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1.1 Int roduct ion

When does one become an adult? Sociological literature on the life course 
speaks of the transition to adulthood as a series of steps toward adult roles 
that come with more responsibility and independence (Hogan & Astone, 
1986). In recent years, the transition to adulthood has shifted from a rather 
simple, standardized, and brief transition to a more complex, diverse, and 
long life phase (Billari & Liefbroer, 2010). At an increasing rate, young people 
experience a period of “semi-autonomy” in which they are not completely 
independent from their parents – a life phase psychologists call emerging 
adulthood (Arnett, 2000).

These developments are reflected in one of the first steps in the transition 
toward adulthood, leaving the parental home. First of all, leaving home is 
characterized by strong heterogeneity. Although almost everyone leaves 
home at some point in young adulthood, the timing of leaving home differs 
strongly. Some young adults leave home before they reach age 18, whereas 
others stay in the parental home well into their thirties. The diversity in the 
age at leaving home is evident when looking at the percentages of men who 
live at home at age 25 in different European countries (see Figure 1.1). While 
in Italy 84 percent of the 25-year-old men live at home, in Norway the figure 
is only 7 percent. The strong difference in the timing of leaving home between 
Northern and Southern Europe is sometimes referred to as the north-south 
divide (Billari, 2004; Reher, 1998). There is also strong variation in the timing 
of leaving home within countries. Most notably, there are strong differences 
in the age at leaving home between men and women and between people 
from different family structures.

Secondly, young adults increasingly prolong their stay in the parental 
home. In 2014, for the first time in more than 130 years, more young adults 
aged 18 to 34 in the United States were living with their parents than on their 
own (Fry, 2016). Popular media have adopted the term ‘Hotel Mama’ for the 
homes of young people in their late twenties or early thirties who live with 
their parents, envisioning this phenomenon as the result of young people’s 
wishes for comfort (Mitchell, 2007).

Lastly, the home-leaving transition is complex. Young adults are 
increasingly likely to return home after having lived independently, 
coined “boomeranging” (Billette, Bourdais, & Laplante, 2011; Goldscheider, 
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Goldscheider, St. Clair, & Hodges, 1999). Whereas leaving home was initially 
regarded as a one-time event, nowadays a substantial group of young people 
return home at some point in their adult life. Young people today are also 
called the “boomerang generation” (Berngruber, 2015; Parker, 2012).

Figure 1.1: Percentage of men aged 25 who live in the parental home.

Source: European Social Survey 2002 to 2016, own calculations.
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This dissertation sheds light on these issues by examining heterogeneity 
in the timing of leaving home at the individual and contextual level. At the 
individual level (Chapter 2 to 4), I study explanations for the effect of family 
structure on early home leaving and the link between leaving and returning 
home. Although the finding that young adults from separated families are 
more likely to leave home early is well-established, little is known about why 
that is the case. I study factors that have rarely been studied before in research 
on leaving and returning home, such as the stepparent-child relationship and 
residential mobility. At the contextual level (Chapter 5 and 6), I go beyond 
the descriptive nature of previous research and examine explanations for 
differences in the timing of leaving home between countries and over time. 
Are these differences driven by policy, economy, or culture? I zoom in on the 
role of policy by studying the effects of recent student financial aid reforms 
on leaving home. Moreover, I examine cultural, economic, and institutional 
explanations for the strong cross-national differences in the timing of leaving 
home. A conceptual scheme of the main relations studied per chapter is 
offered in Figure 1.2.

