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cause you had your friends, family 
and job there? Maybe you followed 
your siblings to the big city, and per-
haps you choose to live closer to 
your parents when you planned to 
have children.

This study explores the influence of 
the wider family context on residen-
tial choices in the Netherlands. It is 
shown that one’s family background, 
own household situation, and fam-
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and residential location. Shared 
preferences, linked lives and the ex-
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how and why family influences resi-
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Voorwoord

Mijn plezier in het onderzoek, de motivatie om het tempo er in te houden en uiteindelijk het 

verschijnen van dit boek, heb ik voor een groot deel te danken aan de mensen om mij heen. 

Ten eerste ben ik mijn promotores heel dankbaar voor hun begeleiding in de afgelopen vier 

jaar. Claartje, het schrijven van een proefschrift is in diverse voorwoorden al vergeleken met 

het beoefenen van topsport. Als dat zo is, dan was jij absoluut de perfecte trainer en coach. 

Je bracht me de techniek bij en stelde in goed overleg de schema’s op zodat ik ‘piekte’ op 

de juiste momenten. Tegelijkertijd had je altijd oog voor persoonlijke omstandigheden die de 

‘prestaties’ beïnvloedden en was je indien nodig ook een mentale coach. Met als resultaat 

dat ik, zonder blessures en binnen de limiet, lachend de finishlijn passeerde. Heel veel dank 

daarvoor! Aslan, ook jou wil ik bedanken voor je begeleiding in de afgelopen jaren. Hoewel 

wat meer op de achtergrond dan Claartje, stond jij ook altijd voor me klaar met adviezen, 

suggesties en goede ideeën. En als er iemand heeft bijgedragen aan mijn (onderzoeks)

techniek, dan ben jij het. 

Mijn interesse in de wetenschap en mijn passie voor het analyseren van grote databestanden, 

met als resultaat de wens om een proefschrift te schrijven, heb ik te danken aan Harry 

Ganzeboom en Ineke Nagel, mijn scriptiebegeleiders aan de Vrije Universiteit. Alhoewel ik 

het wetenschappelijk onderzoek nu verlaten heb, sluit ik niet uit dat ik ooit nog eens een 

grootschalige dataverzameling met veelkleurige enquêtes ga coördineren. 

Mijn eerste artikel schreef ik in Rostock, Duitsland. Daar bracht ik een semester aan de 

European Doctoral School of Demography. I’ve had a great time there, having drinks in the 

Crocodil and dancing im Studentenkeller with my fellow students. Moreover, I learned a lot 

from the lecturers of the Max Planck Institute for Demographic Research who introduced 

me to the world of demography. Mijn laatste artikel schreef ik in Umeå, Zweden. I would like 

to thank everyone at the Department of Social and Economic Geography of the University 

of Umeå, and especially Olle and Magnus, for the very pleasant and inspirational stay and 

cooperation. 

Het schrijven van een proefschrift betekende veel alleen achter de computer zitten en 

artikelen lezen. Gelukkig brachten Rooilijn, de lunches, borrels, cursussen, leerzitjes, 

klankbordgroepvergaderingen en onderwijstaken samen met collega’s de nodige afwisseling, 

gezelligheid en afleiding. Amanda, Annalies, Annemarie, Bas, Brooke, Carola, Edith, Edith, 

Els, Els, Fenne, Frans, Gert, Henk, Jochem, Joram, Josje, Koen, Manuel, Marco, Marjolijn, 

Melika, Michael, Mieke, Monika, Nadav, Rick, Rodrigo, Sabine, Sabine, Sanne, Sebastian, 

Sjoerd, Stan, Thea, Wendy, Willem, Wilma, Rooilijnredacteuren en deelnemers aan het 

Leerzitje, bedankt!
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Een paar collega’s wil ik in het bijzonder bedanken. Wouter en Mendel, jullie waren fijne buren! 

De geur van verse koffie die jullie verzorgden voor mijn kamergenoten, was een aangenaam 

begin van de werkdag. Emma en Iris, in de korte tijd dat wij met z’n drieën een kamer 

deelden heb ik veel leuke en fijne momenten met jullie meegemaakt. Ik hoop dat jullie nieuwe 

werkplek net zoveel gezelligheid biedt. Annika en Inge, ik ben heel blij dat jullie gedurende 

het grootste deel van mijn promotietraject mijn kamergenootjes zijn geweest, en dat we onze 

paranimf-driehoeksverhouding gaan vervolmaken. Ik kijk met heel veel plezier terug op onze 

theepauzes, lunches, borrels en andere momenten waarop ik alles (met de nadruk op alles) 

bij jullie kwijt kon. Ik hoop dat we nog veel leuke momenten gaan delen in Oost! 

Een officieus samenwerkingsverband tussen de UvA en AV Startbaan zorgde ervoor dat ik 

me ook tijdens de momenten waarop de inspiratie en concentratie ver te zoeken waren, 

nuttig maakte. En de energie die ik haalde uit het sporten en vrijwilligerswerk bij Startbaan 

heeft zonder twijfel een positieve bijdrage geleverd aan mijn onderzoek. 

Otto, veel dank voor het ontwerpen van de cover en het binnenwerk waardoor een voor mij 

bijzondere prestatie ook een bijzonder mooi uiterlijk heeft gekregen. 

Merel, Wouter, Nienke, Aleid, jullie weten wat jullie voor me betekenen en jullie steun en 

vertrouwen in de afgelopen jaren en jullie vriendschap is onbetaalbaar. Eefje, paps en mams, 

ik ben trots op mezelf en dat heb ik aan jullie te danken! Hugo, jij haalt het beste in me naar 

boven en dat heeft de eindsprint tot een van de leukste periodes in de afgelopen vier jaar 

gemaakt. 

Marjolein Blaauboer

Amsterdam, oktober 2010



9



10

CHAPTER 1

Introduction
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Where and how a person lives, in what type of environment and dwelling, strongly influences 

the quality of that person’s life. Different residential locations offer different facilities, services, 

and housing-market characteristics, and thus different opportunities and constraints 

(Michelson, 1977; Feijten et al., 2008). Houses differ with respect to their size, quality, and 

affordability and thus strongly influence their residents’ well-being (Jenkins and Maynard, 

1983; Boehm and Schlottmann, 1999; Mulder, 2007). Where and how a person lives is the 

result of the residential choices made throughout the life course. Residential choice (a term 

used for behaviour with respect to housing quality and residential location (Mulder, 2007)) 

includes, among other things, choice of the timing of residential relocations, housing tenure, 

and residential environment and location. These residential choices are not always freely 

made (Mulder, 2007). The extent to which residential preferences are met is influenced by 

the resources available and restrictions encountered. Resources include not only financial 

resources, but also help and support from social networks and the location-specific capital 

a person may have. Restrictions can be imposed by housing-market characteristics and 

macro-level factors (De Jong and Fawcett, 1981). When one moves, and the location and 

house one chooses, are related to events occurring in and the characteristics of one’s other 

life course careers. These include the family and occupational careers (Michielin and Mulder, 

2008). Moreover, residential choice is also influenced by the preferences and attitudes (Brun 

and Fagnani, 1994) developed over the life course (Bourdieu, 1984; Bootsma, 1995).

The development of preferences and attitudes starts during childhood. Parents transmit 

preferences to their children through socialization. Parents also transmit resources to their 

children. Through this intergenerational transmission of resources and attitudes, one’s 

family background influences residential choices made later in life (Blau and Duncan, 1967; 

Bourdieu, 1984; Henretta, 1984). The characteristics of the family background also influence 

the strength of family ties (Amato, 1988), which in turn influences the extent to which family 

members influence each other’s decisions later in life. As a result people from different 

socioeconomic backgrounds and with different childhood experiences develop different 

preferences, have different resources available, and make different residential choices. 

In previous research, differences in residential choices are usually explained from differences 

in the characteristics of individuals or households, often using a life course perspective 

(Mulder, 2007). However, although studies of the intergenerational transmission of housing 

quality (see for instance: Jenkins and Maynard, 1993; Henretta, 1984; Smits, 2008) and 

residential histories (see for instance: Aero, 2006; Feijten et al., 2008) show the importance of 

one’s family background, not many studies have examined the influence of family members 

outside the household on residential choices. This study aims to expand the knowledge 

on residential choice by examining the influence of a broad range of family background 

characteristics and childhood experiences, and the influence of the wider family context on 

residential choices in the Netherlands. The wider family context includes family members 
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both inside the household, such as the partner and children, and outside the household, such 

as parents and siblings. The residential choices that are examined are the timing of leaving 

the parental home, homeownership, the choice of a residential environment type, distances 

between men and women in couples and their parents, and the geographical dispersion of 

siblings. The main research question addressed in this study is as follows: How are residential 

choices influenced by the family context, and to what extent does this influence differ between 

men and women and between couples and singles? 

1.1 Competing life course careers: the family and occupational career

Explanations for differences in residential choices often draw on a life course perspective. 

Events occurring in other life course careers, mainly the family and the educational and 

occupational careers, trigger events such as moves and housing adjustments in the residential 

career (Bootsma, 1998; Michielin and Mulder, 2008). In other words, residential choices are 

to a large extent influenced by the life course phase one is in, because different phases are 

associated with different preferences and needs regarding the residential career. 

The family and occupational careers can be competing. An individual or household may 

value the occupational career over the family career or vice versa. The relative importance 

that is attached to a career influences the preference for certain residential characteristics. 

The value attached to different life course careers may differ according to the phase of the 

life course a person is in (Bootsma, 1995). On completing education, the occupational career 

may be more important than the family career, which may lead to a preference for living in 

close proximity to job opportunities. When forming one’s own family, the value attached to 

the family career may become stronger and residential preferences may change from wanting 

to live close to work to favouring a single-family dwelling in a child-friendly area (Bootsma, 

1998).

Several events in the educational and occupational careers influence residential choices. Firstly, 

enrolment in higher education triggers the transition to leaving the parental home, because 

higher education is almost always located in a city. For the less-well-educated, finishing 

education and starting the occupational career often triggers leaving home (Goldscheider 

and Goldscheider, 1999; Mulder and Hooimeijer, 2002). Since cities also provide more job 

opportunities, both for highly- and poorly-skilled people (Feijten et al., 2008), the start of the 

occupational career is often associated with a preference for urban living (Brun and Fagnani, 

1994). Changing jobs or searching for a new job can trigger subsequent moves to locations 

with a suitable job market. Attaching great value to the development of the occupational 

career is thus likely to lead to residential choices that facilitate this development. 

Important events in the family career that trigger moves are union formation (either cohabitation 

or marriage) and childbirth. Single people and people in couples make different residential 
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choices because they are in a different phase of the family career. They are therefore likely to 

attach a different value to this career in comparison with the occupational career (Michelson, 

1977; Brun and Fagnani, 1994; Faessen, 2002). Moreover, singles and couples differ in the 

amount of resources they have available to realize their residential preferences (Faessen, 

2002). The birth of a (first) child is an important event in an individual’s life and is likely 

to influence the value attached to the family career (Bootsma, 1995). Family formation is 

therefore an important trigger for housing adjustments.

The influence of the possibly competing family and occupational careers on residential 

choices invites research that deals with these competing careers by considering differences 

between various household types (couples or singles, with or without children) and differences 

in people’s socioeconomic status (level of education, labour-market participation). In this 

study I have investigated the differences between singles and couples and their resources 

in the process of leaving the parental home and in their chances of being a homeowner. 

I have also examined the influence of household type and socioeconomic status on the 

residential environment choice, the distance between couples and both sets of parents, and 

the geographical dispersion of siblings. 

