research question 3) and multinomial logistic regression analysis 

(Research questions 4 and 5).    

The Netherlands Kinship Panel Study (NKPS)

The NKPS is a nationally-representative panel study that focuses on the strength of family ties 

in the Netherlands. Because the survey was designed to study family relationships, the data 

were collected not only from primary respondents, but also from other family members living 

in and outside the household, including the respondents’ parents. The NKPS now consists 

of two waves, but only the first wave, collected between October 2002 and September 

2004, was used in this study. The main sample of the first wave of the NKPS consists of 

8,161 respondents aged 18 to 79 living in private households. The data were collected using 

face-to-face computer-assisted personal interviews (CAPI) and on-paper self-completion 

questionnaires. The response rate was 45 percent, which is comparable with other large-scale 

surveys in the Netherlands (Dykstra et al., 2005). The NKPS provides information on a wide 

variety of family and socioeconomic characteristics, of which the information on the timing 

of first-time homeownership and other important events in the life course were particularly 

relevant for this study. These data enable the answering of Research question 1 in Chapter 2. 

The Social Statistical dataBase (SSB)

The SSB data were used to answer Research questions 2 to 5. The SSB, provided by Statistics 

Netherlands, includes data on the whole Netherlands population based on the population 

register and other administrative registers (see Bakker, 2002 for a description of the database). 

The information is available for September 1998 to September 2006 and updated on a yearly 

basis. The data include basic personal information (age, gender, marital status, position on the 

labour-market, tax income), household characteristics (household type, age of the youngest 

and oldest children in the household) as well as information on the level of address (tenure, 

housing value). Family networks can be reconstructed through the linkage of individual records 

to those of the parents. The SSB is particularly suitable for the purpose of investigating the role 

of parents in their adult children’s residential choice for three reasons. 

First, the SSB offers a wide variety of similar information for parents and children. This 

dual inclusion is unique, because most surveys focus on only one of the two generations. 

Even when surveys are designed to investigate family networks, they often have an unequal 

distribution of parental and children’s characteristics. 

Second, the SSB contains a unique measure of housing quality that facilitates the 

investigation of housing quality in a much broader sense rather than focusing on tenure only. 

This measure of housing value (in Dutch: WOZ-value) is used in the Netherlands as a base for 
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property tax1 and it reflects the current market value of each property. This value is determined 

by referring the property to three similar objects that had recently been sold in the same 

neighbourhood. Property characteristics such as the year in which it was built and renovated, 

the size and type of the property were also taken into account for the determination of the 

value. 

The third reason why the SSB offers suitable data for the study of the parents’ role in their 

children’s residential choice is its large size. For the investigation of rare events, such as moving 

in with parents or adult children or moving close to them, even large-scale surveys are often 

too small. They either contain simply too few events or show too little variation among the 

explanatory variables. The answers to Research questions 3 to 5 (see Chapter 4 and Chapter 

5) could therefore only be obtained using data that included millions of cases, rather than 

thousands. 

Although the SSB has considerable advantages, it also has limitations. The population 

registers of the Netherlands’ municipalities have only been combined in one database since 

October 1st 1994. These municipal registers contained personal registration numbers for each 

inhabitant. When children had lived in the same municipality as their parent(s) at some point 

in time after October 1st 1994, their individual registration numbers were also documented in 

their parents’ records and vice versa. Since that date the individual records of these parents 

and children could be linked, regardless of where in the Netherlands either of them had 

moved to. Children who had not lived in the same municipality as their parents since October 

1994 could still be linked to their parents’ records through the dates of birth of both parents. 

Matching a child’ s record, on which both parents’ dates of birth were given, to that of a 

married couple with both spouses still alive in October 1994  (such that the marriage certificate 

included the birthdates of both spouses) resulted in a successful linkage. This procedure results 

in an underrepresentation of record linkages among older birth cohorts and people who had 

left the parents’ municipality before 1994 and had never returned. The analyses performed in 

this study were not carried out until several steps were undertaken to avoid possible problems 

with the selectivity of the data. These steps are described in the separate chapters of the study. 

1.5 RESEARCH CONTExT

This study is part of the research program ‘The Family Context and Residential Choice’. The 

program is focused on residential outcomes of individuals and households and addresses 

the general Research question: ‘How is residential choice influenced by people’s wider 

family context and family attitudes, and how does this influence differ between men 

and women, between people with different levels of education, socioeconomic status, 

age, household situations and health, between ethnic categories, and between different 

socio-spatial contexts? ’. The program is funded by NWO VICI grant no. 453-04-001. The 

1 Tax under the Valuation of Immovable Property Act (in Dutch: wet Waardering Onroerende Zaken (WOZ)).
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team of researchers consisted of Clara H. Mulder (principal investigator), Aslan Zorlu, Francesca 

Michielin, Marjolein Blaauboer, and Annika Smits.
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ABSTRACT

The transition to first-time homeownership is related to household events such as cohabitation 

and marriage as well as to parents’ homeownership. This paper investigates how these 

relationships have changed during the last few decades, using the first wave of the Netherlands 

Kinship Panel Study and event history analysis techniques, including interaction effects with 

the calendar year. The study finds that singles, cohabiters and those who are just starting 

cohabitation have become more likely to be first-time homeowners than married people 

without children. The data did not provide evidence for changes in the importance of the 

intergenerational transmission of homeownership.

Key words: homeownership, households, intergenerational transmission, event history 

analysis

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The importance of the transition to first-time homeownership can hardly be denied. By 

becoming the owner of a home a person acquires not only wealth and disposable income, but 

also an enhanced quality of life (Mulder & Wagner, 1998). Apart from this, homeownership 

is an important symbol of achievement. It represents social status and has emotional value 

for many people (Saunders, 1990). Social inequality can arise from differences in access to 

homeownership and can be reproduced if these differences persist (Henretta, 1984).

As early as the 1950s, Rossi (1955) argued that household events are closely linked to 

housing events. Researchers who followed this argument in their own work found that the 

transition to homeownership mainly takes place when stability in both income and household 

situation has been reached (Davies Withers, 1998; Dieleman & Everaers, 1994; Henretta, 1987). 

Feijten & Mulder (2002) addressed the importance of household events on housing events 

and confirmed the validity of Rossi’s argument in the Netherlands during the 20th century. 

However, their results also showed that moving into owner-occupied housing consistently 

happened at younger ages and took place increasingly frequently before first childbirth.

Whether or not one becomes a homeowner does not depend solely on household events. 

Buying a home, as opposed to renting one, is a large investment that simply not everyone 

can afford (Davies Withers, 1998). Apart from one’s own income, the financial resources 

of family members can be an important prerequisite for becoming a homeowner. Previous 

This chapter is published as: Smits, A. & Mulder, C.H. (2008). Family dynamics and first-time homeownership. 

Housing Studies, 23, 917 – 933.

Earlier versions of this chapter were presented at the European Population Conference in Liverpool, June 

2006 and at the Annual Meeting of the Population Association of America in New york, March 2007.
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research has shown that parents play an important part in the transition to homeownership. 

The homeownership by parents contributes to their offspring’s chances of also becoming a 

homeowner as a result of their financial contributions, similarities in housing market conditions 

(Helderman & Mulder, 2007) and the process of socialisation (Henretta, 1984).

Although the effects of household events and parental homeownership on the transition 

to first-time homeownership have been clearly established, less is known about the changes 

that have taken place in these effects during the last few decades. However, there is reason to 

believe that the effects of both factors have changed. Family formation patterns changed rapidly 

in the past few decades. In the Netherlands, the percentage of marriages ending in a divorce 

increased from approximately 10 per cent in the 1950s (Beets, 1993) to 25 per cent in 2001 

(Van Huis et al., 2001), while the prevalence of unmarried cohabitation increased (Dykstra & 

Komter, 2006). The meaning of cohabitation and marriage in the Netherlands changed during 

the 20th century (Manting, 1996), which has probably resulted in a change in the meaning 

of these household statuses for the transition to first-time homeownership. Other changes 

that took place in the Netherlands during the 20th century were an increase in prosperity and 

an increased supply of owner-occupied homes. Consequently, more parents have become 

homeowners. The relationship between household events and parental homeownership on 

the one hand and housing events on the other may well have been affected by these changes.

Recent findings from Sweden indicate that the relationship between marital status and 

the transition to homeownership did indeed change between 1975 and 1990 (Lauster & 

Fransson, 2006). However, the Swedish study does not take into account the events of getting 

married and starting cohabitation. Furthermore, the role of the intergenerational transmission 

of homeownership was not considered in the Swedish study. To the authors’ knowledge, 

changes in the importance of the intergenerational transmission of homeownership have not 

yet been investigated.

This paper investigates changes in the importance of household events and parental 

homeownership for the transition to first-time homeownership in the Netherlands during the 

past few decades. The household events considered are cohabitation, marriage and having 

children. Event-history analysis techniques and the first wave of the Netherlands Kinship Panel 

Study have been used.

2.2  HOUSEHOLD EVENTS AND HOMEOWNERSHIP

That housing events are closely linked to household events was acknowledged in the 1950s 

(Rossi, 1955). However, research evolving from this statement only developed some 30 

years later. In the early 1990s, Clark and colleagues (1994) found that those who became 

homeowners were most often those who had achieved stability in their income as well as their 

household situation. Since buying a home is probably the largest financial investment a person 

ever makes (cf. Hamnett, 1991), the purchase is a greater risk for those who have not yet 
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achieved a stable household situation. Singles, for example, have been found to be the least 

likely to become homeowners (for the United States: Clark et al., 1994; for the Netherlands: 

Mulder & Manting, 1994). Stable households can be seen as households in which the members 

are committed to each other. Married couples are often considered more stable than singles 

(Henretta, 1987, for the United States). Furthermore, married couples are considered to be 

more committed to each other than are cohabiting couples (Bernhardt, 2002, for Sweden).

According to Feijten & Mulder (2002), making a commitment within the household 

raises the need to find appropriate housing. Household events that reflect higher levels of 

commitment within the household might thus be triggers for housing events. However, it is 

important to bear in mind the ‘timing’ of events. Not only the household event itself, but also 

the expectation of a future event might have a triggering effect. Lauster & Fransson (2006) 

found that married couples were most likely to become homeowners, whereas cohabiting 

couples and singles had a lower likelihood of making the transition to homeownership. For 

the Swedish case, having children or, more strongly, ‘expecting’ children raised the likelihood 

of becoming a homeowner. Similarly, Feijten & Mulder (2002) found that couples in the 

Netherlands were likely to become homeowners some time before they had their first child. It 

can be argued that couples who plan to get married and/or expect to become parents might 

anticipate their future household status by seeking appropriate housing that will be suitable 

for a long time period. Since owner-occupied homes are often more spacious, better located, 

and more easily adapted to a household’s needs, they provide better conditions for long-stay 

housing than rented dwellings. Once a couple has already made the transition to parenthood, 

the transition to homeownership might be postponed or not be made at all for practical or 

financial reasons.

2.3 THE INTERGENERATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF HOMEOWNERSHIP

Homeownership is the most important form of family wealth (Kurz & Blossfeld, 2004) 

and is often transmitted from one generation to the next. Henretta (1984, 1987) was the 

first to conduct a micro-level research study of first-time homeownership in which the 

intergenerational transmission of homeownership was taken into account. Since that time, 

similarities in homeownership between generations have been consistently established (Boehm 

& Schlottman, 1999; Clark & Mulder, 2000; Helderman & Mulder, 2007; Kurz, 2004; Mulder & 

Smits, 1999; Mulder & Wagner, 1998).

Although the exact mechanisms of the intergenerational transmission of homeownership 

have not yet been unravelled, there are several theoretical explanations for the phenomenon. 

The first is that of the role of parents’ direct financial contributions. Parents who are homeowners 

themselves are more likely to help their children financially on their way to homeownership 

than parents who rent their home (Helderman & Mulder, 2007).
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Second, it is reasonable to assume that parents and children quite often operate in the same 

housing market. For the US, Henretta (1987) found that when housing-market characteristics 

are taken into account, the effect of parental homeownership on children’s homeownership 

is reduced to less than half in size. As has been shown for the Netherlands, most people live 

within a short distance of their parents (Mulder & Kalmijn, 2006). The rental sector will prevail 

in strongly urbanised areas and the owner-occupied sector in the least urbanised areas.

A third explanation of the intergenerational transmission of homeownership is that 

the resemblance of the housing tenure of parents and their children might be a side effect 

of a resemblance in their socio-economic status. The higher the socio-economic status 

of the parents, the greater the resources available to them to invest in their children and 

consequently the higher their socio-economic status will become (cf. Blau & Duncan, 1967). 

Thus, parental homeownership can be seen as an outcome of their socio-economic status 

and the homeownership of their children can, in turn, be seen as an outcome of the socio-

economic status transmitted to them.

Finally, the intergenerational transmission of homeownership may be the result of a 

socialisation process that takes place during late childhood. As Easterlin (1980) and Henretta 

(1984) argue, children tend to strive for a socio-economic status that is at least equal to that 

of their parents. Those who lived in owner-occupied homes during their socialisation period 

might have a stronger wish to become homeowners themselves. Although this hypothesis 

has never been fully tested in previous research, it might be capable of accounting for the 

remaining effect of parental housing tenure that was found by Helderman & Mulder (2007) 

after accounting for direct financial contributions, housing market characteristics and socio-

economic status.

2.4 CHANGES IN THE EFFECTS OF HOUSEHOLD EVENTS AND 

PARENTAL HOMEOWNERSHIP

Stability in the household situation is an important determinant of becoming a homeowner. 

If it is assumed that couples who are married are the most stable, recent figures suggest 

that Dutch households have become less stable over the last few decades. According to the 

latest figures on Dutch cohabiting couples (Figure 1), the proportion of unmarried cohabiting 

couples has risen noticeably during the last 10 years. In 2005, 18 per cent of all Dutch couples 

were unmarried, whereas 10 years earlier their proportion was 13 per cent. In the same period, 

the proportion of unmarried couples with children tripled, whereas the proportion of married 

couples with children declined by 7 per cent.

Whether behaviour towards housing events has changed as well as behaviour towards 

household events such as marriage and having children is a matter of interest. The proportion 

of owner-occupied homes in the Netherlands has risen substantially since the end of the 
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1940s, but whether or how this rise is related to a rapidly changing composition of Dutch 

households is still unclear.

Several explanations can be put forward for expecting the effects of household events 

on the transition to first-time homeownership to have changed during the last few decades. 

The first explanation concerns the (changing) meaning of homeownership. In the past few 

decades, the Netherlands has changed from a renter society into a society in which half of the 

housing market consists of owner-occupied housing (for an overview of homeownership in the 

Netherlands, see Mulder, 2004). The percentage of owner-occupied homes increased from 28 

per cent in 1947 to 53 per cent in 2001 (Helderman et al., 2004). Accordingly, homeownership 

has become less exclusive. Although buying and selling a home in the Netherlands is costly 

(approximately 10 per cent of the sale price is levied for transfer and transaction costs), more 

people have come to value homeownership as an investment rather than a risk. Thus, we might 

expect the rise in the share of households usually considered to be less stable (such as singles, 

single parents, cohabiters and non-married couples with children) becoming homeowners to 

be greater than the rise in the share of married couples becoming homeowners.

Second, the meaning of cohabitation and marriage has changed during the past few 

decades. This has probably influenced the transition to first-time homeownership, since in 

the Netherlands making the transition has previously been found to be more prevalent in 

the first year of a first marriage than in later years or in years spent in cohabitation (Mulder, 

2004). Manting (1996) emphasised how the original, unconventional meaning of cohabitation 

in the Netherlands has lost its importance since the early 1980s. Cohabiting was no longer 

an instrument to deviate from the conventional relationship in which marriage was highly 

important. Instead, it became a strategy to test one’s relationship, possibly prior to marriage. 

Since the early 1990s, this meaning of cohabitation as a period of trial has diminished.  

Cohabitation has become accepted as a way of not only forming a partnership, but also of 

maintaining it. Bernhardt (2002) considers that, in Sweden, cohabiting couples increasingly 
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value their relationships as stable. The difference between married and unmarried couples in 

the likelihood of becoming a homeowner could therefore be expected to have decreased.

Furthermore, it is probable that the effect of parental homeownership on the transition to 

first-time homeownership has changed due to changing economic conditions. The expected 

changes are two-sided. On the one hand, people in the Netherlands have become more 

prosperous during the past few decades. An important factor in this increase in prosperity 

was the rise in the share of dual-income couples as a result of women’s growing participation 

in the work force. Owner-occupied homes have thus come within the reach of more people, 

which might have led to easier access to homeownership and a decrease in the importance 

of parental help. On the other hand, house prices have risen, probably partly due to the 

presence of more dual-income earners and more children of homeowning parents seeking 

to buy homes. As a result, future homeowners might have become more dependent on two 

incomes and/or on the help of their parents. In recent years, the possibilities for Netherlands’ 

parents to help their child with the purchase of a home have increased, for example by using 

the equity of their own home as asset of the mortgage of their children. This development is 

likely to have increased the importance of parental help when entering the owner-occupied 

market. It was not clear beforehand which effect was most pronounced: that of increasing 

prosperity, or that of rising house prices and an increase in the dependence on two incomes 

and parental help.The hypotheses derived from the above are as follows:

1) Compared with those who are married, the likelihood of becoming a first-time  

homeowner has increased more since the early 1990s for singles, unmarried couples, 

those just starting cohabitation and unmarried couples with children.

2a) The effect of parental homeownership on the transition to first-time homeownership 

has diminished since the early 1990s.

       versus:

2b) The effect of parental homeownership on the transition to first-time  homeownership 

has become stronger since the early 1990s.

2.5 OTHER FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH FIRST-TIME HOMEOWNERSHIP

Other factors apart from household events and the intergenerational transmission of 

homeownership are also important in the transition to first-time homeownership. Clark 

and colleagues (1994) found strong positive effects from level of income, which, in turn, is 

associated with level of education. Unfortunately, the data here do not make it possible to 

test the effect of (dual) incomes, but level of education was included. It should be noted that 

the effects of cohabitation and marriage are probably influenced when no direct measure of 
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income is included in the models. Since couples have become more likely to be dual earners, 

model estimates for the effect of living in a couple can be overrated in more recent calendar 

years.

Mulder & Smits (1999) found that the odds of couples becoming homeowners differ 

according to housing-market conditions. In times when the housing market is depressed, the 

chance of becoming a homeowner is, unsurprisingly, smaller. In general terms, an increase 

in the share of homeowners between 1970 and 2003 could be expected. A downturn could 

be expected for the period 1979–83, when the Netherlands’ housing market was depressed.

Furthermore, ‘gender’ has been taken into account (males could be expected to have 

a higher likelihood of becoming homeowners owing to their greater earning potential and 

higher levels of income), age (a non-linear positive effect could be expected; Mulder & Wagner 

2001) and duration since labour-market entry (a longer duration represents more labour-

market experience and more opportunities to accumulate savings, leading to greater chances 

of making the transition to homeownership). Following Mulder & Smits (1999), it would be 

expected that an association would be found between higher levels of parental education 

and a greater likelihood of becoming a homeowner. Since the availability of owner-occupied 

homes in weakly-urbanised areas is greater, it would be expected that more transitions to 

homeownership in rural areas would be found (cf. Henretta, 1987, found strong positive 

effects for neighbourhoods with large proportions of homeowners). Finally, the study has 

distinguished those who were living abroad at the age of 15, where it is expected that those 

who have lived abroad would have a lower likelihood of becoming homeowners (cf. Lauster 

& Fransson, 2006).

2.6 DATA AND METHOD

Data

The study used data from the Netherlands Kinship Panel Study (NKPS; Dykstra et al., 2005). 

The NKPS was designed to provide information on a wide variety of socio-demographic and 

family characteristics in the Netherlands, such as household characteristics and family values. 

It is a large-scale random sample of the Dutch population aged 18–79, with a total sample size 

of 11,167 respondents. The NKPS provides information on the timing of first homeownership, 

partnership histories, cohabitation, marriage, having children and education. The main sample 

of the first wave of the study was used, which was conducted in 2002–04 (N=8,161). After 

applying selection criteria for age and calendar time (see below), a person-year file was 

constructed with 111,201 person-years derived from 5,079 respondents.

Where possible, annual time-varying indicators were used. The dependent variable was 

derived from a measure of the year in which the respondent first became the owner or 

co-owner of a home. This measure was used to construct a person-period file in which, for 

each year, respondents scored either 0 or 1 on the transition to first-time homeownership. 
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The observation period started when the respondent was 18 years old and ended when the 

transition to first-time homeownership was made. For a respondent who had not become 

a homeowner when the interview took place, the observations were censored at the time 

of interview. Person-years in which the respondent was older than 65 were deleted, so that 

respondents’ ages at the time of censoring varied from 18 to 65. It should be noted that 

respondents who are censored at the age of 23 appear in the file in six successive years, 

whereas respondents who are censored at the age of 65 appear 48 times. 

For measuring partnership status in each person-year, information about the timing 

of current and previous partnerships was used. Partnership status and the year of birth of 

children (including adopted children and children parented with previous partners) were 

used to construct a time-varying measure of household status with 10 categories: 1 = single, 

2 = single with children, 3 = cohabiting, 4 = cohabiting with children, 5 = married, 

6 = married with children, 7 = couple: status unknown, 8 = couple with children: status 

unknown; 9 = marrying (which indicates the year in which a respondent married), and 

10 = starting cohabitation (which indicates the year in which a respondent started 

cohabitation). The last four categories need particular attention. Person-years that are coded 

either couple: status unknown or couple with children: status unknown are from the previous 

partnerships of respondents who reported that they had previously lived with another partner. 

Respondents were asked whether they had married these partners, but unfortunately, the year 

of marriage with a previous partner was not recorded. The people included in these categories 

had thus either married or cohabited with a previous partner. Person-years that have been 

coded marrying or starting cohabitation are the exact years in which respondents either 

married or began cohabiting with their partner.

To measure the intergenerational transmission of homeownership, the housing tenure of 

the parents when the respondent was 15 years old was used.

For level of education, the highest level of education achieved was used. Originally, it 

was measured in 10 categories varying from incomplete elementary to postgraduate. The 

education-years needed for each level were assigned in order to assign time-varying educational 

levels to each respondent. For example, for lower vocational training as the highest level 

achieved, 12 years of education were assigned starting from age 4, whereas the expected 

number of years to complete university education is 19. For the years in which the final level of 

education had not yet been reached, we assigned the previous level. Finally, the indicator was 

classified into three categories: 1 = elementary/lower vocational education, 2 = secondary/

middle vocational, 3 = higher vocational/university.

Duration since labour market entry was used as a proxy for work experience and the time 

that a person had to build up savings. The indicator is measured as time-varying in one of four 

categories: 1 = no job (for person-years in which respondents had not yet had a first job), 

2 = 0–5 years, 3 = 6–20 years, and 4 = 21–47 years. A small number of respondents became 
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homeowners before they had entered their first job. This situation applied to 186 respondents, 

135 of whom were female.

Calendar year was used to control for the effects of housing market conditions. Because 

the number of respondents who cohabited in the years before 1970 was so small (combined 

with the moderate number of those who made the transition to first-time homeownership), 

observations from that time period were excluded. Because of the collapse of the housing 

market between 1979 and 1983, an indicator of this period was included in the model as a 

dummy variable.

Age was included in the model both as a linear and a quadratic term. Person-years in which 

respondents were older than 65 were excluded since very few respondents made the transition 

to first-time homeownership after this age (only 13 respondents out of 5,297).

The parents’ highest-achieved educational level was used as a measure of the socioeconomic 

status of the parents. For cases in which the educational level of one parent was unknown, the 

educational level of the other parent was assigned. When both levels of parental education 

were unknown, a separate category labelled unknown was used. This was the case for 211 

respondents, which corresponds to 4,024 person-years.

The degree of urbanisation was measured retrospectively by asking a respondent where 

he or she lived at age 15. Address densities were used to assign the corresponding degree of 

urbanisation. The categories for degree of urbanisation are: 1 = very strongly urbanised (areas 

with more than 2,500 addresses per km2), 2 = strongly urbanised (areas with 1500 to 2500 

addresses per km2), 3= moderately urbanised (areas with 1000 to 1500 addresses per km2), 

4 = hardly urbanised (areas with 500 to 1000 addresses per km2), 5= not urbanised (areas 

with up to 500 addresses per km2), and 6 = abroad (in cases where respondents lived abroad 

at the age 15). 

To measure the changes in the effects of household events and the intergenerational 

transmission of homeownership, interaction terms of both indicators were included with 

calendar year.

An overview of the variables used is given in Table 2.1. This Table also shows who were 

most likely to make the transition to first-time homeownership. The percentages are taken 

from all the person-years under exposure. These include all the years in which respondents 

were aged 18–65 and had not yet become homeowners, plus the years in which respondents 

made the transition. Missing values were deleted list-wise and are not included in Table 2.1. 

Each year, 4.19 per cent of the sample attained the status of first-time homeowner. 

Marrying respondents were the most likely of all household statuses to make the transition 

to first-time homeownership. The second most likely were those starting cohabitation, followed 

by married couples without children. When compared with the latter category, the percentage 

of those making the transition to first-time homeownership is smaller for cohabiting couples. 

Of all childless couples, those for whom the exact marital status was unknown were the least 

likely to make the transition.
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Table 2.1 Transition to first-time homeownership by selected socio-demographic indicators, 
N = 111,201 person-years

Socio-demographic indicators % (mean) n person-
years

% (mean) with 
transitions 
tofirst-time 
home-ownership

n person-years 
with transitions 
to first-time 
home-ownership

All 100.00 111,201 4.19 4,662
Household status
  Married
  Married, children
  Single
  Single, children
  Cohabiting
  Cohabiting, children
  Couple, status unknown
  Couple, children, status unknown
  Marrying
  Starting cohabitation

4.00
22.94
38.21

7.95
7.02
2.28
3.29

10.32
2.11
1.88

4,444
25,509
42,492

8,844
7,808
2,531
3,661

11,471
2,351
2,090

10.01
4.91
1.61
1.46
7.45
4.78
6.50
2.89

24.07
15.02

445
1,252

684
129
582
121
238
331
566
314

Homeownership parents
  No
  yes

54.25
45.75

60,330
50,871

3.41
5.12

2,055
2,607

Gender
  Male
  Female

42.22
57.78

46,946
64,255

4.32
4.10

2,028
2,634

Age 32.50 / 30.88 /
Level of education
  Elementary / lower vocational
  Secondary / middle vocational
  Higher vocational / university

28.33
44.23
27.44

31,507
49,181
30,513

2.44
4.14
6.10

768
2,034
1,860

Duration since labour market entry
  No job
  0-5 years
  6-20 years
  21-47 years

19.28
25.18
32.88
22.12

22,045
27,995
36,561
24,600

1.16
5.46
6.44
2.12

256
1,528
2,356

522
Level of parents’ education 
  (Incomplete) elementary
  Secondary / low to middle vocational
  Higher vocational / university
  Unknown

28.90
50.55
16.93

3.62

32,140
56,210
18,827

4,024

3.24
4.68
4.79
2.19

1,042
2,631

901
88

Degree of urbanization at age 15
  Very strong
  Strong
  Moderately
  Hardly
  Not
  Abroad

21.37
24.23
17.38
10.35
11.73

6.92

23,761
26,979
19,323
20,401
13,046

7,691

3.30
4.18
4.52
5.04
5.21
2.17

784
1,128

874
1,029

680
167

Calendar year 1987 / 1988 /

Source: NKPS 2004, own calculations
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Comparing the percentages of married parents who make the transition with cohabiting 

parents who do so, a small difference can be observed. Single-person households and single-

parent households were the least likely to make the transition to first-time homeownership. 