A better understanding of heterogeneity in the timing of leaving home 
is important in light of leaving home as an important step in the life course. 
Young adults lose some of the financial and social support provided by the 
parents, and gain responsibilities, independence and privacy. The timing 
of leaving home has effects over the life course and forms an indicator of 
intergenerational support and contextual-level circumstances. Both early and 
late home leaving are problematized in the literature. At the individual level, 
the focus is on the question whether there are factors that “push” young adults 
out of the parental home at a young age. Early home leaving is problematized 
because of its associations with poverty and debt problems (Aassve, Davia, 
Iacovou, & Mazzuco, 2007; Oksanen, Aaltonen, & Rantala, 2016), less close 
parent-child relationships (Leopold, 2012; Tosi & Gähler, 2016), and union 
dissolution (Dronkers, 1997; Lehrer, 2006). At the contextual level, the focus 
is on the opportunities and constraints for leaving home. Here, late home 
leaving in countries in Southern Europe and increases in co-residence rates 
are problematized (e.g., Billari & Tabellini, 2010). Are young adults able to leave 
home? This question is also important in light of socioeconomic differences in 
the young adult life course. A recent paper suggests that young adults from 
lower socioeconomic backgrounds are less likely to realize their intention 
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to leave the parental home than young adults from higher socioeconomic 
backgrounds (Billari, Hiekel, & Liefbroer, 2019). Not being able to realize 
their intention to leave could negatively affect young adults’ well-being 
and development, as well as the well-being of their parents (Davis, Kim, & 
Fingerman, 2016; Maroto, 2017; Sassler, Ciambrone, & Benway, 2008; Tosi & 
Grundy, 2018). Families might get “overburdened” (Settersten & Ray, 2010).

Methodologically, this dissertation contributes to the measurement of off-
time transitions. Research on the timing of leaving home generally focuses on 
the age at leaving home, as age is seen as an indicator of personal development. 
However, it is questionable if the age at leaving home is the best and only 
indicator of whether a transition is off-time. Critics argue that age could be an 
“empty” variable if there is no direct meaning attached to it (Settersten & Mayer, 
1997, p. 239). I introduce a measurement for off-time transitions that measures 
off-time leaving more directly based on the individual circumstances. Another 
methodological contribution is the use of an innovative pseudo-panel design 
to study cross-national differences in leaving home. Most previous research on 
contextual differences in leaving home are based on cross-sectional comparisons 
of co-residence rates. The benefits of the pseudo-panel design in this dissertation 
are that it estimates more precisely when home leaving occurs and that it 
allows for the use of dynamic measures for the predictors of leaving home. 
Such a dynamic pseudo-panel approach could also be adopted in research on 
cross-national differences in other life course events. Finally, a methodological 
contribution of this dissertation is that it is among the firsts to apply the KHB 
method (Karlson, Holm, & Breen, 2012) in event-history analyses on the timing of 
leaving and returning home. This method allows for the estimation of mediation 
effects in nonlinear probability models, such as event-history models.
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Figure 1.2: Conceptual scheme of the main factors studied per chapter.

Note: The numbers refer to the number of the chapter.

1. 2 Theoret ical  Background

A l ife course perspect ive on leaving home
The life course perspective provides the overarching theoretical framework 
for this dissertation. This perspective highlights that life course transitions 
are embedded in a longer life trajectory (Elder, 1994, 1998). Home leaving is 
not simply a change from living with parents to living independently. Rather, 
leaving home is part of an individual’s life course, set in a specific time and 
place. It is both affected by previous life course events and affects the further 
life course. All four of the main tenets of life course theory are applied in 
this dissertation.

First, life course theory emphasizes the importance of timing of transitions 
for the further life course (Elder, 1998; Hogan & Astone, 1986). It is believed 
that experiencing an event at a certain age or in a certain life phase matters 
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for the effects of the event. The importance of the timing of events is also 
emphasized in this dissertation. The timing of leaving or returning home is 
the main outcome in all of the empirical studies in the dissertation. Second, life 
course theory focuses on the role of the historical time and place in shaping the 
life course. Transitions do not occur in a vacuum but are embedded in social 
structure and culture, which offer constraints and opportunities. Historical 
time and place mainly play a role in the chapters on contextual explanations 
for leaving home (Chapter 5 and 6). In these chapters, I study how the timing 
of leaving home is dependent on the country and time in which one lives. 
For example, I examine the impact of recent financial aid reforms on leaving 
home. Does the context matter for students’ home-leaving decisions? Third, life 
course theory emphasizes the idea of linked lives. Individuals’ experiences are 
connected to their other experiences and to the experiences of close members 
of their network. Within the family, transitions that one family member 
experiences has spillover effects to other family members. Within individuals, 
earlier transitions affect later transitions. I pay attention to the concept of linked 
lives by studying characteristics and experiences of the young adults and other 
family members as predictors of leaving and returning home. Most notably, I 
study how leaving and returning home are linked. In line with a life course 
perspective, returning home might not only be the result of life after leaving 
home, but also of the leaving home transition itself. A “too” early move out of 
the parental home could affect the likelihood of returning home. Lastly, life 
course theory assumes that there is human agency - individuals make their 
own decisions within a frame of opportunities and constraints. Individuals 
are expected to differ in their reaction to their environment. The premise of 
human agency comes back at several points in my research. For example, I 
study differential effects of contextual factors. Whether student financial aid 
reforms affect students’ home-leaving decisions may depend on the financial 
resources of their parents.