1.2 Family background: resources, shared preferences, and family ties

Characteristics of the family of origin in which an individual grows up, such as the parents’ 

resources, attitudes, and household situation, and childhood experiences such as residential 

experiences, influence residential choices later in life. There are several underlying 

mechanisms: the intergenerational transmission of resources; the development of preferences 

through socialization during childhood; and the influence of childhood experiences on family 

ties. Parents transmit their resources and attitudes to their children (Blau and Duncan, 1967; 

Bourdieu, 1984), and to a large extent siblings share their childhood experiences (Voorpostel 

et al., 2007). As a result adult children may share the residential preferences of their parents 

and their siblings and make similar residential choices later in life. 

Parents transmit resources to their children through intergenerational transmission. These 

parental resources influence the opportunities people have to realize their residential 

preferences. Parents who have more resources available can, for instance, help their children 

obtain a mortgage (Jenkins and Maynard, 1993; Pickvance and Pickvance, 1995). Moreover, 

the intergenerational transmission of resources also results in children having more resources 

of their own. Parents of high socioeconomic status (such as a high income and/or level 

of education) can thus help their children realize their preferences (Henretta, 1984), while 

parents with fewer resources, such as single-parent families, have fewer opportunities to 

support their children financially (Fischer, 2004). 
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Preferences and attitudes that influence behaviour later in life are developed during childhood 

through socialization (Bourdieu, 1984). Parents transmit their attitudes towards family, 

education, and housing quality to their children. As a result they develop similar preferences 

and later in life may make residential choices similar to their parents’ (Bourdieu, 1984; 

Henretta, 1984). During childhood, people also develop a sense of belonging or attachment 

to their place of residence (Bourdieu, 1984; Aero, 2006) and they build up location-specific 

capital in the form of social networks and knowledge of the housing or job market (DaVanzo, 

1981; Fischer and Malmberg, 2001). As a result, people may develop a preference for a 

certain location or type of residential environment. They may decide to stay close to where 

they grew up or to return to their childhood place of residence after having moved away for 

their education or choose a place of residence later in life that resembles that where they 

grew up. 

Family background characteristics and childhood experiences also influence the strength of 

family ties later in life. Events such as a parental divorce or families consisting of stepparents 

and half siblings are known to speed up the process of leaving the parental home (Mitchell, 

2004); this situation can influence attitudes towards family later in life and can lead to weaker 

family ties (Amato, 1988; Fischer, 2004). Individuals who grew up in such non-standard 

families may have weaker ties to their family members and to the location in which they 

grew up, and may not have a strong preference for living in close proximity to other family 

members. 

The effect of family background characteristics and childhood experiences has often been 

examined for the timing of leaving the parental home and housing tenure, but not frequently 

for other residential choices such as location. In this study, the influence of family background 

characteristics on the timing of leaving home, homeownership, the residential environment 

type, distance to parents, and the geographical dispersion of siblings is examined. Moreover, 

I consider the influence of childhood residential experiences on later residential environment 

choice and the dispersion of siblings.

1.3 Linked lives: family members outside the household 

The influence of family members such as parents and siblings on an individual’s preferences 

and behaviour does not end when he or she leaves the parental home. People living in the 

same household for a large part of their lives share many life experiences and may develop 

similar preferences. This situation is also referred to as the linked lives of family members: 

the lives of parents and their children and mutual siblings are linked because of these shared 

experiences (Elder, 1994). Even in today’s individualistic Western societies such as the 

Netherlands, these linkages appear to remain strong and of great value to individuals. The 

extended family still plays an important role in people’s lives and family solidarity seems 

far from diminishing (Bengtson, 2001). Siblings and parents and their adult children may 
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therefore take each other’s residential choices into account when making their own. I have 

distinguished between three underlying mechanisms: the strength of family ties, care and 

support needs, and continued socialization.

Firstly, the strength of an individual’s family ties influences the extent to which the preferences 

and choices of family members outside the household have an effect on behaviour and 

choices made later in life. Strong family ties are likely to be associated with a preference 

for living in close proximity to other family members. Secondly, because the exchange of 

support is strongly associated with living in close proximity (Rogerson et al., 1997: Mulder 

and Cooke, 2009), the care and support needs and receipt of support from family members 

outside the household are likely to influence individuals’ residential location choice (Michielin 

et al., 2008). Events that increase the need for support, childbirth or divorce for instance, 

can trigger moves closer to other family members (Michielin and Mulder, 2008). Thirdly, 

choices that parents and siblings make later in life can serve as an example for individuals. 

We can refer to this influence as continued socialization. Through this, people experience 

the consequences of choices made by other family members and can evaluate them. Family 

members can therefore decide to make a residential choice because other family members 

have made similar choices with a positive effect, such as a long distance move or buying 

their own home. 

The role that family members outside the household play in people’s residential choices 

later in life has received relatively little research attention so far (Mulder, 2007), although 

recently there has been an increase in studies on distances between parents and their adult 

children (Malmberg and Pettersson, 2007; Michielin et al., 2008; Smits, 2010). The research 

on distances shows a clear association between parental and child characteristics and the 

distance between them (Rogerson et al., 1997). This finding raises the question what the 

relationship is between other family members’ location choices and to what extent family 

members outside the household play a role in residential choices in addition to the known 

effect of life course characteristics. I therefore consider the association between people’s 

residential environment choice and that of their parents and siblings, I have taken account of 

the distance between couples and both sets of parents, and have examined to what extent 

similarities and differences among siblings affect their geographical dispersion.

1.4 Gender differences: male dominance versus female family ties

Gender differences play an important role in society. Gender is socially constructed: norms 

and expectations shape the preferences, opportunities, and constraints of men and women. 

As a result they show different behaviour and make different choices (Saugeres, 2009). The 

residential choices of men and women differ for several reasons. First of all, there can be 

gender inequalities within couples; secondly, men and women may be affected differently by 

their family background; and lastly, men and women may differ in the strength of their family 
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ties and in their family attitudes. 

Within couples, gender inequalities can arise at several points in time. Because the male 

partner is in general a few years older, he is likely to be more advanced in his occupational 

and residential careers and on union formation the woman is more likely to move to his 

place rather than vice versa (Mulder and Wagner, 1993). The male partner therefore has a 

stronger bargaining position and is thus likely to have a larger say in a couple’s residential 

choices (Bielby and Bielby, 2002; Cooke, 2008). Because his location preferences are likely 

to be considered of more importance than hers, a woman is more likely to be a trailing 

spouse or tied migrant than a man is: households tend to move or stay for the benefit of his 

occupational career even if that might harm her career (Boyle et al., 2001). This situation may 

result in inequality in the extent to which the residential preferences of the male and female 

partner are met.

Both women in couples and single women are known to be affected more strongly by family 

background characteristics than men are. Experiences such as a parental divorce have a 

stronger effect on the behaviour and attitudes of women than of men (Aquilino, 1991; Canada-

Vicinay, 2005). Moreover, parents seem to provide their daughters with more resources than 

their sons (Mitchell, 2004). As a result men and women from similar family backgrounds differ 

in their residential opportunities and choices. The different values they attach to family also 

influence their residential choices. Women are often the kin keepers in a family (Rossi and 

Rossi, 1990). Not only do they provide more care within their own household, but they also 

exchange more support and have more contact with family members outside the household 

(Spitze and Logan, 1990). Because women attach more value to family and have stronger 

family ties, they may be more likely than men to take their family members’ residential-location 

choices into account when choosing their own.

The different mechanisms (family background, resources, and family ties) that cause gender 

differences in residential choices invite separate analyses of both genders and for research 

in which the influence of these mechanisms is combined. The differences between gender 

effects in couples and gender effects for singles are also of interest. For both single men 

and women and men and women in couples, I have examined the differences between them 

in their home-leaving process and in their likelihood of being a homeowner. For men and 

women in couples, I have examined the extent to which the characteristics of both partners 

influence the likelihood of living in an owner-occupied dwelling and the distance from both 

sets of parents. 

1.5 Research questions

The main research question of this study is addressed through five part questions that are 

each answered in a separate chapter. All the chapters have been published in or submitted 
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as an article to an international peer-reviewed scientific journal. Each part question deals with 

a different characteristic of an individual’s or household’s residential choice. 

In Chapter 2 the focus is on the first transition to an independent household: leaving the 

parental home. This major life-course transition influences one’s future residential career 

to a large extent (Goldscheider and Goldscheider, 1999; Rusconi, 2004). I have specifically 

studied the gender differences in the effects that family background characteristics have 

on the transition of leaving the parental home and distinguish between leaving home to live 

alone and leaving home to live with a partner. The research question I address is: To what 

extent do characteristics of the family of origin influence the timing of the transition of leaving 

the parental home for the first time to live without a partner or to live with a partner, and to 

what extent do these effects differ between men and women? 

In Chapter 3 I report my investigation of the effect of family background characteristics 

on the likelihood of being a homeowner. It has been shown that housing tenure is strongly 

related to housing quality. Owner-occupied dwellings are often of better quality than rented 

dwellings and being a homeowner also leads to a financial advantage. The difference in the 

likelihood of being a homeowner between different groups in society is therefore an indicator 

for possible social inequality (Henretta, 1984; Boehm and Schlottmann, 1999; Conley, 2001; 

Helderman, 2007). In this chapter we examine the effects of family background characteristics 

and individual resources on the homeownership of men and women in couples and single 

men and women. The research question that is addressed is: To what extent do resources, 

household context and family background characteristics influence homeownership and to 

what extent does this influence differ between men and women in couples and between 

single men and women? 

Chapter 4 addresses another characteristic of an individual’s residential choice, namely the 

location choice. More specifically, I have explained the type of residential environment in 

which one lives by examining the impact of residential childhood experiences and family 

members outside the household. I have distinguished between urban, suburban, and rural 

residential environments. The different types of residential environment provide different 

facilities, opportunities, and constraints and thus to a large extent influence the quality 

of life (Michelson, 1977; Feijten et al., 2008). I investigated the following: To what extent 

do (residential) childhood experiences and the residential choices of parents and siblings 

outside the household play a role in residential environment choices of individuals, in addition 

to the known effect of life course characteristics, and what is the relative importance of 

childhood experiences and the location of parents and siblings compared to that of life course 

characteristics?
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The study described in Chapter 5 is of distances between men and women in couples 

and both sets of parents. Studies of the distances between family members are important 

because of the strong association with the exchange of care and support (Rogerson et al., 

1997; Malmberg and Pettersson, 2007). Often the focus is on the distance between parents 

and their adult children, but in the case of couples the support and needs of two sets of 

parents can influence their location choice. The following question is answered: Do couples 

live in closer proximity to the parents of the male partner or of the female partner, and to what 

extent can the distance to both sets of parents be explained by gender differences related to 

the socioeconomic considerations and resources of both partners in the couple or by gender 

differences related to support and family ties? 

In Chapter 6 the focus is also on the distances between family members, but here I examine 

the geographical dispersion of siblings. Throughout the whole of an individual’s life course 

siblings form an important source of support (Voorpostel et al., 2007) and this is facilitated 

by proximity (Litwak and Kulis, 1987). I have investigated the residential locations of siblings 

and explained the dispersion between siblings by characteristics of the sibling network and 

by family background characteristics. The research question addressed is: To what extent 

can the geographical dispersion of siblings be explained by life course needs and sibling ties 

reflected by current socio-demographic characteristics of the sibling network and residential 

and socio-demographic characteristics of the family of origin?

In Chapter 7 the conclusions based on the findings in the previous chapters are discussed 

and the main research question answered. In this concluding chapter I also reflect on the 

study as a whole and discuss ideas for future research. 

1.6 Research approach and context

The methodological approach used to answer all the part questions is quantitative. The 

first four questions draw on data from a large-scale survey that is representative for the 

Netherlands: the Netherlands Kinship Panel Study (NKPS; Dykstra et al., 2005). The fifth 

question is answered using the Swedish register database ASTRID. The methods used are 

event history analyses (Chapter 2), logistic regression analyses (Chapter 3 and 4), and linear 

regression analyses (Chapter 5 and 6).