With respect to parental homeownership, higher percentages of those making the transition to 

first-time homeownership can be observed among respondents whose parents own a home.

Those making the transition to first-time homeownership are mostly male, aged 30 on 

average, highly educated, and/or entered the labour market 6–20 years previously. Their 

parents are generally highly educated and lived in rural areas at the time when the respondent 

was 15 years old. Low percentages of those making the transition to first-time homeownership 

among respondents who lived abroad at age 15 can be observed.

Method

Discrete-time hazard analyses of the transition to first-time homeownership were carried 

out; they were performed following yamaguchi (1991) by using logistic regression analysis of 

person-years.

It is not known precisely when in a year the household events and transitions into 

homeownership took place, so that when two events took place in the same year, it is not 

known which event occurred first. However, when the move to an owner-occupied home 

is closely connected to a couple’s plan to either marry or cohabit or, conversely, when the 

marriage or cohabitation is closely connected to the couple’s plan to buy a home, the exact 

time ordering does not necessarily reflect causal ordering (cf. Willekens, 1991). A time lag 

between events in which causal ordering is not clearly distinguishable is usually referred to 

as ‘fuzzy time’ (Courgeau & Lelièvre, 1992, p. 97). The time difference is not considered to 

be important and it is assumed that the causal relation goes from the household event to 

the housing event (marriage and cohabitation lead to homeownership) and not vice versa 

(i.e. homeownership leads to marriage or cohabitation). Thus, time units in which a marriage 

or the start of a cohabitation takes place are coded as ‘marrying’ or ‘starting cohabitation’, 

and time units in which a transition to homeownership takes place are coded as ‘becoming a 

homeowner’.

The time at risk was measured in years elapsed since the respondent became 18 years old.

The following logistic regression model was estimated:
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which is the logarithm of the odds of the occurrence of an event for a respondent with value 

0 on all covariates used.

In order to test the hypotheses, three different models of the transition to first-time 

homeownership were run. The first model only included the main covariates and the control 

variables. The second also included an interaction term of ‘family status’ and ‘calendar year’ to 

test the hypothesis about the changing effect of family status. The third included an interaction 

term of ‘parental homeownership’ and ‘calendar year’, by means of which it was possible to 

test the hypothesis about the changing effect of parental homeownership.

2.7 RESULTS

The results of the analyses are shown in Table 2.2. The first model shows that both household 

status and parental homeownership are important predictors of the transition to first-time 

homeownership. Those marrying and those starting cohabitation are particularly likely to 

become first-time homeowners. Thus, the transition to first-time homeownership is closely 

linked to the transition to a union, either marrying or living together. 

In comparison with people who have been married for a year or more, those just getting 

married are 2.7 times more likely to make the transition to homeownership, whereas people 

who are just starting to cohabit are 1.3 times more likely. In comparison with married people 

without children, a lower likelihood of becoming a first-time homeowner is found for all 

other household statuses. In comparison with people who are married and have no children, 

cohabiting people are about half as likely to become first-time homeowners. Singles are the 

least likely to become homeowners.

The effects for those members of a couple for which the exact status was unknown should 

be noted. It is known that these couples began cohabiting and later married, but there is 

uncertainty of the exact timing of the latter event. Person-years classified in these categories 

are thus years in which respondents were either cohabiting or married. Therefore, it can be 

expected that the effects for them will lie between those for married and cohabiting couples. 

From Table 2.2, it can be observed that couples whose status is unknown are indeed less likely 

to become homeowners than married couples, but more likely than cohabiting respondents. 

When couples of unknown status are parents, they are less likely to become first-time 

homeowners than either married couples with children or cohabiting couples with children.

The effect of parental homeownership is in the expected direction: those whose parents 

were homeowners in the year in which the respondent was 15 years old have a greater chance 

of becoming homeowners themselves.

As expected, females are less likely to become first-time homeowners than males. This 

finding remained when separate models were run for the years in which people were single 

and the years in which people lived as a couple. In the model for singles, females were 26 

per cent less likely to become first-time homeowners than males. In the model for those in a 
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Table 2.2 Logistic regression of the transition to first-time homeownership by socio-demographic 
characteristics (odds ratios), N = 111,201 person-years.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Constant 0.0027*** .0033*** .0028***
Household status (married=1)
  Married, children
  Single
  Single, children
  Cohabiting
  Cohabiting, children
  Couple, status unknown
  Couple, children, status unknown
  Marrying
  Starting cohabitation

0.64***
0.17***
0.21***
0.57***
0.48***
0.73***
0.42***
2.74***
1.34***

0.71***
0.12***
0.20***
0.22***
0.41**
0.88
0.50***
3.09***
0.62

0.64***
0.17***
0.21***
0.57***
0.48***
0.74***
0.42***
2.74***
1.34***

Homeownership parents (no=1)
  yes 1.35*** 1.34*** 1.22***
Gender (male=1)
  Female 0.92** 0.92** 0.92**
Age 1.11*** 1.10*** 1.11***
Age squared 0.998*** 0.999*** 0.998***
Level of education (elementary/lower=1)
  Secondary / middle vocational
  Higher vocational / university

1.57***
2.10***

1.58***
2.13***

1.57***
2.10***

Duration since labour market entry (no job=1)
  0-5 years
  6-20 years
  21-47 years

3.06***
3.15***
1.77***

3.02***
3.14***
1.76***

3.06***
3.14***
1.77***

Level of education parents (elementary=1)
  Secondary / low to middle vocational
  Higher vocational / university
  Unknown

1.14***
1.06
0.89

1.14***
1.06
0.89

1.14***
1.05
0.89

Degree of urbanization age 15  (very strong=1)
  Strong
  Moderately
  Hardly
  Not
  Abroad

1.13**
1.19***
1.31***
1.42***
0.58***

1.13**
1.19***
1.31***
1.40***
0.60***

1.13**
1.19***
1.31***
1.42***
0.58***

Calendar year 1.01*** 1.01** 1.01***
Housing market collapse 1979-1983 0.81*** 0.85*** 0.81***
Family status * Calendar year
  Married, children
  Single
  Single, children
  Cohabiting
  Cohabiting, children
  Couple, status unknown
  Couple, children, status unknown
  Marrying
  Starting cohabitation

0.99
1.01**
1.00
1.04***
1.01
0.98
0.98*
0.99
1.04***

Parents owner * Calendar year 1.01*
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Log Likelihood -16842.73 -16799.73 -16841.24
Number of observations 111,201 111,201 111,201
Degrees of freedom 29 38 30
Initial -2 log likelihood 33,685 33,685 33,685
Model -2 log likelihood 33,599 33,682
P-value .00 .08

Source: NKPS 2004, own calculations; * p<.10; ** p<.05; *** p<.01

couple, the gap between females and males decreased, but females were still significantly less 

likely to become a first-time homeowner than males (13 per cent). The likelihood of making 

the transition to first-time homeownership increases with age, but less so at older ages. The 

likelihood of becoming a first-time homeowner is estimated to increase until age 68, and 

then decreases. Other conclusions that can be derived from Model 1 are that those who are 

more highly educated, those who entered the labour market 0–20 years ago, those whose 

parents had secondary or low to middle vocational training and those who lived in hardly or 

not urbanised areas at the age of 15 were the most likely to become first-time homeowners. 

Respondents who lived abroad at the age of 15 are almost half as likely to become first-time 

homeowners as are respondents who lived in very strongly urbanised areas in the Netherlands. 

The likelihood of becoming a first-time homeowner increased by year. In the years 1979–83, 

when the Netherlands’ housing market collapsed, the likelihood of becoming a homeowner 

was significantly lower than in other years.

Model 2 included the interaction effects of household status and calendar year. The effects 

in Model 2 are similar to those in Model 1, except for the effects of household status. The 

changes in the effect of household status can be explained by the inclusion of the interaction 

terms. The parameters that are given for household status are in fact the effects in 1970. 

Thus, the estimated effect of 0.57 for cohabiters that can be found in Model 1 accounts for all 

calendar years together and the estimated effect of 0.22 as found in Model 2 applies to the 

year 1970. As expected, the difference between married and cohabiting people with regard to 

their likelihood of becoming a homeowner was greater in 1970 than in other calendar years. 

The main effect of starting cohabitation is interesting. Compared with married people without 

children, those starting cohabitation in 1970 were 38 per cent less likely to become first-time 

homeowners. Cohabitation was not very common at that time and, apparently, neither was the 

event of cohabiting couples becoming the owners of a home. From the interaction terms, the 

extra effects of calendar year over and above the main effects given under household status 

can be seen. Compared with married people, the likelihood of both singles and cohabiters 

making the transition to first-time homeownership has increased in the course of time. For both 

categories, positive extra effects of calendar year can be observed. Those starting cohabitation 

have also become more likely to be first-time homeowners compared with married couples. 

The finding that singles, cohabiters and those starting cohabitation have become more likely 

to make the transition to first-time homeownership may partly be explained by the fact that 
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homeownership has become less exclusive and thus better accessible for household types 

that were formerly not very well represented in the owner-occupied housing market. At the 

same time, the number of years spent being single or in unmarried cohabiting has increased. 

Compared with 1970, singles are less likely to wait for a partner and couples are less likely to 

wait until marriage when they want to become homeowners. Since income is not included in 

the models, the increasing likelihood of unmarried couples becoming first-time homeowners 

could partly be explained by the fact that couples have become increasingly prosperous owing 

to an increase in the share of dual-earner couples.

To test the hypotheses about the changing importance of the intergenerational transmission 

of homeownership, the main model was expanded with interaction terms of parental 

homeownership and calendar year. The results are shown in Table 2.2, Model 3. The effect of 

parental homeownership increased by year, but this effect is only marginally significant. Thus, 

the model provides some evidence for an increase in the effect of parental homeownership in 

the course of time. So, more support is found for the hypothesis of an increased dependence 

on parental help owing to rising house prices and an increased ability of parents to help than 

for the hypothesis of decreased dependence on help owing to increased prosperity.

2.8 DISCUSSION

This paper has investigated the effects of household status and parental homeownership on 

the transition to first-time homeownership in the Netherlands. An innovation is the analysis 

of changes in these effects over time. During the past few decades, the meaning of marriage 

and cohabitation has changed and cohabitation has become a common and acceptable 

alternative to marriage. Furthermore, the meaning of homeownership has changed, becoming 

less exclusive, and the prosperity of the Netherlands population has grown. Because of these 

changes, the study expected to find that the transition to first-time homeownership has 

become less selective with respect to household types. This hypothesis was supported by the 

findings. Indeed, the annual increase in the likelihood of becoming a first-time homeowner 

was greater for singles, cohabiters and those starting cohabitation than for married people.

The findings imply that, when becoming a homeowner, household status has become less 

important than it used to be. The changes in the meaning of marriage and cohabitation have 

been accompanied by changes in the behaviour not only of couples, but also of mortgage 

providers. Easier access to mortgage arrangements has led to a decrease in the unequal 

treatment of household types in the mortgage market.

The finding that homeownership has become less exclusive with regard to household status 

can possibly partly be explained by changes in household careers. The duration for which people 

are either single or living as an unmarried couple has increased in the past few decades. Therefore, 

increasingly more singles and cohabiters might expect their current status to be long-lasting and 

do not wait until they have found a partner or until they get married before they buy a home.
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Another explanation of the findings could be a changing attitude towards homeownership. 

As has been argued by Lauster & Fransson (2006), preferences for homeownership in Sweden 

coincide with a rising notion of homeownership as an investment rather than a commitment. 

The same might be argued for the Netherlands. In the Netherlands, changes in the market 

for rental housing have probably played a part in the changing meaning of homeownership. 

Renting a dwelling at present is often either too expensive (in the private sector) or too difficult 

to achieve because of limited access (in the social sector). Furthermore, it might be argued 

that the decision to become the owner of a particular home has become less of a lifetime 

decision than it was in the past. Therefore, being a homeowner has become more attractive to 

households that might change in composition or move elsewhere in a few years’ time.

The expectations about the changing effect of parental homeownership were twofold. 

Because of the growing prosperity of the Dutch population, the study expected to find that 

increasingly more people had easy access to owner-occupied homes and were thus less 

dependent on their parents. The alternative expectation was that, owing to rising house prices, 

the help of parents might have become more important for the transition to homeownership. 

Some support was found for the latter hypothesis. This finding might imply that inequality in 

the owner-occupied housing market is rising. Since more parents are homeowners now than 

in the past, and even more will be homeowners in the future, more children will grow up in 

an owner-occupied home. Therefore, an increasing number of people will be socialised with 

homeownership and have parents who are able to provide help with buying a home. People 

who grow up in a rented home are therefore likely to become a disadvantaged minority.

The Netherlands Kinship Panel Study has some limitations with respect to the investigation 

of first-time homeownership. An important determinant of homeownership that is not included 

in the NKPS is income (income was only measured at the date of interview). In contrast with 

retrospective surveys conducted in the Netherlands in the 1990s and in 2000, occupations 

have not been recorded retrospectively in NKPS, so socioeconomic status cannot be used 

as a proxy for income. Furthermore, the timing of previous marriages is not available, only 

the timing of union formation and whether the respondent had married a previous partner. 

However, compared with other available surveys, the two great advantages of NKPS are its 

recent date and its large sample size. The recent date facilitated the investigation of recent 

changes, while the sample size ensured that there were enough observations of cohabiters 

who became homeowners from the late 1970s onwards.

The findings might not be just typical for the Netherlands, but might be replicable in other 

countries with a post-Second World War history of rising levels of homeownership. Further 

research into the apparent increase in the intergenerational transmission of homeownership 

would be particularly interesting. Only limited support was found for this increase, so a firm 

conclusion cannot be drawn that it has really taken place. If this finding could be replicated, 

there would be an example of a phenomenon for which there is no decrease in the importance 

of ascribed characteristics, as would be expected in a modernising society, but an increase.
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HOUSING VALUES OF ADULT CHILDREN AND THEIR PARENTS: 

IS THE qUALITy OF HOUSING TRANSMITTED BETWEEN GENERATIONS?
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ABSTRACT

In this paper we investigate to what extent the value of housing is transmitted from one 

generation to the next. Using the Social Statistical dataBase (SSB) for the Netherlands in 2003 

and OLS regression analysis, we find that the value of the parents’ home is an important 

predictor of housing value. Even after controlling for the fact that parents and children might 

operate in the same housing market, and parental characteristics such as income, age and 

household status, we find strong similarities between the value of the parents’ home and that 

of their adult children. Finally, we conclude that parental housing value is a robust measure of 

the parents’ socio-economic status because it reflects the parents’ complete socio-economic 

histories.

Key words: intergenerational transmission, housing quality, housing value, the Netherlands, 

population register

3.1 INTRODUCTION

That socio-economic status is transmitted from parents to children has long been established. 

We know of the transmission of occupational status (Blau and Duncan, 1967; Hendrickx and 

Ganzeboom, 1998), wealth (Harbury and Hitchens, 1979), social class (Goldthorpe, 1980), 

level of education (Mayhew and Rosewell, 1981), income (Atkinson, Maynard and Trinder 

1983), and health (Cardol et al., 2006; Rimal, 2003). However, not so much is known yet 

about the extent to which parents and their offspring are similar with respect to another 

socio-economic attribute: the quality of their housing. This is surprising, since housing quality 

is of great importance in people’s daily lives. It directly and indirectly influences people’s 

well-being, social status and access to jobs, schools, amenities and social networks (Mulder, 

2007). Furthermore, living in low quality housing is associated with poor health (Evans, 2003; 

Krieger & Higgins, 2002; Shaw, 2004). When housing outcomes are largely influenced by the 

intergenerational transmission of parental housing quality, social inequality on the housing 

market is reproduced between generations. The importance of intergenerational transmission 

on the housing market might even be increasing due to rising housing prices. In recent years, 

new arrangements were implemented to facilitate Netherlands’ adult children to enter the 

This chapter is accepted for publication: Smits, A. & Michielin, F. (forthcoming in July 2010). Housing 
values of adult children and their parents: Is the quality of housing transmitted between generations?  
Housing Studies, 25.
Earlier versions of this chapter were presented at the International Conference on Population Geographies 
in Hong Kong, July 2007 and at the International Workshop ‘The Family and Residential Choice’  
in Amsterdam, September 2007.
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owner-occupied housing market with the help of their parents, for example by using the equity 

of the parents’ home as an asset for their own mortgage.  

Up to now, most of the studies on the intergenerational transmission of the quality of 

housing focused on housing inheritance (Gulbrandsen & Langsether, 2003; Hamnett, 1991, 

1995; Mullins, 2000; Watt, 1993) or housing tenure. Henretta (1984) was the first to show 

the importance of the intergenerational transmission of home-ownership. Mulder and Smits 

(1999) found similar results for the Netherlands. In a more detailed study on the mechanisms 

underlying the intergenerational transmission of home-ownership in the Netherlands, 

Helderman and Mulder (2007) concluded that direct and indirect financial transfers from 

parents to children are important determinants of children’s housing tenure. The attention for 

the intergenerational transmission of other aspects of housing quality has been scarce. There 

is some evidence of similarities in parents’ and children’s housing density (Jenkins & Maynard, 

1983; McDowell, 1980), amenities (McDowell, 1980) and expenditure (Jenkins & Maynard, 

1983). These studies are, to our knowledge, the first and only focusing on other measures of 

housing quality, apart from tenure.

In this study we aim at extending the knowledge of the intergenerational transmission 

of housing quality by focusing on the resemblance of housing value (which is used in the 

Netherlands as a basis for taxation and reflects the property’s most recent market value) 

between parents and children. The value of housing reflects housing quality in a far more 

comprehensive way than indicators that have been used so far and thus provides better insight 

into the role of the parents’ housing quality for that of their children. Data on the value of 

housing of two generations has, to our knowledge, thus far not been available for research. 

Through the use of unique register data for the Netherlands that contain such information, 

we want to answer the following research question: To what extent is the housing value 

of adult children associated with that of their parents, and how can this association be 

explained? It should be noted that the focus of this paper is on inter vivos transfers rather than 

on bequests.

We use OLS regression analysis and the Social Statistical dataBase (SSB) to answer this 

question. The SSB contains register information on the whole Netherlands population and 

has recently been made available by Statistics Netherlands. It includes a detailed measure 

of housing value as well as various indicators of the family background, which enable us to 

control for the effects of individual and parental characteristics such as income and housing 

tenure.

3.2 THE INTERGENERATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF HOUSING VALUE

The family is one of the main social contexts in which support, money and goods are being 

exchanged (Knijn & Liefbroer, 2006; Rossi & Rossi, 1990). The help of parents has been shown 

to be evident in housing decisions. Saunders (1990) found that almost one third of the adult 
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British children in his sample who had recently become homeowners received financial help 

from their parents. Tomassini et al., (2003) also concluded that parental support for the child’s 

home purchase is influential to the child’s housing decisions. 

Financial help from the parents is only one way through which the association between 

parental housing value and that of the adult child can be explained. In this paper, we investigate 

the intergenerational transmission of housing value by testing the following hypothesis:

The value of the parents’ home and that of their adult children are positively related, which 

can partly be explained by operating in the same housing market and the intergenerational 

transmission of socio-economic status.

We distinguish three major factors that may account for the positive relation between the 

value of the parents’ home and that of their adult child. The first factor is that of proximity 

between parents and children, which indicates that they operate in the same housing market 

(Helderman and Mulder, 2007). When living close to each other, the likelihood of living in 

similar housing is greater due to the fact that rents, house prices and types of housing are 

similar within the local housing market. Even though the distances in the Netherlands are 

relatively short (maximum 400 kilometers), the differences between local housing markets are 

substantial. Thus, when children live far from their parents, the likelihood of having similar 

housing values is expected to be smaller due to the fact that housing market conditions are 

less alike. 

The second factor underlying similarities in housing value between parents and children is 

the intergenerational transmission of socio-economic status through indirect and direct effects. 

The indirect effects of the intergenerational transmission of socio-economic status run through 

the socio-economic position of the adult child. As has been established in social stratification 

research, the extent to which adult children have access to socio-economic resources is often 

partly the result of the parents’ investments in the future of their offspring. The better the 

socio-economic status of the parents, the greater their investments in the adult child. As a 

result, their adult children might have a better socio-economic status themselves and, hence, 

higher housing values. 

The direct effects of the intergenerational transmission of socio-economic status refer to 

gifts and loans of the parents (Saunders, 1990). Gifts and loans (Mulder and Smits, 1999; 

Kurz, 2004; Helderman and Mulder, 2007) and help in obtaining mortgages (Mulder, 2007) 

are likely to be major determinants of the positive association between the parents’ and the 

adult child’s housing values. With the help of their parents, adult children do not only have 

earlier access to the owner-occupied housing market, they can also obtain higher mortgages, 

which enables them to obtain higher-value housing. Based on the indirect and direct effects of 

the transmission of socio-economic status on the adult child’s housing value, the more specific 

hypotheses we derived are listed below.
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Having parents with high incomes and with better labour-market positions (e.g. employed 

as opposed to not employed and/or receiving state benefits) is expected to be associated with 

higher housing values. Parental assets also play an important role in the intergenerational 

transmission of socio-economic status. When the current socio-economic resources of the 

parents are insufficient for indirect or direct support of their children, resources that have 

been accumulated in the past might be sufficient (see Spilerman, 2000 for a discussion on the 

importance of assets in social stratification processes). When parents are self-employed, they 

are likely to have more assets (Mulder and Smits, 1999), which might result in more parental 

investments and thus higher housing values of the child. Given the age of the child, the age of 

the parents is also likely to be associated with the child’s housing value. When parents are older, 

they have probably accumulated more assets than younger parents, which can result in earlier 

investments in the child. When parents are homeowners, their adult children are expected to 

have higher housing values. This can be the result of the fact that children of homeowners are 

more likely to be homeowners themselves (Helderman & Mulder, 2007; Smits & Mulder, 2008) 

while owner-occupied homes generally have higher values than rented homes, but it may also 

be explained from the fact that home-owning parents can use the equity in their home to help 

their adult children in obtaining high-value housing.

Higher housing values might also be expected for those whose parents are still together. 

The divorce and widowhood of the parents are often associated with income loss, (Feijten 

and Mulder, 2005), which might result in a decrease of parental investments and thus a lower 

housing value for the adult child. When a separated or widowed parent has found a new 

partner, we expect lower housing values due to the fact that adult children tend to have less 

frequent contact with stepparents than with biological parents, and therefore might receive 

less parental support (De Jong Gierveld & Dykstra, 2002).. When parents have more children, 

indirect and direct parental support for each one of them will be smaller. Therefore, having 

many siblings is expected to be associated with lower housing values.

Receiving parental housing assistance has been shown to be negatively associated with 

distance, at least in Italy (Tomassini et al., 2003). We therefore expect the association between 

the housing value of the parents and that of the adult child to be greater when the child lives 

nearby. Parental housing assistance might also be related to the partnership status of the adult 

child. It is likely that parents are more willing to support their adult child in achieving a long-

lasting housing outcome than a housing outcome of short duration. When adult children live 

with a partner, their need for long-stay housing is greater than when they are single (Feijten 

and Mulder, 2002). Also, because people tend to have a partner with a similar socio-economic 

background (Ermisch et al., 2006) and those with wealthy parents are likely to have wealthy 

parents-in-law as well, the effect of parental housing value can be expected to be greater for 

adult children with a partner. We therefore expect the effect of parental housing value to be 

smaller for singles than for those who live with a partner. 
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The third factor accounting for similarities in housing value between parents and their 

adult children is the effect of a role modeling process. Children are believed to strive for at least 

the same standard of living as their parents (used to) have (cf. Easterlin, 1980; Henretta, 1984) 

and adopt their parents’ lifestyles (Bourdieu, 1984; Lamont, 1992). The effect of role modeling 

during youth is referred to as a socialization effect. Role modeling effects can also take place 

many years after youth, for example when parents move into another type of housing that 

turns out to be attractive to their children as well. Thus, those who have grown up in, or were 

exposed to, high-value housing are probably more likely to live in such housing than those who 

do not have similar experiences. 

Measures of proximity between parents and children and of current parental socio-

economic resources are included in the model and can thus be accounted for. We cannot, 

however, entirely account for the effects of parental assets and role modeling. The remaining 

influence of parental housing value on that of the child can thus probably partly be ascribed to 

the effects of parental assets that were not included in our model and role modeling processes.

3.3 OTHER FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH THE HOUSING VALUE OF 

ADULT CHILDREN 

When investigating the role of the intergenerational transmission of housing value, it is essential 

to take into account some important characteristics of the adult child. Not surprisingly, income 

is one of the major determinants of housing quality (Doling, 1976; Deurloo et al., 1987; 

Ioannides and Rosenthal, 1994; Clark et al., 2003). Adult children with higher levels of income 

are in a better position to obtain high-value housing than those who do not earn as much. 

With increasing age, adult children are expected to be better able to obtain high-value housing 

due to the fact that they have had more possibilities for saving money. However, this might not 

necessarily lead to higher housing values for those at the highest ages. Because they belong 

to a different generation, adult children in the highest age groups are likely to be less used to 

high standards of housing quality and therefore live in less expensive housing.

 Lower housing values can be expected for females (who usually have a lower earning 

potential than men) and for migrants (who tend to have a weaker position on the job market). 

Females in couples, however, tend to have older (male) partners who ate likely to have 

accumulated more savings. As a result, females with a partner are expected to have higher 

housing values than males with a partner. Second generation migrants (Netherlands’ born 

children of migrant parents) have probably received their education in the Netherlands and 

have better proficiency of the Dutch language, which makes their position on the job market 

more favorable than that of first generation migrants. We thus expect that second generation 

migrants have higher housing values than first generation migrants, but still lower than those 

of non-migrants.
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Singles are expected to have lower housing values than those who are living in a couple 

because they cannot benefit from the pooling of resources. Adult children who are divorced 

or widowed are expected to have lower housing values owing to the loss of income after a 

separation or the death of a partner (Feijten and Mulder, 2005). For widowed people, the 

negative effect on housing value is expected to be smaller than for divorcees due to the fact 

that most married people are partly protected against the financial risk of losing a partner 

(either through life insurances or widow pensions). 

Having children is expected to be associated with higher housing values, since families 

require more space than couples and singles and are likely to attach more importance to 

housing quality (Feijten and Mulder, 2005).

We already discussed the effect of the distance between parents and children as a proxy 

for operating in the same housing market, and how distance is likely to decrease the extent 

to which parents support their adult child. Apart from this, distance might also be directly 

associated with the housing value of the child. When children live far away from their parents, 

they are likely to have migrated for their education and/or career and thus have greater earning 

potential. Consequently, we might expect those who live further away from their parents to 

have higher housing values than those who live close.

3.4 DATA AND METHOD

Data

We used data for the year 2003 of the Social Statistical dataBase (SSB) provided by Statistics 

Netherlands (see Bakker, 2002, for a description of the database). The SSB is a rich administrative 

data set containing register data on the whole Netherlands population (N≈16.5 million) for 

the period 1998-2006. Personal information (such as date of birth, gender, marital status and 

labor market position) and household characteristics (such as household type, age of youngest 

and oldest child) are known for each individual. Individual records were linked to those of the 

parents when the parent and the child had ever lived in the same municipality after October 

1st, 1994 or, if this was not the case, the dates of birth of both parents were known, which 

was the case if the parents had ever married and were both alive in October 1994. In Figure 

2, the percentage of persons who were linked to one or both parents in the SSB data of 2005 

is given by year of birth.