A push-pull  f ramework
When is it time to leave home? Theoretical work on individual explanations 
for the timing of leaving home typically assumes a push-pull framework. 
Young adults are expected to leave home if there are push factors that make 
living at home less attractive and pull factors that make living independently 
more attractive. Push factors are characteristics of the parental home such 
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as housing conditions and the quality of the parent-child relation. Pull 
factors are characteristics of the independent living situation such as the 
presence of a partner and being employed. In line with this framework, it is 
expected that young adults leave home later if their parental home is a so-
called “feathered nest” (Avery, Goldscheider, & Speare, 1992). A feathered 
nest has many resources that make the home pleasant to live in; there are few 
factors that push the child out of the home. A distinction is made between 
transferable and non-transferable resources in the parental home (De Jong-
Gierveld, Liefbroer, & Beekink, 1991). Non-transferable resources such as 
emotional support by the parents are expected to delay home leaving because 
they are (partially) lost when leaving home. Transferable resources such as 
economic resources are largely preserved when leaving home and could 
facilitate home leaving. All in all, the push-pull framework translates into 
a model in which young adults leave home when the benefits outweigh the 
costs of leaving home.

Cult ure and st r uct ure
The “welfare mix” of structural (institutional and economic) and cultural 
factors describes the most prominent contextual-level explanations for 
leaving home (Vogel, 2002). Structural explanations emphasize the role of 
welfare state regulations, unemployment rates, and the housing market. 
According to these explanations, the opportunities and constraints in 
a country affect young adults’ home-leaving decisions. A more elaborate 
welfare state and a prosperous economy could facilitate leaving home. The 
state and economy provide young adults with resources to live independently 
and could protect them from some of the financial risks of independent living. 
Cultural explanations are based on more deep-rooted historical differences 
between countries. These explanations follow from the work of Reher (1998) 
and Hajnal (1965), who group countries in Europe on the basis of family 
systems and marriage patterns. Reher (1998) argued that co-residence patterns 
follow a division between weak family systems in Northern Europe, where 
independence is valued, and strong family systems in Southern Europe.
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1. 3 Previous Research

Tables 1.1 and 1.2 provide an overview of the main predictors examined in 81 
studies on leaving (Table 1.1) and returning home (Table 1.2). The grouping 
of predictors mirrors the conceptual scheme of the dissertation (Figure 1.2). 
The outcomes of the reviewed studies on individual explanations are the age 
at leaving home, the timing of leaving home, and the timing or occurrence 
of returning home. The studies on contextual predictors generally study co-
residence rates as the main outcome; they do not observe leaving or returning 
home. The effects of the contextual-level predictors are, therefore, relevant 
for both leaving and returning home. A positive effect in the tables implies 
earlier leaving or returning home.