The NKPS has been developed to examine family and kinship relationships in the Netherlands 

from a dynamic multi-actor perspective. In 2002-2004, a representative address sample of the 

Dutch population between the ages of 18 and 79 and not living in institutions was interviewed 

using Computer Aided Personal Interviewing. The respondents also completed an additional 

self-completion questionnaire. Questions were asked about a broad range of demographic, 

geographic, socioeconomic, health, and housing characteristics and about attitudes, 

such as family solidarity and attitudes towards family and work life. The respondents also 
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provided information on the characteristics of their partner, parents, siblings, and children. 

Information about the family background was obtained through retrospective questions. In 

addition to the primary respondents, family members within and outside the respondent’s 

household, including a partner, parent, sibling, and child(ren), were also interviewed. As a 

result family relations could be studied from a multi-actor perspective. The overall response 

rate of the NKSP was 45 percent, which is comparable to other large-sale data collections in 

the Netherlands (Dykstra et al., 2005). In 2008, the second wave of the NKPS also became 

available. In this study I used the main sample of primary respondents of the first wave of the 

NKPS, which consists of 8161 respondents. 

The data for Chapter 6 come from the Swedish longitudinal micro-database ASTRID. This 

database consists of register and census data from Statistics Sweden and is hosted by the 

Department of Social and Economic Geography, Umeå University. The register data includes 

individual information on the socioeconomic, demographic, and geographic characteristics 

of all Swedish residents. Information about the residential location has a spatial resolution 

of 100 metres. Links between family members outside the household are available for those 

born in Sweden. The register data are available from 1985 and are updated annually. The 

register data are supplemented by the Swedish census data collected every five years from 

1960 to 1990. With the information from the census data, it was also possible to examine 

people’s family background for recent generations. 

This study has been conducted within the research program ‘The Family Context and 

Residential Choice’ in which the residential choices of individuals and households are related 

to the wider family context. The main research question of this program is as follows: 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 research program is funded by 

NWO VICI grant no. 453-04-001. The research team consisted of Clara H. Mulder (principal 

investigator), Aslan Zorlu, Francesca Michielin, Annika Smits, and Marjolein Blaauboer.
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Abstract

We address the question to what extent characteristics of the family of origin influence the 

timing of leaving the parental home and to what extent these effects differ between men and 

women. We use data from the Netherlands Kinship Panel Study to examine the effects of 

parental resources, atmosphere in the family of origin and family structure on leaving home 

to live without a partner and leaving home to live with a partner. The results indicate that a 

pleasant atmosphere in the parental home decreases the risk of leaving home and living in 

stepfamilies or single-parent families increases this risk. The availability of parental resources 

leads to a decreased risk of leaving home at young ages, but an increased risk at later ages. 

Many of these effects are found for both men and women and for both pathways out of 

the home. Furthermore, we find evidence that women are affected more strongly by family 

background characteristics than men are. 

Key words

Family structure, gender differences, leaving the parental home, The Netherlands
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2.1 Introduction

Leaving the parental home is one of the first major transitions in the life course: a step in 

the transition to adulthood with important consequences for both parents and the child 

(Goldscheider and Goldscheider, 1999; Rusconi, 2004; Mulder and Hooimeijer, 2002). The 

timing of this transition is influenced by determinants such as developmental readiness and 

societal norms, individual resources, opportunity structures (for instance the economic and 

housing market conditions) and family background characteristics (Mulder, 2009). In this 

article, we focus on the influence of a broad range of family background characteristics 

on the timing of leaving the parental home. Moreover, literature suggests that life course 

trajectories, and specifically those related to the transition to adulthood, are very different for 

young men and young women (Canada-Vicinay, 2005; Andres and Adamuti-Trache, 2008). 

We therefore also use a gender approach in this article by examining the differences in the 

effects of family background characteristics on the timing of leaving the parental home of 

men and women. 

Several studies have addressed the influence of parental resources on leaving the parental 

home (Aassve et al., 2002; Avery et al., 1992; Mulder et al., 2002; Whittington and Peters, 

1996). These studies usually find that parents’ economic resources lead to a diminished 

likelihood of leaving home at young ages of the child, but facilitate it once the child gets 

older. Other studies have drawn the attention to the influence of family structure. The strong 

increase in divorce rates and in the number of households that do not consist of two natural 

parents and children has led to dramatic changes in the family structure in which young 

adults grow up. More and more children experience a parental divorce, grow up in single-

parent families or live with a stepfather or stepmother for part of their childhood (Kiernan, 

1992). This influences both the nature of the relationships between (step)parents and (step)

children as well as the amount of resources that a family has available for their children 

(Aquilino, 1991; Goldscheider and Goldscheider, 1999; Fischer, 2004). Previous research on 

the influence of family structure has shown a strong increase in the risk of home leaving 

at younger ages for those who live with stepparents or grow up in single-parent families 

(Mitchell et al., 1989; Cooney and Mortimer, 1999). Still other studies have examined the 

impact of the family atmosphere in the parental home, and concluded that young adults are 

less likely to leave from a pleasant parental family (see Mitchell et al., 1989; De Jong Gierveld 

et al., 1991; Aquilino, 1997). 

In many studies on leaving the parental home it is acknowledged that the process of leaving 

home differs between men and women. In several studies, therefore, men and women are 

studied separately. The results of these studies suggest that there are gender differences in 

the influence of parental resources or characteristics of the family of origin (Buck and Scott, 

1993; Goldscheider and Goldscheider, 1999; Mulder and Hooimeijer, 2002). Women might be 

influenced more by parental resources such as occupational status (Mulder and Hooimeijer, 
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2002; Aassve et al., 2002) and seem to be affected more by the family atmosphere and 

changes in the family structure than men are (Mitchell et al., 1989; Buck and Scott, 1993). 

Young men seem to develop different relationships with their single mothers and stepfathers 

and experience conflicts and tensions in different situations and to a different extent than 

women (Aquilino, 1991).

However, even though separate analyses for men and women are rather common, very 

few studies provide us with analyses that show which effects of family background differ 

significantly between men and women and to what extent. Moreover, in most research either 

the influence of parental resources or the effect of aspects of the family atmosphere and 

structure are studied, but not both at the same time. In this paper we present a thorough 

examination of gender differences in the effect of parental resources, family atmosphere and 

family structure. We test whether the impact of family background on men’s and women’s 

likelihood of leaving the parental home differs and on which aspects. We consider two 

pathways out of the parental home: leaving to live without a partner and leaving to live with a 

partner. The research question we address is:

To what extent do characteristics of the family of origin influence the timing of the transition 

of leaving the parental home for the first time to live without a partner or to live with a partner, 

and to what extent do these effects differ between men and women? 

We use recent data from the first wave of the Netherlands Kinship Panel Study (NKPS, Dykstra 

et al., 2005). These data include an extensive measurement of family structure, parental 

resources and information about the atmosphere in the family. The dataset is analyzed using 

event history techniques. 

2.2 Theoretical framework

Theoretical explanations for the differences in the timing of leaving the parental home 

between different (groups of) individuals often draw from a family life course perspective. The 

family life course perspective pays attention to the interaction between demographic, social 

and cultural factors that shape family relations and emphasizes the changes in roles and 

positions in the family and household domain of individuals when they experience life course 

transitions (Elder, 1994; Hareven,1994; Elder et al., 2003; MacMillan and Copher, 2005). The 

fact that family members lead ‘linked lives’ (Elder, 1994) also implies that those changing roles 

both influence and are influenced by other persons connected to the individual experiencing 

the transition (MacMillan and Copher, 2005; Aquilino, 1997; Bucx et al., 2008). Moreover, life 

course theories stress the importance of previous life course experiences: they shape and 

influence decisions and pathways later in the life course (Hareven, 1994). Leaving the parental 

home is often one of the first life course events that marks the transition to adulthood. It 

thus coincides with major changes in the roles and functions within the family of origin. The 
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decision of leaving the parental home is therefore often not made solely or independently by 

the adolescent, but is likely to be influenced by characteristics of the household in which they 

grew up. From a family life course perspective, the family background, including both the 

interactions between family members and the shared previous life course events, is expected 

to influence the decision to leave the parental home profoundly.

Theories on intergenerational transmission also add to the explanation of differences in the 

timing of leaving the parental home. Parents influence the lives of their children both through 

direct transmission of resources and through socialization: the transmission of values and 

preferences (Blau and Duncan, 1967; Avery et al., 1992; Goldscheider and Goldscheider, 

1999). As a result, parents with different amounts of resources will differ in the support they can 

offer their children, and parents with different norms and values will stimulate or discourage 

certain decisions of their children. As Furstenberg (2008) argues, the transition to adulthood 

is strongly shaped by social class. During early adulthood, people from advantaged and 

disadvantaged family backgrounds are likely to take divergent paths (Furstenberg, 2008). 

The timing of the transition to leaving the parental home is thus also likely to be influenced by 

material and non-material parental resources and values because they frame the opportunities 

and constraints that young people face when wanting to leave the parental home.

Using the theoretical frameworks on the family life course and intergenerational transmission 

of resources and values, we divide the discussion of family background characteristics into 

(1) parental resources and (2) family structure, atmosphere and values of the family of origin. 

Furthermore, we devote attention to other characteristics of the young adult we have to 

account for: age, level of education, cohort differences and immigrant status.

It is important to acknowledge that different motives can underlie young adults’ home leaving. 

For example, leaving home to get married and leaving home for college have repeatedly proven 

to be very different processes with different causes and effects. It is therefore important to 

distinguish between motives for leaving the parental home (Goldscheider and Goldscheider, 

1999; Lahelma and Gordon, 2003; Rusconi, 2004). Like in much previous research (for 

example Buck and Scott, 1993), we distinguish between leaving home to live without a partner 

(including living alone or with roommates) and leaving home for union formation (including 

both marriage and cohabitation). Leaving home to live without a partner may include leaving 

for educational reasons, for a job or because of a desire for independence and autonomy. 

2.2.1 Parental resources

Resources that parents can transmit to their children have an important influence on young 

adults’ opportunities for leaving their parental home. The more parental resources are 

available to young adults, the more likely it is that they can realize their preferences and 

overcome constraints. De Jong Gierveld et al. (1991) distinguish between material and non-
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material transferable resources. Material transferable resources include forms of economic 

capital, whereas cultural capital, such as the level of education, is a non-material transferable 

resource (De Jong Gierveld et al., 1991).

There is a strong intergenerational transmission of the level of education from parents to 

their children. Children whose parents have attained a higher level of education often attend 

higher education themselves as well (Blau and Duncan, 1967). Moreover, their parents are 

more likely than others to have a history of migration for education or work, which may 

serve as an example to the young adults. They will therefore leave home more frequently in 

order to attend college or university than children of less well educated parents. Parents who 

have attained a higher level of education tend to highly value openness to innovation and 

autonomy. Through socialization, these cultural values will be transmitted to their children. 

They will thus be more likely to leave home for independence and autonomy than children of 

less well educated parents (De Jong Gierveld et al., 1991). We thus expect a positive effect 

of the level of education of the parents on leaving home to live without a partner, whereas, 

because of social norms on independence of the parents, there might be a negative effect on 

leaving home to live with a partner.