Because for these categories fewer possibilities of record linkage existed, older birth 

cohorts as well as children who moved out of their parents’ municipality before October 1994 

and never returned are underrepresented in the data. As a result, adult children who left 

the parental home to enroll in higher education might be underrepresented in our study. By 

controlling for the distance between the child and the parents, however, we try to account for 

this issue. 

49



C
H

A
PTER

H
O

U
SIN

G
 VA

LU
ES O

F A
D

U
LT C

H
ILD

REN
 A

N
D

 TH
EIR PA

REN
TS

3

We used the year 2003 of the SSB and selected adult children who could be linked to at 

least one living parent who was not older than 75. Only children who lived outside the parents’ 

household were selected. Children below the age of 25 were excluded because they frequently 

have not yet established an independent housing career. Children whose parents were older 

than 75 were excluded because these parents are likely to have downsized in their housing 

career (De Klerk, 2001). Students were also excluded, as well as people who live in institutions. 

After the initial selection, our dataset consisted of 4,142,100 child-parent dyads1. 

The value of the home (the dependent variable) was measured through the property’s 

so-called WOZ-value. The WOZ-value is used as a base for property tax2 in the Netherlands. It 

is determined by the municipalities and reflects the current market value of each property. We 

used WOZ-values from valuation period January 2001-January 2005, estimated in January 1999. 

For the valuation, the most recent market value of all property was estimated by referring to 

three similar objects that had recently been sold in the same neighborhood. Besides, property 

characteristics such as the year in which it was built and renovated, its size and the type of 

property are taken into account, but also neighborhood characteristics are used. Values were 

measured in thousands of euros, after which the logarithm of the value was taken. 

The value of the parents’ home (the main independent variable) was constructed similarly. 

When the parents were separated, we used the highest of both housing values. This was done 

because we expect that the parent with the highest housing value is the most influential in the 

process of the intergenerational transmission of housing value, mainly because this parent is 

likely to possess more financial resources than the other parent. Note that when the parents 

were separated, we used all parental indicators (income, household status, housing tenure, 

etc.) of the parent with the highest housing value. Missing values on either the value of the 

1 All counts presented in this paper are rounded off to hundreds. 
2 Tax under the Valuation of Immovable Property Act (Wet Waardering Onroerende Zaken, or WOZ, in Dutch).

 
Source: Prins (2005). 
 

Because for these categories fewer possibilities of record linkage existed, older birth cohorts 

as well as children who moved out of their parents’ municipality before October 1994 and 

never returned are underrepresented in the data. As a result, adult children who left the 

parental home to enroll in higher education might be underrepresented in our study. By 

controlling for the distance between the child and the parents, however, we try to account 

for this issue.  

 We used the year 2003 of the SSB and selected adult children who could be linked to 

at least one living parent who was not older than 75. Only children who lived outside the 

parents’ household were selected. Children below the age of 25 were excluded because they 

frequently have not yet established an independent housing career. Children whose parents 

were older than 75 were excluded because these parents are likely to have downsized in 

their housing career (De Klerk, 2001). Students were also excluded, as well as people who 

live in institutions. After the initial selection, our dataset consisted of 4,142,100 child-parent 

dyads2

 The value of the home (the dependent variable) was measured through the property’s 

so-called WOZ-value. The WOZ-value is used as a base for property tax

.  

3

                                                 
2 All counts presented in this paper are rounded off to hundreds.  

 in the Netherlands. 

It is determined by the municipalities and reflects the current market value of each property. 

We used WOZ-values from valuation period January 2001-January 2005, estimated in 

3 Tax under the Valuation of Immovable Property Act (Wet Waardering Onroerende Zaken, or WOZ, 
in Dutch). 
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Figure 3.1 Percentage of persons who were linked to one or both parents, per year of birth, January 1st 2005
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home or the value of the parents’ home were recorded for 943,900 people (22,8%). In most 

cases these missing values can be explained from the fact that homes built later than 2001 had 

not had a valuation yet. Because it is likely that particularly young people with children live in 

recently built homes, this category might be underrepresented in our data. 

After the exclusion of missing values on housing value, outliers with values below 30,000 

euros (15,600 persons) and above 6,000,000 euros (200 persons) were excluded. Small 

percentages of missing values were recorded for having children in the household (7,300 

persons out of 3,182,390), for income (13,900 people), income of the parents (7,500 people), 

partnership status (less than one hundred people), housing tenure of the parents (600 people) 

and distance (95,400 people). The models were estimated after applying listwise deletion of 

missing values (N = 3,058,200). Descriptive measures of the child’s and the parents’ housing 

value are shown in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 Descriptive measures of the child’s and the parents’ logged housing values

Log value of Mean Std. Min Max. N   

Child’s home
Parents’ home. Of which:
   Both parents’ home (parents together)
   Mother’s home (father not alive)
   Mother’s home (father alive)
   Father’s home (mother not alive)
   Father’s home (mother alive)

4.80
4.86
4.92
4.70
4.82
4.78
4.95

.46

.49

.48

.47

.46

.50

.50

3.40
3.41
3.41
3.41
3.41
3.41
3.41

8.70
8.68
8.68
8.43
8.47
8.45
8.63

3,058,200
3,058,200
1,838,200

706,700
153,200
195,800
164,300

Most of the parental housing values in our dataset are from intact families (60.1%). In 

28.1% of the cases, the housing value of the mother’s home was used. This was mostly 

done due to the death of the father (23.1%). In 5% of the cases, the mother had the highest 

housing value of both parents. The remaining parental housing values were taken from the 

father’s home (11.8%). In 6.4% of the cases, the mother was deceased, whereas in 5.4% of 

the cases, the father had the highest value of both parents. 

The extent to which the adult child was operating in the same housing market as the parents 

was measured by the distance to the parent(s). It was derived from the x and y coordinates of 

the 6-digit postal codes of the child’s and parents’ addresses and was measured in kilometers. 

The mean distance between adult children and their parents was 22 kilometers, whereas the 

furthest distance was 310 kilometers (with a standard deviation of 38). All distances between 

zero (indicating that children and parents live in the same neighborhood) and one (indicating 

that children and parents live about a ten minutes walk away from each other) have been set 

to 1 kilometer (N=194,300). Because we assumed that the effect of distance on the value 

of the child’s home would vary less at long distances than at short distances, we used the 

logarithm of the distance. Distance was used both as a main effect and in interaction with 
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the parents’ housing value. In order to enhance the readability of the model outcomes, we 

centered the values of both components of the interaction term using mean subtraction.

Socio-economic status was measured by income (for parents as well as for children) and 

labor-market position (for parents only). Income was measured at the household level and 

consists of the sum of the monthly tax incomes of all members of the household. It was 

measured in thousands of euros and was included as a logarithmic term. Negative incomes 

were recorded for 17,100 children and 8,700 parents. In most cases, these people were self-

employed and had net losses at the time of registration. The logarithm of household income 

was calculated for all incomes greater than 1. Incomes of 1 and lower were set to zero in the 

logarithmic measure, after which a dummy variable was included to account for this procedure. 

A dummy variable has also been included for whether or not the children or the parents were 

self-employed, which was directly derived from their registered main source of income.

Age is included both as a linear term as well as a quadratic term to account for the fact 

that older people might have higher housing values than younger people, but less so at the 

highest ages. The age difference between the adult child and the parent is used as an indicator 

of the parent’s age. This was done to avoid problems of collinearity in our models. The model 

estimates of the age difference between the child and the parents can be read as the extra 

effect of the parents’ age, given that of the child. When the parents lived together, we used 

the age difference between the mother and the child.

The labor-market position of the parents was taken from the registered main source of 

income of both parents. We distinguished four categories (in hierarchical order): ‘employed’, 

‘pensioned’, ‘other benefits’ and ‘inactive’ (indicating that there was no income from labor 

and/or state benefits), where we used the strongest position when the parents had different 

main sources of income. When one parent was employed and the other parent was pensioned, 

we labeled the parents as employed. When one parent was pensioned and the other parent 

received other benefits, we coded the parents as pensioned, etcetera. 

For partnership status of the parents, four categories were constructed: ‘together with the 

other parent’ (reference category), ‘in a new partnership’, ‘divorced or never-married single’ 

and ‘widowed single’. For partnership status of the child, we distinguished four different 

categories: ‘with partner’ (reference category), ‘never-married single’, , ‘divorced single’ and 

‘widowed single’.

For the construction of number of siblings, we counted all known children of the same 

mother. In case the mother had died or emigrated, we used the father to count siblings. 

Tenure of the parents’ home (renter or owner) was derived from registers on property 

ownership.

Gender and migrant status were included in the models. Migrant status was measured in three 

categories: ‘non-migrant’ (reference category), ‘first generation’ (children who immigrated 

together with their parents) and ‘second generation’ (children born of migrant parents).
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Table 3.2 Descriptive measures of variables used (N = 3,058,200)

Variable Mean Std. Range

Log value child’s home
Log value parents’ home minus mean

Intergenerational proximity
Log distance minus mean

Other control variables
Log income
Self-employed
Age
Female
Migrant status
   Non migrant
   First generation
   Second generation
Partnership status
   With partner
   Never-married single
   Divorced single
   Widowed single
Children in household

Characteristics of intergenerational transmission
Parents’ log income
Parents’ labour-market position
   Employed
   Pensioned
   Other benefit
   Inactive
Parents self-employed
Age difference parent-child
Parents homeowner
Parents’ partnership status
   With other parent
   With new partner
   Divorced or never-married single
   Widowed single
Number of siblings

4.80
0.00

0.00

8.03
.06

36.00
.51

.88

.06

.07

.79

.16

.05
.003

.60

7.76

.28

.60

.11

.01

.04
26.68

0.48

.60

.11

.09

.20
2.08

.46

.49

1.52

 
1.14

.25
6.45

.50

.33

.23

.25

.41

.37

.21

.06

.49

.92

.45

.49

.31

.12

.20
4.58

.50

.49

.31

.27

.40
1.62

3.40 – 8.69

-1.45 – 3.87

-1.99 – 3.75

0 – 12.85
0, 1

25 – 61
0, 1

0, 1
0, 1
0, 1

0, 1
0, 1
0, 1
0, 1
0, 1

0 – 13.40

0, 1
0, 1
0, 1
0, 1
0, 1

14 – 50
0, 1

0, 1
0, 1
0, 1
0, 1

0 – 25

We used the registration of household position to measure the presence of children in the 

household. All variables used are described in Table 3.2.

Method

We used OLS regression models. In the first step of modeling, we wanted to see the bivariate 

effect of the parents’ housing value on that of the child. We expected that the effect would 

partly disappear after the inclusion of the distance to the parents (in a second step), the 

individual characteristics of the child (in a third step) and indicators of the intergenerational 
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transmission of socio-economic status (in a fourth step). To disentangle the effect of parental 

housing value from the effects of other parental indicators, we also ran a model in which the 

housing value of the parents was excluded. Here, we expected the effects of parental indicators 

to be greater in the model without the parents’ housing value and to weaken in the full model. 

The results of all models are presented in Table 3.3. Strictly speaking, significance levels are 

Table 3.3 OLS regression analysis of the child’s log housing value, unstandardized coefficients, 
(N = 3,058,200)

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 4, 
beta

Constant
Log value parents’ home minus mean

Intergenerational proximity
Log distance minus mean
Log value parents’ home minus mean * log 
distance minus mean

Individual control variables
Log income
Log income=0
Self-employed
Age
Age squared
Female
Migrant status (ref=non migrant)
   First generation
   Second generation
Partnership status (ref=with partner)
   Never-married single
   Divorced single
   Widowed single
Children in household

Intergenerational transmission
Parents’ log income
Parents’ log income=0
Parents’ labour-market position ref=employed)
   Pensioned
   Other benefit
   Inactive
Parents self-employed
Age difference parent-child
Parents homeowner
Parents’ partnership status (ref=with other parent)
   With new partner
   Divorced or never-married single
   Widowed single
Number of siblings

4.808
.269

.009

-.078

1.688
.257

.003

-.063

.210
1.773

.157

.062
-.001
.036

-.120
-.025

-.147
-.106
-.005†

.121

1.326

 
.006

.223
1.894

.183

.061
-.001
.036

-.131
-.026

-.139
-.100
-.003†

.125

.032

.322

.003
-.004
.016
.051
.006

-.100

-.053
-.016
.002

-.008

1.830
.261

.004

-.063

 
.206

1.740
.157
.055

-.001
.035

-.094
-.019

-.149
-.103
-.004†

.125

-.011
-.064

 
.001†

-.006
-.004†

-.000†

.004

.000†

-.053
-.012
.006

-.010

.279

.011

-.103

.515

.464

.084

.783
-.599
.038

-.047
-.010

-.119
-.048
-.001
.134

-.023
-.012

.000
-.004
-.001
-.000
.044
.000

-.036
-.007
.005

-.037

Note: all effects are significant at the .001 level, except for † (not significant).
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not defined because our analyses are based on almost the entire Netherlands population.  

However, if we do calculate significance levels, all effects are found to be significant at the 

0.001 level, except where the group size was small (in the case of widowed children, self-

employed parents and inactive parents) or where effects were almost zero (in the case of 

pensioned parents and widowed parents). Results from the separate analysis of single children 

and children who live with a partner are given in Table 3.4. 

3.5 RESULTS

Without controlling for any other characteristics, we find a positive effect of the parents’ 

housing value on that of the child (B=.261, constant=4.801, R²=.078). Surprisingly, this effect 

does not change notably when we control for intergenerational proximity (Table 3.3, Model 

1), individual characteristics (Table 3.3, Model 2) and indicators of the socio-economic status 

of the parents (Table 3.3, Model 4). In Model 1, we include the parents’ housing value and 

the distance between parents and children.  Here, the main effect of the parents’ housing 

value on that of the child can be read as the effect of parental housing value when the 

distance between the child and its parents is the average. The main effect of distance, in turn, 

should be read as the effect of distance when the value of the parents’ house is the average.  

The interaction term included in Model 1 then represents the extra effect of the parents’ 

housing value when the distance between child and parents increases.

We find what we expected: the child’s housing value is higher when the housing value 

of the parents is higher and when the distance to the parents is greater. The positive effect 

of the parents’ housing value decreases with distance. Thus, when children live further away 

from their parents, the association between their housing value and that of their parents 

is weaker. This finding supports our expectation that living far away and thus operating in 

a different housing market diminishes the association between the child’s and the parents’ 

housing values.

In Model 2, we include individual control variables. The effect of the parents’ housing 

value decreases slightly when we take into account the income, age, gender, migrant status 

and partnership status of the adult child. Extending Model 1 with individual control variables 

considerably increases the variance explained in the model (34.5% compared to 9.4%). Having 

a higher income is associated with a higher housing value. Compared to adult children whose 

incomes are greater than one, those with negative or zero incomes have higher housing 

values. This is understandable, since adult children with negative incomes are most probably 

self-employed (which is associated with having more assets) and children with zero incomes 

are likely to live on their private means, which enables them to obtain high-value housing. 

Self-employment is also associated with higher housing values. The value of housing increases 

by age, but not linearly. The top of the parabolic function lies at age 89.  Thus, the effect on 

the value of the child’s housing is estimated to increase with age, but less so at older ages. 
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Females have higher housing values than males, which supports the expectation that women 

tend to have older male partners who might have accumulated more savings. As expected, first 

generation migrants have lower housing values than non-migrants, and lower than second 

generation migrants. Compared to having a partner, being single is associated with lower 

housing values. Divorcees have lower housing values than those in a partnership, but higher 

than never-married singles. The effect of being widowed is very small and not significant, 

which can partly be explained from the fact that there are too few adult children in our 

selection who are widowed. When the adult child has children in the household, the value of 

the home is higher than when this is not the case. This finding supports our expectation. The 

effects of the individual characteristics included in Model 2 remain largely the same in the final 

model (Table 3.3, Model 4). 

Model 3 (Table 3.3) includes intergenerational proximity, individual control variables and 

indicators of the socio-economic status of the parents, but not the parents’ housing value. 

Noteworthy is the decrease in variance explained when we leave out the housing value of the 

parents (29.1% compared to 34.9% in Model 4). In Model 3, we see positive effects of the 

parents’ log income, the dummy for having parents with negative or zero incomes and for 

having self-employed parents. Having pensioned parents or parents who do not earn income 

from labor or state benefits is associated with higher housing values, compared with having 

employed parents. Compared to children with employed parents, those whose parents receive 

state benefits (state pensions excluded) have lower housing values.  However, these effects are 

much smaller in Model 4, when the housing value of the parents is included. 

The positive effect of the value of the parents’ home on that of the child still persists 

when the effects of distance, socio-economic status of the parents and individual background 

characteristics are controlled for. The value of housing of the parents appears to be a strong 

and robust predictor of the adult child’s housing value. Compared with Model 2, the increase 

in variance explained by Model 4 is negligible.  After controlling for parental housing value, 

the other indicators of the parents’ socio-economic status thus contribute only slightly to 

the explanation of the child’s housing value. This also becomes clear when looking at the 

standardized model parameters as presented in the last column of Table 3.3 (Model 4, beta). 

Whereas the standardized effects of the indicators of intergenerational transmission are quite 

small, the effect of the parents’ housing value is much greater. The most important predictor of 

the child’s housing value in Model 4 appears to be the age of the child, followed by the child’s 

income and the parents’ housing value. Partnership status and the presence of children in the 

household are the next main determinants of housing value. In the theory section, we raised 

the issue of assets as being part of the parents’ socio-economic resources. Since we observe 

decreasing effects of the indicators of the parents’ socio-economic status in Model 4 (as 

compared to Model 2), we can indeed conclude that parental assets, measured here as their 

value of housing, partly account for the parents’ socio-economic status. Apparently, once the 

parents’ housing value is taken into account, their current income and labor-market position 
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are not that important to the child’s housing value. Instead, it makes much more sense to 

use the parents’ entire socio-economic histories when measuring their socio-economic status. 

Note that the effect of parental housing value on that of the child can probably be regarded as 

the remaining effect of assets that we could not include in our model and of processes of role 

modeling. The finding that the effects of the parents’ income, that of having parents with zero 

Table 3.4 OLS regression analysis of the child’s log housing value, Model 4, singles and those with 
a partner separately

Variable Singles With partner

B Beta B Beta

Constant
Log value parents’ home minus mean

Intergenerational proximity
Log distance minus mean
Log value parents’ home  minus mean * log 
distance minus mean

Individual control variables
Log income
Log income = 0
Self-employed
Age
Age squared
Female
Migrant status (ref = non migrant)
   First generation
   Second generation
Children in household

Intergenerational transmission
Parents’ log income
Parents’ log income = 0
Parents’ labour-market position ref=employed)
   Pensioned
   Other benefit
   Inactive
Parents self-employed
Age difference parent-child
Parents homeowner
Parents’ partnership status (ref=with other parent)
   With new partner
   Divorced or never-married single
   Widowed
Number of siblings

2.848
.252

.012

-.057

.158
1.256

.177

.013
-.000
-.004*

-.030
-.011
.133

-.008 
-.035*

-.001†

.000†

-.003†

.013

.003

.030

-.040†

.004

.014
-.008

.279

.042

-.099

.503

.488

.080

.163
-.056
-.004

-.017
-.007
.085

-.019
-.008

-.001
.000

-.001
.006
.032
.033

-.029
.003
.011

-.025

1.409
.258

.002

-.063

.223
1.964

.150

.070
-.001
.043

-.114
-.023
.115

-.011
-.064

-.001†

-.009
-.006†

-.002†

.005
-.006

-.057
-.020
.005

-.010

.293

.007

-.110

.511

.469

.090
1.048 
-.834
.050

-.058
-.013
.124

-.024
-.013

-.001
-.001
-.006
-.001
.049

-.007

-.041
-.012
.005

-.039

R2

N
.139

487,700
.308

2,417,100

Note: all effects are significant at .001, except for † (not significant) and * (significant at .01)
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or negative incomes and that of having self-employed parents even turn negative in Model 

4, however, is surprising. The effect of parental housing value is so important for the housing 

value of the adult child, that the effects of other indicators of the parents’ socio-economic 

status do not remain positive once accounted for the parents’ housing value.

The final model was also estimated separately for singles and for those who are living with 

a partner (see Table 3.4). As expected, the effect of the parents’ housing value on that of the 

child is slightly stronger for those in a couple than for singles. The positive effect of distance on 

the child’s housing value is stronger for single children than for children with a partner. Single 

children who live far away might have moved there for their education or career (which is 

associated with high housing values), whereas partnered children are also likely to have moved 

far for other reasons, such as being together with the partner or living close to the partners’ 

parents. Furthermore, we find that the effect of the child’s log income is stronger for those in a 

couple (who are likely to have dual incomes) than for singles. The positive association between 

age and the value of housing is also stronger for those in a couple than for singles. From Table 

3.4 it becomes clear that the finding that females have higher housing values than males 

(Table 3.3, Model 4), refers to females who have a partner, not to single females. In Model 

4, Table 3.3, we found a negative effect of being a first or second generation migrant. This is 

more strongly the case for those in a couple than for singles. This finding might be explained 

by the fact that migrant children living alone are a more selective category of migrant children 

than those living with a partner. In the Netherlands, it is much less common to live alone for 

migrants than for non-migrants. Probably, migrant children who can afford to live alone are 

better able to achieve high-value housing than migrants living with a partner. When looking 

at the unstandardized model estimates in Table 3.4, it becomes clear that the child’s housing 

value is best explained by, again, age, income and parental housing value. Note that age is 

not the most important predictor on the model for singles, whereas this is still the case for 

partnered children. 

3.6 DISCUSSION

In this paper we aimed to gain new insight into the extent to which parents are important 

to their children’s housing quality. Previous research on the intergenerational transmission of 

housing quality usually focused on housing tenure. We believe that the analysis of the value of 

housing is our major contribution to the existing knowledge on the link between parents’ and 

their adult children’s housing quality. 

Our results clearly suggest that the value of the parents’ housing plays an important role 

in the value of the adult child’s home. Our findings suggest that parents play a key role in the 

housing value of their children. This is even more strongly the case for children who live close 

to their parents, which, in the Netherlands, is the majority (Mulder & Kalmijn, 2006). 
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The effect of the parents’ housing value on that of the child remains robust throughout 

the modeling process. We could not explain the effect of the parents’ housing value by 

including indicators of intergenerational proximity or by extending the model with indicators 

of the intergenerational transmission of socio-economic status. More research is needed to 

investigate the mechanisms that lay behind the intergenerational transmission of housing 

value. We were not able to include other measures of the parents’ assets (such as bank 

account savings or valuable possessions) besides the value of the parents’ housing. As was 

also raised by Spilerman (2000), we believe it makes sense to include such measures, since 

children do not solely benefit from the parents’ current socio-economic position, but even 

more so from what they have accumulated in the past. We also did not include measures of a 

role modeling process, which might partly explain the remaining effect of the parents’ housing 

value. We do think, however, that the value of housing is a useful measure of socio-economic 

status, which is valuable for future research on intergenerational transmission. Housing value is 

a more robust indicator of older people’s socio-economic status than measures that are based 

on current socio-economic positions, since it reflects entire socio-economic histories. 

Although strong indications were found for the importance of the parents’ housing value 

to that of the child, we must be aware of the limitations of our research. First, we were not 

able to include level of education in our models. Level of education has proved to be of 

importance for several outcomes of socio-economic status, but might even be more influential 

to housing value. Regardless of current earnings, mortgage lenders are willing to provide 

highly educated people with a mortgage because of their earning potential. The effect of level 

of education should thus not be overlooked in research on housing values. Second, the issue 

of the selectivity of our data needs further attention.

An extension of our research could be an  an and analysis on the household level instead of 

on the individual level. This would make it possible to answer the question whose parents (the 

male’s or the female’s) are more important to the value of housing of adult children who live 

with a partner. Sibling models would be a valuable extension too, since these allow for a more 

thorough examination of the extent to which housing value runs in the family.
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ABSTRACT

Using administrative data on all adult children living in the Netherlands aged 30 – 40 and their 

parents (N = 1,999,700), we investigated the extent to which intergenerational coresidence 

and the transition to coresidence are determined by situations and events associated with 

the support needs and privacy needs of either generation. Logistic and multinomial logistic 

regression analyses showed that both generations’ support needs increased the likelihood of 

coresidence and of a move of the generation in need into the other’s home. Turning to privacy 

needs, we found that coresidence and the transition to coresidence was less likely when a 

partner or stepparent was present and more likely when the adult child was a never-married 

single parent.

Key Words: coresidence, intergenerational relations, living arrangements, Western European families, 
families in middle and later life

4.1 INTRODUCTION

In Northern and Western Europe, as well as in the United States, very few adult children 

(aged 30 and over) live together with a parent. In these countries, most adult children leave 

the parental home before they turn 30 (Fokkema & Liefbroer, 2008) and most elderly parents 

prefer to live independently from their children as long as possible (De Jong Gierveld & Van 

Tilburg, 1999). Leaving the parental home is considered a major step in the transition to 

adulthood (Furstenberg, Kennedy, McLoyd, Rumbaut & Settersten, 2004). The Netherlands’ 

percentages of children in their thirties living together with parents are among the lowest in 

Europe (Fokkema & Liefbroer, 2008). 

In such a context, it is likely that adult children and parents who live together are a select 

category of children and parents, of whom at least one is not able to live independently. 

Previous research showed that situations associated with the support needs of the adult child 

and the parents are indeed related to intergenerational coresidence (Choi, 2003; Hank, 2007; 

Ward, Logan & Spitze, 1992). Most studies, however, have focused on the characteristics of 

only one of the two generations, which has left open the question whose needs are better met 

in intergenerational households. Moreover, the previous work on coresidence has mostly been 

based on cross-sectional analyses, even though coresidence can be the result either of the fact 

that adult children never left the parental home or of a move of one of the generations into 

This chapter is co-authored by Ruben van Gaalen and Claartje Mulder and is accepted for publication in 
Journal of Marriage and Family. 
Earlier versions of this chapter were presented at the Fourth International Conference of the EAPS Working 
Group ‘Second Demographic Transition’ in Budapest, September 2007 and at the bi-annual Dutch 
Demography Day in Utrecht, October 2007.
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the other’s home (see Hank, 2007 and Ward et al., 1992 for a discussion on the necessity of 

using longitudinal data).

In this paper, we investigated to what extent coresidence is determined by situations 

and events associated with the support needs of both generations. Next to the situation of 

coresidence, we analyzed the transition to coresidence to answer the question who moves in 

with whom and under what circumstances this occurs. We used the Social Statistical dataBase 

(SSB), which consists of rich administrative data on the whole Netherlands population, and 

focused on adult children aged 30 – 40 and their parents. 

4.2 THEORy AND HyPOTHESES

The main concept in our theoretical framework is that of support needs. Although it does 

not necessarily imply giving or receiving support, coresidence does facilitate the exchange of 

care and support and the pooling of resources. Coresidence does so even more than quasi-

coresidence, the situation in which parents and children live in close proximity (Künemund 

& Rein, 1999; White and Rogers, 1997). Our first general hypothesis, therefore, reads: the 

likelihood of coresidence is greater for those with greater support needs. 