Individual explanat ions
Most previous studies examined individual explanations for the timing of 
leaving home. One of the central findings in this literature is that young 
adults from separated families are more likely to leave home early (e.g., 
Aquilino, 1991; Cooney & Mortimer, 1999; Goldscheider & Goldscheider, 1998; 
Raab, 2017). The differences in leaving home between young adults from two-
parent and separated families depend on several factors, such as the presence 
of a stepparent and the gender of the child. Young adults who have grown 
up in a stepfamily are more likely to leave home early than those who have 
grown up in a single-parent family (Aquilino, 1991; Bernhardt, Gähler, & 
Goldscheider, 2005; Blaauboer & Mulder, 2009). Several studies suggest that 
the effect of growing up in a stepfamily is stronger among women (Aquilino, 
1991; Cooney & Mortimer, 1999; Kiernan, 1992). The effect of family structure 
on leaving home is also related to conflict in the parental home. Two studies 
show that young adults from stepfamilies are more likely to leave home 
because of conflict (Cherlin, Kiernan, & Chase-Lansdale, 1995; Kiernan, 1992). 
Another study shows that young adults from separated families are especially 
likely to leave home if there is conflict in the parental home (Bernhardt et 
al., 2005). Only one previous study examined how differences in leaving 
home between young adults from separated and two-parent families could 
be explained (Cooney & Mortimer, 1999).

Previous research has studied several push factors as explanations for the 
timing of leaving home. Interesting are the mixed findings for the effect of 
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parental income on leaving home. Whereas some studies find a positive effect 
of parental income (e.g., Aassve, Billari, & Ongaro, 2001; Avery et al., 1992; 
Manacorda & Moretti, 2006), other studies find no or negative effects (e.g., De 
Marco & Berzin, 2008; South & Lei, 2015). The effect of parental income may 
be dependent on the pathway out of the home. Whereas the effect is positive 
on leaving home for independence, it has a negative effect on leaving with a 
partner (Avery, Goldscheider, & Speare, 1992; Mulder, Clark, & Wagner, 2002). 
The contrasting findings for the effect of income could also be explained by 
the double role of parental income. On the one hand, a higher parental income 
forms a transferable resource that facilitates leaving home. On the other hand, 
a higher parental income offers material resources that “feather” the parental 
home. Moreover, the parents might not always be willing to support the child 
financially after leaving home. In line with these different roles, the effect 
of parental income depends on the age of the child (Iacovou, 2010). Whereas 
parental income delays leaving home early in young adulthood, it facilitates 
leaving home later in young adulthood. These age differences may reflect 
parental preferences for the age at leaving home. The effect of parental income 
on leaving home also differs between countries (Aassve, Billari, Mazzuco, & 
Ongaro, 2002; Iacovou, 2010; Mulder, Clark, & Wagner, 2002).

The findings for the other push factors are in line with the feathered-
nest hypothesis and push-pull framework. These push factors are “non-
transferable” resources of the parental home. Young adults are more likely 
to leave if their parents rent rather than own the home (Bayrakdar & Coulter, 
2018; Cobb-Clark & Ribar, 2011; Mulder et al., 2002; South & Lei, 2015), if there 
is conflict in the parental home (Bernhardt et al., 2005; Kleinepier & De Valk, 
2017; Seiffge-Krenke, 2006), if they have more siblings (e.g., Chiuri & Boca, 
2010; Mitchell, Wister, & Gee, 2004), and if they have a less close relationship 
with their parents (e.g., Blaauboer & Mulder, 2009; Cobb-Clark, 2008; South & 
Lei, 2015; Ward & Spitze, 2007). Closeness to the mother rather than closeness 
to the father is important for the home-leaving decision. Two studies suggest 
that young adults who have experienced residential mobility in childhood 
are more likely to leave home (Goldscheider & DaVanzo, 1985; Hill, Yeung, 
& Duncan, 1996). These young adults may have fewer community resources.