The socio-economic status of the parents has often been proven to have a substantial effect 

on the transition to leaving the parental home (Avery et al., 1992; Mulder et al., 2002). A 

high amount of socio-economic parental resources can have two contrasting effects: it can 

stimulate leaving home because it can help overcome constraints, but it can also create a 

comfortable home situation - a so-called feathered nest - in which young adults prefer to stay 

(Avery et al., 1992; Goldscheider and Goldscheider, 1999). The effect of parental resources is 

likely to change when a person gets older. At younger ages, a good financial home situation 

might lead to a longer stay at the parental home, while with increasing age, parental resources 

can help young adults to find comfortable housing when they decide they want to leave the 

parental home (Avery et al., 1992). For the Netherlands, De Jong Gierveld et al. (1991) and 

Mulder et al. (2002) found a positive effect of father’s socio-economic status for leaving home 

to live without a partner. Mulder and Hooimeijer (2002) suggest that those who leave home 

to live without a partner might be more in need of parental support. For both pathways out 

of home, we expect a negative effect of the socio-economic status of the parents at a young 

age of the child, because of a comfortable home situation. With an increasing age however, 

young adults may want to start living independently, despite the benefits living with their 

parents might have. We thus expect that at later ages, a higher socio-economic status of the 

parents increases the chances of leaving home. This might be especially the case for leaving 

home to live without a partner because of a greater need for financial help of the parents. 

Homeownership of the parents often coincides with a good financial situation of the 

household. Furthermore, homeowners can use equity from their homes to help their children 
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financially or to guarantee their mortgage. Parental homeownership can thus be considered 

as a socio-economic resource. This may lead to better opportunities for young adults to leave 

the parental home although the feathered nest hypothesis may also apply. For Germany and 

the United States, Mulder et al. (2002) found a positive effect of parental home ownership 

on leaving home to live with a partner, but a negative effect on leaving home to live without 

a partner. It is possible that, after accounting for the parents’ socio-economic status, their 

homeownership mainly indicates a feathered nest for those who might otherwise leave home 

to live without a partner in shared or low-quality accommodation, but for those planning to 

form a union, the available resources enable young couples to afford a suitable, possibly 

owner-occupied home. We therefore expect a positive effect of parental homeownership on 

leaving for reasons of marriage or cohabitation, and a negative effect on leaving home to live 

without a partner. 

2.2.1.1 Gender differences in the effect of parental resources

Women might be more strongly influenced by their family background than men because 

their behaviour and decisions are generally more closely monitored and supervised by the 

parents. In other words, parents keep a closer eye on their daughters than on their sons 

(Mitchell, 2004). Women also tend to have closer relationships with their parents than men 

(Rossi and Rossi, 1990). Parents might therefore be more willing to support daughters than 

sons. We thus expect that the effects of parental resources are greater for females than 

for males. In previous research, however, contrasting results have been found in relation 

to gender differences in the effect of parental resources. For the Netherlands, Mulder et al. 

(2002) found that women are more likely to be influenced by their fathers’ level of education 

than men are. However, men were found to be more affected by their fathers’ socio-economic 

status than women were (Mulder et al., 2002; Mulder and Hooimeijer, 2002). A positive 

effect of parental income only for males was found by Buck and Scott (1993) for the United 

States and Aassve et al. (2002) for several European countries. Unfortunately, no theoretical 

explanations are given for these results, but it is possible that, in contrast to our hypothesis, 

parents particularly help sons because they expect sons to take up the provider role in their 

future families.

 

2.2.2 Family structure, atmosphere and values in the parental home

Non-material characteristics of the family of origin can strongly affect the lives of young 

adults. Firstly because the atmosphere in the family and changes in the family structure 

shape family relations. Secondly because non-material characteristics such as values and 

preferences of parents are transmitted to their children, thus influencing their preferences and 

decisions (De Jong Gierveld et al., 1991). 

De Jong Gierveld et al. (1991) argue that intra-familial care and understanding are important 

non-material resources that affect leaving home. In general, one could expect that young 
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adults are more likely to stay at home when their relationship with their family members is 

good, when they feel pleasant being at home and when the family atmosphere is warm and 

caring (De Jong Gierveld et al., 1991). This family atmosphere is strongly influenced by the 

quality of the relationship between the parents. When parents often argue with each other or 

have quarrels, the ambience at home will be less pleasant. Young adults may flee from their 

parental home earlier when their parents have a bad relationship. It has been argued that a 

good home atmosphere gives young adults time to wait with leaving home until they are ready 

for independence or that it prevents them from getting involved in early, high risk marriages 

(Goldscheider and Goldscheider, 1999). It has also been argued that the fact that children 

of divorced parents leave home earlier might partly be caused by their having experienced 

higher levels of conflicts within the parental home (Kiernan, 1992). The hypothesis is that the 

higher the quality of the relationship between the parents, the longer young adults will stay at 

home, for both pathways out of the home.

The availability of space and privacy in the parental home also affects the extent to which 

young adults feel comfortable at home. Because in larger families there might be a lack 

of space or privacy and because parents with more children have to divide their attention 

between them, young adults with siblings may leave home earlier compared to those without 

any siblings (Mitchell et al., 1989; Aquilino, 1991; De Jong Gierveld et al., 1991). On the other 

hand, having more siblings implies that parents have to divide their resources among more 

children, which decreases the amount available per child. This could delay the timing of 

leaving the parental home (Rusconi, 2004). The hypotheses that can be derived from these 

ideas are competing: having more siblings might either increase or decrease the likelihood of 

leaving home at a given point in time. 

The family structure and the changes in it during childhood are likely to affect the family 

atmosphere. Changes in the family structure during childhood such as a divorce and the 

formation of a non-standard family (not containing both natural parents) to a great extent 

influence relationships between family members, especially between (step)parents and 

children (Mitchell et al., 1989). Single-parent families often also have fewer resources available 

than two-parent families. Stepfamilies are more likely to have problems in relationships 

among family members, such as problems with and confusion about authority between 

the stepparent and stepchild (Mitchell et al., 1989; Aquilino, 1991). Therefore, non-standard 

family structures tend to increase the likelihood of leaving home by pushing young adults out 

of the household because of tensions or conflict. In several previous studies strong evidence 

was found that individuals living in single-parent families and stepfamilies during childhood 

have a much higher risk of leaving the parental home than individuals growing up with both 

natural parents (Mitchell et al., 1989; Aquilino, 1991; Buck and Scott, 1993; Cooney and 

Mortimer, 1999). The strongest effects are often found for leaving home to live without a 

partner, although leaving home for union formation is also speeded up (Aquilino, 1991). We 
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expect that living in non-standard family structures will lead to a higher risk of leaving the 

parental home for both pathways out of the home. 

Religiosity can be seen as a value that strengthens family-centred orientations and as a form 

of traditionalism (Mitchell, 2004). Parents are likely to transfer their religious values to their 

children, and therefore influence their home-leaving motives and decisions (De Jong Gierveld 

et al., 1991). Religious parents and their children might value traditional home-leaving patterns 

more highly and thus have a preference for leaving home for marriage and perceive leaving 

home to live without a partner as less appropriate. Research has indeed shown that religiosity 

of the parents leads to a higher risk of leaving home for reasons of marriage and to a lower 

risk of leaving home for other reasons (Mitchell, 2004; Rusconi, 2004). We expect parents 

being religious to lead to a smaller likelihood of leaving home to live without a partner. The 

opposite result is expected for leaving home to live with a partner. 

2.2.2.1 Gender differences in the effect of family structure, atmosphere and values

As we argued before, characteristics of the family of origin may influence women to a greater 

extent than men because parents may keep a closer eye on their daughters or feel more need 

to help their daughters than their sons. Women often also value having a good relationship 

with their family members more than men because they perceive themselves as (future) kin 

keepers in a family (Rossi and Rossi, 1990). Other life course transitions, such as leaving 

the educational system and entering the labor market, are also affected differently by family 

structures for men than for women. It has been suggested that young women seem to 

respond more actively to difficulties within the family, such as a parental divorce, while young 

men adopt a passive approach (Canada-Vicinay, 2005). Previous research on home leaving 

for the United States shows that women are affected more strongly by conflicts and tensions 

in the parental home than men are (Aquilino, 1991; Buck and Scott, 1993). Kiernan (1992) 

found similar results for the UK. Cooney and Mortimer (1999) found that a higher quality of 

the relationship with the parents only leads to a lower risk of leaving the parental home for 

girls. Both Buck and Scott (1993, for the United States) and Rusconi (2004, for West Germany 

and Italy) found an effect of family size for women’s chances of leaving home for marriage or 

family formation but not for men. We thus expect that the effects of the quality of the parental 

relationship and the number of siblings will be greater for females than for males.

Single-parent families often consist of a mother with one or more children. This family 

structure, in which a male parent is absent, can have a different effect on young men and 

women. Women are more likely to develop a close relationship with their mothers when their 

father is absent. Men, on the other hand, might miss a father figure during childhood and 

experience more conflicts with their mother (Aquilino, 1991). The effect of living in a single-

parent family on leaving home is thus likely to be greater for males than for females. The 

opposite holds for living in stepfamilies, which often consist of a biological mother and a 
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stepfather. Young men seem to profit from the presence of a man in the household, whereas 

young women often experience tensions and conflicts with their stepfathers (Aquilino, 1991; 

Buck and Scott, 1993; Cooney and Mortimer, 1999). The effect of living in a stepfamily might 

thus be stronger for females than for males. For other family structures, Aquilino (1991) found 

that living in an adoption family resembles living in a stepfamily. We thus expect a stronger 

effect of living in other family structures, which in our study mainly includes adoption, for 

women. 

Since religious parents often hold more traditional values towards family life and life course 

decisions, leaving home to live without a partner might be something they like seeing neither 

their sons nor their daughters do. Being more traditional, however, may also indicate having 

traditional gender role attitudes implying holding different norms for sons and daughters. 

Religious parents might object more strongly to their daughters living without a partner than 

their sons (Mitchell, 2004; Rusconi, 2004). We thus expect a stronger negative effect of 

religiosity on leaving home to live without a partner for women than for men. Leaving home 

to live with a partner might be the preferred pathway out of the home for both sons and 

daughters. We therefore have no reason for expecting differences in the effect of religiosity 

between men’s and women’s likelihood of leaving home to live with a partner. 

2.2.3 Individual characteristics

Previous research has consistently shown a strong age differentiation in leaving the parental 

home in Western countries, which we obviously have to account for. Leaving home to live 

without a partner is concentrated in the younger ages (up to 20), due to the fact that in the 

Netherlands people who leave home to live without a partner often do this for educational 

reasons. Leaving home to live with a partner takes place at slightly older ages. Women leave 

home at younger ages than men, particularly for living with a partner (Billari and Liefbroer, 

2007).

Educational enrolment and the level of education attained have a strong impact on the 

transition to leaving the parental home. In the Netherlands, young adults often leave home 

to live in student apartments when they enroll in higher vocational or university education, 

which is feasible for a considerable number of students because of state grants for students 

in higher education. Research also shows that a high educational degree has a positive 

effect on leaving the parental home to live without a partner (Mulder and Hooimeijer, 2002). 

In contrast, there are normative expectations that being a student and being married or 

cohabiting are incompatible so that young adults wait with union formation until they have left 

education (Blossfeld and Huinink, 1991). The incompatibility of being a student and forming 

a union seems to hold specifically for women. A higher completed level of education often 

indicates a high degree of non-traditionalism and highly valuing independence, possibly 

leading to postponement of partnership formation and late marriage. At the same time, those 
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who have completed higher education have a greater income potential and usually higher 

actual incomes, and are therefore in a stronger position to form partnerships and families. In 

a society as the Netherlands where the male breadwinner has not yet disappeared, this might 

imply that particularly highly educated men do not differ that much from less well educated 

men in their chances of leaving home to live with a partner (compare Aassve et al., 2002, 

who found a negative effect of low education on leaving home for males but not for females). 

Like many other Western countries, the Netherlands has witnessed a decrease in the age 

of leaving home among cohorts born in the early twentieth century up to those born in the 

1960s, whereas later cohorts show a slightly later timing. Furthermore, there has been an 

increase in the likelihood to leave home to live without a partner, whereas before World War 

II, marriage was the standard route out of the parental home (Iedema et al., 1997). 