Sharing a residence, however, also implies a substantial loss of privacy for all household 

members, which might be particularly undesired in countries where a strong individualistic 

orientation prevails. We therefore formulated a second general hypothesis: the likelihood of 

coresidence is lower for people with a greater need or desire for privacy. Based on these 

general hypotheses, the more specific expectations regarding (transitions to) intergenerational 

coresidence we derived are listed below.

A divorce generates an urgent need for housing for at least one of the former partners 

(Gram-Hanssen & Bech-Danielsen, 2008), particularly in the year of divorce. A divorced adult 

child might return to the parental home, not only to resolve the housing problem, but also 

to receive emotional or instrumental support (DaVanzo & Goldscheider, 1990). When parents 

divorce, the relationship with their adult children is affected negatively (De Jong Gierveld & 

Dykstra, 2002). Coresidence with divorced parents is therefore less likely (Aquilino, 1990), 

although the event of parental divorce might induce some transitions to coresidence in the 

adult child’s home.

The death of a spouse may result in the surviving partner’s need for social, emotional, 

and instrumental support. Previous research indeed showed that the widowhood of a parent 

is positively associated with coresidence (Lee & Dwyer, 1996; Roan & Raley, 1996). The effect 

of the adult child’s widowhood has not previously been investigated, probably because the 

number of widowed young adults in survey data is too small. We expect to find widowed 

children also to be more likely to live with a parent, particularly in the year after becoming 

a widow(er). Note that the economic consequences of partner loss tend to be greater for 

women than for men (DiPrete & McManus, 2000; Manting & Bouman, 2006), so the need 
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for instrumental support after divorce and widowhood may also be greater. At the same time, 

women’s life satisfaction tends to be less negatively affected by divorce than men’s (Andreß & 

Bröckel, 2007), which might lead to a lower need for emotional support.

Health problems may generate support needs that require the presence of a caregiver in 

the household. Several studies have indicated that experiencing difficulties with performing 

activities of daily living increases the likelihood of coresidence (Choi, 2003; Hank, 2007). 

A weak socioeconomic position might affect a person’s ability to live independently, which 

was illustrated by lower likelihoods of coresidence for those with higher incomes (Dunn & 

Phillips, 1998; Kotlikoff & Morris, 1990) and higher levels of education (Hank, 2007; Ward et 

al., 1992), and greater likelihoods for the unemployed (Hank, 2007). We expect the likelihood 

of coresidence to be particularly high shortly after becoming unemployed or experiencing 

substantial income drops, as it might solve the financial difficulties that follow these events. 

Self-employment is expected to be positively associated with coresidence, because own 

firms are often family businesses in which the generations are interdependent. A competing 

hypothesis on the effect of the socioeconomic position of the parents is that the greater 

resources of the parents and the greater comfort in the parental home will make living with 

parents more attractive for an adult child: the ‘feathered nest’ hypothesis (Avery, Goldscheider 

& Speare, 1992). In line with this argument, we expect greater comfort in the parental home 

to increase the likelihood of moving in with parents, but greater comfort in the child’s home 

to decrease it. 

The support needs of adult children and their parents are likely to be structured by their 

age (Grundy, 2000; Lee & Dwyer, 1996). The parents’ needs for health-related support are 

more likely to arise in old age, whereas the adult child’s economic needs may occur more often 

at younger ages. 

Furthermore, the likelihood of living with parents might be smaller the more siblings the 

adult child has. Parents who must divide their time and energy over a greater number of 

children may be less likely to have one particular child living with them, and the opportunity 

to share support to parents with siblings may lead to a lower necessity of coresidence with a 

parent who needs support.  

Parents tend to have stronger feelings of affection and obligation towards children and 

to provide them with more support than the other way around (Rossi & Rossi, 1990). Also, 

coresident children were found to benefit more from the arrangement than their parents did 

in terms of help with household tasks and contributions to household income (Choi, 2003; 

Speare & Avery, 1993). We therefore hypothesize that the likelihood of coresidence will be 

associated more strongly with the adult child’s needs than with the parents’ needs (see Ward 

et al., 1992).

When the adult child has a partner or children, the desire for privacy is likely to clash with 

the benefits of coresidence. In addition, partners usually have a less close relationship with 

in-laws. (Compare Aquilino’s [1990] finding that the strongest predictor of coresidence for 
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parents was having an unmarried child). Because the relationship between the adult child 

and a stepparent might also be less close, a similar result can be expected for parents living 

with a new partner. Furthermore, when someone needs support, the partner is likely to be 

the first person to turn to (De Jong Gierveld & Dykstra, 2002; Mulder & Van der Meer, 2009). 

Alternatively, having children might generate a need for the parents’ help with childcare, which 

many grandparents eagerly provide (Lin & Rogerson, 1995). Pettersson and Malmberg (2009) 

found that having children was positively associated with moves very close to parents and 

with having parents moving very close. In line with this finding, adult children with children in 

the household might also be more likely to live with their parents. Single adult children with 

children can be particularly expected to have a greater likelihood of coresidence, because they 

may need more help with childcare. 

Apart from support needs and privacy needs, other factors are known to play a role in 

intergenerational coresidence and need to be taken into account. Coresident children are 

more often male than female (Fokkema & Liefbroer, 2008; Grundy, 2000). Furthermore, living 

in a rural area might increase the likelihood of coresidence, because housing in rural areas 

tends to be more spacious. Coresidence is also more likely for migrants (for the Netherlands: 

De Valk & Billari, 2007).

4.3 DATA AND METHOD

Data

The empirical analyses are based on data for the years 2003, 2004, and 2005 derived from 

the Social Statistical dataBase (SSB) provided by Statistics Netherlands (Bakker, 2002). The SSB 

includes data based on the population register and other administrative registers. Individual 

records in the SSB were linked to those of the parents by using personal index cards that 

include the child’s and the parents’ individual registration numbers, their dates of birth and, 

if applicable, dates of marriage. Record linkage was successful when the parent and the child 

had ever lived in the same municipality after October 1st, 1994 or failing that, if the dates of 

birth of both parents were known, which was the case if the parents had ever married and 

were both alive in 1994. Unfortunately, the number of dyads that could not be established is 

unknown. Among the adult children who were successfully linked to their parents, those from 

younger birth cohorts and those living in the same municipality as their parents are almost 

certainly overrepresented. A careful selection procedure was therefore applied to avoid such 

overrepresentation.

The selection procedure consisted of two steps. We first selected the population of interest: 

all adult children aged 30 and over in 2004 who had at least one parent alive in 2004 and 

2005, resulting in 5,037,400 parent-child dyads (46.1% of all parent-child dyads in the data). 

(Note that all numbers of observations are rounded off to hundreds). This age boundary was 

chosen because the norm to live independently is strongest after the age of 30. In the second 

67



C
H

A
PTER

PA
REN

T-C
H

ILD
 C

O
RESID

EN
C

E
4

step, selections were made to reduce the danger of data selectivity as much as possible. 

Because the possibilities to link adult children to their parents were greater for younger birth 

cohorts and for those with both parents alive in 1995, we excluded 2,693,200 (24.7%) adult 

children older than 40 in 2004 and then 332,800 (3.05%) who had only one living parent in 

1995. The resulting number of dyads was 2,011,400. As a final check, we ran our models 

separately for adult children and parents who lived in the same municipality, for whom it was 

certain that record linkage was successful. The results were not substantially different.

Analytical strategy

We performed two analyses. The first was a logistic regression model of intergenerational 

coresidence in 2004. This model was estimated after a listwise exclusion of 11,700 (0.58%) 

observations of 8,600 parents and 10,700 children who lived in institutions, resulting in 

1,999,700 observations. The second analysis was a multinomial logistic regression model of 

the transition to coresidence in 2005 for those who were not living with a parent in 2004. This 

model contains the same independent variables as in the first model and additional variables 

for the occurrence of events that are associated with an increased need for support. Of the 

remaining observations, 24,200 (1.2%) dyads were excluded by listwise deletion of 10,100 

adult children and 5,300 parents with missing values on housing value, as well as 10,400 adult 

children and 10,600 parents who lived in an institution in 2005 (implying that moving to an 

institution was treated as censoring). The remaining number of observations was 1,889,400. 

Reverse causality might exist between coresidence and some of the variables. It is possible, 

for example, that living together with a parent makes it more difficult to find a partner. This 

problem is much smaller in the longitudinal analysis, in which we used indicators from the 

year 2004 to explain the transition to coresidence in 2005. Inspection of the variance inflation 

factors did not indicate any multicollinearity. 

Even though the data were not derived from a sample, but from almost complete population 

data, we report significance levels because the data can be regarded as a one-moment sample 

from a theoretical population of many time points. Because we are dealing with a large number 

of observations, it is easy to find significant results (Raftery, 1995). We have therefore used 

0.01 and 0.001 rather than 0.05 significance levels. Note that the numbers of transitions in the 

data are so small that by no means all effects are significant at the 0.01 level. 

Measures

Intergenerational coresidence was defined as living together with both registered parents, or 

the only parent alive, or a randomly chosen parent when the registered parents lived apart. 

The registration refers to the situation on the latest Friday in September. Inhabitants of the 

Netherlands are required to register changes of address within five days after moving. The data 

may include some temporary stays, but it is unlikely that there are many: as long as someone 

remains owner or renter of some other dwelling and wants to retain the right to return there, 

there are no incentives to register a temporary change of address. Of the adult children 74.2 % 
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were linked to both parents living together, 16 % to the mother only, and 9.8 % to the father 

only. Whether child and parent lived together was derived from address-registration data. 

Coresidence in 2004 was coded as 0 = living independently, 1 = living with (a) parent(s). The 

transition to intergenerational coresidence between 2004 and 2005 was measured according 

to four categories: 0 = no transition, 1 = child moved in with (a) parent(s), 2 = parent(s) 

moved in with child, and 3 = child and parent(s) moved into a new home.

Because we expected the effect of the presence of children in the adult child’s household 

to vary by partnership status, we constructed a measure of the child’s partnership and parent 

status: 1 = with partner, 2 = with partner and children, 3 = never-married single, 4 = never-

married single with children, 5 = widowed single, 6 = widowed single with children, 7 = 

divorced or separated single, 8 = divorced or separated single with children. The categories 

for parental partnership status are: 1 = registered parents living together, 2 = mother has 

new partner, 3 = mother widowed single, 4 = mother divorced, separated or never married 

single, 5 = father has new partner, 6 = father widowed single, 7 = father divorced, separated 

or never married single. ‘With partner’ refers to coresidential partnerships, either married or 

cohabiting. 

The events of the divorce or separation of the adult child and of the parents were measured 

on the basis of changes in partnership status between 2004 and 2005. An indicator for recent 

divorce or separation and recent widowhood (between 2003 and 2004) of both generations 

was also included. This step was taken to measure the lagged effect of union dissolution and 

widowhood on the transition to coresidence. 

Unfortunately, the data do not include a measure of having difficulties with performing 

activities of daily living. Instead, we used indicators for a person’s dependency on short-term 

and long-term disability benefits, and a dummy variable indicating whether the (older) parent 

was 80 or older. People receive a disability benefit if they have been employed and become 

unable to earn a full income owing to sickness or a handicap. If this happens before the age of 

17 or while studying and aged 18-30, a long-duration disability benefit is granted. This benefit 

was introduced in the Netherlands in 1997 and was therefore not available for the parents in 

our analyses. We also included a measure of the adult child’s transition to receiving a disability 

benefit between 2003 and 2004.

Income (logged) was derived from the individual monthly tax incomes. When both parents 

were alive and living together we used the mean of their incomes.  Negative incomes and 

incomes of zero were set to zero in the logarithmic measure. The average monthly tax income 

was 2,162 euro for adult children and 1,650 for parents. A recent decline in income was 

measured as a drop in income greater than 500 euro per month between 2003 and 2004.

The data do not contain a full registration of completed level of education. We do know, 

however, who completed higher vocational or university education in the Netherlands from 

1986 onwards. We included two dummy variables indicating whether the adult child had 

completed one of these.
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Table 4.1 Descriptives of variables used in the analysis of coresidence with parents in 2004 
(N = 1,999,700) and the transition to coresidence with parents in 2005 (n = 1,889,400), % (range; M; SD 
in Italics)

 Coresidence with 
parents in 2004

Transition to  
coresidence 2004 -‘05 

Coresidence with parents in 2004 4.88  
Transition to coresidence 2004 -‘05   
  No transition  99.49
  Child moved in with (a) parent(s)  0.43
  Parent(s) moved in with child  0.06
  Child and parent(s) moved into a new home  0.02

Situations associated with support needs   
   Child’s partnership and parent status   
     With partner 19.08 19.89
     With partner and children 56.94 59.42
     Never-married single 18.17 15.09
     Never-married single with children 1.88 1.76
     Divorced single 1.96 1.83
     Divorced single with children 1.82 1.86
     Widowed single 0.03 0.03
     Widowed single with children 0.11 0.11
   Child’s labor-market position   
     Employed 76.09 76.7
     Self-employed 7.53 7.35
     Disability benefit 2.30 2.28
     Long-duration disability benefit 0.71 0.56
     Other benefits or studying 5.29 5.13
     Economically inactive 8.09 7.99
   Child’s log income 0 – 13.60; 6.90; 2.27 0 – 13.60; 6.91; 2.26
   Child completed higher vocational education 12.01 12.2
   Child completed university 7.81 8.00
   Child’s log housing value in 2004  0 – 10.26; 4.25; 1.62
   Parental partnership status   
     Registered parents together 74.51 74.48
     Mother has new partner 2.87 2.94
     Mother widowed single 8.11 8.00
     Mother divorced, separated or never married single 4.86 4.87
     Father has new partner 3.85 3.96
     Father widowed single 2.66 2.62
     Father divorced, separated or never married single 3.14 3.14
   Parental labor-market position   
     Receiving disability benefit   13.36 13.26
     Self-employed 5.07 4.90
     Retired 56.23 56.53
     Employed 18.77 18.77
     Other benefits or economically inactive 6.56 6.55
   Log parental income 0 – 12.84; 7.12; 1.13 0 – 12.84; 7.13; 1.12
   Parental log housing value in 2004  0 – 10.26; 4.55; 1.36
   Child’s age 30 – 40; 34.99; 3.08 30 – 40; 35.03; 3.08
   Parent aged 80 or older 1.51 1.51
   Child’s number of siblings 0 – 29; 1.54; 1.36 0 – 29; 1.54; 1.36
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employed, 2 = self-employed, 3 = receiving disability benefit, 4 = receiving long-duration 

disability benefit, 5 = receiving other benefits, (including unemployment benefits and benefits 

under the Labor and Income Support Act) and 6 = economically inactive or studying, which 

corresponds to receiving no income from labor or social security benefits. A measure of the 

transition to receiving an unemployment benefit of the child between 2003 and 2004 was 

also included.

We used five categories to measure the parental labor-market position: 1 = receiving 

disability benefit, 2 = self-employed, 3 = retired, 4 = employed, and 5 = receiving other 

benefits or economically inactive. When both parents lived together, we used the labor-

market position that we considered to be most strongly associated with support needs. 

The categories are labeled in this order. Thus, an employed wife and her disabled husband 

would fall into the category ‘receiving a disability benefit’, whereas couples consisting of a 

breadwinner and a housewife were categorized as ‘employed’.

The comfort of the adult child’s and the parental home was measured through housing 

value in thousands of euro, in a logarithmic measure. Housing values are registered in the 

Netherlands as a basis for taxation; they reflect the most recent market value based on recent 

sale prices in the neighborhood and such characteristics as the year in which the home was 

built and renovated and its size and type. 

Events associated with support needs   
   Child divorced or separated  ‘03 – ‘04  0.66
   Child divorced or separated ’04 – ’05  0.67
   Child widowed ’03  – ‘04  0.03
   Child disabled ‘03 – ‘04  0.24
   Child’s income decreased ‘03 – ‘04  8.68
   Child became unemployed ‘03 – ‘04  1.13
   Mother divorced or separated ‘03 – ‘04  0.07
   Father divorced or separated ‘03 – ‘04  0.08
   Mother divorced or separated ’04 – ‘05  0.2
   Father divorced or separated ’04 – ‘05  0.21
   Mother widowed ‘03 – ‘04  1.12
   Father widowed ‘03 – ‘04  0.47
   Parental income decreased ‘03 – ‘04  31.15

Control variables   
   Child is female 49.24 50.45
   Child’s migrant status   
     Native Dutch 88.95 89.17
     Non-Western migrant 4.92 4.78
     Western migrant 6.13 6.05
   Child lived in rural area in 2004 (ref. urban)  55.34
   Parents lived in rural area in 2004 (ref. urban) 62.63 62.55
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The other independent variables were age of the adult child in years and age squared, 

number of siblings, gender (1 = female), migrant status (1 = native Dutch, 2 = non-Western 

migrant, 3 = Western migrant), and degree of urbanization (1= rural area (areas with fewer 

than 1000 adresses/km2)). Descriptive statistics for all variables are given in Table 4.1.

4.4 RESULTS

Of the adult children in our data selection, almost 5 % lived together with parents in 2004 

(see Table 4.1). Of those who did not, 0.51 % had made the transition to intergenerational 

coresidence one year later. The majority of these people were adult children who moved 

in with a parent (83.6 %), whereas 11.7 % were adult children whose parent(s) moved in 

with them. Only 4.7 % of the transitions to coresidence were realized by the moves of both 

generations to a new home. 

From the support needs hypothesis we expected that people with a greater need for 

support were more likely to live with their parents or adult children. Table 2 shows that the 

divorce of the adult child was positively associated with coresidence. In contrast with adult 

children with a partner, divorced single adult children were estimated to be about 15 times 

more likely to live with parents. From an additional analysis including interaction terms of the 

child’s partnership/parent status and gender (results not shown), we found that the positive 

effect of being a divorced adult child with children was greater for men than for women. 

This finding is in line with the idea that men need more emotional support after divorce than 

women, rather than that women need more instrumental support. Moreover, the finding that 

divorced adult men with children are more likely to live together with parents than are divorced 

adult women suggests that these men need their parents’ help with childcare more than 

women do. From the longitudinal model (last three columns of Table 4.2) it becomes clear that 

moves of divorced or divorcing adult children into the parents’ home were particularly likely. 

Divorced parents were less likely to coreside and to have an adult child moving in with them, 

but more likely to move in with an adult child than were parents who still lived together. The 

event of parental divorce was also positively associated with moves of the parent into the adult 

child’s home.

Widowed single adult children (with and without children in the household) were more 

likely than partnered adult children to live with parents and to have parents moving in (for 

widowed children without children only). For the parents, widowhood increased the likelihood 

of living with an adult child, moving in with an adult child and having an adult child moving 

in (for mothers only). No significant effects were found for the event of widowhood in either 

generation. Note that not all effects reach significance because even this huge dataset includes 

a small number of widowed adult children and a small number of transitions to coresidence, 

and therefore very few widowed adult children who make a transition to coresidence.
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Table 4.2 Logistic regression of intergenerational coresidence in 2004 (N = 1,999,700) and multinomial 
logistic regression of the transition to intergenerational coresidence in 2005 (n = 1,889,400)

Coresidence with  
parents in 2004

Transition to coresidence 2004 – 2005a

Child moved Parents 
moved

Both moved

Situations associated with support needs
   Child’s partnership and parent statusb

     With partner and children
     Never-married single
     Never-married single with children
     Divorced or separated single
     Divorced or separated single with children
     Widowed single
     Widowed single with children
   Child’s labor-market positionb

     Self-employed
     Disability benefit
     Long-duration disability benefit
     Other benefits
     Economically inactive
   Child’s log income
   Child completed higher vocational education
   Child completed university
   Child’s log housing value in 2004
   Parental partnership status b

     Mother has new partner
     Mother widowed single
     Mother divorced, separated or never married single
     Father has new partner
     Father widowed single
     Father divorced, separated or never married single
   Log parental income
   Parental labor-market positionb

     Self-employed 
     Disability benefit   
     Retired
     Other benefits or economically inactive
   Parental log housing value 2004
   Child’s age
   Child’s age squared
   Parent aged 80 or older
Child’s number of siblings

Events associated with support needs
   Child widowed ‘03 – ‘04
   Child divorced or separated ‘03 – ‘04
   Child divorced or separated ’04 – ‘05
   Child disabled ‘03 – ‘04
   Child’s income decreased ‘03 – ‘04
   Child became unemployed ‘03 – ‘04
   Mother widowed ‘03 – ‘04

 
 

1.14**
32.59**
21.03**
15.10**

5.98**
3.28**
2.91**

1.33**
1.02
2.16**
0.84**
0.85**
0.86**
0.50**
0.36**

 
 

0.29**
1.44**
0.51**
0.25**
1.47**
0.48**
0.88**

1.48**
1.17**
1.01
0.75**

 
0.73**
1.00**
1.25**
0.98**

 
 

0.44**
1.96**
1.71**
2.63**
0.93
0.92
0.54

0.93
1.41**
1.23
1.47**
0.96
0.90**
0.63**
0.52**
0.98*

 
0.53**
1.20**
0.53**
0.41**
0.98
0.53**
0.96**

1.16*
1.04
0.81**
0.70**
1.03**
0.89
1.00
0.83
0.94**

0.93
1.41*

30.13**
1.05
1.32**
1.19
1.11

 
 

1.08
1.64**
1.09
1.41
1.43
9.31*
3.82

1.74**
1.00
0.55
0.78
1.36
1.00
0.71*
0.65*
0.97

 
1.12
2.34**
2.62**
0.99
3.76**
3.38**
0.91**

1.69**
1.85**
1.11
0.81
0.97
1.40
0.99
1.32
0.81**

–
1.41
1.66
2.48
1.07
1.50
1.37

 
 

0.76
2.02**
1.09
1.95
1.31

–
–

1.13
1.32
2.00
1.20
0.78
0.91
0.57*
0.83
0.96

 
0.83
1.80*
1.39
0.85
1.80
1.17
0.93

1.13
1.25
0.80
0.98
0.93
0.82
1.00
0.96*
0.81**

–
1.57

12.32**
0.54
1.21
1.08
1.39
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   Father widowed ‘03 – ‘04
   Mother divorced or separated ‘03 – ‘04
   Father divorced or separated ‘03 – ‘04
   Mother divorced or separated ’04 – ‘05
   Father divorced or separated ’04 – ‘05
   Parental income decreased ‘03 – ‘04

Control variables
   Child is female
   Child’s migrant statusb

     Non-Western migrant 
     Western migrant
   Child lived in rural area 2004
   Parents lived in rural area 2004

0.47**

1.55**
1.20**

1.34**

1.43
0.81
0.99
2.06**
1.31 
0.95

 
0.55**

1.29**
1.33**
1.05
0.96

1.33
2.08
2.12

23.20**
24.55**

1.05

1.04

3.30**
1.75**
1.51**
0.80*

1.56
1.96
5.07*

16.34**
11.85**

0.92

0.82

1.79*
1.74**
1.00
0.83

df
χ2

34
235,795

150
11,717 

Note: Odds ratios are shown for the analysis of intergenerational coresidence in 2004. For the transition 
to intergenerational coresidence in 2004 - 2005, relative risk ratios are shown. – Are displayed when the 
relative risk ratio could not be estimated due to perfect failure prediction.
aVersus no transition. bReference categories: with partner; employed; registered parents together; parents 
employed; native Dutch. 
*p < 0.01 **p < 0.001

Coresidence was more than twice as likely for adult children who received a long-duration 

disability benefit than for their employed counterparts. The effect of receiving a long-duration 

disability benefit was only found in the cross-sectional analysis. This might be the result of the 

specific nature of this benefit: only young people who are disabled and have not yet entered 

the labor market are eligible. Most probably, many adult children who were dependent on 

such a benefit had not yet left the parental home because they had problems setting up an 

independent household. As a result, those who were included in the analysis of the transition to 

coresidence (and thus had left the parental home at some point in time) were a select category 

of young people whose sickness or handicap did not hamper residential independence. For the 

parents, receiving a disability benefit increased the likelihood of coresidence and of moving in 

with an adult child, but not of having an adult child moving in with them. Parents aged 80 or 

older were more likely than others to coreside with an adult child.

Self-employment increased the likelihood of coresidence for adult children as well as for 

their parents. Pensioned parents and parents who received other benefits were less likely to 

have an adult child moving in with them than were their employed counterparts, whereas 

children who received benefits were more likely to move in with their parents than employed 

children were.

As expected, the adult child’s and the parents’ incomes were negatively associated with 

coresidence. For adult children, a loss of income increased the likelihood of moving in with 

parents. The adult child’s level of education was also negatively associated with coresidence. 

Support was found for the feathered nest hypothesis: higher parental housing values increased 
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the child’s likelihood of moving in with parents, whereas the adult child’s housing value was 

negatively associated with moves into the parents’ home. Coresidence was less likely when the 

adult child was older (and even more so with increasing age) or had many siblings

We expected people with a greater need or desire for privacy to be less likely to live with 

parents or adult children. This expectation was confirmed for the presence of a partner in 

the household. Adult children with a partner were less likely to live with parents than were 

never-married, divorced or widowed adult children. Never-married singles (with and without 

children) were also more likely to move in with parents and to have parents moving in with 

them (when no children were present in the household). The interaction effect of being single 

and female was negative, indicating that never-married single men (with and without children) 

were particularly likely to coreside. Also, compared with parents who were still together, 

parents who lived with a new partner were less likely to coreside with an adult child and to 

make the transition to coresidence. A negative effect of the presence of children in the adult 

child’s household on the transition to coresidence was only found for partnered adult children. 

Having children in the household was positively associated with coresidence (for partnered, 

never-married, divorced, and widowed adult children) and moves into the parents’ home (for 

never-married adult children). Thus, the idea that the presence of children in the adult child’s 

household makes coresidence less likely because of privacy needs was only partly supported 

for partnered adult children, and not at all for single adult children. 

Other findings indicated that coresidence was less likely when the adult child was female, 

and more likely when the parents lived in a rural area. Parents were less likely to move in with 

an adult child when they lived in a rural area, but more likely when the child lived in a rural 

area. As expected, non-Western migrant adult children were more likely to live with parents 

than were the children of Western migrants or native Dutch children.

In the cross-sectional model, the positive effect for never-married single children was much 

greater than in the model of the transition to coresidence. Never-married adult children were 

estimated to be almost 33 times more likely to live with parents; about twice as likely to move 

in with parents; and about 1.6 times more likely to have parents moving in with them than 

were partnered adult children without children. These results suggest that a considerable part 

of the effects in the cross-sectional model pertain to adult children who have remained in the 

parental home.  

4.5 DISCUSSION

We investigated whether situations and events associated with support needs and privacy 

needs are associated with parent-child coresidence and the transition to coresidence, using 

administrative data for the Netherlands. From our cross-sectional analysis of coresidence, we 

found evidence of the importance of both generations’ support needs, but the needs of the 

adult child seem to be more important than those of the parents – at least for adult children 
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aged 30-40. This is in line with previous findings that parents give more support to their 

children than they receive from them, even in old age (Choi, 2003; Grundy, 2005; Ward et al., 

1992). In particular, divorce, widowhood, and the long-term disability of the adult child were 

positively associated with coresidence. Coresidence was less likely for divorced and more likely 

for widowed parents and parents who received a disability benefit. A weak socioeconomic 

position of either the child or the parents made coresidence more likely. The longitudinal 

analysis showed a substantial positive effect of the event of divorce on the transition to 

coresidence of both the child and the parents. A loss of income was positively associated 

with the adult child’s transition to coresidence. The results further indicated that when the 

transition to intergenerational coresidence was made, the person in need was the most likely 

to move.