Several studies have examined the effects of pull factors on leaving home. 
Young adults are more likely to leave home if they have a higher income (e.g., 
Aassve, Billari, Mazzuco, & Ongaro, 2002; Iacovou, 2010; Warner & Houle, 
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2018). Whereas parental income plays a double role, the income of the young 
adults forms a fully transferable resource. Several studies suggest that the 
role of income depends on the context, as it is easier to live independently 
with no or a low income in some countries than in other countries (Aassve 
et al., 2002; Iacovou, 2010; Mulder et al., 2002). The findings for the effect of 
being unemployed on leaving home are more mixed. Although most studies 
find that young adults who are unemployed are less likely to leave home (e.g., 
Bertolini & Goglio, 2019), some studies find a positive effect of unemployment 
(e.g., Pelikh & Kulu, 2018). One study suggests that unemployment delays 
leaving home with a partner, but speeds up leaving home for independence 
(Holdsworth, 2000). The contrasting findings for the effect of unemployment 
could be explained by on the one hand a possible need for unemployed 
young adults to relocate in order to find a job, and on the other hand a lack 
of resources to live independently among unemployed young adults. The 
findings for the effect of the education level of the young adult on leaving 
home are also mixed (e.g., Chiuri & Boca, 2010; Pelikh & Kulu, 2018; Raab, 2017; 
South & Lei, 2015; Stone, Berrington, & Falkingham, 2011). Higher educated 
young adults are more likely to leave home for independence and less likely 
to leave together with a partner (Mulder et al., 2002; Schwanitz, Mulder, & 
Toulemon, 2017). Leaving home for college is a well-known pathway out of 
the home, but students are often financially dependent on their parents and 
may delay leaving home. Here, the country context is also relevant (Mulder 
et al., 2002; Schwanitz et al., 2017). For example, whereas education delays 
leaving home in the Netherlands, it has a positive effect on leaving home 
in the United States, and no effect on leaving home in Germany (Mulder et 
al., 2002). These findings reflect differences between these countries in the 
possibilities for students to commute to college. The findings for the pull 
factors regarding family formation are in line with the push-pull framework. 
Young adults are more likely to leave home if they have a partner or a child.

Finally, several studies have examined demographic characteristics. 
Virtually all studies on leaving home include gender in the analyses and 
show that women leave home at a younger age than men. The gap in the 
age at leaving home between men and women reflects patterns of earlier 
union and family formation among women (Manning, Brown, & Payne, 
2014). Few studies have tested whether explanations for leaving home differ 
between men and women (Blaauboer & Mulder, 2009; Stone, Berrington, & 
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Falkingham, 2013). Previous research has also examined the role of ethnic 
background and socioeconomic background. The findings for socioeconomic 
background are mixed, similar to the findings for parental income. Most 
studies suggest that young adults from ethnic minorities are more likely to 
leave home early (e.g., Kleinepier & De Valk, 2017; Lei & South, 2016).

Context ual explanat ions
Research on differences in the age at leaving home at a contextual level is 
primarily of a descriptive nature. A well-known finding in this literature is a 
north-south divide in the age at leaving home in Europe, with early leaving in 
Northern Europe and late leaving in Southern Europe (e.g., Aassve et al., 2002; 
Billari & Liefbroer, 2010; Billari, Philipov, & Baizán, 2001; Chiuri & Boca, 2010; 
Iacovou, 2002). Home-leaving patterns in Eastern Europe are more mixed.

Explanations for these home-leaving patterns mostly follow ad-hoc rather 
than from explicit tests of mechanisms. Only a few studies have examined 
correlations between macro-level factors and differences in leaving home 
between countries (Bayrakdar & Coulter, 2018; Billari, 2004; Buck & Scott, 1993; 
Chiuri & Boca, 2010; Iacovou, 2002; Lennartz, Arundel, & Ronald, 2015; Vitali, 
2010). Most studies on contextual-level explanations have examined structural 
explanations. In general, home leaving occurs earlier in more generous welfare 
states, countries with a more extensive rental housing market, and if the 
housing prices are lower (Billari, 2004; Chiuri & Boca, 2010; Iacovou, 2002; 
Lennartz et al., 2015). The findings concerning the role of unemployment rates 
are not conclusive. Home leaving occurs later in countries where a higher 
percentage of the population is religious (Iacovou, 2002).