Little is known about the differences in leaving home between migrants and native Dutch 

in the context of the Netherlands. A small-scale study by Bolt (2002) suggests that young 

Turks and Moroccans – two of the largest immigrant groups in the Netherlands – are unlikely 

to leave the parental home to live without a partner. And also, that a substantial share of 

particularly young Turkish couples live in the husband’s parents’ home for a while before 

forming their own households. De Valk and Billari (2007) show that Moroccans are somewhat 

more likely to co-reside with their parents than native Dutch. Native Dutch seem to value 

autonomy more strongly than young adults from other ethnic backgrounds, which results in a 

somewhat earlier home leaving for native Dutch. Women of ethnic minority groups also tend 

to prefer younger ages for marriage and entry into motherhood (De Valk and Liefbroer, 2007). 

We might thus expect that native Dutch leave home earlier and might be more likely to leave 

home to live without a partner, while non-Western immigrants are more likely to leave home 

to live with a partner. 

2.3 Data and methods

The data come from the main sample of the first wave of the Netherlands Kinship Panel Study 

(NKPS; Dykstra et al., 2005), which was conducted in 2002-2004. The main sample of this 

dataset contains data about 8161 respondents, all residents of the Netherlands and aged 18-

79. The dataset includes information about a broad range of socio-economic, demographic 

and family characteristics. Respondents were interviewed using CAPI questionnaires 

(Computer Aided Personal Interviewing) and filled out a self-completion questionnaire with 

additional questions. Information about the family of origin and the parents was obtained 

through retrospective questions. The overall response rate was 45%. This is comparable 

with other Dutch large-scale surveys (see Dykstra et al., 2005 for a detailed discussion of 

the response rate and sample representation). We selected all respondents born before 

1981, who were at least 22 years old at the time of interview. At this age over 65% of the 

respondents had already left home. After dropping cases with missing values, mainly on 
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parental level of education and on the quality of the relationship between the parents (3.9% 

cases with missings of the 7734 in the selected birth cohorts who had not left home before 

age 16), 7429 respondents remained.

The dependent variable is a measure of whether the transition to leaving the parental home 

for the first time took place in a particular year. The question asked was: In which year did 

you leave home to go and live on your own? Based on the questions when the respondent 

started living together with a partner (either unmarried cohabitation or cohabitation within 

marriage) or got married for the first time, we constructed two outcomes. If the year in which 

the respondent has left the parental home was equal to the year in which the respondent 

started cohabitation or got married, the outcome was coded as ‘leaving home to live with a 

partner’. In other cases, the outcome was coded as ‘leaving home to live without a partner’. 

Process time starts at age 16 and ends at age 35 because this event happening before or 

after that age is considered to be out of the ordinary and needs a more in-depth way of 

studying. Cases were censored at the time of interview or at age 35 when the transition had 

not been made by that age. 

Fathers’ socio-economic status was measured using a question about the occupation 

of the father when the respondent was aged 15. The occupations were coded using the 

International Socio-Economic Index (ISEI) (Ganzeboom et al., 1992) which runs from 10 to 

80. It was divided by 10 to obtain better readable parameters. Missing values were imputed 

with the mean value, and a dummy variable for the missing values was added in the analyses. 

Additionally, an interaction variable of fathers’ socio-economic status with age was created. 

Unlike for the main effect of age, we did not use age groups but a continuous measurement 

of age for this interaction term to reduce the number of degrees of freedom. For the level of 

education of the parents, the education of the parent with the highest level was taken into 

account.

The family atmosphere at home was approximated by a measurement of the quality of the 

parental relationship when the respondent was 15 years old. This parental relationship quality 

was measured using five items about how often parents were having arguments with each 

other or even lived separated for a while. The five items have a Cronbach’s alpha of .78, which 

indicates a good internal consistency. The variable was created by taking the mean value on 

these items and dividing the variable into three categories using the 33rd and 67th percentiles: 

low, medium and high quality of the relationship. We used this categorical division because 

the scores on the variable are skewed towards the higher values, implying that respondents 

retrospectively tend to consider their parents’ relationship of a rather good quality. It is unclear 

to what extent this is caused by a memory bias. For respondents whose parents never lived 

together, no information is available about the quality of the parental relationship. Therefore 

an extra category was added to the variable to account for this lack of information.
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We constructed a time-varying covariate for family structure, using information about all 
different family situations and the timing of the changes from one situation to another that 
a respondent has experienced from birth until the moment of leaving the parental home. 
The first family structure indicates a family situation where the respondent is living with both 
natural parents. The second structure indicates living with only the mother or only the father 
(single-parent structure). The third structure indicates a stepfamily: the respondent is living 
with one natural parent and a stepparent. The last category contains all other family structures 
such as living with other family members or in an adoption family. 

Religiosity of the parents was measured using the respondent’s report about whether his or 
her parents counted themselves as belonging to a particular religion when the respondent 
was aged 15. This question was taken from the self-completion questionnaire. A separate 
category ‘unknown’ was used for those who did not fill out that questionnaire or did not 
answer this specific question. 

Since only the completed level of education of the respondent at the time of interview is 
available, we had to rely on this information in order to develop a time-varying covariate 
that combines both enrolment and level of education. First we recoded the different levels 
of education into the years of education it normally takes to reach this level after finishing 
primary school: seven years for secondary vocational education (MBO), nine years for higher 
vocational education (HBO), eleven years for a university study and fifteen years for post-
graduation education. By adding 12 years (since children in the Netherlands on average leave 
primary school at that age), we have a proxy for the age of completing education. A time-
varying covariate was created for being in or out of education, combined with the level of 
education completed. Three categories were formed for those no longer in education, namely 
up to lower vocational degree, middle or higher secondary or middle vocational degree, and 
higher vocational or university degree. To control for possible cultural differences, we included 
a dummy variable for being a non-Western immigrant or second-generation non-Western 
immigrant. This variable was coded 1 when the respondent or at least one of the parents 

was born in a non-Western country. Table 2.1 shows descriptive statistics of the covariates. 

Table 2.1: Descriptive statistics in the year of leaving home or at censoring (N=7429, 50516 person-years)

 N %

Reason for leaving home
Did not leave home 191 2.6
Without a partner 3903 52.5
With a partner 3335 44.9
Sex
Male 3109 41.8
Female 4320 58.2

Parental level of education
Up to lower vocational 3573 48.1
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Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational 2451 33.0
Higher vocational or university 1405 18.9

Fathers’ socio-economic status missing 95 1.3
Parents homeowner at age 15
No 3542 47.7
Yes 3887 52.3

Quality parental relationship at age 15
Low quality 2093 28.2
Medium quality 2903 39.1
High quality 2349 31.6
Parents never lived together 84 1.1
Number of siblings
No siblings 347 4.7
One or two siblings 3478 46.8
Three or four siblings 1954 26.3
Five or more siblings 1650 22.2
Family structure 
Both natural parents together 6369 85.7
Single parent 677 9.1
Stepfamily 205 2.8
Other 178 2.4
Religiosity parents at age 15
Not religious 1110 14.9
Religious 5331 71.8
Unknown 988 13.3

Level of education completed
In education 2300 31.0
Up to lower vocational 2502 33.7
Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational 1795 24.2
Higher vocational or university 832 11.2
Cohort
1923-1939 1274 17.1
1940-1949 1307 17.6
1950-1959 1595 21.5
1960-1969 1878 25.3
1970-1980
Immigrant or second generation immigrant
No 7108 95.7
Yes 321 4.3

Mean St. dev
Fathers’ socio-economic status at age 15 4.492 1.52386
Age * Fathers’ socio-economic status 30.545 19.20471

Source: NKPS
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Event history analysis techniques were used. Since the dataset provides only annual 

information, discrete time analysis was the best option (Allison, 1982). We therefore used 

multinomial logistic regression analysis of person-years, where not having left the parental 

home (yet) is the base outcome. Leaving the parental home to live without a partner and 

leaving home to live with a partner are the outcomes of interest, analyzed using a competing 

risk approach. Since we were interested in the differences between males and females, we 

estimated the models for females and males separately. To test whether the odds ratios in the 

model for men and the model for women are significantly different, we use seemingly unrelated 

estimations of the two models (Clogg et al., 1995; Weesie, 1999). With this procedure, the 

coefficients and standard errors of the two models are estimated simultaneously. The 

coefficients obtained from this simultaneous estimation are the same as those obtained 

from separate estimations, but the standard errors are robust, which allows comparing 

the coefficients across the estimators. Using this procedure, we are able to compare the 

parameters from the models for men and for women. This enables us to examine whether 

certain independent variables have a greater effect for men or for women. 

2.4 Results

The results of the multinomial logistic regression analyses are presented in Table 2.2. Since 

we are interested in comparing females and males, we arranged the columns in the table not 

by model (a model for females and a model for males) but by route out of the parental home. 

Consequently, the odds ratios of leaving home to live without a partner for females are next 

to the odds ratios of leaving home to live without a partner for males, and the odds ratios of 

leaving home to live with a partner for females and males are also side by side. The third and 

sixth columns show whether the parameters from the models for females and the models for 

males differ from each other significantly. 

Table 2.2: Multinomial odds ratios for the transition to leaving the parental home
(separate models for females and males)

Without a partner With partner
Females Males diff. Females Males diff.

Constant 0.05 *** 0.05 *** 0.03 *** 0.01 *** ***

Parental level of education (ref. Up to lower vocational)
Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational 1.18 *** 1.31 *** 1.00 1.23 *** **
Higher vocational or university 1.65 *** 1.93 *** 0.97 0.96
Fathers’ socio-economic status at age 15 0.89 *** 0.91 *** 0.74 *** 0.75 ***
Age * Fathers’ socio-economic status 1.05 *** 1.04 *** ** 1.05 *** 1.03 *** ***
Fathers’ socio-economic status missing 0.92 1.49 * 1.13 1.26
Parents homeowner at age 15 1.09 * 1.02 0.99 0.91

Quality parental relationship at age 15 (ref. Low)
Medium quality 0.78 *** 0.76 *** 0.88 * 0.78 ***
High quality 0.65 *** 0.77 *** * 0.86 ** 0.80 ***
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Parents never lived together 0.72 1.02 0.61 * 0.77
Number of siblings (ref. No siblings)
One or two siblings 1.21 1.14 0.97 1.18
Three or four siblings 1.29 ** 0.99 0.96 1.31 *
Five or more siblings 1.22 1.23 0.96 1.31 *
Family structure (ref. Both natural parents)
Single parent 1.29 *** 1.17 * 1.35 *** 1.03 *
Stepfamily 1.59 *** 1.23 1.89 *** 1.47 *
Other 1.55 *** 1.51 *** 0.96 1.04
Religiosity parents at age 15 (ref. Not religious)
Religious 0.91 0.90 0.75 *** 0.90
Unknown 0.74 *** 0.93 * 0.78 *** 1.00 *

Age groups (ref. 16-20)
21-25 0.72 *** 0.76 *** 2.04 *** 6.52 *** ***
26-30 0.35 *** 0.45 *** 0.78 6.31 *** ***
31-35 0.04 *** 0.10 *** 0.06 *** 1.27 ***
Level of education completed (ref. In education)
Up to lower vocational 0.52 *** 0.57 *** 3.60 *** 2.00 *** ***
Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational 0.85 ** 0.75 *** 3.05 *** 2.04 *** **
Higher vocational or university 0.81 * 0.81 * 1.93 *** 2.21 ***
Cohort (ref. 1923-1939)
1940-1949 1.41 *** 1.27 ** 1.70 *** 1.46 ***
1950-1959 2.08 *** 1.55 *** ** 2.60 *** 1.42 *** ***
1960-1969 1.70 *** 1.52 *** 2.01 *** 1.16 ***
1970-1980 1.79 *** 1.82 *** 2.18 *** 1.16 ***
Immigrant or second generation immigrant 0.79 ** 1.28 ** ** 0.79 * 1.09