Coresidence was much less likely when the adult child had a partner and when parents 

lived with a new partner. This supports our expectation that a greater need or desire for 

privacy decreases the likelihood of coresidence. In contrast, the finding that the presence of 

children in the adult child’s household was positively associated with coresidence does not 

support our expectations based on the concept of privacy needs. Instead, it is likely that the 

need for childcare support plays an important role in the decision to form a three-generation 

household, which is consistent with Hank and Buber’s (2009) finding that childcare provided 

by grandparents is most prevalent in households where adult children live together with their 

parents. Overall, the results suggest that the privacy needs of the nuclear family have more to 

do with partnerships than with children.

We also found that the positive effects of singlehood and the adult child’s dependence on 

a long-duration disability benefit show up much more strongly in the cross-sectional than in 

the longitudinal analysis. This finding suggests that coresident, never-married single children 

and coresident children with a long history of disability are mostly children who have not left 

the parental home rather than having returned to it. 

The differences between the cross-sectional and the longitudinal results suggest that it is 

necessary to distinguish adult children who have never left the parental home from those who 

left and made the transition back to coresidence. The literature suggests that adult children 

who have returned home usually do not stay for long (Goldscheider & DaVanzo, 1989). Thanks 

to the increased availability of administrative data, not only for the Netherlands but also for 

the Nordic countries, it will be possible in future research to distinguish those who have never 

left the parental home from those who returned, to study the duration of coresidence, and to 

study the occurrence of repeated spells of coresidence. 

Because parent-child dyads of older generations were underrepresented in the data, we 

had to focus on adult children aged 30 – 40. As a result, we did not observe many parents 

aged 80 and over. As stated by Lee and Dwyer (1996, p. 58), “parental dependency is not a 

factor in the coresidence decisions of most parents in their 60s and 70s because they are not 
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yet dependent.” The inclusion of oldest old parents is therefore to be recommended in future 

studies of parent-child coresidence. 

Unfortunately, we did not have information on difficulties with performing activities of daily 

living, which would be a better indicator of the ability to live independently than our measure 

of receiving a disability benefit. Neither did we have information on financial contributions 

of each generation to the intergenerational household, which would provide insight into the 

extent to which support is reciprocal (Choi, 2003). 

Our study provided further evidence that adult sons are more likely to live and move in 

with parents than adult daughters. Particularly divorced sons were more likely to move in with 

their parents. From previous research it is known that women are often the economic losers 

in divorce (Andreß & Hummelsheim, 2009). Apparently, this economic loss does not render 

divorced women more likely to move in with their parents. Neither do women’s stronger family 

ties (Rossi & Rossi, 1990) seem to lead to more coresidence. Addressing gender differences in 

more detail would benefit the research on parent-child coresidence. 

We have made two contributions to the literature. First, we investigated the impact of 

support needs of both generations at the same time. Second, we used longitudinal data 

to investigate who moves in with whom and under what circumstances the move occurs. 

Because moving in with parents or children is a rare event, such an analysis is not feasible using 

survey data. It was therefore fortunate that we could use the Social Statistical dataBase, which 

contains data for almost the entire population of the Netherlands.
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ABSTRACT

In this paper, the extent to which support needs lead to moves of adult children (aged 30 and 

above) to within one kilometer of their parents and vice versa is examined. Using Netherlands 

population data from 2004 and 2005, it is found that the divorce of the adult child increases 

the likelihood of moving close to parents, especially the recent event of divorce. A recent first 

birth in the adult child’s household also leads to moving close to parents, whereas having 

children aged one and above makes moves of the parents close to the adult child more likely.
 
Key Words: geographic proximity, intergenerational relations, mobility, residential choice

5.1 INTRODUCTION

Despite the increasing individualization in western societies, the ties between parents and 

their adult children in terms of support and contact are still strong. The extent to which 

parents and children exchange support and maintain contact is large, particularly when they 

live close to each other (see for example Bordone, 2009; Grundy & Shelton, 2001; Hank, 

2007; Knijn & Liefbroer, 2006; Mulder & Van der Meer, 2009). Although living close to kin 

does not necessarily imply the exchange of support, certain types of support require the close 

proximity of a caregiver (Litwak, 1985; Joseph & Chalmers, 1996; Shelton & Grundy, 2000). It 

is plausible, therefore, that parents and children move close to each other when either of them 

has an increased need for support or contact.

yet, although a large amount of research addresses the importance of geographical 

proximity for kin support, only a few studies have considered the location of parents and 

children as triggers for moving. Furthermore, these studies mainly focus on the moves of only 

one of the two generations (of parents: Litwak & Longino, 1987; Silverstein, 1995; Rogerson, 

Burr & Lin, 1997; Van Diepen & Mulder, 2009: of children: Michielin, Mulder & Zorlu, 2008). 

These studies leave open the question of which generation is more likely to move close to the 

other and whose support needs are better predictors for such a move. Other studies of the 

geographical proximity between parents and children have only investigated the decrease in 

the distance between them, failing to distinguish between those who move close (but still as 

far as a 15-minute drive away) and those who move very close (e.g. a 5-minute walk away) 

(Michielin et al., 2008; Silverstein, 1995; Rogerson et al., 1997). This deficiency is unfortunate 

because people who move very close to their parents or children are likely do so because they 

want to have close contact or exchange support, whilst people who move less close are more 

likely to have other motives for their move (Pettersson & Malmberg, 2009). Moreover, even 

This chapter has been re-submitted to an international journal. 
An earlier version of this chapter was presented at the International Conference ‘Family, Migration and 
Housing’ in Amsterdam, April 2009.
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though it is likely that moving in with parents or children is associated with housing problems 

rather than with support needs, in previous research this type of move has not always been 

separated from other moves close (Pettersson & Malmberg, 2009; Rogerson et al., 1997; 

Silverstein, 1995).

This paper addresses the following research question: To what extent do situations and 

events associated with parents’ and their children’s needs for support influence the likelihood 

of moving close to each other, and who, under what circumstances, is most likely to move 

close?  I investigated whether Netherlands’ parents and their adult children (ages 30 and 

above) did not move, moved very close to the other generation (within a one-kilometer 

distance), close to the other generation (within more than one, and ten kilometers or less), 

or moved elsewhere between 2004 and 2005. Moves that resulted in coresidence have been 

excluded and analysed in a separate paper (Smits, van Gaalen & Mulder, forthcoming). The 

analyses have been performed using multinomial logistic regression models and data derived 

from the Social Statistical dataBase (SSB), which consists of rich administrative individual data 

for the entire Netherlands population.

5.2 INTERGENERATIONAL SOLIDARITy AND MOVING

Following the processes of individualization and urbanization, concern has been expressed 

that distances between family members will grow and family ties weaken (Burgess, 1960; 

Cowgill, 1974; Aboderin, 2004). Nevertheless, recent studies have revealed that many older 

Europeans still live close to their adult children and maintain contact at least once a week 

(Hank, 2007), and that intergenerational distances have not increased during the past decade 

(Malmberg & Pettersson, 2007), at least not in Sweden.  

Distances between parents and children are shaped by the moves of either generation 

during the life course (Lin & Rogerson, 1995). For the younger generation, who move more 

frequently than the older, moves are often driven by life-course events such as entering the 

labour market or having a child (Mulder & Wagner, 1998; Feijten & Mulder, 2002). The proximity 

of kin is not necessarily required for these event-driven moves, but may well be taken into 

account, especially by those with an increased need for support (Michielin et al., 2008). For the 

older generation, mobility tends to decline towards retirement and grow slightly afterwards, 

where, following Litwak and Longino’s (1987) developmental model, three categories can be 

distinguished: (a) moves to more attractive locations after retirement; (b) moves closer to kin 

following health problems or widowhood; and (c) moves to institutions. 

For either generation, moving close to the other is likely to be influenced by the same 

determinants as those of any residential relocation. Moving is costly and resources are needed 

to initiate a move (Mulder, 1993) in the first place. For this reason, the highly educated and 

the economically better-off are likely to have better opportunities to move than those who 

are less well off. Moreover, the degree to which people have accumulated location-specific 
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capital in the area of their residential location decreases their likelihood of moving away (Da 

Vanzo, 1981). Parents may be less likely to move away from their residential environment than 

are their children, because they will have had a longer duration of residence and accumulated 

more location-specific capital. It is also possible, however, that adult children have fewer 

possibilities to move away because they have strong ties to their residential environment for 

reasons of work or childcare. Regardless of who has the better opportunities to move, the 

support needs of either generation may lead to moves close to parents or children. I expected 

to find that the generation with the greater support needs would be the most likely to move. 

Thus, the support needs of the adult child were expected to be associated with the child’s 

move close to the parents and the support needs of the parents with the parent’s move close 

to the adult child.

5.3 SUPPORT NEEDS ASSOCIATED WITH MOVING CLOSE TO PARENTS 

OR CHILDREN 

Not only does the geographical proximity between parents and children facilitate the exchange 

of intergenerational support, but the distance between parents and children also decreases 

with increasing parental support needs (Silverstein 1995; Rogerson et al., 1997). In the United 

States, elderly parents with health problems tended to move closer to their offspring in order 

to receive their support (Longino et al., 1991; Serow & Sly, 1991). In the Netherlands, adult 

children were found to move closer to parents in the case of a divorce or recent childbirth 

(Michielin et al., 2008). It should be stressed that many support needs are likely to lead to 

moving in general, such as a move to a ground-floor apartment when climbing stairs becomes 

difficult or moving out of the formerly shared residence in the case of divorce. The aim of this 

paper is, however, to establish whether people with greater support needs are extra likely to 

move close to parents or children.

The need for support from parents or adult children might be less strong when a partner is 

present in the household, the person likely to be the first to turn to (Mulder & Van der Meer, 

2009). Furthermore, having a partner might reduce the likelihood of moving, because then 

the new residential location has to be advantageous for two people, both at risk of losing 

location-specific capital. It was therefore expected that unmarried (or unpartnered) children 

would be more likely to move close to their parents than partnered children would be. For the 

same reason, parents without a partner were also expected to be more likely to move close to 

their children than parents with a partner would be.

The loss of a partner through divorce or widowhood is likely to increase support needs. 

Divorced and widowed people were therefore expected to be more likely to move close 

to parents or adult children than were people who had a partner or those who had never 

married. The recent event of divorce was expected to be particularly likely to increase the 
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need for support because of the health, economic, and social consequences (Amato, 2000; 

Gram-Hanssen & Bech-Danielsen, 2008).

The presence of children in the household often involves stronger ties to a specific location, 

such as to the children’s school and friends in the neighbourhood (Long, 1972), which make 

moving away from that location less likely. However, these ties do not yet exist in the year 

following the first childbirth, when young parents are still likely to make adjustment moves 

(Deurloo et al., 1994; Mulder & Wagner, 1998). When these adjustment moves are made, 

moving close to parents is likely to be an attractive possibility for those who need help with 

childcare and childrearing.  I therefore expected that, compared with childless adult children, 

those with a recent first-born were more likely to move close to parents. Other adult children 

with children could be expected to be less likely than their childless counterparts to move close 

to parents, particularly those with children of school age. At the same time, the presence of 

children in the adult child’s household might stimulate the parents to move close. That would 

facilitate fulfilling their desire to spend time with their grandchildren and to provide support 

when needed (Lin and Rogerson, 1995). The help of parents in the provision of childcare for 

grandchildren might be particularly needed when the grandchildren are below school age (4 

or younger).

Health problems or problems with performing activities of daily living are likely to generate 

support needs that require the proximity of a caregiver (Litwak, 1985; Joseph & Chalmers, 

1996) and might be associated with a move close to parents or children. Unfortunately, the 

data used did not contain information about problems with activities of daily living, but did 

reveal whether people received a disability benefit. Dependence on a disability benefit was 

expected to be associated with a move close to parents or children. 

It can be hypothesised that children and parents who have a high income (and are able 

to buy care on the market when needed) have a less strong need for the proximity of kin. 

Also, people with higher incomes are likely to have specialized jobs, which are more widely 

dispersed than non-specialized jobs. People with higher incomes might find moving away from 

their place of residence difficult and would be less likely to move close to parents or adult 

children. It was also expected that adult children and parents who depend on social security 

benefits or who do not receive any income from labor or social security benefits would be 

more likely to move close to kin because they are more likely than their employed counterparts 

to have increased support needs (see also Hank, 2007).

Because women tend to be the kin-keepers in the family (Rossi & Rossi, 1990) and are more 

often the caregivers of their (elderly) parents than men are (Joseph & Hallman, 1998; Rogerson 

et al., 1997), I expected parents to be more likely to move close to a daughter than to a son. 

In line with this argument, daughters could be expected to be more likely than sons to move 

close to parents, although daughters might also be less likely to move close to parents because 

females tend to move to the place of residence of their male employed partner (Mulder & 

Wagner, 1993; Boyle, Halfacree & Robinson, 1998). 
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Moving close to parents was expected to be more likely when other siblings already live 

close to parents, because the presence of siblings may add extra value to the parents’ location 

(Michielin et al., 2008). For the parents, however, the likelihood of moving close to an adult 

child is probably smaller when at least one other child already lives close because contact and 

care might have already been provided for by this alternative caregiver (Mulder & Van der Meer, 

2009). The absence of such alternative caregivers was expected to increase the likelihood that 

only children move close to parents and that parents move close to their only child.

5.4 OTHER FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH MOVING

An important factor associated with moves close to parents and children is level of education. 

Highly educated children are likely to have higher incomes and thus have better resources to 

move (Mulder, 1993). Mobility is also known to decrease with increasing age. Furthermore, 

the parents’ likelihood to move close to children was expected to decrease with age because 

older adults were usually found to be satisfied with their home and residential environment 

and therefore less likely to move away (Rogerson et al., 1997). 

The direction of the effect of having moved recently was not clear beforehand. On the one 

hand, I expected the likelihood of moving close to parents or children to be lower for people 

who had moved only recently, since moving is costly. On the other hand, the longer people 

have lived somewhere, the less likely it is that they move away from that location (Clark & 

Dieleman, 1996). Furthermore, I expected homeowners to be less likely to move close to kin 

than renters, because homeowners are more strongly tied to their residential environment 

than are renters (Speare et al., 1975; Courgeau, 1985; Helderman et al., 2006).

I expected adult children and parents who live in rural areas to be more likely to move 

close to kin, since people raised in rural areas were found to express stronger filial responsibility 

than were those raised in urban areas (Lee, Coward & Netzer, 1994). Immigrants have been 

found to live at a short distance from family members in their host country, provided they have 

family members living in the same country (Michielin & Mulder, 2007). Also, migrants from 

non-Western countries in the Netherlands were found to have stronger family norms than the 

native Dutch (Liefbroer and Mulder, 2006), which could make them more likely to move close 

to other family members. 

5.5 THE NETHERLANDS CONTExT

Some understanding of the Netherlands context is relevant to frame the above expectations 

about moves close to kin. In the Netherlands, the average distance between parents and 

children is about 29 kilometers, with 32% of the population having at least one family member 

(including siblings and parents-in-law) living no further than one kilometer away (Mulder & 

Kalmijn, 2006). The extent to which support is exchanged differs markedly, depending on how 
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far away parents and children live from each other. In the Netherlands, parents who lived 5 

or more kilometers away from their children were considerably less likely to receive help with 

household chores and odd jobs than parents who lived within 5 kilometers of an adult child 

(Knijn & Liefbroer, 2006).

The Netherlands’ built environment can be characterized as relatively urbanised, meaning 

that there are almost no remote rural areas. Owner-occupied housing prevails in the more 

rural areas, whereas housing in the larger cities is often dominated by the social rental sector.    

5.6 DATA AND METHOD

Data

The empirical analyses are based on the Social Statistical dataBase (SSB) provided by Statistics 

Netherlands (see Bakker, 2002 for a description of the SSB). The database includes population 

register data and other administrative data on the entire Netherlands population, including 

address registration data. Record linkage between individual records and those of the parents 

allows for the reconstruction of parent-child networks, although not all parents could be 

traced in the registers. Record linkage was successful when the parent and child had ever 

lived in the same municipality after October 1st, 1994 or, failing that, the dates of birth of both 

parents were known, which was the case had the parents ever married and were both alive 

in October 1994. Hence, older birth cohorts are underrepresented in the data, while parents 

and children who live in the same municipality are overrepresented. To avoid problems with 

data selectivity, I only selected adult children who had both parents alive in 1995. The models 

were also run separately for children and parents who lived in the same municipality and were 

thus fully represented in the data. The results of these analyses were not substantially different. 

Unfortunately, the data do not include direct information on support needs. Instead, I used 

situations and events that are associated with support needs. Despite the lack of information 

on actual support needs, because of its large size the SSB is considered a very suitable database 

for the investigation of a rather uncommon event like moving close to parents or children.

The focus of the analyses was on the moves of children and parents that took place 

between September 2004 and September 2005. Children aged 30 and above, not living in 

the parental home and with at least one parent alive during this whole period were selected. 

Children aged below 30 were excluded from the dataset because many of them still lived in the 

parental home. Furthermore, parents older than 90 and those who had their first child at age 

18 or younger were excluded because they were considered to be select groups. 

Children who already lived within one kilometer of their parents in 2004 were excluded 

from the analyses. This was the case for 821,7001 children (22.5% of all people in the data). 

Table 5.1 provides an overview of selected descriptive measures for parents and children 

who lived within one kilometer of each other in 2004 and those who did not. Compared 

1 Note that, for reasons of data protection, all counts presented in this paper are rounded off to hundreds.
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with parents and children who lived farther away, those living at a distance of maximum 1 

kilometer were more often the recipients of a disability benefit or other benefits, were less 

often employed, and had lower incomes. Parents and children who lived within a 1-kilometer 

distance in 2004 were also slightly younger, less often homeowners, more often rural residents 

and more often non-Western migrants than those living further away. These results are in line 

with previous research in which people with a low socio-economic position were found to be 

more likely to live close to parents or adult children (for the United States: Clark & Wolf, 1992. 

For several European countries: Hank, 2007. For Sweden: Malmberg & Pettersson, 2007). The 

vast majority (94 %) of the parents and children who already lived at a 1-kilometer distance 

in 2004 remained in the same area in 2005. About 4.5 % remained within a 10-kilometer 

distance and almost 1.5 % moved to a distance of 10 kilometers or more. 

Table 5.1 Comparison of children and parents who were included in the analyses (N = 2,725,400) 
and those who were excluded because they already lived within a 1-kilometer distance in 2004 
(n = 821,700)

% (M, SD)

Included in analyses <= 1 km in 2004

Situations and events associated with support needs
Child’s labour-market position

  Receives disability benefit 4.12 4.93
  Self-employed 7.55 8.69
  Employed 73.76 69.98
  Receives other benefit 5.47 6.59
  Economically inactive 9.10 9.81
Child’s income 1.07; 0.55 0.98; 0.51
Parental labour-market position
  Parent receives disability benefit 7.42 9.30
  Parent is self-employed 3.02 3.66
  Parent is retired 76.15 71.49
  Parent is employed 10.47 10.98
  Parent receives other benefit 2.94 4.57
Parental income 0.94; 0.37 0.88; 0.34
Child is only child 11.57 13.50

Control variables
Age of child 40.81; 7.49 39.89; 7.32
Age of oldest parent 70.13; 8.66 69.09; 8.70
Child is homeowner 70.45 64.02
Parent is homeowner 50.40 48.10
Child is rural resident 55.06 66.67
Parent is rural resident 59.18 66.65
Child’s migrant status 

  Non-migrant 90.79 89.57
  Non-Western migrant 2.95 5.17
  Western migrant 6.26 5.25
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The analyses were performed after a listwise exclusion of 38,400 missing values on parental 

income, 17,500 on parental housing tenure, and 15,900 on the adult child’s housing tenure, 

which resulted in 2,725,400 observations.

Dependent variable

The moves of parents and children were measured according to four categories: 0 = no 

move, 1 = moves very close, 2 = moves close, and 2 = moves elsewhere. The choice of this 

measure is based on the assumption that “the decision about moving and the choice of the 

destination location will be part of one decision” (Michielin et al., 2008: 334). Not moving was 

therefore included as a separate category in the dependent variable, in addition to moves very 

close, moves close, and moves elsewhere. Moves very close were defined as moves from five 

kilometers or further away to within a one-kilometer distance. Note that moves that resulted 

in coresidence were not included in the analyses. The choice of a distance threshold of one 

kilometer makes it plausible that moves very close to parents or adult children were related 

to support needs or the wish to maintain contact rather than to other motives. Furthermore, 

living within one kilometer facilitates the realization of face-to-face contact within a ten-

minute walk (or a three-minute bike ride); so that assistance at home can be provided for 

relatively quickly. Support needs that require such close proximity of a caregiver include helping 

someone up and down stairs, getting dressed, cooking, and shopping. A category ‘moves 

close’ (moves to within more than one, and ten kilometers or less) was constructed to separate 

the distances for which the provision of care is still feasible on a daily basis from those for 

which the provision of daily care is not plausible. For parents and children who already lived 

within five kilometers in 2004, it was not plausible that moves to within one kilometer were 

more strongly related to support needs than to other motives (such as moves to larger homes 

within the same area). For this reason, these moves have been categorized as moves close. 

Moves elsewhere were defined as moves to a distance of over ten kilometers. The distribution 

of the dependent variable becomes clear from Table 5.2.

Table 5.2 Children’s and parents’ moves between 2004 and 2005, percentages, N = 2,725,400

Children’s moves Parents’ moves

% of total % of movers % of total % of movers

No move 92.32 95.46
To within 1 kilometer 0.19 2.51 0.13 2.84
To 1 - <= 10 kilometers 3.16 41.17 2.13 46.77
To > 10 kilometers 4.33 56.32 2.29 50.39

Distances (along a straight line) between the child and the parents were calculated using 

the geographical coordinates of the centre of each 6-digit postal code area. For the parents, 

the location used was that of both registered parents when they were living together, or that 
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of the only parent living in the Netherlands, or of a randomly-chosen parent when the parents 

lived apart in 2005. Note that when parents lived apart in 2005, other parental covariates 

included in the models referred to the randomly-chosen parent as well. To check whether the 

results would be different for mothers and fathers, I performed additional analyses for mothers 

and fathers separately (results not shown). These models differed only marginally from the 

models presented in this paper.

Independent  variables

The explanatory variables used in the analyses included the household situation, the presence 

of children in the adult child’s household, labour-market position, income (as a logarithm), the 

gender of the adult child, whether parents had (at least) one other child living close (within one 

kilometer, including coresidence), and whether the adult child was an only child. Unfortunately, 

level of education was not available in the data. The categorization of the variables is shown 

in Table 5.3.

Table 5.3 Descriptive measures of variables used in the analyses of children’s and parents’ moves, 
N = 2,725,400

% (M, SD)

Situations and events associated with support needs
Child’s household situation
  With partner 80.08
  Never married single 13.19
  Widowed single 0.64
  Divorced single 5.43
  Divorced ’04-’05 0.67
Child has children in the household
  No children 36.30
  Recently first child 4.83
  Children aged 1 to 4 15.32
  Children above age 4 43.56
Child’s labour-market position
  Receives disability benefit 4.12
  Self-employed 7.55
  Employed 73.76
  Receives other benefit 5.47
  Economically inactive 9.10
Child’s income 1.07; 0.55
Parental household situation
  Parents together 63.34
  Mother has new partner 3.29
  Mother widowed 16.71
  Mother divorced or never-married 4.81
  Mother divorced ’04-’05 0.02
  Father has new partner 4.09
  Father widower 4.84
  Father divorced or never-married 2.88
  Father divorced ’04-’05 0.03
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Parental labour-market position
  Parent receives disability benefit 7.42
  Parent is self-employed 3.02
  Parent is retired 76.15
  Parent is employed 10.47
  Parent receives other benefit 2.94
Parental income 0.94; 0.37
Child is female 50.47
Parents have other child living close 27.74
Child is only child 11.57

Control variables
Age of child 40.81; 7.49
Age of oldest parent 70.13; 8.66
Age difference 29.32; 5.07
Child has recently moved 22.07
Parent has recently moved 10.02
Child is homeowner 70.45
Parent is homeowner 50.40
Child is rural resident 55.06
Parent is rural resident 59.18
Child’s migrant status 

  Non-migrant 90.79
  Non-Western migrant 2.95
  Western migrant 6.26

‘Household situation’ included the event of divorce, measured as a change in marital status 

from married to divorced between in 2004 and 2005. The labour-market position of the child 

and that of the parents included a measurement of receiving a disability benefit. People receive 

this in the Netherlands if they are unable to earn a full income owing to sickness or a handicap. 

There was also a measurement of being economically inactive, which corresponds to receiving 

no income from labour or social-security benefits. ‘Being retired’ was measured in a separate 

category for the parents, but not for the adult child because very few adult children in the 

data were retirees. Parents or children who received benefits other than disability benefits 

and retirement benefits (for example unemployment benefits or other social security benefits), 

were grouped together in one category: ‘receives other benefit’. When both parents lived 

together, the labour-market position that was considered to be most strongly associated with 

the parents’ support needs was used. The categories ranged from receiving a disability benefit 

to receiving other benefits or being inactive. Income was taken from the individual tax income 

in euro per month. Negative incomes and incomes of zero were set at zero in the logarithmic 

measure. When both parents were alive and living together, the mean of their incomes was 

used. 

When no specification is given, the control variables in the models refer to whoever the 

analysis pertains to: the adult child in the model of the child’s moves and the parents in the 

model of the parents’ moves. Included as control variables were: age (as a linear and a quadratic 

term), age difference from the oldest parent, having moved recently (between 2001 and 2004), 
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being a homeowner, living in a rural area (defined as an area with fewer than 1000 addresses per 

square kilometer), and the child’s migrant status (where first- and second-generation migrants 

are grouped together and labelled as either non-Western migrants or Western migrants).

Method

To get an impression of the mobility among parents and children, I first carried out some 

bivariate analyses. Tables 5.4 and 5.5 provide an overview of the moves of adult children (Table 

5.4) and those of their parents (Table 5.5) by selected situations associated with support needs. 

The tables show how much mobility there is among several support need categories, and how 

much of the mobility goes in the direction of parents and children. 