Ret ur ning home
The findings for the predictors of returning home (Table 1.2) reflect the 
findings for the predictors of leaving home. Young adults are more likely 
to live independently if there are factors that make living independently 
attractive (pull factors) or characteristics of the parental home that make 
living with the parents not attractive (push factors). For example, young 
adults are more likely to leave and less likely to return home if they have a 
higher income (Da Vanzo & Goldscheider, 1990; South & Lei, 2015; Stone et 
al., 2013). Moreover, similar to the findings for the effect of family structure 
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on leaving home, young adults are less likely to return home if their parents 
are separated (e.g., Berngruber, 2015; Mulder & Clark, 2002; South & Lei, 2015)

Most studies on returning home have focused on the characteristics of 
young adults after leaving home. These studies show that family formation 
has a strong effect on the likelihood to return home. Young adults who have 
a partner are substantially less likely to return home. Partnership dissolution 
forms one of the main predictors of returning home (e.g., Arundel & Lennartz, 
2017; South & Lei, 2015). Young adults are more likely to return if they are 
not employed. In particular, a recent change to the employment status fosters 
leaving home (e.g., Berngruber, 2015; Billette et al., 2011; Stone et al., 2013).

Not only events after leaving home, but also characteristics of the leaving 
home transition itself affect the likelihood of returning home. Young adults 
are more likely to return home if they moved out at a young age or left with 
a partner (Billette et al., 2011; Gee, Mitchell, & Wister, 1995; Goldscheider et 
al., 1999; Mitchell et al., 2004; Warner & Houle, 2018).
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Table 1.1: Review of the empirical quantitative evidence on predictors of leaving home.

Measure N + N - N no Effect dependent on Pathway

Family structure
Parents separated1 19 1 Country, gender, stepparent + with partner