Model fit
Number of observations in person-years 26485 24031
Initial -2 Log likelihood 29225.44 22102.32
Final -2 Log likelihood 26003.90 19733.98
Prob > chi2 0.00 0.00
Degrees of freedom 58 58
Pseudo R2 0.11  0.11        

Source: NKPS
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1

2.4.1 The impact of parental resources

As expected, for both men and women a higher level of education of the parents leads to a 

greater likelihood of leaving home to live without a partner in a given year. For those females 

and males who have parents with the highest level of education, the risk is estimated to be 

65% and 93% higher than for those with parents with up to lower vocational education. The 

effect of parental level of education on leaving home to live with a partner is less strong: an 

effect is only found for males. Contrary to what we expected, this effect is positive. A higher 

socio-economic status of the father leads to a lower risk of leaving the parental home for both 
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men and women at young ages along both pathways. The effect seems stronger for leaving 

home to live with a partner. The interaction effect with age is positive, which indicates that 

with an increasing age, the negative effect of fathers’ socio-economic status becomes less 

negative until at a certain age it becomes positive. For leaving home to live without a partner, 

the turning point is estimated to lie at the age of 18.6, both for men and for women. For 

leaving home to live with a partner, the turning points are estimated to lie at the age of 22.3 for 

women and 25.7 for men. After this age, a higher socio-economic status of the father leads to 

an increased risk of leaving home. This is in line with our expectations that parental resources 

stimulate home leaving after a certain age, while before that it gives young adults a reason 

to stay at home. Parental homeownership only significantly affects women’s likelihood of 

leaving home to live without a partner. Opposite to what we expected and to what we found 

for the socio-economic status of the father, this effect is positive, indicating that women 

leave home earlier to live without a partner when their parents are homeowners. Possibly, 

the economic resource effect of homeownership is stronger than the feathered-nest effect.

We expected a stronger effect of parental resources for women than for men. This expectation 

is not confirmed for the level of education of the parents. The unexpected positive effect of 

parental education on the likelihood of leaving home to live with a partner is found only for 

men. However, for the interaction effect of socio-economic status of the father and age we 

find a statistically significant difference between men and women in the expected direction. 

Women are more positively affected than men are, indicating that the association of their 

likelihood of leaving home with their father’s economic resources increases more steeply with 

age than men’s. At older ages, parents might be more willing to use their resources in order 

to help their daughters find a place to live than their sons. 

2.4.2 The impact of family structure, atmosphere and values in the parental home

We find clear evidence that a higher quality of the relationship between the parents has a 

negative effect on leaving home along both pathways, which confirms our expectations. 

When parents get along better, indicating a pleasant atmosphere at home, young adults stay 

at home longer than when their parents often have quarrels. Some effects of the number of 

siblings on leaving home are found. Having three or four siblings compared to not having 

siblings increases the likelihood of leaving the parental home to live without a partner for 

women. Having three or more siblings increases the likelihood of leaving home to live with 

a partner for men. We thus find some evidence for the suggestion that young adults are 

influenced by a lack of space or privacy in their parental home. 

The results for family structure show the expected effects for both pathways out of the home. 

Women’s likelihood of leaving home to live without a partner is greater when they live in a 

single-parent family, in a stepfamily or in other family structures. Women’s likelihood of leaving 

home to live with a partner is also affected by living in single-parent families or stepfamilies. 
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For men, living in single-parent families and other family structures during childhood increases 

the risk of leaving home to live without a partner, while living in a stepfamily also influences 

men’s likelihood of leaving home to live with a partner. These effects are in line with our 

hypothesis that living in non-standard family structures leads to earlier home leaving.

We do not find any statistically significant effects of parents’ being religious for the risk of 

leaving the parental home to live without a partner, although the odds ratios show as expected 

a decreased likelihood. For leaving home to live with a partner, we do find a significant effect 

of parental religiosity for women. However, whereas we expected to find a positive effect, 

the results show that women with religious parents have a smaller likelihood of leaving home 

to live with a partner. This may partly be caused by the fact that the category ‘living with a 

partner’ also includes cohabitation, which religious parents might object to. The significant 

parameter for women of the ‘unknown’ category must have something to do with selective 

non-response to the self-completion questionnaire.

The results point in the direction that women are affected more strongly by family structure 

and atmosphere than men are. We expected that women’s likelihood of leaving home would 

be more strongly affected by living in stepfamilies, while for men a greater likelihood of home 

leaving was expected for living in single-parent families. For leaving home to live without a 

partner, the first hypothesis is confirmed, although the results for leaving home to live with a 

partner indicate that living in stepfamilies also increases the risk for men. Contrary to what 

we expected, living in a single-parent family has a stronger effect on women’s likelihood than 

on men’s. Furthermore, all parameter estimates for living in a single-parent or stepfamily are 

consistently greater for women than for men, even though not all differences are statistically 

significant. We also find a difference between men’s and women’s likelihood of leaving home 

to live without a partner for the impact of parental relationship quality, whereby the difference 

between low quality and medium quality is significantly greater for women than for men.

2.4.3 The impact of individual characteristics

For leaving home to live without a partner, we see that, compared to the age group 16-20, the 

likelihood of leaving home decreases for every older age group, which indicates that persons 

leaving home to live without a partner are most likely to do this when they are between 16 

and 20 years old. Although women are generally found to leave home earlier than men, our 

results do not provide evidence that this is the case for leaving home to live without a partner. 

Leaving home to live with a partner is concentrated in age group 21-25 for women and in age 

groups 21-25 and 26-30 for men. 

Compared to being enrolled in education, both females and males have a lower risk of 

leaving home to live without a partner when they are out of education. Once they are out of 

education, those with the lowest educational level have the lowest risk of leaving home to 
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live without a partner. As in previous research, we see an increased risk of leaving home to 

live with a partner when being out of education for both males and females. Here we find 

significant gender differences. Support is found for the idea that the incompatibility of being 

a student and forming a union holds particularly for women. Interestingly, for those out of 

education, men’s likelihood of leaving home to live with a partner increases with level of 

education, while it decreases for women. This finding seems to point to a traditional pattern 

in which men’s resources and earning potential are of greater importance to union formation 

than women’s (compare Oppenheimer, 1988).

More recent birth cohorts have a higher risk of leaving the parental home for both pathways 

compared to the cohort born between 1923 and 1930. The slight decrease in later cohorts that 

has been found in some previous studies is not found here. In the cohort born 1950-1959, the 

increase in the likelihood of leaving home to live without a partner is significantly steeper for 

women than for men. For leaving home to live with a partner, significant gender differences 

are found for every cohort except the 1940-1949 cohort, indicating a greater increase in the 

risk of leaving home to live with a partner for females than for males. The likelihood of leaving 

home to live without a partner of female immigrants and second-generation immigrants 

differs significantly from the likelihood of male immigrants: while for women a negative effect 

is found, immigrant men have a higher chance of leaving home to live without a partner than 

native Dutch men. For leaving home to live with a partner, an effect of being an immigrant is 

only found for women: it decreases the odds of leaving home to live with a partner.

2.5 Conclusion and discussion

In this paper we examined to what extent characteristics of the family of origin influence 

the timing of the transition of leaving the parental home for the first time and to what extent 

these effects differ between men and women. We distinguished between leaving home to live 

without a partner and leaving home for marriage or cohabitation. Gender differences were 

investigated by testing whether the parameters of the model for females differed significantly 

from the parameters of the model for males. 

Our results show that both parental resources, such as the level of education of the parents 

and fathers’ socio-economic status, and family atmosphere and structure, have a significant 

effect on the transition to leaving the parental home. Moreover, we found evidence that 

women are more influenced by several characteristics of the family of origin than men are, 

although parental education has a greater impact for men than for women. 

Parental resources are negatively associated with leaving home at the youngest ages, but 

positively at higher ages. A marked gender difference is found for the influence of socio-

economic status of the father at later ages: a higher socio-economic status of the father 

increases women’s likelihood of leaving home more than that of men. For leaving home to 
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live with a partner, a stronger effect of parental level of education is found for men than for 

women. Homeownership of the parents increases the chances of women leaving home to 

live without a partner, but no effect is found for men. These results might indicate that parents 

are more willing to provide financial help to their daughters than to their sons or that women 

more easily accept help from their parents than men. 

The atmosphere of the family of origin strongly affects the home-leaving process. A pleasant 

atmosphere leads to a longer stay in the parental home for both men and women. When 

parents have a good relationship, young adults leave home at later ages than when their 

parents often fight or have arguments. The effect of parental relationship quality is even 

stronger for women than for men. Both men and women have an increased risk of leaving 

home to live without a partner when living in a single-parent family, but only women leave 

home earlier to live without a partner when living with a stepparent. Living in a stepfamily 

increases both men’s and women’s likelihood of leaving home to live with a partner, but only 

women’s likelihood of leaving to live with a partner is affected by living in a single-parent 

family.

The results suggest that a pleasant atmosphere in the parental home and the availability 

of transferable resources lead to a home situation in which young adults, and particularly 

women, feel comfortable and prefer to stay until their need for independence or their wish to 

form a union with a partner becomes stronger. A negative atmosphere or lack of resources, 

on the other hand, might push young adults out of their parental home into early cohabitation 

or living on their own. At later ages, apparently particularly women tend to rely on parental 

resources when making the transition out of the parental home.

As in previous research, we distinguished between leaving home to live without a partner 

and leaving home to live with a partner. This is necessary because leaving to live without a 

partner and leaving to live with a partner are different processes with different age patterns 

influenced in different ways by the various explanatory factors (most notably the young 

adult’s enrolment in education and level of education). Although the differences between the 

two routes out of the parental home were not a central focus of this paper, it is remarkable 

that many of the effects of parental characteristics are in fact rather similar for both routes. 

A notable exception is the parental level of education. Those whose parents have higher 

vocational or university education are much more likely to leave home to live without a partner 

in a given year, whereas no such effect is found for leaving home to live with a partner. The 

differences between leaving home for cohabitation and leaving home for marriage might 

be more pronounced. This could be an interesting question for future research on different 

pathways out of the parental home.
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Further research might focus on the question whether the effects of family background 

characteristics have changed across different birth cohorts and whether gender differences 

diminish or increase over time. We focused on leaving home for the first time. For the vast 

majority of young people in the Netherlands the first time is also the last – not many young 

people return home. Yet, it could be interesting to study the relation between parental 

resources and family background characteristics on returning home, though this is hardly 

feasible using survey data. 

The NKPS data allowed us to include an indicator of the quality of the parental relationship 

in our models. The quality of the relationship between the young adults themselves and their 

parents and with their siblings could also provide information about the atmosphere at home. 

Specifically, information about the relationship between stepfathers and their stepchildren or 

single mothers with their children could give more insight into the gender differences that we 

have found. Regarding the issue whether parents with a high amount of parental resources 

indeed create a feathered nest, it could be useful also to include information on which facilities, 

such as an own room, parents offer their children. The actual functioning of ‘Hotel Mama’ is 

also important in this respect. Does a home situation in which parents provide cooked meals 

and take care of all home chores every day stimulate young adults to stay at home longer? 

And do boys and girls respond to this in different ways? To disentangle the specific influence 

of these characteristics of the parental home, further research on gender differences in the 

process of leaving the parental home is necessary. 
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Abstract

Homeownership is influenced by resources, household context and characteristics of the 

family of origin. Using the Netherlands Kinship Panel Study, we investigate this influence and 

to what extent it differs between men and women in couples and between single men and 

women. The results for couples show that the earning potential of the male partner, indicated 

by the level of education, is much more important to housing tenure than the earning potential 

of the female partner, whereas the impact of the current income is similar for both sexes. 