From Table 5.4 it becomes clear that the share of adult children moving close to their 

parents is particularly large among children who have divorced between 2004 and 2005, 

who recently had their first child, who receive benefits, who have a sibling living close to their 

parents, and who are an only child. It should be noted that a large majority of adult children 

did not move at all. Among the movers, moves to a distance of over ten kilometers are most 

prevalent for all support need categories. Also most of the parents did not move between 

2004 and 2005 (Table 5.5). Among the movers, moves to a distance of over ten kilometers 

are most prevalent for almost all support need categories. Only among the parents who are 

Table 5.4 Children’s moves between 2004 and 2005 by selected support need categories, percentages, 
N = 2,725,400

n per 
category No move <= 1 km 1 -  <= 10 km > 10 km

Child’s household situation
  With partner 2,182,500 93.83 0.16 2.63 3.39
  Never married single 359,300 86.83 0.29 4.81 8.06
  Widowed single 17,500 93.71 0.15 2.62 3.52
  Divorced single 147,900 86.98 0.32 5.26 7.45
  Divorced ’04-’05 18,200 60.79 1.53 18.60 19.08
Child has children in household
  No children 989,200 89.88 0.24 3.78 6.10
  Recently first child 131,500 88.44 0.35 4.43 6.78
  Children aged 1 to 4 417,500 91.79 0.27 3.61 4.32
  Children above age 4 1,187,200 94.96 0.11 2.35 2.58
Child’s labour-market position
  Receives disability benefit 112,300 91.85 0.24 3.47 4.43
  Self-employed 205,800 92.66 0.17 3.10 4.07
  Employed 2,010,100 92.23 0.19 3.18 4.40
  Receives other benefit 149,100 91.02 0.25 3.77 4.96
  Economically inactive 148,100 93.72 0.18 2.54 3.56
Child is female 1,375,600 92.66 0.20 2.99 4.16
Parents have other child living close 756,000 93.41 0.24 3.18 3.16
Child is only child 315,400 89.57 0.29 4.23 5.91
Total 2,725,400 92.33 0.19 3.16 4.33
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together, who receive a disability benefit, who are self-employed, and who have another child 

living close, moves to one to ten-kilometer distances are more prevalent. Table 5.5 also shows 

that the share of parents moving close to an adult child is particularly large among mothers 

with a new partner, parents who receive benefits, and parents with an only child. 

Table 5.5 Parents’ moves between 2004 and 2005 by selected support need categories, percentages, 
N = 2,725,400

n per category No move <=1 km 1- <=10 km >10 km

Parental household situation
  Parents together 1,726,300 96.70 0.11 1.61 1.58
  Mother has new partner 89,500 91.91 0.23 3.64 4.22
  Mother widowed 455,500 93.86 0.16 2.97 3.01
  Mother divorced or never-married 131,000 93.23 0.21 3.17 3.39
  Mother divorced ’04-’05 500 73.54 0.20 10.91 15.35
  Father has new partner 111,500 93..30 0.10 2.41 4.19
  Father widower 131,800 93.54 0.13 2.90 3.43
  Father divorced or never-married 78,600 91.69 0.16 3.31 4.84
  Father divorced ’04-’05 700 73.69 0.15 9.59 16.57
Parental labour-market position
  Parent receives disability benefit 202,200 95.42 0.17 2.25 2.16
  Parent is self-employed 82,300 96.06 0.11 1.92 1.91
  Parent is retired 2,075,300 95.33 0.12 2.18 2.36
  Parent is employed 285,500 96.31 0.12 1.64 1.93
  Parent receives other benefit 80,100 95.14 0.18 2.29 2.40
Child is female 95.45 0.15 2.12 2.28
Parents have other child living close 756,000 95.70 0.07 2.33 1.89
Child is only child 315,400 95.85 0.18 1.94 2.03
Total 2,725,400 95.46 0.13 2.13 2.29

In a second step, two multinomial logistic regressions were performed: one for the moves 

of the child and the other for those of the parents. Standard errors were corrected for the 

clustering of adult children with the same parents. The results from these regressions are 

presented in Table 5.6 (the child’s moves) and Table 5.7 (the moves of the parents). The 

first three columns of these tables report the parameters for moves very close to the other 

generation (<= 1km), moves close to (1 - <= 10 km), and moves elsewhere (> 10 km), with ‘no 

move’ as the reference category. To test whether the coefficients of ‘moves very close’ differed 

significantly from those of ‘moves elsewhere’, additional analyses were performed with ‘moves 

elsewhere’ as the reference category (reported in the fourth column of Tables 5.6 and 5.7). 

To examine whether certain independent variables had greater parameters for parents than 

for children or the other way around, I used seemingly unrelated estimations of the two models 

(Clogg, Petkova & Haritou, 1995; Weesie, 1999). With this procedure, the coefficients and 

standard errors of the two models are estimated simultaneously. In the first column of Table 

5.7, the indicator (c) specifies whether the coefficients of moving close in the model for parents 
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differ significantly from those in the model for adult children. Note that, because the parents’ 

and the children’s models are being estimated simultaneously, the characteristics of some 

people appear in the data twice (once as an adult child and once as a parent). I do not expect 

this to be problematic, because this holds for not even 0.5 % of the people.

Even though the data were not derived from a sample, but from a complete population, 

significance levels are reported because the data can be regarded as a one-moment sample 

from a theoretical population of many time points.

5.7 RESULTS

The multivariate results in Table 5.6 show that never-married and widowed singles are more 

likely than those with a partner to move very close to parents, but these moves are not 

significantly more likely than moves elsewhere (see first row of Table 5.6). At the same time, 

parents are less likely to move very close to a never-married adult child than to an adult 

child who lives with a partner (see first row, first column of Table 5.7). This result might be 

explained by the role of support needs: never-married children are likely to be less (financially) 

independent of their parents than are their partnered counterparts. The former probably move 

very close to their parents in order to receive support from them, but are less likely to provide 

them with it. As expected, divorced adult children are more likely to move very close to parents 

than are partnered children and the effect of moving very close is significantly greater than that 

of moving elsewhere, particularly when the divorce took place recently. (Note that to enhance 

the readability of this paper, the term ‘effect’ is used to indicate statistical effect estimates, not 

to indicate claims about causality.)

The presence of children in the adult child’s household was expected to make moving less 

likely, except in the year following first childbirth. Indeed, a recent first birth in the adult child’s 

household increases the likelihood of moving in general, but moves very close to parents are 

not significantly more likely than moves elsewhere. Having children aged one year or older 

living in the household decreases the likelihood of moving very close to parents or elsewhere, 

particularly when the children are of school age (age 4 or older). Note that for those with 

children aged 1 to 4, moves very close to parents are less likely than for those without children 

when compared with making no move at all, but more likely when compared with moves 

elsewhere (see last column of Table 5.6).The likelihood that parents move very close to their 

adult child was expected to be greater for those whose adult child has children below school 

age (age 1 to 4). This expectation is confirmed, but also parents whose adult child has children 

of school age (age 4 and above) are more likely to move close (see Table 5.7). 

In contrast with what was expected, the child’s labor-market position and income are 

barely associated with the odds of moving very close to parents, although income is positively 

associated with moving elsewhere. Also, being economically inactive increases the odds of 

moving elsewhere compared with not moving. It is possible that these moves mainly refer 
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Table 5.6 Multinomial logistic regression for the moves of the adult child between 2004 and 2005 (ref=not 
moving), relative risk ratios

Moves of the child

Very close Close Elsewhere Very closeb

Situations and events associated with 
support needs
Child’s household situation a

 Never married single 1.34** 1.23** 1.30** 1.03
  Widowed single 1.87* 1.73** 1.39** 1.35
  Divorced single 3.36** 2.73** 2.68** 1.26**
  Divorced ‘04-’05 18.57** 12.30** 9.26** 2.01**
Children in the child’s household a

  Recently first child 1.23** 1.10** 1.14** 1.08
  Children aged 1 to 4 0.90 0.83** 0.70** 1.28**
  Children above age 4 0.53** 0.72** 0.53** 1.00
Child’s labour-market position a

  Receives disability benefit 1.20* 0.96 1.03 1.17
  Self-employed 0.98 1.01 1.08** 0.91
  Receives other benefit 1.16 0.92** 1.04* 1.11
  Economically inactive 1.08 0.84** 1.69** 0.64**
Child’s income 0.98 0.90** 1.59** 0.62**
Parental household situationa

  Mother has new partner 0.95 0.93** 1.29** 0.73**
  Mother widowed 0.96 1.04** 0.93* 1.02
  Mother divorced or never-married 0.94 1.11** 1.22** 0.77**
  Mother divorced ‘04-’05 0.64 1.01 1.15 0.55
  Father has new partner  0.55** 0.88** 1.33** 0.42**
  Father widower 0.96 1.10** 0.95 1.01
  Father divorced or never-married 0.68** 0.98 1.19** 0.57**
  Father divorced ‘04-’05 1.52 0.99 1.60* 0.97
Parental labour-market position a

  Receives disability benefit 1.08 1.00 1.05* 1.03
  Self-employed 0.92 0.91** 1.00 0.93
  Retired 0.98 0.96* 1.07** 0.92
  Receives other benefit 1.10 1.02 1.01 1.09
Parental income 1.05 0.81 1.37** 0.77**
Child is female 1.00 0.82** 1.06** 0.95
Parents have other child living close 1.76** 1.14** 0.83** 2.13**
Child is only child 1.10 0.99 0.95** 1.16*
Control variables
Age 0.72** 0.79** 0.84** 0.86**
Age squared 1.01** 1.01** 1.01** 1.01**
Age difference 0.97** 0.98** 1.00 0.97**
Has recently moved 0.01** 0.01** 0.01** 1.26
Homeowner 0.77** 0.65** 0.59** 1.31**
Rural resident 1.07 0.84** 0.75** 1.43**
Child’s migrant status a

  non-Western migrant 1.04 1.09** 0.83** 1.25*
  Western migrant 1.03 1.05** 1.10** 0.94
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to non-employed housewives who move along with their partners. Children who receive 

a disability benefit are more likely to move very close to parents than are their employed 

counterparts, but the association is only marginally significant. In the additional analyses 

for mothers and fathers separately, the positive association with the child’s disability benefit 

appeared to be greater for moves close to mothers than for moves close to fathers.

Adult children are less likely to move very close to a father with a new partner or a father 

who is divorced or never married than to parents who still live together. Significant positive 

effects on moves very close to an adult child were found for mothers with a new partner (which 

was surprising) and widowed mothers and divorced or never-married mothers and fathers 

(which was expected). Apparently, divorce and, to a lesser extent, widowhood, increase the 

need for contact and support and the wish to live close to an adult child. It should be noted, 

however, that the effects on moves very close are not greater than those on moves close or 

elsewhere. The associations of the mother’s and the father’s recent divorce with moves very 

close are positive, but not significant. This lack of significance can be explained by small group 

sizes resulting from randomly choosing one of both parents. In the additional models for 

mothers and fathers separately, the effects of a parent’s recent divorce on moving very close 

to an adult child were significant, but again, not stronger than those on moves close or moves 

elsewhere.

Parents who receive a disability benefit are more likely to move very close to an adult child 

than are parents who are employed, possibly because they are likely to need care and desire to 

live close to their children. The parents’ income is not associated with moves close to parents 

or adult children, but it is positively associated with the odds that either generation moves 

elsewhere. This finding confirms the idea that people with a higher income have a less strong 

need for the proximity of kin. In addition, people with higher incomes have opportunities to 

move than those who are less well off. The greater likelihood of moves elsewhere might be 

explained by the fact that high-income children move further away for job-related reasons, 

whereas high-income parents move further away for reasons related to the quality of their 

housing or residential area. 

The gender of the adult child does not seem to influence the extent to which adult 

children move close to their parents, but parents are significantly more likely to move close to 

a daughter than to a son, which was expected. 

N 2,725,400
df 108
χ2 140,729

Note: The standard errors are corrected for the clustering of children with the same mother. 
aReference categories: with partner; no child, employed; parents together; parents employed; native 
Dutch. bParameters for moving close, with moving elsewhere as the reference category.
*p < .01 **p < .001
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As expected, moves of the adult child in the direction of the parents are more likely when 

at least one other child already lives close to the parents, whereas the presence of at least one 

other child within one kilometer of the parents reduces the parents’ likelihood of moving away. 

Only children are not significantly more likely to move very close to their parents, but parents 

Table 5.7 Multinomial logistic regression for the moves of the parents between 2004 and 2005 (ref=not 
moving), relative risk ratios

Moves of the parents

Very close Close Elsewhere Very closeb

Situations and events associated with 
support needs

Child’s household situation a

  Never married single 0.81c* 0.90** 0.93** 0.87
  Widowed single 1.31 1.23 0.82** 1.60
  Divorced single 0.97c 1.04 1.02 0.95
  Divorced ‘04-’05 1.11c 0.99 1.09 1.01
Children in the child’s household a

  Recently first child 1.10 0.94* 0.92** 1.20
  Children aged 1 to 4 1.42c** 1.03 0.87** 1.63**
  Children above age 4 1.26c** 1.15** 0.90 1.39**
Child’s labour-market position a

  Receives disability benefit 1.14 1.01 1.09** 1.04
  Self-employed 1.10 0.95** 0.96 1.14
  Receives other benefit 1.03 0.97 1.09** 0.95
  Economically inactive 0.91 0.76** 1.23** 0.74**
Child’s income 0.84** 0.73** 0.95** 0.71**
Parental household situation a

  Mother has new partner 2.17c** 2.11** 2.91** 0.74*
  Mother widowed 1.62c** 1.81** 1.69** 0.96
  Mother divorced or never-married 1.90c** 1.93** 2.39** 0.79*
  Mother divorced ‘04-’05 3.16 12.24** 22.09** 0.14
  Father has new partner 0.78 1.53** 2.50** 0.31**
  Father widower 1.10 1.50** 1.50** 0.73*
  Father divorced or never-married 1.37c* 2.02** 3.02** 0.45**
  Father divorced ‘04-’05 1.60 8.65** 14.91** 0.11
Parental labour-market position a

  Receives disability benefit 1.52c** 1.23** 1.33** 1.14
  Self-employed 1.10 1.19** 1.17** 0.93
  Retired 1.21 0.97 1.07 1.13
  Receives other benefit 1.24 0.88** 0.16 1.18
Parental income 0.88 0.63** 1.13** 0.78**
Child is female 1.30c** 0.85** 1.06** 1.23**
Parents have other child living close 0.44c** 1.03 0.74** 0.60**
Child is only child 1.26** 0.97 0.82** 1.54**

Control variables
Age 0.83** 0.81** 0.78** 1.06
Age squared 1.01** 1.01** 1.01** 1.00
Age difference 1.00c 1.00 0.99** 1.01*
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of an only child are more likely than other parents to move very close to their child and less 

likely to move elsewhere. 

The analyses furthermore show that people are less likely to move when they are older, 

have recently moved, and are homeowners. Compared with making no move at all, living 

in a rural area is not significantly associated with moves very close to parents and children. 

Compared with moving elsewhere, however, children in rural areas are more likely to move 

very close to parents than those in urban areas, whereas the opposite is true for parents in 

rural areas. So, children in rural areas are less likely to move, but if they move the chances are 

greater that they move very close to their parents. This finding provides partial support to the 

expectation that living in rural areas is associated with stronger filial responsibility and with a 

greater likelihood of moves close to kin.  

To address the question of which generation is most likely to move very close to the other 

and under what circumstances this move occurs, Table 5.8 gives an overview of the situations 

and events with significant positive effects on moving very close to the other generation, and 

for which these positive effects are significantly stronger than those on moving elsewhere. To 

distinguish who is most likely to move very close under a given situation, the adult child or the 

parents, the table only includes the characteristics for which the parameters differ significantly 

between the child’s and the parents’ model. The effect of divorce is most pronounced in 

the analyses. Divorced adult children are more likely to move very close to parents than are 

children who live with a partner, and the effect on moving very close is significantly stronger 

than that on moving elsewhere. Obviously, the event of divorce is often followed by a move, 

but moves very close to parents are extra likely after the adult child’s divorce. Note that this 

tendency is not true for parents who have recently experienced a divorce; they are more likely 

to move elsewhere than to move very close to their adult child (see Table 5.7).

The presence of children in the adult child’s household is also positively associated with 

moving very close. Interestingly, when the adult child has children aged one year and more, 

Has recently moved 0.03** 0.02** 0.03** 1.06
Homeowner 0.93 0.82** 0.90** 1.03
Rural resident 0.91 0.81** 1.12** 0.81**
Child’s migrant status a

  non-Western migrant 1.30* 1.06 0.93 1.40*
  Western migrant 1.00 0.82** 0.97 1.03

N 2,725,400
df 108
χ2 140,729

Note: The standard errors are corrected for the clustering of children with the same mother.
aReference categories: with partner; no child, employed; parents together; parents employed; 
native Dutch. bParameters for moving close, with moving elsewhere as the reference category. 
cCoefficient differs significantly from coefficient in child’s regression (p < .001 Wald test).
*p < .01 **p < .001
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it is the parents who move very close to the adult child and not the other way around.  

Furthermore, parents are more likely to move very close to daughters than to sons, and these 

moves are significantly more likely than moves elsewhere. The analyses furthermore reveal that 

an adult child who already has a sibling living close to the parents is also more likely to move 

close than when no other siblings already live close. It is possible that these children move back 

to where they spent their youth and where their siblings still live (or moved back to). 

5.8 DISCUSSION

This paper examines the extent to which support needs lead to adult children and parents 

moving close to each other and addresses the question of who is most likely to do so. The 

results clearly suggest that the support needs of either generation are associated with moves 

closer to parents or adult children.  For adult children, being divorced or having recently 

divorced is associated with moves close to the parents. Parents are more likely to move close 

to an adult child when the adult has children aged one year and more, when the adult child 

is female, and when the adult child is an only child. Also, parents with a disability benefit are 

more likely than employed parents to move close to an adult child. 

The results suggest that when people move close to kin, the person in need is the most likely 

to move. Thus, the support needs of an adult child are associated with the child’s move close 

to the parent, but not with moves of the parents close to them. The moves of parents close 

to their adult children with children form an exception. It is possible that these parents move 

close to their children to help out with childcare, which is consistent with findings from several 

European countries (Hank & Buber, 2009), but the literature also suggests that older parents 

wish to spend time with their grandchildren (Lin & Rogerson, 1995), which makes the issue of 

whose needs are better met by such moves less clear. 

There is also an indication that parents move closer to an adult child because they have better 

opportunities to do so. Where adult children often have strong ties to their local environment 

for reasons of work, childcare, and schools for the children, their parents do not. Future research 

should further explore the role of needs and opportunities in moving close to parents and children.

Table 5.8 Who is most likely to move to within 1 kilometer?

Characteristic Who moves to within 1 kilometer?

Child’s household situation (ref. with partner)
  Divorced single Child
  Divorced ‘04-’05 Child
Child has children in the household (ref. none)
  Children aged 1 to 4 Parents
  Children above age 4 Parents
Child is female Parents
Parents have other child living close Child
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The findings presented in this study suggest moves close to parents and children in the 

Netherlands can be a response to increased support needs. This conclusion is in line with 

findings for Sweden (Pettersson & Malmberg, 2009). Future studies could address the issue 

to what extent the association between support needs and moves close to kin also exists in 

other countries.  

Although the importance of support needs for moving close to parents and children have 

been clarified by the present analysis, it also has its weaknesses. Support needs that require the 

proximity of kin often arise from health problems or the inability to perform activities of daily 

living. Unfortunately, the data did not include such information. Also, it might take some time 

before parents or adult children react to their own or the other generation’s support needs 

and initiate a move towards them. When a longer period of observation would have been 

used, more moves in reaction to changes in support needs might have been captured. At the 

same time, however, the measurement of the event variables would have been less precise: 

it would be less clear whether the observed moves would actually be related to the event. 

The data did not include the adult children’s or parents’ level of education, although previous 

research indicated that this is strongly related to migration behaviour (e.g. Sjaastad, 1962). The 

actual motives for moving close to parents and children were also not known. The opportunity 

of taking into account the motives for moving close to kin would contribute radically to the 

knowledge on intergenerational proximity and mobility. Despite these limitations, the analyses 

presented in this paper do reveal that support needs have a substantial impact on moving close 

to parents and children.
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6.1 BACKGROUND AND RESEARCH qUESTIONS

This study of the role of parents in their adult children’s residential choice (behaviour with 

respect to housing quality and residential location) deals with the societal issues of social 

inequality and intergenerational solidarity. Although they have received substantial attention 

from scholars throughout the 20th and early 21st century, few studies on social inequality or 

intergenerational solidarity have focused on residential choice.

The aim of this book was to investigate the role of parents in their adult children’s residential 

choice.  The main research question was: To what extent do parents play a role in their adult 

children’s housing and residential locations, and how far can this role be explained by 

intergenerational continuities and family solidarity? 

The first two chapters of this book deal with the question of the extent to which housing 

quality is transmitted from parents to children. The quality of housing can be seen as an 

outcome of social status inheritance. Having wealthier parents might therefore be associated 

with having higher-quality housing, because wealthier parents might have stimulated their 

child(ren) to obtain it. Having wealthier parents might also be directly associated with higher-

quality housing, because wealthier parents have better financial means for providing their 

children with gifts and loans, useful for obtaining it. Any evidence this study may provide 

for such associations will imply that existing inequalities on the housing market are being 

reproduced across generations. In Chapter 2 of this book, I report my study of the extent to 

which the transition to first-time homeownership can be explained by parents’ homeownership, 

and whether this influence has changed over time. In Chapter 3, I deal with a measure of 

housing quality that has never previously been used in studies on the transmission of housing 

quality between parents and their adult children. This measure is the value of housing (or 

WOZ, referring to the Valuation of Immovable Property Act or, in Dutch, wet Waardering 

Onroerende Zaken), which is used in the Netherlands as a basis for property taxation.

In the next two chapters, I describe the effect of family solidarity on the residential locations 

of parents and children. Based on the idea that people with support needs choose their place 

of residence partly according to where their parents or adult children live, I expected to find 

associations between situations and events related to support needs on the one hand and 

moves in the direction of parents and children on the other. Any evidence my study may provide 

of such associations will generate new insights into the importance of solidarity between 

generations and the role of the proximity of kin living outside the household. In Chapter 4, 

I first report my investigation of the extent to which situations and events associated with 

greater support needs account for intergenerational coresidence (children aged 30 and over 

living together with their parents). In a second step, I studied what situations and events 

influence the transition to intergenerational coresidence (which can be the result of a move of 

one of the generations into the other’s home, or both generations moving into a new home) 

and who, under what circumstances, is likely to move in with whom when the transition is 

made. In Chapter 5, I describe parents’ moves close to their adult child and adult children’s 
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moves close to their parents. In contrast with previous studies, where moves close to kin could 

not be disentangled from moves resulting in coresidence with kin (Pettersson & Malmberg, 

2009) or where it was not clear how close to their parents children finally lived (Michielin, 

Mulder & Zorlu, 2008), I studied moves that resulted in a maximum distance of one kilometre. 

The aim of the study reported in Chapter 5 was to investigate to what extent situations and 

events associated with parents’ and their children’s support needs influence the likelihood of 

moving close to each other, and who, under what circumstances, is most likely to move close. 

6.2 SUMMARy OF FINDINGS

Intergenerational transmission of housing quality

Chapter 2 contains evidence of the existence of the intergenerational transmission of 

homeownership. An adult who, as a child aged fifteen, had home-owning parents was more 

likely to make the transition to first-time homeownership. The association between parental 

homeownership and the transition to first-time homeownership held even after controlling 

for parental education. In Chapter 2, it was also revealed that parental homeownership 

gained importance slightly for the odds of becoming a homeowner between 1970 and 2003, 

indicating that for later generations, having grown up in an owner-occupied home became 

more influential in the transition to first-time homeownership. In contrast, the role of household 

status became decreasingly important through the last three decades of the twentieth century: 

the strong positive effects of being married and marrying decreased, whereas those of being 

single, cohabiting, and starting cohabitation became correspondingly stronger. In summary, 

on the owner-occupied market, the differences between those who grew up in rented and 

owner-occupied homes have slightly increased, whereas the differences between people of 

different household types have decreased. 

In Chapter 3, a new measure of housing quality was introduced: housing value (WOZ). 

This measure of housing quality is more thorough than, for instance, tenure or size, and is 

available for rented as well as owner-occupied dwellings. A strong association was found 

between parents’ and children’s housing value, even after controlling for several indicators of 

the parents’ and the child’s socioeconomic status. Consequently, the effect of parental housing 

value on that of their adult children could not be explained by the fact that wealthier parents 

have wealthier children as a result of the parent’s greater means for directly or indirectly 

investing in their children. The remaining association might be explained by unobserved assets 

through which parents might directly help their children obtain higher-value housing, or by a 

role-modelling process that stimulates children to obtain high-value housing. The association 

between the parents’ and the child’s housing value was found to be stronger for parents and 

children who live close to each other. This finding is similar to the finding that in Italy, the closer 

adult children live to their parents, the more financial housing support they receive from them 

(Tomassini et al., 2003). Thus, in the Netherlands, living close also facilitates the exchange of 
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support and contact and might result in more financial support from parents. Housing value 

was considered to be not only partially the outcome of the intergenerational transmission of 

socioeconomic status, but also a robust indicator of people’s socioeconomic status. Other 

than income, the value of housing reflects not only people’s current socioeconomic position, 

but also their entire socioeconomic histories. 

Family solidarity and residential locations

The expectation that support-related situations and events in people’s lives are associated with 

moves in the direction of parents or adult children was confirmed in the studies reported in 

Chapters 4 and 5. In Chapter 4 adult children were reported to be more likely to live together 

with parents when they were divorced, widowed or received a long-term disability benefit. 

Moves of an adult child into the parents’ home were more likely after a child’s divorce or a 

child’s loss of income, and moves of an adult child into a mother’s home were more likely after 

the mother’s divorce. Moves in the opposite direction – those of parents into an adult child’s 

home – were more likely after the parents’ divorce. When an adult child had a partner living in 

the household or a stepparent living in the parent’s household, coresidence and transitions to 

coresidence were less likely. This finding was explained from the fact that having a partner in 

the household might decrease the need for support from other family members and increase 

the need for privacy. The presence of children in an adult child’s household was also found 

to play a part in the transition to intergenerational coresidence.  Never-married singles with 

children were more likely to live with parents and move in with them than married people 

without children were. This finding is in line with Hank & Buber’s (2009) study of European 

grandparents caring for their grandchildren. They found that the likelihood of childcare 

decreased with increasing geographic distance between parents and their adult child, and that 

receiving childcare from grandparents was particularly likely for adult children living without 

a partner.    

The presence of children in the adult child’s household and, possibly, the need for childcare 

was also an important predictor of moves close to parents and moves of parents close to 

an adult child, as was shown in Chapter 5. Where intergenerational coresidence implies a 

loss of privacy for both generations, parents and children who live close to each other, but 

not together, do not experience a privacy loss. Instead, living close together facilitates the 

exchange of care and keeping in contact. In Chapter 5, I reported that adult children who 

had recently had their first child were more likely than childless adult children to move close 

to parents, although these moves were not more likely than moves elsewhere. When an adult 

child had children more than one year old living in the household, moves close to parents 

and moves elsewhere were less likely than when there were no children in the adult child’s 

household. Interestingly, the analyses revealed that the presence of children older than one in 

an adult-child’s household was associated with moves of the parents close to the adult child. 

These moves were even more likely than moves elsewhere. It is possible that such moves of 
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parents close to their adult child are related to the adult child’s need for childcare, but it is 

also possible that parents want to be near their grandchildren in order to see them regularly. 

Moves of parents close to their adult child were also more likely (and even more likely than 

moves elsewhere) when the adult child was female or an only child. When parents had a 

disability benefit, moves close to an adult child were also more likely than when parents were 

employed, but these moves were not more likely than moves in a different direction. Other 

findings reported in Chapter 5 indicate that, for adult children, being divorced as well as the 

event of divorce increased the likelihood of moving close to their parents. These moves were 

even more likely than moves elsewhere. When parents already had a child living close, they 

were less likely to move away from their residential area, but they had a higher chance of 

having another child moving nearby. Thus, the presence of parents and siblings in a certain 

area might serve as mobility attractions for an adult child. This finding is in line with Pettersson 

& Malmberg’s (2009) finding that in Sweden, moving close to elderly parents or an adult child 

is more likely when other family members also live close.