Push factors
Income parents2 5 2 6 Country, age, gender + independence

- with partner

Home ownership parents3 3 1

Number of siblings4 7 1 1 Gender

Quality parent-child relationship5 8 Gender parent - independence

Parent-child conflict6 3 1 Gender + independence

Residential mobility7 2

Pull factors

Income8 9 1 3 Country, gender, age

Unemployed9 4 12 3 Country, gender + independence
- with partner

Educational level10 4 6 3 Country, cohort + independence
- with partner

Having a partner11 3 Gender

Parenthood12 6 1 Gender

Context
Unemployment rate13 2 3

Housing prices14 2 1

Social expenditure15 3 1

% Owner-occupied housing16 1 1

% Catholics17 1

Demographics
Woman18 54

Ethnic minority19 1 7 Specific background + with partner

Education parents20 10 2 9 Country + independence
- with partner

Socioeconomic status parents21 4 1 2 Age + independence
- with partner

Notes: N + indicates the number of studies that found a positive effect of that measure on leaving 
home (earlier home leaving), N – indicates the number of studies that found a negative effect of 
that measure on leaving home (later home leaving). If a study found both a positive and a negative 
effect of a measure on leaving home, both effects are counted. Independence is leaving without a 
partner, with partner is leaving with a partner. + Indicates a more positive effect on leaving home 
via that pathway, - indicates a more negative effect on leaving home via that pathway.
1 (Aquilino, 1990, 1991, 1996; Bernhardt et al., 2005; Blaauboer & Mulder, 2009; Buck & Scott, 1993; 
Cherlin et al., 1995; Cooney & Mortimer, 1999; Goldscheider & Goldscheider, 1998; Hill et al., 1996; 
Holdsworth, 2000; Juang, Silbereisen, & Wiesner, 1999; Kiernan, 1986; Mitchell, 1994; Mitchell, 
Wister, & Burch, 1989; Raab, 2017; Sandberg-Thoma, Snyder, & Jang, 2015; Schwanitz et al., 2017; 
South & Lei, 2015; Tang, 1997; Warner & Houle, 2018)
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2 (Aquilino, 1990; Avery et al., 1992; Blanc & Wolff, 2006; Buck & Scott, 1993; Chiuri & Boca, 2010; 
Cooney & Mortimer, 1999; Goldscheider & DaVanzo, 1989; Iacovou, 2010; Manacorda & Moretti, 
2006; Mitchell, 1994; Schwanitz et al., 2017)
3 (Bayrakdar & Coulter, 2018; Cobb-Clark & Ribar, 2011; Mulder et al., 2002; South & Lei, 2015)
4 (Buck & Scott, 1993; Chiuri & Boca, 2010; Goldscheider & DaVanzo, 1985; Hill et al., 1996; Juang et 
al., 1999; Mitchell et al., 1989, 2004)
5 (Blaauboer & Mulder, 2009; Cobb-Clark, 2008; Cooney & Mortimer, 1999; Mitchell et al., 2004; South 
& Lei, 2015; Stattin & Magnusson, 1996; Ward & Spitze, 2007)
6 (Bernhardt et al., 2005; Kleinepier & De Valk, 2017; Seiffge-Krenke, 2006)
7 (Goldscheider & DaVanzo, 1989; Hill et al., 1996)
8 (Aassve et al., 2002, 2001; Avery et al., 1992; Blanc & Wolff, 2006; Ermisch, 1999; Goldscheider & 
DaVanzo, 1989; Iacovou, 2010; Mulder et al., 2002; South & Lei, 2015; Warner & Houle, 2018)
9 (Aassve et al., 2002, 2001; Avery et al., 1992; Bertolini & Goglio, 2019; Ermisch, 1999; Goldscheider 
& DaVanzo, 1985; Holdsworth, 2000; Mulder et al., 2002; Mulder & Hooimeijer, 2002; Pelikh & 
Kulu, 2018; Sandberg-Thoma et al., 2015; South & Lei, 2015; Stone et al., 2011; Warner & Houle, 2018; 
Wolbers, 2007)
10 (Chiuri & Boca, 2010; Mulder et al., 2002; Mulder & Hooimeijer, 2002; Pelikh & Kulu, 2018; Raab, 
2017; Scherger, 2009; Schwanitz et al., 2017; South & Lei, 2015; Stone et al., 2011)
11 (Aassve et al., 2001; Goldscheider & DaVanzo, 1985; South & Lei, 2015)
12 (Chiuri & Boca, 2010; De Marco & Berzin, 2008; Goldscheider & DaVanzo, 1985; Goldscheider, 
Hofferth, & Curtin, 2014; Sandberg-Thoma et al., 2015; South & Lei, 2015; Warner & Houle, 2018)
13 (Bayrakdar & Coulter, 2018; Buck & Scott, 1993; Lennartz et al., 2015; Vitali, 2010)
14 (Bayrakdar & Coulter, 2018; Ermisch, 1999; Lennartz et al., 2015)
15 (Billari, 2004; Chiuri & Boca, 2010; Iacovou, 2002; Lennartz et al., 2015)
16 (Iacovou, 2002; Vitali, 2010)
17 (Iacovou, 2002)
18 All studies
19 (Goldscheider & DaVanzo, 1989; Ho & Park, 2019; Kleinepier & De Valk, 2017; Lei & South, 2016; 
Mitchell et al., 2004; Sandberg-Thoma et al., 2015; South & Lei, 2015; Warner & Houle, 2018; Zorlu 
& van Gaalen, 2016)
20 (Aquilino, 1996; Bayrakdar & Coulter, 2018; Bernhardt et al., 2005; Bertolini & Goglio, 2019; Billari, 
Hiekel, & Liefbroer, 2019; Blaauboer & Mulder, 2009; De Marco & Berzin, 2008; Goldscheider & 
DaVanzo, 1985; Holdsworth, 2000; Mitchell, 1994; Mitchell et al., 1989; Mulder et al., 2002; Mulder 
& Hooimeijer, 2002; Schwanitz et al., 2017; South & Lei, 2015; Zhao, Rajulton, & Ravanera, 1995)
21 (Billari et al., 2019; Blaauboer & Mulder, 2009; Cherlin et al., 1995; De Jong-Gierveld et al., 1991; 
Mitchell, 1994; Mulder & Hooimeijer, 2002; Pelikh & Kulu, 2018)
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Table 1.2: Review of the empirical quantitative evidence on predictors of returning home.