Single women are less likely to be homeowners than single men are. Moreover, the earning 

potential has a greater effect on homeownership for single men than for single women. Some 

evidence is also found for a greater effect of the father’s socio-economic status on women’s 

than on men’s home-ownership.

Keywords 

Homeownership, household context, family background, The Netherlands
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3.1 Introduction

Homeownership is an important aspect of the quality of people’s lives (Boehm and 

Schlottmann, 1999; Green and White, 1997; Helderman, 2007). Owner-occupied dwellings 

are regularly of a high quality and situated in attractive neighbourhoods (Mulder and Smits, 

1999; Conley, 2001). Buying a home also requires a large financial investment, which makes 

it an important step in the life course (Helderman et al, 2004). Owning a home is therefore 

a clear indicator of the social status of an individual and is often associated with a high 

standard of living. Furthermore, homeownership is not only an indicator of social status but 

also a way to gain capital. The differences in access that people have to homeownership can 

consequently cause social inequality in societies (Forrest et al, 1990; Jenkins and Maynard, 

1983; Henretta, 1984; Conley, 2001, Kurz and Blossfeld, 2004). Previous research has shown 

that individual characteristics, resources and the household situation are important factors 

influencing housing tenure (Feijten and Mulder, 2002; Mulder and Hooimeijer, 1995; Mulder 

and Smits, 1999). 

Gender might play an important role in housing decisions and also in homeownership. Gender 

is socially constructed: Men and women behave according to their socially constructed 

understandings and attitudes, for instance towards the relationship between parenting and 

paid work and attitudes towards housing. As a result, men and women can have different 

life expectations or set different priorities (Saugeres, 2009). These gendered beliefs lead to 

differences between men and women in what is expected behaviour or what is regarded as 

the social norm. As a result gender differences might lead to differences between men and 

women in their housing preferences and behaviour. From the previous studies we indeed 

know that factors influencing homeownership differ between men and women in couples. 

Within couples, the resources of the man are more important in becoming a homeowner than 

the resources of the woman (Mulder and Smits, 1999). In addition to that, women are more 

likely to move out of homeownership after a union dissolution than men are (Feijten, 2005; 

Gram-Hanssen and Bech-Danielsen, 2008). The contribution of resources to homeownership 

thus differs between men and women in a couple and the household situation has a different 

effect on men’s and women’s housing tenure. 

The different contribution of resources between men and women in a couple might cause a 

difference in bargaining power between the two partners in decisions concerning housing 

and changes of residence, not only during the partnership but also after a possible union 

dissolution. This idea is supported by evidence from a qualitative study for Denmark, which 

suggested that the decision on who of the ex-partners was going to stay in the matrimonial 

home was frequently based on who had brought in which resources (Gram-Hanssen and 

Bech-Danielsen, 2008). A disruption in the housing career, which frequently follows after a 

separation, can have an important impact on the quality of the lives of divorced women and 

single mothers. The inequality in bargaining power and its possible consequences that may 
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result from the gender difference in the contribution to homeownership makes this gender 

difference a relevant research topic.

By only studying couples as in most previous studies, one cannot fully answer the question 

whether men and women have equal access to homeownership. When single women do not 

become homeowners to the same extent as single men do, women might be disadvantaged 

in their housing careers. This could become particularly important since the number of one-

person households in the Netherlands is expected to increase from 2.3 million in 2002 to 

almost 3.4 million in 2050 (Faessen, 2002). A separate examination of homeownership among 

singles could yield more insight into gender inequality in home-ownership.

Besides the characteristics of the household of the individual, previous research has shown 

that there is an influence of the family of origin on homeownership (Henretta, 1984; Kennedy 

and Stokes, 1982). The similarities in housing tenure between parents and their children are 

frequently referred to as the intergenerational transmission of homeownership (Jenkins and 

Maynard, 1983; Mulder and Smits, 1999). This transmission takes place by means of transfers 

of resources and through socialization. Parents can influence their children’s housing tenure 

by, for instance, gift giving (Pickvance and Pickvance, 1995; Mayer and Engelhardt, 1996; 

Helderman and Mulder, 2007) and inheritance (Mullins, 2000). Studies on the influence of the 

family of origin have mainly focused on this inter-generational transmission of homeownership. 

However, little attention has been paid to the influence of other characteristics of the family 

in which an individual has grown up, such as family size and parental divorce. Another 

aspect that has remained under-exposed is how the influence of the family background 

differs between men and women. Questions such as whether parents distinguish between 

daughters and sons when giving financial support and whether sons or daughters are more 

likely to be affected by, for instance, a parental divorce, have not yet been examined for 

homeownership. The help or influence of parents could be different for singles and couples, 

which asks for a separate analysis for both groups. 

In this paper we will provide a systematic analysis of the differences between men and 

women in how their homeownership is influenced by resources, household context and 

family background characteristics. An important distinction that will be drawn is that between 

men and women in couples and single men and women. Within the category of singles, it is 

important to distinguish further between individuals who have been married before (and are 

now divorced or widowed) and those who have not. The research question we address is:

To what extent do resources, household context and family background characteristics 

influence homeownership and to what extent does this influence differ between men and 

women in couples and between single men and women? 
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Data from the first wave of the Netherlands Kinship Panel Study are used. These data 

provide us with a broad range of information on socio-economic, demographic and housing 

characteristics of 8161 respondents and of their partners. Moreover, the data contain detailed 

information on the family background of the respondents, such as socio-economic status of 

the parents and the family structure. We perform logistic regression analyses of whether or 

not a person lives in an owner-occupied home using separate models for couples and singles 

in which we compare the effects for men and women.

3.2 Theoretical framework

Previous research has shown that homeownership is mainly influenced by financial resources 

and the household situation. Parental resources also have an important influence, as have 

demographic and housing market characteristics and as might have other characteristics of 

the family of origin. These influences on homeownership in general are discussed in Section 

3.2.1. The extent to which these factors may have a different impact for men and women in 

couples and single men and women is discussed in Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3.

3.2.1 Factors influencing homeownership

3.2.1.1 Resources

One of the most important factors influencing homeownership is the availability of financial 

resources, both income and assets (Dieleman and Everaers, 1994). In obtaining a mortgage, 

level of education is also taken in consideration; not only by mortgage banks but also by 

individuals themselves. A higher level of education is often associated with a higher income, 

if not now, then in the foreseeable future. Banks are thus more willing to provide mortgages to 

the more highly educated even if the current income is not yet sufficiently high because they 

take into account the earning potential. Level of education is not only an indicator of earning 

potential, but might also relate to housing preferences and attitudes towards residential 

choices. Regarding homeownership, one could expect that people that are more highly 

educated are also more willing to borrow money in order to buy a home or might be more 

familiar with the process of becoming a homeowner.

Labour-force participation is important. Being unemployed often coincides with a low 

income and unfavourable income prospects, which makes it difficult to obtain a mortgage. 

Furthermore, when someone becomes unemployed, it will often become difficult for such a 

person to be able to pay for the high housing costs that come with owner-occupied dwellings, 

which might lead to a move out of owner-occupation. Having an own company or business 

can be seen as a form of capital. Obtaining a mortgage might therefore be easier for people 

who are self-employed (Mulder and Smits, 1999; Mulder, 2006; Helderman et al, 2004).

3.2.1.2 Household context

The household situation clearly plays an important role in homeownership (Feijten and Mulder, 
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2002; Mulder, 2006). Since buying a home in the Netherlands involves high transition costs 

(usually about 10% of the house price), it often takes several years before one can sell a home 

again without financial loss. Buying a home is therefore something people typically do when 

they are in a stable phase of their lives, in a stable relationship and job position (Mulder and 

Hooimeijer, 1995; Clark, Deurloo and Dieleman, 1997; Mulder and Smits, 1999; Helderman 

and Mulder, 2007). Singles are therefore far less likely to be homeowners than couples are. 

Couples, both married and cohabiting, are in turn more likely to be homeowners when they 

have children. Although some researchers argue that the high costs that accompany buying 

a home compete with the costs that go along with having children (Courgeau and Lelièvre, 

1992), research results indicate that many couples become homeowners when they have 

children or in anticipation of starting a family (see Mulder, 2006 for the Netherlands and 

Kennedy and Stokes, 1982 for Canada). We thus expect couples with children to be the 

most likely to be homeowners, followed by couples without children. For singles that have 

been married before and are currently separated or widowed, we expect a smaller likelihood 

of being a homeowner, although they are probably more likely to live in an owner-occupied 

home than singles who have never been married before. Single parents may also be less 

likely to live in owner-occupied dwellings than couples with children, but we expect them to 

be more likely to be homeowners than singles without children. 

3.2.1.3 Family background

Parents and their children often show similarities in their housing tenure. This intergenerational 

transmission of homeownership operates through several mechanisms (Jenkins and Maynard, 

1983; Henretta, 1984). Firstly, when the parents are homeowners, they can use their capital or 

mortgage for helping their children financially (Jenkins and Maynard, 1983; Smits and Mulder, 

2008). Secondly, the intergenerational transmission of homeownership might also be caused 

by a socialization process. People that have grown up in owner-occupied housing might have 

developed a preference for it. Since an owner-occupied dwelling is also a status symbol, and 

children generally try to achieve at least the same status as their parents, having parents who 

own a home might lead to a greater preference for owner-occupied housing (Henretta, 1984; 

Boehm and Schlottmann, 1999). 

Besides helping their children by means of the equity in their own home, parents can support 

their children financially by using their income (Jenkins and Maynard, 1983; Pickvance and 

Pickvance, 1995; Mulder and Smits, 1999). We can expect that individuals whose parents have 

a higher socio-economic status are more likely to receive financial support from their parents, 

which increases the likelihood of living in owner-occupied housing. Self-employment of the 

parents is related to the ability to accumulate capital, which could positively influence their 

children’s homeownership. In addition to that, self-employment could be intergenerationally 

transmitted so that children whose parents are self-employed might also be more likely to 

be self-employed themselves (Helderman and Mulder, 2007; Mulder and Smits, 1999). When 
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there are many siblings in the family of origin, parents have to divide their resources between 

the children. The size of the family of origin is thus expected to be negatively associated with 

the likelihood of being a homeowner.

Parental divorce and family structures like single-parent and stepfamilies that occur during 

childhood can influence many aspects of the lives of individuals when they are adults. For 

example, research has shown an influence of family structure on the timing of leaving the 

parental home (Mitchell, Wister and Burch, 1989; Cooney and Mortimer, 1999) and union 

and family formation (Fischer, 2004). Parental divorce might influence the likelihood of being 

a homeowner in several ways. Firstly, the amount of resources parents have available will 

decrease when the family is split up. Not only are divorced fathers less likely to help their 

children financially (De Jong Gierveld and Dykstra, 2002), there might also be stepsiblings with 

whom the parental resources have to be shared (Fischer, 2004). Secondly, a parental divorce 

may cause a change in attitudes towards making long-term decisions such as marriage and 

buying a home. Individuals who have experienced a parental divorce might have a preference 

for renting because it leads to fewer problems when a relationship ends. We thus expect that 

having experienced a parental divorce during childhood will decrease the probability of being 

a homeowner. 

3.2.1.4 Other characteristics

In the Netherlands, most people do not often move into an owner-occupied dwelling 

immediately after they leave home but frequently make the transition to first-time 

homeownership in their early thirties. They first finish their education, start their occupational 

career and form a union (Mulder, 2003). This also provides people with time to accumulate 

assets for their dwelling. Once a person has moved into an owner-occupied home, he or she 

is unlikely to move out of owner-occupation again (Helderman, 2007). We thus expect that 

the older someone is, the more likely it is to be a homeowner. However, since there has been 

an increase in homeownership during the last decades of the 20th century, older cohorts are 

less likely to be homeowners than younger cohorts (Helderman and Mulder, 2007). We thus 

can also expect a negative cohort effect at older ages. 