In both chapters, support-related situations and events are associated with moves of a 

person in need in the direction of the other generation: children with increased support needs 

are extra likely to move towards parents, and parents with increased support needs are extra 

likely to move towards an adult child.  The situation in which parents move close to an adult 

child with children older than one year in the household might be an exception to this rule, 

although it is possible that these parents move close to fulfil their own ‘need’: the wish to see 

their grandchildren. 

6.3 CONTRIBUTIONS OF THIS RESEARCH

The research reported in this book extends previous research in several ways. First, I was able 

to investigate recent changes in the effects of household events and parental homeownership 

on the likelihood of becoming a homeowner. That household composition and parental 

homeownership are important factors for the transition to first-time homeownership had 

already been established in previous studies. However, the effects of these characteristics were 

likely to have changed throughout the last few decades. The use of the Netherlands Kinship 

Panel Study allowed me to study these changes and yielded new insights into the changing 

roles of household composition and parental homeownership in the transition to becoming a 

homeowner. 

Second, I had the opportunity to investigate the intergenerational transmission of housing 

quality using a unique measure of the quality of housing: housing value (WOZ). This measure 

has not been used before in studies of the intergenerational transmission of housing quality 

and refers not only to housing size and tenure (indicators of housing quality used in previous 

research on the intergenerational transmission of housing quality), but also to the year in which 

the dwelling was built and renovated, the type of dwelling, and neighbourhood characteristics.  
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A third contribution of this book is the study of the transition to intergenerational 

coresidence. In the early 1990s, coresidence between adult children and their parents became 

the subject of an increasing number of studies (see White, 1994, for an overview). Only a few 

of these studies concentrated on adult children’s returns to the nest, and studies on moves 

of parents into the adult child’s home were also underrepresented in academic research for 

a long time. Choi (2003) was, to my knowledge, the first to address the question of who 

moves in with whom and for what reason: to help the parents, the adult child or both. Choi’s 

study provided a better understanding of how intergenerational households are formed. Her 

study, however, used retrospective data to investigate who moved in with whom, and did not 

incorporate events that might have preceded the transition to coresidence. The SSB allows 

for the inclusion of events, even those that rarely take place (such as the widowhood of an 

adult child) and facilitates the investigation of the effect of these events on the transition to 

coresidence. 

Finally, this book contributes to the existing knowledge of residential mobility and 

intergenerational proximity with a study on moves close to parents and children. In particular, 

it is the definition of these moves that can be regarded as a novelty in research on residential 

mobility and intergenerational proximity. Previous studies have focused on converging moves 

(moves in which the distance between parents and children decreases), without knowing the 

final distance between them (Michielin, Mulder & Zorlu, 2008), or moves to within an area 

50 kilometres square or even of 100 metres square (Pettersson & Malmberg, 2009), without 

knowing whether parents and children live together or apart. In Chapter 5, I define moves 

close to parents and children as moves to within 1 kilometre. With this distance criterion, 

it is plausible to assume that the move is associated with the presence of kin rather than with 

other motives for moving. 

6.4 REFLECTION ON THE DATA AND METHODS

The NKPS data are characterized by the great possibilities they offer for the investigation of 

family ties. Respondents are linked not only to their parents, but also to their grandparents, 

children, and other family members. Unfortunately, the data include only limited information 

on housing quality and residential choice. The SSB data have many advantages over the NKPS 

data, but the SSB also comprises several issues that one does not have to contend with when 

working with the NKPS (or other surveys). The first issue is that administrative data are not 

collected primarily for academic research and therefore contain different information. Where 

surveys are designed primarily to answer specific research questions, administrative data are 

collected for different purposes and do not always allow these questions to be answered. 

In both types of data measurement errors appear, but they differ in nature, at least in the 

extent to which they are detected. Survey interviews allow for the correction of errors as 

soon as an interviewer realizes that a given answer is incorrect. Amendment is not possible in 
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administrative data; errors in these are only discovered when a mistake has consequences for 

the person to whom it pertains (for example, when taxes are unreasonably high). At the same 

time, survey data are sensitive to nonresponse and their quality depends, among other things, 

on the motivation and honesty of the respondent.

The second issue regarding the use of the SSB concerns the selectivity of parent-child 

dyads. Although it includes information on the whole Netherlands’ population, tracing back 

the parents of all individuals in the SSB was not possible. In some cases, both parents had 

already died by October 1994, when the Netherlands’ municipalities combined their registers 

in one database. Record linkage was possible when the parent and child had ever lived in the 

same municipality after October 1994, or, failing that, the dates of birth of both parents were 

known, which was the case had the parents ever married and were both alive in October 1994. 

Consequently, older birth cohorts are underrepresented in the parent-child data, while parents 

and children who live in the same municipality are overrepresented. In Chapters 3, 4, and 5 

the analyses drawing on SSB data are described; several selections were applied to overcome 

the danger of data selectivity. It should be mentioned that the results of these analyses are 

therefore restricted to a selective population and so cannot be considered representative of 

the entire Netherlands population. The results reported in Chapter 3 pertain to adult children 

living outside the household, who were not institutionalized and were not enrolled in full-time 

education, aged 25 and over, and having at least one parent, not older than 75, living in the 

Netherlands in 2003. Chapter 4 concentrates on adult children aged 30 to 40, living outside the 

parental household, whose parents were both alive in 1995 and who had at least one parent 

alive in 2005. In Chapter 5, I dropped the upper age criterion and selected adult children, aged 

30 and over, living outside the parental household, whose parents were both alive in 1995 and 

who had at least one parent alive in 2005. Although some caution in generalizing the results 

seems warranted, the findings provide clear insight into the way in which housing quality and 

residential locations are shaped by parental influence.

Third, because the SSB data were not collected primarily for the purpose of scientific 

research, working with them was more time consuming than with the NKPS data. The 

indicators deemed necessary to capture certain characteristics were not always available in the 

desired form. In these situations, the administrative concept for which the register was set up 

differed from the statistical concept required for testing my hypotheses (see Bakker, 2009, for 

a discussion of administrative and statistical concepts). An example is a person’s household 

situation. The SSB contains information on people’s marital status (at the individual level) 

and on their household composition (constructed on the basis of all registrations at the same 

address), but neither of these administrative concepts includes any registrations of cohabiting 

people. In order to construct a measure of household situation including cohabiting couples, 

both concepts were therefore combined. Cross-tabulations of marital status and household 

composition then revealed that people who were registered as never-married singles could be 

classified as cohabiters, for example when they were registered as living together with their 
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children and the other parent. Extra checks on the age difference between two ‘cohabiting’ 

persons were performed to ensure that it was plausible that these persons were indeed living 

as a couple rather than as housemates. Needless to say, survey data, in which respondents 

were asked about their household situation, would be much more straightforward. 

An important indicator that was not included in the SSB is the level of education of 

parents and their children. Instead of a full registration of completed level of education, the 

SSB includes information on adults who completed higher vocational or university education 

in the Netherlands from 1986 onwards. This measure of level of education was used in the 

study reported in Chapter 4. In the other chapters containing analyses using SSB data, ‘level of 

education’ was not included in the models because it was not yet available for research at the 

time these chapters were written. 

The fourth issue regarding the SSB data is the fact that the SSB does not contain 

information on people’s actual support needs. Such information can easily be gathered in 

survey research, where questions on activities of daily living (ADL) capture the extent to which 

people are able to take care of themselves and whether they need help from people living in 

or outside the household (see for example Choi, 2003; Hank, 2007). Throughout the research 

process I came across hospital registrations, also gathered by Statistics Netherlands but not 

included in the SSB data. In the Netherlands, each hospital visit is registered with the person’s 

date of birth, gender, and six-digit postal code. As a result of this procedure, many of the 

registered visits could refer to more than one person, particularly in densely-populated areas. 

Selecting only those registrations that referred to only one person would have implied a loss 

of millions of cases. Thus, instead of using information on people’s actual support needs, I 

made the assumption that they were associated with several situations and events included 

in the analyses. In addition to the limitations mentioned above, working with the SSB caused 

some technical difficulties as a result of the large size of the dataset. Relatively simple data 

transformations sometimes took more than 3 hours instead of the 3 minutes needed when 

transforming NKPS data.

The last issue that I want to address here is the interpretation of the magnitude of the 

effects in register-based studies. Steenhof and Liefbroer (2008: pp. 75) argued that, although 

not all children could be linked to their parents, the SSB data are population data rather than 

sample data, which makes significance testing unnecessary. To distinguish the stronger from 

the weaker effects, one could then use t scores or p values, but in a large dataset such as the 

SSB probably almost all variables would be statistically significant. In their study, Steenhof and 

Liefbroer used a classification of t values in which ‘negligible’ effects (t<2) were separated 

from ‘weak’ (2<t<10), ‘moderate’ (10<t<20) and ‘strong’ effects (t>20). Because I used strict 

selection criteria (in Chapters 3, 4, and 5) and analysed relatively rare situations (in Chapter 

4) and transitions (in Chapters 4 and 5), I decided to report significance levels in my analyses, 

using p < 0.001 and p < 0.005 as the test criteria.
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6.5 REFLECTION ON THE FINDINGS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER 

RESEARCH

The results of this research provide new insights into the continuing discussion with regard 

to social inequality and intergenerational solidarity. A longstanding tradition of sociological 

research has shown that modernization is accompanied by the shift from ascription (the effect 

of the parents’ socioeconomic status on that of the child) to achievement (the effect of the 

child’s level of education on the child’s socioeconomic status) (Ganzeboom & Luijkx, 2004; 

Ganzeboom & Treiman, 2007). My study has indicated that this shift does not apply to all areas 

of status attainment. Even in a modern society such as the Netherlands, ascription in first-time 

homeownership has gained slightly in importance through the past few decades. This finding 

calls for more attention to be paid to the role of ascription in other housing outcomes. 

My study has also provided further evidence for the assumption that support from parents 

to children seems to be the most frequent form of intergenerational solidarity (see also: Rossi 

& Rossi, 1990; Ward et al., 1992). Despite the limitations of my study (such as the lack of 

information on actual support exchange), intergenerational solidarity indeed seems to be 

concentrated on parent-to-child support rather than the other way around. 

Based on the results reported in this book, some suggestions can be made to enrich 

the knowledge on housing quality, residential locations, and the role of parents. The first 

suggestion is to widen the scope of research from a national to an international perspective. 

The Netherlands context differs substantially from other European and non-European contexts 

with respect to housing-market characteristics, geographical distances, and cultural values. 

This study does not address this issue, although other recent studies have shown that such 

differences do exist (Brandt, Haberkern & Szydlik, 2009; Giuliano, 2008; Hank, 2007; Liefbroer 

& Fokkema, 2008). Further research is necessary to reveal how these contextual differences 

determine the extent to which parents play a role in their adult children’s residential choice. 

An important study that has revealed some of the contextual differences and the way they 

influence intergenerational proximity and contacts is Hank’s (2007) comparison of ten European 

countries. An interesting complement to this study would be the investigation of moves close 

to parents or adult children. It is likely that national institutions play a role in the extent to which 

parents and children seek support from each other. My finding that parents move close to an 

adult child when the adult child has children more than one year old living in the household, 

for instance, might not be found in such countries as Norway and Sweden where childcare 

facilities are arranged by national institutions. One study addressed the difference between 

the effect of parental homeownership on the transition to first-time homeownership in the 

Netherlands and former West-Germany (Mulder & Wagner, 1998), but as yet there is no clear 

overview of whether the intergenerational transmission of housing quality also operates in 

other countries. Again, national institutions are likely to explain differences between countries 

in the intergenerational transmission of housing quality. 
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A second suggestion for further research is to investigate whose parents are more 

influential in the residential choice of couples: his parents or hers? Some work in this direction 

has already been done by Blaauboer, Mulder & Zorlu (2008), who studied the distances 

between couples and both of their parents, but more studies could be carried out of the role 

of parents in a couple’s residential choice. An example would be the investigation of receiving 

parental housing assistance. When adult children receive help from their parents in order 

to purchase or renovate a home, whose parents are more likely to give help? In addition, 

the effect of geographical distance could be an influential determinant of receiving parental 

housing support. 

Third, my analysis of (transitions to) intergenerational coresidence revealed substantial 

gender differences in the extent to which support-related events result in coresidence with 

parents. The differences found lead to further questions: Who are more likely, under what 

circumstances, to make the transition to intergenerational coresidence: men or women? This 

issue could also be addressed when studying moves close to parents and children. 

A fourth suggestion for further research is also concerned with the study of intergenerational 

coresidence. Although new insight into (transitions to) coresidence was gained from the cross-

sectional and longitudinal analyses reported in Chapter 4, who, and under what circumstances, 

moves in with parents or adult children for only a short time is still unclear. My analysis did 

not allow for a further investigation of the length of stay in the intergenerational household. 

Future studies could usefully address this issue.
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NETHERLANDS KINSHIP PANEL STUDy 

APPENDIx



In Chapter 2 of this study, information from the Netherlands Kinship Panel Study (NKPS) was 

used. The NKPS is a multi-actor, multi-method panel study on solidarity in family relationships 

in the Netherlands. Thus far, two waves have been conducted. The data were collected 

through extensive face-to-face interviews in 2002 – 2004 (Wave 1) and 2006 – 2007 (Wave 

2). The analyses in Chapter 2 are based on data from the first wave only. Not all questions that 

were covered in the original questionnaire are listed below. A complete overview of questions 

included in the NKPS data can be found in (Dykstra et al., 2005). Listed below are only those 

questions that were used in Chapter 2 of this study. The numbers correspond with those in 

the original questionnaires (Dykstra et al., 2005). Instructions for the interviewer are printed in 

italics, whereas information for the user is printed in bold and italics. 

A. BACKGROUND

AA101 INTERVIEWER: Enter the respondent’s sex.

 1 male

 2 female

AA102 What is your date of birth?

 -  Enter the date of birth [dd-mm-yyyy]

B. PARENTAL HOME

AB505 What is the highest level of education that your father completed with a  

 diploma?

 INTERVIEWER: Show Card 2.

 1 did not complete elementary school

 2 elementary school only

 3 lower vocational

 4 lower general secondary

 5 intermediate general secondary

 6 upper general secondary

 7 intermediate vocational

 8 higher vocational
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 9 university

 10 post-graduate

 11 does not know

AB510 What is the highest level of education that your mother completed with a  

 diploma?

 INTERVIEWER: Show Card 2.

 1 did not complete elementary school

 2 elementary school only

 3 lower vocational

 4 lower general secondary

 5 intermediate general secondary

 6 upper general secondary

 7 intermediate vocational

 8 higher vocational

 9 university

 10 post-graduate

 11 does not know

AB601A Were you living in the Netherlands when you were 15 years old?

 1 yes

 2 no  question B602B

AB601 Where in the Netherlands were you living when you were 15 years old?

 INTERVIEWER: Use the official spelling; e.g. ‘s-Gravenhage instead of Den Haag.

 - Code the place of residence with the aid of the City LookUp.

   question B602.

AB602B In which country were you living when you were 15 years old?

 - Code the country with the aid of the Country LookUp
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AB602 Did your parents own the home in which you were living at the time or did  

 your parents rent the home?

 INTERVIEWER: If the respondent was not living with his/her parents at the  

 time, we are interested in the home he/she was living in.

 1 they owned the home

 2 they rented the home

 3 don’t know

 4 lived in an institution, care facility

C. PARTNERS, PARENTS-IN-LAW AND CHILDREN

AC101 Do you have a partner at the moment, that is to say, someone with whom  

 you have had a relationship for at least three months?

 INTERVIEWER: The word ‘partner’ includes a husband or wife.

 1 yes

 2 no  question C401

AC104 Does your partner live with you here?

 INTERVIEWER: We are interested in the respondent’s opinion, that is to say  

 whether he/she considers him/herself to be living with someone.

 1 yes

 2 no  question C110

AC105 Does your partner always form part of this household, or does he/she live  

 elsewhere some of the time?

 1 always lives here  question C114

 2 lives elsewhere some of the time

AC114 In which year did your relationship begin?

 INTERVIEWER: The respondent may also give his/her age, in which case the  

 age is automatically converted into a year.

 - Enter year

A
PPEN

D
Ix

N
ETH

ERLA
N

D
S K

IN
SH

IP PA
N

EL STU
D

y


116



AC115 This question is asked only if the respondent is living with a partner  

 (whether married or not).

 In which year did you start living together?

 INTERVIEWER: The respondent may also give his/her age, in which case the  

 age is automatically converted into a year.

 - Enter year

AC116 Are you married to this partner?

 1 yes

 2 no  question C118A

AC117 In which year did you get married?

 INTERVIEWER: The respondent may also give his/her age, in which case the  

 age is automatically converted into a year.

 - Enter year

AC301 Do you and your partner have children together?

 INTERVIEWER: We are interested only in own children, not adopted children.

 1 yes

 2 no  question C304

AC302 How many did you have together?

 INTERVIEWER: Also count deceased children.

 - Enter the number of children

At this point, a number of characteristics from the X-module are asked about the 

children, namely questions X101 tot X705D. See the X-module for details. Then 

continue with question C304.

AC304 Have you and your partner adopted children?

 1 yes

 2 no  question C401
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AC305 How many children did the two of you adopt?

 - Enter the number of children

AC401 Have you lived with a {different} partner before, whether married or not?

 1 yes, I’ve lived with a partner before / I’ve been married before

 2 no I’ve not lived with a partner before / I’ve not been married before  

   question C501

AC402 How often have you lived with a partner before, whether married or not?

 INTERVIEWER: We are interested in the number of different partners with  

 whom the respondent has lived in the past.

 - Enter number of times

Questions C403 to C419 are repeated for all partners mentioned under C402.

AC403_1 – In which year did you start living with this partner?

AC403_7 INTERVIEWER: The respondent may also give his/her age, in which case the  

 age is converted into a year.

 - Enter year

AC404_1 – Did you ever marry this partner?

AC404_7  1 yes

 2 no

AC406_1 – Did you split up or did your partner die?

AC406_7 1 split up

 2 partner died

AC407_1 – In which year did that happen?
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AC407_7 INTERVIEWER: The respondent may also give his/her age, in which case the  

 age is converted into a year.

 - Enter year

AC408_1 – Did you and this partner have children together?

AC408_7 1 yes

 2 no  question C408B

AC409_1 – How many children have you had together?

AC409_7 - Enter number of children

AC408B_1 –Did you and this partner adopt children?

AC408B-7 1 yes

 2 no  question C410

If the respondent has had, or adopted children with this partner, continue with question 

C411; if not, go on to question C416.

C411 I would also like to ask you a few questions about {the child / the children}  

 you have had with this partner. {I’ll start with the eldest.}

At this point, a number of characteristics from the X-module are asked about the 

children and adoptive children, namely questions X101 to X705D. See the X-module 

for details.

L. HOUSING

AL201 Have you ever owned or co-owned a home? you may also count the   

 home you live in now.

 1 yes

 2 no  question L205
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AL202 In which year did you first become an owner or co-owner of a home?

 INTERVIEWER: The respondent may also give his/her age at the time, in  

 which case the age is automatically converted into a year. 

 - Enter the year

M. WORK, EDUCATION AND INCOME

In single-person households, the respondent is automatically considered the head of 

the household. In multi-person households, female respondents are only considered 

the head of household if there is no male partner in the household, and no parents. 

Male respondents in multi-person households are automatically considered the head 

of household unless one or both parents still live in the household. 

AM104 What is the highest level of education that you completed with a   

 diploma?

 INTERVIEWER: Show Card 2.

 1 did not complete elementary school

 2 elementary school only

 3 lower vocational

 4 lower general secondary

 5 intermediate general secondary

 6 upper general secondary

 7 intermediate vocational

 8 higher vocational

 9 university

 10 post-graduate (e.g. notary practice, medical finals, PhD)

AM201 Do you currently have a paid job? A few hours per week or temporary   

 work also count.

 1 yes

 2 no

A
PPEN

D
Ix

N
ETH

ERLA
N

D
S K

IN
SH

IP PA
N

EL STU
D

y


120



AM202 Can you indicate which situation applies most to you, using Show Card 12?

 1 working

 2 unemployed or job seeking

 3 homemaking

 4 prolonged sick leave or occupationally disabled

 5 studying, at school

 6 retired (early)

 7 other

AM401 This question is put only to respondents who do not have a paid job  

 at the moment (M201=2).

 Have you ever had a paid job? We are not referring to holiday jobs or a job  

 on the side while you were studying, etc.

 1 yes

 2 no  question M501

AM402 In which year did you get your first job? We are not referring to   

 holiday jobs or a job on the side while you were studying, etc.

 INTERVIEWER: The respondent may also give his/her age, in which case the  

 age is automatically converted into a year. If the respondent has only had a  

 holiday job, etc, enter a 0.

 - Enter the year

x. ALTER CHARACTERISTICS

Questions are asked about a number of relationships. After the variable name, on the 

dots, the following codes, referring to these relationships, are inserted:

F = father; M = mother; C1 to C9 = child 1 to 9; D1 to D3 = child 10 to 12; GC = grandchild; 

FL = father-in-law; ML = mother-in-law; FP = father’s partner; MP = mother’s partner; 

H1 to H4 = household member 1 to 4; E1 to E4 = ex-partner 1 to 4; S1 to S9 = sibling 1 

to 9; T1 to T9 = sibling 10  to 18; U1 to U4 = sibling 19 to 22.

Questions X451 to X453 and X1001 to X1007 are specific to children.  
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AX101 What is the first name of {name, description}?

 INTERVIEWER: Write the first name in full.

 - Write the first name in full

AX301 What is {his / her} year of birth?

 INTERVIEWER: You may also enter his/her age, in which case the age is  

 automatically converted into a year. If the respondent does not know the  

 year of birth, ask for the best possible estimate.

 - Enter year

AX401 Is {name, description} still alive?

 1 yes  question X501

 2 no

 3 don’t know  end of module X

AX402 In which year did {name, description} die?

 INTERVIEWER: You may also enter his/her age, in which case the age is  

 automatically converted into a year.

 - Enter year  end of module X

AX501 Does {name, description} live here in this household or not?

 INTERVIEWER: If the respondent is not sure, the person is considered to  

 live in the same household if he/she lives in the household for an average of  

 at least two days a week.

 1 in this household  question X701

 2 elsewhere

X701 Does {name, description} always form part of this household, or does   

 he/she live elsewhere some of the time?

 1 always lives here  question X1002

 2 lives elsewhere some of the time
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SUMMARy

This study is about the quality of housing and the residential locations of adult children in 

the Netherlands. Housing quality, referring to the characteristics of a residence (such as type, 

size, and value), and residential locations, referring to the place of residence, are of great 

importance in people’s lives. They influence not only people’s well-being and social status, 

but also the extent to which people have access to jobs, schools, public transport, shops, 

social networks, and the amenities needed for almost all activities in daily life. The novelty 

of this study is that the quality of housing and the residential locations of adult children are 

investigated with a focus on the role of parents. Previous studies of the quality of the housing 

and residential locations of adult children have mainly been carried out by geographers and 

economists, who tended to focus on the nuclear household rather than people living outside 

the nuclear household, such as parents. At the same time, sociologists and demographers 

who have studied the role of parents in their adult children’s socioeconomic outcomes have 

rarely focused on housing quality or residential locations, but rather on level of education or 

occupational status. 

Throughout the study, two mechanisms are used to investigate how the influence of 

parents in their adult children’s housing quality and residential locations can be explained. The 

first mechanism is that of the intergenerational transmission of housing quality. A small number 

of studies from the 1980s have provided evidence for the existence of the intergenerational 

transmission of housing quality, but the evidence is old and mainly refers to tenure. Recent 

evidence of the intergenerational transmission of homeownership and other aspects of housing 

quality is required to comprehend the extent to which existing inequalities on the housing 

market are currently being reproduced across generations. The second mechanism is that of 

family solidarity. From the 1990s onwards, the geographic proximity of parents and their adult 

children has been of increasing interest to scholars. Their studies have revealed that living close 

was positively associated with the exchange of support and keeping in contact, aspects of 

family solidarity that many feared would be slowly eroded in seemingly individualized societies. 

The question of whether or not family relationships are being eroded and to what extent family 

solidarity plays a role in the residential behaviour of family members is still of interest today. 

The aim of this study is to contribute to existing knowledge on housing quality, residential 

locations, intergenerational transmissions, and family solidarity and to bridge the gap that 

currently divides these research areas. The main research question is: To what extent do 

parents play a role in their adult children’s housing and residential choice and how far can 

this role be explained by intergenerational continuities and family solidarity? 

Two different large-scale datasets have been used for this study. The first is the Netherlands 

Kinship Panel Study (NKPS), a panel survey that focuses on the strength of family ties in the 

Netherlands. The data were collected between 2002 and 2004 and refer to 8,161 respondents 

aged 18 to 79, living in private households. The NKPS data provide information about a wide 
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array of family and socioeconomic characteristics, including entry to first-time homeownership 

and the timing of other demographic events during the life course. 

The second data source is the Social Statistical dataBase (SSB) of Statistics Netherlands 

(CBS). The SSB includes data on the whole Netherlands population and is based on the 

Netherlands population register as well as other administrative registers. An important feature 

of the data is that individual records are linked to those of the parents, which enables the 

reconstruction of family networks. The SSB data are particularly suitable for this study because 

they include millions, rather than thousands of cases. As a result, analyses of rare events, such 

as adult children’s moves to within one kilometre of their parents, are possible. The SSB data 

used for the empirical analyses in this book stem from the years 2003, 2004, and 2005.

Intergenerational transmission of housing quality

The first part of this study addresses the question to what extent housing quality is transmitted 

from parents to children. To answer this question I have studied the effect of parental 

homeownership on a child’s transition to becoming a homeowner, as well as the effect of 

parental housing value on that of an adult child. The results suggest that, for these two 

measures of housing quality, intergenerational transmissions play an important role. Thus, 

children from home-owning parents are more likely to become homeowners than children 

whose parents live in rented dwellings, and children whose parents have higher housing 

values are more likely than other children to have high housing values themselves. The 

positive association between parents’ and children’s housing quality remains after controlling 

for several indicators of the parents’ and the child’s socioeconomic status, such as level of 

education and income. This association means that the intergenerational transmission of 

housing quality cannot be explained entirely by the wealthier parents’ greater means for direct 

and indirect investments in their adult child’s housing quality. The remaining association might 

be explained by unobserved assets that parents might use to help their children obtain higher-

value housing, or by a role-modelling process that stimulates children to do so. In either case, 

the findings imply that existing inequalities on the housing market are being reproduced across 

generations.    

Two other findings referring to the intergenerational transmission of housing quality are 

noteworthy. The first is the finding that the positive effect of parental homeownership on 

the odds of becoming a first-time homeowner increased slightly between 1970 and 2003, 

whereas the role of household status had become less important. In 1970, the likelihood of 

becoming a homeowner was greater for married people and people about to get married, but 

the effect lost importance throughout the years. Instead, single and cohabiting people had a 

greater likelihood of becoming a homeowner in 2003 than three decades earlier. It is striking 

that, despite the fact that the differences between types of household have decreased on the 

owner-occupied market, differences between people who grew up in rented dwellings and in 

owner-occupied dwellings have slightly increased.   
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The second finding related to the intergenerational transmission of housing quality that 

stands out in the analyses is the fact that the positive association between the parents’ and 

the child’s housing value is stronger for parents and children who live close to each other. This 

finding might well be explained by the fact that living close facilitates the exchange of support 

and contact and might result in more financial (housing) support from parents. 

