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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).

26



C
H

A
PTER

FA
M

ILy
 D

y
N

A
M

IC
S A

N
D

 FIRST-TIM
E H

O
M

EO
W

N
ERSH

IP
2

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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where λ(t; X) is the probability of making the transition to first-time homeownership at time 
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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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