Measure N + N - N no Effect dependent on

Characteristics of leaving home transition

Age at leaving home1 4

Left with partner2 3

Characteristics of parental home

Quality parent-child relationship3 2 1 Gender parent

Parents separated4 1 7 Stepparent

Education parents5 1 2

Income parents6 1 1

Characteristics after leaving home

Having a partner7 10

Partnership dissolution8 6 1

Employed9 7 2

Recently unemployed10 3

Recently in education11 3

Loans/debt12 2 1

Income13 4 2 Gender

Emotional distress14 2

Context

Later cohort15 2

Demographics

Woman16 2 2

Ethnic minority17 3

Note: N + indicates the number of studies that found a positive effect of that measure on returning 
home, N – indicates the number of studies that found a negative effect of that measure on returning 
home. If a study found both a positive and a negative effect of a measure on returning home, both 
effects are counted.
1 (Billette et al., 2011; Gee et al., 1995; Mitchell, 1994; Warner & Houle, 2018)
2 (Billette et al., 2011; Gee et al., 1995; Goldscheider, Goldscheider, St. Clair, & Hodges, 1999)
3 (Billette et al., 2011; Mitchell, 1994; South & Lei, 2015)
4 (Berngruber, 2015; Billette et al., 2011; Gee et al., 1995; Goldscheider & Goldscheider, 1998; 
Goldscheider et al., 1999; Mulder & Clark, 2002; South & Lei, 2015; Warner & Houle, 2018)
5 (Billette et al., 2011; Goldscheider et al., 1999; Mulder & Clark, 2002)
6 (Lei & South, 2016; Mulder & Clark, 2002)
7 (Arundel & Lennartz, 2017; Berngruber, 2015; Billette et al., 2011; Da Vanzo & Goldscheider, 1990; 
Houle & Warner, 2017; Mazzotta & Parisi, 2017; Sandberg-Thoma et al., 2015; South & Lei, 2015; 
Stone et al., 2013; Warner & Houle, 2018)
8 (Arundel & Lennartz, 2017; Da Vanzo & Goldscheider, 1990; Gee et al., 1995; South & Lei, 2015; 
Stone et al., 2013; Warner & Houle, 2018)
9 (Berngruber, 2015; Billette et al., 2011; Gee et al., 1995; Lei & South, 2016; Mazzotta & Parisi, 2017; 
Sandberg-Thoma et al., 2015; South & Lei, 2015; Stone et al., 2013; Warner & Houle, 2018)
10 (Berngruber, 2015; Billette et al., 2011; Lei & South, 2016; Sandberg-Thoma et al., 2015; Stone et al., 2013)
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11 (Arundel & Lennartz, 2017; Lei & South, 2016; Stone et al., 2013)
12 (Dettling & Hsu, 2014; Houle & Warner, 2017; Oksanen, Aaltonen, Majamaa, & Rantala, 2017)
13 (Da Vanzo & Goldscheider, 1990; Mitchell et al., 2004; Mulder & Clark, 2002; South & Lei, 2015; 
Stone et al., 2013)
14 (Sandberg-Thoma et al., 2015; Warner & Houle, 2018)
15 (Billette et al., 2011; Goldscheider et al., 1999)
16 (Billette et al., 2011; Goldscheider et al., 1999; Sandberg-Thoma et al., 2015; Stone et al., 2013)
17 (Da Vanzo & Goldscheider, 1990;Mulder & Clark, 2002; South & Lei, 2015)

1.4 Outl ine of the Disser tat ion

The first three empirical chapters of this dissertation (Chapter 2 to 4) are 
focused on individual explanations for leaving and returning home. In these 
chapters, I study explanations for early home leaving among young adults 
from separated families (Chapter 2), the effects of stepfamily experiences on 
the timing of leaving home (Chapter 3), and the effects of off-time home leaving 
on returning home (Chapter 4). The last two empirical chapters are focused on 
contextual explanations. In these chapters, I study the role of policy in home-
leaving decisions (Chapter 5), and structural and cultural explanations for 
cross-national differences in the timing of leaving home (Chapter 6). Two of 
the chapters are based on German data (Chapter 2 and 4), two on Dutch data 
(Chapter 3 and 5), and one on cross-national data for 22 European countries 
(Chapter 6). Four of the chapters use a dynamic longitudinal design. The 
final chapter (Chapter 7) discusses the main findings of this dissertation, its 
theoretical implications, and avenues for future research.