Residential locations and relocations of parents and their adult children

The second part of this study refers to the question whether residential locations and relocations 

of parents and their adult children (aged 30 and over) are associated with the support needs 

of either generation. For this purpose I studied the effects of situations and events associated 

with support needs on intergenerational coresidence (the situation in which adult children live 

together with their parents) and moves close (within a distance of one kilometre) to parents 

and adult children. The findings reveal that both intergenerational coresidence and moves 

close to parents and children are associated with the support needs of both generations, 

particularly those of the adult child. 

My study on coresidence shows that the vast majority of the moves that result in coresident 

households in the Netherlands are those of an adult child into the parents’ home, and it is likely 

that a substantial part of coresident households are the result of continuing coresidence: adult 

children who have never left the parental home in the first place. Never-married single adult 

children, those who are divorced or widowed, and those who receive a long-term disability 

benefit are particularly likely to live together with their parents. Because continuing coresidence 

cannot be traced in the data, I also studied the transition to coresidence (situations in which 

parents and children did not live together in year t, but did so in year t+1) in order to see how 

those making the transition differ from those who might have lived together for a much longer 

period. The results show that moves of an adult child into the parents’ home are particularly 

likely after a child’s divorce and a child’s loss of income. Having a partner and having children 

decrease the likelihood of (transitions to) intergenerational coresidence, probably because 

the nuclear family’s need for privacy is much greater in these situations. An exception is the 

situation of never-married singles with children: they are more likely than married people 

without children to live with parents and to move in with them, possibly because they need 

their parents’ support with childcare. For parents, moves into their adult child’s home are more 

likely for recently-divorced parents.

The main findings of my study on moves close to parents and children reveal that moves 

close to parents are extra likely (and even more likely than moves in another direction) for 

divorced and divorcing adult children, possibly because of support needs. Moves close to 

parents are also more likely when another sibling already lives close to the parents, which 

suggests that the presence of a sibling serves as a mobility attraction for the adult child. Moves 

in the opposite direction, that of parents close to an adult child, are particularly likely when 

the adult child has children older than one year living in the household, when the adult child 
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is female, and when the adult child is an only child. All these moves are even more likely than 

moves in another direction and may reflect the parents’ wish to live close to their (grand)

children, possibly in order to maintain contact, receive occasional support, and to help their 

adult children care for their own children.

Reflection

This study is one of the first in which the housing quality and residential locations of adult 

children are explicitly connected to those of their parents. Two main conclusions can be 

drawn from the study. The first is that parents play an important role in their adult children’s 

housing quality. As a result, existing inequalities on the housing market are being reproduced 

across generations. Second, the residential locations of adult children and their parents are 

associated, which can be partly explained by either generation’s need for support. Thus, adult 

children and (elderly) parents take into account each other’s residential location when they feel 

an increased need for support. 

Although my study provides some relevant new insights as well as new evidence supporting 

old insights, some issues should be discussed here. The main one refers to the data used in this 

study. The analyses shed light on the patterns of the intergenerational transmission of housing 

quality and on the residential locations and relocations of parents and children, but do not 

provide sufficient evidence of all the mechanisms that underlie these patterns. In the case of 

the intergenerational transmission of housing quality, several of the mechanisms that play a 

role have been controlled for in the analyses. The remaining effect is partly attributed to that of 

a role-modelling process. Such a process would, however, be very hard to measure. In the case 

of coresidence and moves close to parents and children, the results suggest that situations and 

events associated with increased support needs play an important role, but the data did not 

include information on people’s actual needs for support. Future studies on the geographic 

proximity of parents and children should be concerned with this issue.

Future studies could also be carried out from an international perspective; taking into 

account the role of cultural, political and socioeconomic conditions that characterize different 

nations. Needless to say, the extent to which intergenerational continuities play a role on the 

housing market also depends on the characteristics of the housing market and the legislation 

referring to it. Moreover, distances between family members also depend on the geography 

of a country and the extent to which support needs might influence these distances are partly 

related to cultural norms (for example: do adults normally take care of their elderly parents?) 

as well as the country’s healthcare system. Another issue that should be addressed in future 

studies refers to the different roles of parents and parents-in-law: whose parents are more 

influential in the intergenerational transmission of housing among couples, his or hers? Related 

to this issue are the different findings for males and females in my analysis of intergenerational 

coresidence. The extent to which support needs influence their likelihood of coresidence or 

that of moving close to parents should be studied in more depth. Finally, my study does not 
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address the duration of stay. Moves of parents and their adult children should be studied with 

a longitudinal approach, taking into account their duration of stay in a particular residential 

location at a certain stage of the life-course. 

The findings of this study have at least two implications for social science. First, the 

conclusion that in modern western societies, socioeconomic status has become increasingly 

dependent on people’s achievements (for example, the education they have completed) rather 

than being the result of ascription (referring to the advantages and disadvantages of the 

socioeconomic  status of the parents) does not seem to be entirely applicable to housing quality 

in the Netherlands. Second, the fact that parents and children take into account each other’s 

residential location in the situation of increased needs for support might indicate that family 

members living outside the household will become increasingly important in the near future. 

This statement is in line with Bengtson’s (2001) conclusion that multi-generational bonds are 

becoming increasingly important in American society. Also in the Netherlands, households 

have become more fluid as a result of increasing divorce rates and an increasing share of 

single-person and single-parent households, and parents spend longer ‘years of shared lives’ 

with their children and grandchildren as a result of population aging.  

REFERENCE

Bengtson, V. L. (2001). Beyond the nuclear family: 
The increasing importance of multigenerational 
bonds. Journal of Marriage and Family, 63, 1 – 16.

SU
M

M
A

Ry
A

D
D

EN
D

U
M



128



SAMENVATTING

DE INVLOED VAN OUDERS OP DE WOONKWALITEIT EN WOONLOCA-

TIES VAN HUN VOLWASSEN KINDEREN

Deze studie gaat over de woonkwaliteit en woonlocaties van volwassen kinderen in Nederland. 

Woonkwaliteit, opgevat als de kenmerken van een woning (zoals type, oppervlakte, en 

waarde), en woonlocaties, opgevat als de ligging van een woning, zijn van groot belang in 

een mensenleven. Ze zijn niet alleen van invloed op welzijn en sociale status, maar bepalen ook 

de mate waarin men toegang heeft tot de arbeidsmarkt, scholing, openbaar vervoer, winkels, 

sociale netwerken en de overige faciliteiten waar men in het dagelijks leven gebruik van maakt. 

Nieuw aan deze studie is dat de woonkwaliteit en woonlocaties van volwassen 

kinderen in verband worden gebracht met die van hun ouders. Deze verbanden werden 

tot nu toe nog nauwelijks gelegd; waarschijnlijk vanwege de multidisciplinaire aanpak die 

voor dergelijk onderzoek nodig is. Eerdere studies naar de woonkwaliteit en woonlocaties 

van volwassen kinderen werden meestal uitgevoerd door sociaal-geografen en economen. 

Zij richtten zich in hun studies voornamelijk op de leden bínnen een huishouden en lieten 

familieleden die daarbuiten woonden, waaronder ouders, veelal buiten beschouwing. Vanuit 

andere wetenschappelijke disciplines bestond wel aandacht voor ouders buiten het primaire 

huishouden. In zulke studies, vaak uitgevoerd door sociologen en demografen, werd de 

invloed van ouders op de sociaal-economische positie van hun volwassen kind onderzocht. 

Echter, deze positie had meestal betrekking op zaken als opleidingsniveau of beroepsstatus en 

was zelden gedefinieerd in termen van woonkwaliteit of woonlocatie.

In deze studie gebruik ik twee concepten die betrekking hebben op de invloed van 

ouders op de woonkwaliteit en woonlocaties van volwassen kinderen. De eerste is die van de 

intergenerationele overdracht van woonkwaliteit, ofwel de mate waarin de woonkwaliteit van 

kinderen lijkt op die van hun ouders. Het bestaan van intergenerationele overdrachten duidt op 

ongelijkheden binnen de samenleving. Immers: wanneer zulke overdrachten iemands kansen 

domineren, houden bestaande ongelijkheden stand. Eerder bewijs voor het bestaan van de 

intergenerationele overdracht van woonkwaliteit is vaak oud en heeft meestal betrekking op 

slechts één aspect van woonkwaliteit, namelijk de eigendomsverhouding van de woning. Om 

te kunnen toetsen in hoeverre de bestaande ongelijkheden op de woningmarkt tegenwoordig 

nog worden doorgegeven aan toekomstige generaties zijn recente gegevens nodig over 

meerdere aspecten van woonkwaliteit. In deze studie is aan beide voorwaarden voldaan.

Het tweede concept is dat van familiesolidariteit. Vanaf de jaren negentig is er binnen 

de sociale wetenschappen toenemende belangstelling voor de geografische nabijheid van 

familieleden. Uit verschillende studies bleek dat naarmate familieleden dichter bij elkaar 

woonden, zij vaker contact hadden en vaker onderlinge steun verleenden: twee aspecten 

van familiesolidariteit waarvan men vreesde dat ze langzaam zouden verdwijnen in een 

samenleving die zich steeds sterker individualiseerde. Voor de vraag of het werkelijk zo is dat 
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familierelaties steeds zwakker worden en in welke mate familiesolidariteit van invloed is op 

de woonlocaties en het verhuisgedrag van familieleden bestaat nog altijd veel belangstelling. 

Het doel van deze studie is om bij te dragen aan de bestaande kennis over woonkwaliteit, 

woonlocaties, intergenerationele overdrachten en familiesolidariteit, en om de kloof te 

dichten die deze onderzoeksgebieden momenteel van elkaar scheidt. De hoofdvraag van 

deze studie luidt: In hoeverre hebben ouders invloed op de woonkwaliteit en woonlocaties 

van hun volwassen kinderen, en in welke mate kan deze invloed worden verklaard door 

intergenerationele overdrachten en familiesolidariteit?

Twee verschillende databestanden liggen ten grondslag aan het empirisch onderzoek van 

deze studie. Ten eerste is dat de Netherlands Kinship Panel Study (NKPS), een grootschalig 

onderzoek naar familierelaties in Nederland. De NKPS-gegevens gebruikt voor hoofdstuk 2 

van deze studie zijn verzameld tijdens de eerste dataverzamelingsronde die plaatsvond tussen 

2002 en 2004. Ruim 8000 respondenten zijn ondervraagd over een breed scala aan familie- en 

sociaal-economische kenmerken, waaronder de datum waarop men voor het eerst een eigen 

woning bezat en de data waarop andere, demografische transities plaatsvonden. Voor de 

NKPS werden niet alleen gegevens verzameld over de primaire respondent, maar ook over 

familieleden onder wie ouders, kinderen, en broers en zussen.

Het tweede databestand is het Sociaal Statistisch Bestand (SSB) van het Centraal Bureau 

voor de Statistiek (CBS). Het SSB omvat alle personen die in Nederland wonen en/of geregistreerd 

zijn en is gebaseerd op de Gemeentelijke Basisadministratie (GBA) en andere administratieve 

gegevens, zoals die van Belastingdienst en gemeentes. Een groot voordeel van het SSB is dat 

individuele gegevens gekoppeld kunnen worden aan die van ouders, waardoor het mogelijk 

is familienetwerken te reconstrueren. Waar grootschalige enquêtebestanden honderden of 

duizenden respondenten bevatten, zijn dat er in het SSB miljoenen. Hierdoor biedt het SSB de 

unieke kans om zeldzaam voorkomende situaties en transities te onderzoeken, zoals, in deze 

studie, de situatie waarin dertigers samenwonen met hun ouders of die waarin dertigplussers 

binnen één kilometer van hun ouders gaan wonen. De SSB-gegevens die gebruikt zijn voor de 

empirische studies van dit boek hebben betrekking op de jaren 2003, 2004, en 2005.

De intergenerationele overdracht van woonkwaliteit

Het eerste gedeelte van dit boek behandelt de vraag in hoeverre woonkwaliteit wordt 

overgedragen van ouders op kinderen. Om deze vraag te beantwoorden heb ik eerst 

onderzocht of de kans op het voor het eerst gaan wonen in een koopwoning voor volwassen 

kinderen wordt vergroot door eigenwoningbezit onder ouders. Daarnaast heb ik onderzocht 

of de woningwaarde van volwassen kinderen hoger is naarmate die van hun ouders ook hoger 

is. De resultaten tonen aan dat er voor beide maten voor woonkwaliteit een sterke invloed 

uitgaat van intergenerationele overdracht. Anders gezegd: kinderen van eigenwoningbezitters 

hebben meer kans om zelf eigenwoningbezitter te worden dan kinderen van huurders, en 

kinderen van ouders die duur wonen, wonen duurder dan kinderen van ouders die goedkoper 

wonen. De samenhang tussen de woonkwaliteit van ouders en kinderen kan niet alleen worden 
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verklaard door het feit dat ouders met een koopwoning of hogere woningwaarde vaak over 

meer financiële middelen beschikken dan andere ouders, en daarmee betere mogelijkheden 

hebben om hun kinderen direct of indirect financieel bij te staan in hun wooncarrière. Het 

positieve effect van de woonkwaliteit van ouders op die van het kind blijft bestaan ongeacht 

het inkomen en de arbeidsmarktpositie van beide generaties. Een alternatieve verklaring 

voor dit effect kan worden gezocht in overige financiële middelen die ouders inzetten om de 

woonkwaliteit van hun kind te verbeteren, zoals spaargeld en ander financieel bezit, of in het 

feit dat ouders vaak een rolmodel zijn voor hun kind. Ouders die zelf een betere woonkwaliteit 

hebben, zouden dus: a) meer financiële mogelijkheden hebben om de woonkwaliteit van 

hun kind te bevorderen, en b) hun kinderen meer stimuleren te streven naar een betere 

woonkwaliteit, al dan niet bewust. 

Twee andere bevindingen met betrekking tot de intergenerationele overdracht van 

woonkwaliteit zijn noemenswaardig. De eerste is de bevinding dat de positieve samenhang 

tussen eigenwoningbezit onder ouders en het kopen van een eerste woning onder kinderen 

licht gestegen is tussen 1970 en 2003. Tegelijkertijd veranderde de samenhang tussen de 

huishoudenspositie van het kind en het kopen van een eerste woning. In 1970 hadden 

kinderen die getrouwd waren en kinderen die op het punt stonden dat te doen nog een 

veel grotere kans op eerste eigenwoningbezit dan kinderen met andere posities binnen het 

huishouden, maar in 2003 waren de verschillen tussen de huishoudensposities veel kleiner. 

Alleenstaanden en ongehuwd samenwonenden hadden in ruim dertig jaar tijd hun kansen 

op een eerste koopwoning aanzienlijk zien toenemen. Opvallend aan deze bevinding is dat, 

ondanks dat de kansen op een eerste koopwoning gelijker werden onder volwassen kinderen 

met verschillende huishoudensposities, die van kinderen opgegroeid in een huur- dan wel 

koopwoning meer uiteen zijn gaan lopen.

De tweede opvallende bevinding betreffende de intergenerationele overdracht van 

woonkwaliteit is dat de positieve samenhang tussen de woningwaarde van het kind en die van 

de ouders sterker is naarmate zij dichter bij elkaar wonen. Een verklaring voor deze bevinding 

kan zijn dat dichtbij wonen het onderhouden van contact en het verlenen van onderlinge 

steun gemakkelijker maakt, waardoor ouders vervolgens meer geneigd zijn om financiële steun 

te verlenen aan hun kind. 

Woonlocaties en verhuisgedrag van ouders en hun volwassen kinderen

Het tweede gedeelte van dit boek is gericht op de vraag in hoeverre woonlocaties en 

verhuisgedrag van ouders en hun volwassen kinderen (in de leeftijd van dertig jaar en ouder) 

samenhangen met de steunbehoeftes van beide generaties. Voor het beantwoorden van deze 

vraag bestudeerde ik de mate waarin situaties en gebeurtenissen die gepaard gaan met een 

toegenomen steunbehoefte samenhangen met: a) het samenwonen van volwassen kinderen 

en hun ouders, en b) het dichtbij (binnen één kilometer) gaan wonen van volwassen kinderen 

en hun ouders. De resultaten tonen aan dat zowel het samenwonen van ouders en kinderen 
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als het dichtbij gaan wonen van ouders en kinderen inderdaad samenhangen met toegenomen 

steunbehoeftes van beide generaties, maar vooral met die van het kind.

In Hoofdstuk 4 bestudeer ik het samenwonen van volwassen kinderen en hun ouders. 

De analyses tonen aan dat de overgrote meerderheid van de verhuizingen die resulteren in 

dergelijke meergeneratiehuishoudens wordt gevormd door verhuizingen van het kind naar 

de woning van de ouders. Ook lijken de resultaten erop te duiden dat een groot deel van 

de volwassen kinderen die met ouders samenwonen, bestaat uit zogenaamde nestblijvers: 

kinderen die het ouderlijk huis nooit hebben verlaten. Met name nooit gehuwde alleenstaande 

kinderen, gescheiden en verweduwde kinderen en kinderen die een Wajong-uitkering 

ontvangen, hebben een verhoogde kans om samen met hun ouders te wonen.  Omdat de 

gegevens uit het SSB niet verder teruggaan dan 1998 kon niet worden uitgezocht hoe vaak 

het voorkomt dat dertigers bij hun ouders wonen omdat ze het ouderlijk huis nooit hebben 

verlaten. Wel heb ik kunnen onderzoeken welke ouders en kinderen die apart woonden in 

2004, samen gingen wonen in 2005. Deze analyse maakt het mogelijk vast te stellen waarin 

de groep meergeneratiehuishoudens uit 2004 (waaronder ook huishoudens met kinderen 

die nooit uit het ouderlijk huis zijn weggegaan) verschilt van die uit 2005 (die alleen wordt 

gevormd door ouders en kinderen die in 2004 nog apart van elkaar woonden). De resultaten 

tonen aan dat kinderen vooral bij ouders gaan inwonen na de echtscheiding van het kind 

en na een substantiële daling van het inkomen. Het hebben van een partner en het hebben 

van kinderen verkleinen de kans op het (gaan) samenwonen met ouders, waarschijnlijk 

omdat in deze situaties de behoefte aan privacy veel groter is. Een uitzondering hierop is 

de situatie van nooit gehuwde alleenstaande kinderen met kinderen: zij hebben een grotere 

kans dan gehuwde kinderen om samen te wonen met ouders en om bij ze in te trekken. Een 

vermoedelijke verklaring hiervoor is dat deze kinderen behoefte hebben aan de steun van 

hun ouders voor de opvoeding en opvang van hun eigen kinderen. Verder werd gevonden 

dat de kans op het gaan inwonen bij volwassen kinderen waarschijnlijker is na de recente 

echtscheiding van ouders. Kinderen met een Wajong-uitkering hadden in 2005 geen grotere 

kans om bij ouders in te gaan wonen dan kinderen die in loondienst zijn, wat erop wijst dat 

de groep thuiswonende volwassen kinderen met een Wajong-uitkering vooral uit nestblijvers 

bestaat.

De belangrijkste resultaten van mijn onderzoek naar kinderen en ouders die dichtbij elkaar 

gaan wonen tonen aan dat volwassen kinderen vooral dicht bij hun ouders gaan wonen als 

ze gescheiden zijn of recent een echtscheiding hebben meegemaakt. Uit de analyse blijkt 

verder dat het positieve verband tussen de echtscheiding van een kind en een verhuizing naar 

een afstand tot één kilometer van de ouders, sterker is dan dat tussen echtscheiding en een 

verhuizing van het kind in een andere richting. Volwassen kinderen zijn ook eerder geneigd om 

naar afstand tot één kilometer van hun ouders te gaan wonen als er al een ander kind in de 

buurt woont. De aanwezigheid van een broer of zus op een bepaalde locatie is dus een extra 

reden om dicht bij de ouders te gaan wonen. Verhuizingen in de omgekeerde richting, die van 
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de ouders richting het kind, zijn het meest waarschijnlijk als het kind zelf kinderen ouder dan 

één heeft, als het kind een vrouw is en als het kind geen broers of zussen heeft. In al deze 

gevallen is de samenhang met verhuizingen naar een afstand tot 1 kilometer groter dan die 

met verhuizingen naar 1 tot 10 of naar meer dan 10 kilometer. Het is waarschijnlijk dat deze 

ouders dichtbij hun volwassen kind gaan wonen om regelmatig in contact te blijven, steun te 

kunnen ontvangen wanneer dat nodig is en om hun kinderen bij te staan in de opvoeding van 

de kleinkinderen. 

Reflectie

Deze studie is één van de eerste waarin de woonkwaliteit en woonlocaties van volwassen 

kinderen expliciet in verband worden gebracht met die van hun ouders. Uit de studie kunnen 

twee hoofdconclusies worden getrokken. De eerste is dat ouders een belangrijke invloed 

hebben op de woonkwaliteit van hun volwassen kind. Een gevolg hiervan is dat bestaande 

ongelijkheden op de woningmarkt worden doorgegeven aan toekomstige generaties. Ten 

tweede hangen de woonlocaties van ouders en kinderen met elkaar samen. Een deel van 

de verklaring voor deze bevinding ligt in de steunbehoeftes van beide generaties: bij een 

toegenomen steunbehoefte komen verhuizingen van ouders richting hun kind en van kinderen 

richting hun ouders vaker voor.

De resultaten van deze studie leveren een aantal nieuwe inzichten op binnen de 

wetenschappelijke literatuur over woonkwaliteit, intergenerationele overdrachten, 

verhuisgedrag en familiesolidariteit. Daarnaast wordt in deze studie nieuw bewijs gevonden 

voor oude inzichten. Een aantal kwesties verdient echter enige aandacht. De gebruikte data 

bieden niet de mogelijkheid om alle verklaringen voor de intergenerationele overdracht van 

woonkwaliteit en het verhuisgedrag van ouders en kinderen afdoende te toetsen. Na controle 

voor verschillende achterliggende mechanismen vond ik in mijn studies naar de woonkwaliteit 

van volwassen kinderen een overblijvend effect van de ouderlijke woonkwaliteit. Dit effect 

heb ik deels verklaard aan de hand van een rolmodelproces. Echter, het is zeer lastig, zoniet 

onmogelijk, om de invloed van een dergelijk proces goed in kaart te brengen. Daarnaast 

gebruikte ik in mijn analyses van het samenwonen en dichtbij gaan wonen van ouders en 

kinderen de verklaring van toegenomen steunbehoeftes. De resultaten duiden er inderdaad op 

dat situaties en gebeurtenissen die samenhangen met een toegenomen steunbehoefte, leiden 

tot het gaan samenwonen of dichtbij wonen van ouders en kinderen. Echter, informatie over 

iemands werkelijke steunbehoefte (zoals de behoefte aan dagelijkse zorg of die aan hulp met 

kinderopvang) was niet beschikbaar in de data. In toekomstige studies naar het dichtbij wonen 

van ouders en kinderen zouden deze behoeftes beter gemeten moeten worden.

Het verdient tevens de aanbeveling om toekomstige studies uit te voeren vanuit een 

internationaal perspectief. Hierdoor kunnen verschillen tussen landen in culturele, politieke en 

sociaal-economische situaties worden meegenomen in de verklaring van de intergenerationele 

overdracht van woonkwaliteit en het verhuisgedrag van ouders en kinderen. Het mag duidelijk 
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zijn dat de mate waarin intergenerationele overdrachten van invloed zijn op de woningmarkt 

afhangt van het soort woningmarkt en de bijbehorende wetgeving. Daarnaast zijn de afstanden 

tussen ouders en kinderen waarschijnlijk mede afhankelijk van de geografische kenmerken van 

een land, en is de mate waarin familiesolidariteit een rol speelt in deze afstanden afhankelijk van 

culturele normen en het al dan niet bestaan van een (kwalitatief goed) zorgstelsel. Verder zou er 

in toekomstige studies meer aandacht besteed kunnen worden aan de verschillende rollen van 

ouders en schoonouders: wiens ouders hebben een grotere invloed in de intergenerationele 

overdracht van woonkwaliteit onder koppels, zijn ouders of die van haar? Hieraan gerelateerd 

zijn de verschillen die ik vond tussen mannen en vrouwen in mijn analyse van het samenwonen 

van ouders en kinderen. De mate waarin de samenhang tussen steunbehoeftes en het (gaan) 

samenwonen met ouders verschilt tussen mannen en vrouwen zou grondiger kunnen worden 

uitgezocht. Tot slot was er in mijn studie over het gaan samenwonen van ouders en kinderen 

geen aandacht voor de duur van samenwonen.  Waar het samenwonen met ouders of 

volwassen kinderen voor de één een tijdelijke oplossing is, is het voor de ander een blijvende 

gezinssituatie. Door het bestuderen van een langere tijdreeks is het mogelijk te onderzoeken 

in welke stadia van de levensloop het samenwonen van ouders en kinderen vaker voorkomt.

De resultaten van deze studie hebben ten minste twee gevolgen voor de sociaal-

wetenschappelijke literatuur. Als eerste is de opvatting dat in moderne westerse samenlevingen 

sociaal-economische status meer is gaan afhangen van prestatie (bijvoorbeeld de opleiding 

die iemand heeft afgerond) en minder van afkomst (waarmee gedoeld wordt op de kansen 

en beperkingen die iemand ondervindt van de sociaal-economische status van ouders) niet 

geheel van toepassing op woonkwaliteit in Nederland. De afgelopen jaren lijkt afkomst juist 

een grotere rol te zijn gaan spelen. Ten tweede vormt de bevinding dat ouders en kinderen 

met toegenomen steunbehoeftes geneigd zijn hun woonlocaties op elkaar af te stemmen 

aanleiding tot de gedachte dat familieleden buiten het primaire huishouden steeds belangrijker 

zullen worden in de toekomst. Deze gedachte komt overeen met Bengtson’s (2001) conclusie 

dat intergenerationele familierelaties van toenemend belang zijn in de Verenigde Staten. Net 

als de Verenigde staten heeft Nederland een aantal ontwikkelingen doorgemaakt die het 

toenemend belang van familierelaties buiten het eigen gezin in de hand werken. Zo hebben 

stijgende echtscheidingscijfers en de toename van het aantal éénpersoonshuishoudens en 

éénoudergezinnen ervoor gezorgd dat huishoudens veranderlijker zijn geworden, en brengen 

ouders een toenemend aantal ‘gedeelde jaren’ met hun kinderen door als het gevolg van de 

stijgende levensverwachting.
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Are adult children more likely to become 

homeowners for the first time if their parents 

are homeowners? And, if so, did the influence 

of parental homeownership on that of the 

adult child change over time? Do adult 

children of parents with high-value housing 

have better chances to have higher housing 

values themselves? Which adult children and 

parents are likely to live together, or to move in 

with or close to each other? Do support needs 

play a role when children and parents move 

closer to each other? This study explores the 

housing quality and residential locations of 

adult children with a focus on the role of their 

parents. The concepts of intergenerational 

transmission of housing quality and that of 

family solidarity are used to explain how 

parents might influence their children’s 

housing and residential locations. Large-scale 

longitudinal data from the Netherlands 

Kinship Panel Study (NKPS) and the Social 

Statistical dataBase (SSB) were used to address 

the issues at hand.
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