Regarding the characteristics of the local housing market, we expect a greater share of 

owner-occupied dwellings in the area to be positively related to the likelihood of being a 

homeowner. We also expect a negative relation between the average local housing price 

and the probability of living in an owner-occupied dwelling (Mulder and Hooimeijer, 1995; 

Helderman and Mulder, 2007). In the Netherlands, more rural areas are characterized by 

a larger share of owner-occupied dwellings but also by lower average housing prices. In 

the more urban areas, the social renting sector dominates the housing market and average 

housing prices are higher. The degree of urbanization of the place of residence therefore 

provides additional information on the housing market. The degree of urbanization is also 
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related to certain preferences and a specific life phase. People who are still in education 

or starting their occupational career are overrepresented in cities compared to more rural 

areas (Helderman and Mulder, 2007). We therefore expect that people living in very strongly 

urbanized regions are less likely to be homeowners. 

Because children tend to live close to the place where they grew up, it is likely that parents 

and their children operate in the same or a similar housing market which can be dominated 

by a certain housing tenure. It is therefore important to account for the distance between 

the place of residence during the childhood and the current place of residence. We can 

expect that the smaller the distance, the greater the chances are that the housing tenure is 

similar. This means that when parents were renters, children living nearby will also be more 

likely to be renters, while children whose parents owned their home will be more likely to be 

homeowners themselves (Helderman and Mulder, 2007). 

3.2.2 Men and women in couples

Couples often have dual incomes, which is one of the reasons why they are more likely to 

own a home than single persons are. However, obtaining a mortgage based on two incomes 

might imply that the home becomes unaffordable as soon as one of the partners becomes 

unemployed or leaves the labour market. As couples often buy a home in anticipation 

of forming a family and the female partner is still more likely to reduce her labour-force 

participation, mortgages of couples are often mainly based on the income and income 

potential of the male partner (Mulder and Hooimeijer, 1995). Mulder and Smits (1999) found 

that the male’s labour market position was more important to moving into homeownership 

than that of the female partner. We therefore expect that, for couples, a higher income of the 

male partner leads to a greater likelihood of living in an owner-occupied home than that of 

the female partner. We also expect that unemployment of the male partner leads to a smaller 

likelihood of being a homeowner, while the female being not in the labour force might only 

have a small negative effect on homeownership. Because we expect that the decision to buy 

a home will frequently be mainly based on the income of the male partner, we can expect that 

also his income potential, indicated by the level of education, will be particularly important. 

If the woman is anticipated to reduce her labour-force participation when having children, 

the level of education of the female partner might hardly be taken into consideration by both 

banks and the couple themselves. 

There is very little research available that compares men and women regarding the impact of 

their family background on homeownership. Nevertheless, one can think of arguments why 

there could be a difference between the two sexes. Women have, on average, lower incomes 

than men because they have lower-skilled jobs and more often work part-time. Because of 

these lower incomes, women might be more likely to need the financial help of their family 

in order to buy a home. Furthermore, because women tend to have closer relationships with 
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their parents than men (Rossi and Rossi, 1990), parents might be more willing to support 

daughters than sons. For parental resources, including family size, we might therefore expect 

a larger positive effect on the likelihood of being a homeowner for females than for males. 

Because women are often kin keepers, they might be more affected by family problems than 

men are. From research on leaving the parental home, we know that parental divorce has a 

stronger effect on the timing of leaving the parental home for women than for men (Cooney 

and Mortimer, 1999; Blaauboer and Mulder, forthcoming). There are also indicators that the 

effect of parental divorce on children’s marital status and their likelihood of divorce is stronger 

for women (Fischer, 2004). A parental divorce during childhood might therefore lead to a 

lower likelihood of being a homeowner for women than for men. 

The age effect could show differences between men and women because women tend to 

have partners that are a few years older than they are, so we can expect that women in 

couples are homeowners at slightly younger ages than men are. Regarding the influence of 

housing market characteristics and the distance between persons and their parents, we have 

no reason to expect any differences between men and women. 

3.2.3 Single men and women

Faessen (2002), examining the housing preferences of one-person households, states that 

single people cannot be treated as a homogeneous group: Single people who have been 

married before differ in their preferences and available resources from single people who 

have never been married before. However, research on homeownership in which single men 

and single women are compared is scarce and so is research in which various categories 

of singles are distinguished. Because marital status has a different impact on women’s and 

men’s homeownership and the available resources differ, particularly after a union dissolution, 

we can expect a difference in homeownership for single men and women who are divorced 

or separated. Single women who have never been married before might be less likely to be 

homeowners because of their generally lower wealth and incomes (Haurin et al, 1996).

Given that homeownership is often related with having children or anticipating having them, 

many singles will postpone buying a home until they have a stable relationship with a partner 

with whom they can buy a home together. For women, the expectancy of the future household 

situation may be more important to homeownership than for men. Even when they are still 

single, women may envisage a future in which they will reduce their labour-force participation 

and the family income will mainly be provided for by a husband. They may therefore be 

reluctant to invest in homeownership on the basis of their own income and income potential. 

Men on the other hand may anticipate more continuity in their labour-market career and be 

more confident to make a major financial investment. We could therefore expect that single 

men are more likely to live in owner-occupied dwellings than single women are. And also, that 
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income, employment and earning potential (and thus level of education) are more important 

for single men’s than for single women’s homeownership. 

The fact that women in couples are more dependent on the resources of their partner for 

being homeowners also has consequences when a couple separates. Union dissolution more 

often leads women to move out of owner-occupation than men (Feijten, 2005, Helderman, 

2007). We thus expect a stronger negative effect of being currently separated, and of being a 

single parent, for women than for men. 

Like for men and women in couples, the family of origin could also have a different influence 

for single men and women. The effect of parental resources, and also the differences between 

men and women, could be more pronounced for singles, because for them the income of a 

partner and help of parents-in-law are not available. Single women could be more dependent 

on the financial help of their parents than single men, since women generally have lower 

incomes than men and work fewer hours (which is also the case in the dataset used here). 

Particularly the socio-economic status of the parents is therefore expected to influence single 

women more than single men. For reasons similar to those for people in couples, we expect 

single women’s homeownership to more affected by having experienced a parental divorce 

than single men’s. 

We do not expect any differences in the age effect between single men and single women; 

neither do we expect differences regarding the influence of housing market characteristics 

or the distance between the current place of residence and the place of residence during 

childhood. 

3.3 Data and methods

We use data from the first wave of the Netherlands Kinship Panel Study (NKPS; Dykstra 

et al, 2005). This dataset provides us with a broad range of socio-economic, demographic 

and family and household characteristics. The dataset, collected in 2002-2004, includes 

8161 respondents, all are residents of the Netherlands and aged 18-79. The data contain 

information about family background characteristics of the respondent and about the current 

family situation and socio-economic resources. Information about the socio-economic 

position of the partner of the respondent is also available. 

We selected those individuals who where aged between 25 and 65 years during the time of 

the interview. We also excluded those persons who were living in the parental home. The 

selection thus includes adults who are likely to have left education or are in the final stage of 

it and who are likely to have started their occupational careers. By excluding persons over 

65 years old, we exclude people who have left the labour market and those whose children 

probably already have left home, because both transitions may give reasons to leave the 
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owner-occupied housing sector. Of the 6491 respondents left, list-wise deletion of cases with 

missing values on specific variables led to an N of 6005, of whom 3523 women and 2482 

men.

3.3.1 Variables

The variable of interest is a measure of whether the respondent lives in an owner-occupied 

dwelling or not. Firstly, the respondents were asked whether they had ever owned or co-

owned a home and whether they had been homeowners ever since. Respondents were then 

asked whether they owned or co-owned the current home they were living in and whether 

their partner owned or co-owned their current dwelling. Only about 8% of the respondents 

who indicated they had ever owned or co-owned a home stated that they did not own their 

current home. Of the people who stated that they had never owned a home, 4% indicated 

that their partner owned or co-owned their home. These people were also categorized as 

homeowners. The category of homeowners thus included respondents who indicated that 

they owned their home themselves and those who indicated that their partner owns their 

home. It might have been interesting to focus on individual homeownership, but owing of the 

ordering of the questions we suspect many whose partners are officially the only owner have 

reported to be owners themselves, so the distinction drawn would be artificial.

We created three income variables: household income, income of the respondent and the 

income of the partner. The household income is used for analyzing the whole sample, while 

the income of the partner and respondent are used when analysing the couples and singles 

separately. All variables give the net income per month in thousands of euros. Missing values 

were imputed with the mean value and dummy variables are included to control for the 

occurrence of imputations. The income of the partner was set to zero when the respondent 

did not have a partner. In the labour-force participation for both the respondent and the 

partner, we made a distinction between those who are employed, those who are unemployed 

and those who are not in the labour force. Another variable was created to measure whether 

anyone in the household (either the respondent or the partner or both) was self-employed; 

there were too few self-employed in the data to use separate measures for the respondent’s 

and the partner’s self-employment. Level of education of both the respondent and the partner 

was divided into four categories: up to lower vocational, middle or higher secondary school 

or middle vocational, higher vocational, and university. 

The household situation was divided into six categories: married without children, cohabiting 

without children, married or cohabiting with children, single parent, single after divorce or 

widowhood, and single never married. 

Parental homeownership was measured retrospectively for the year in which the respondent 

was aged 15 and indicates whether the parents were homeowners or not. As a proxy for the 
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socio-economic position of the parents during the childhood of the respondent, we use the 

standard International Socio-Economic Index (ISEI; Ganzeboom et al, 1992) of the father when 

the respondent was aged 15. We imputed the missing values with the mean and included a 

dummy variable indicating whether the value was missing. The variable indicating whether 

or not the father was self-employed also pertains to the period in which the respondent was 

15 years old. 

Family size was measured by a variable indicating the number of siblings, including stepsiblings 

and half-siblings. We distinguish between small families (no siblings or one sibling), medium 

sized families (two or three siblings) and large families (four or more siblings). The variable on 

parental divorce indicates whether a person experienced parental divorce during the time he 

or she was still living in the parental home. 

We control for age, age squared, sex and being foreign born (indicating whether the 

respondent was born in the Netherlands or elsewhere). To measure the association between 

characteristics of the housing market and homeownership, we use two indicators. Firstly, 

we include the share of owner-occupied housing in the municipality in which the respondent 

lives. Secondly, we take into account the average housing price (in Dutch referred to as the 

WOZ value), measured in thousands of euros, in the municipality. The choice for the use 

of the municipality, rather than for instance that of the labour market region, was made for 

reasons of data availability. These additional data come from Statistics Netherlands which 

provides good information on administrative areal units such as the municipality. The degree 

of urbanization of the current place of residence was included through a variable indicating 

whether the respondent lived in a very strongly urbanized municipality, that is, in one of the 

larger cities of the Netherlands. 

To control for whether parents and their children operate in a similar housing market, we use 

the distance in kilometres between the current place of residence of the respondent and 

the place of residence when the respondent was aged 15. The current place of residence 

was measured at the four-digit postal code level, while the place of residence at age 15 

was measured at the level of the municipality. This could lead to the observation of a small 

distance when people are actually living at the same place. For this reason, and also because 

a logarithmic transformation was used, all values between 0 and 1 were recoded into the 

value 1. The logarithmic transformation was used because the distribution of distances is 

skewed towards small distances and because the effect of distance is expected to be smaller 

for longer distances. To make the effect of home-ownership readable as the effect for the 

mean log-distance, the mean log-distance was subtracted from the log-distance. Besides 

this log-distance, an interaction variable with parental homeownership was created. The 

effect of the interaction variable is the additional effect of distance for home owning parents, 

which we can expect to be negative (Helderman and Mulder, 2007). 
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The descriptive statistics of the categorical variables are shown in Table 3.1. The descriptive 

statistics of the continuous variables are shown in Table 3.2.

Table 3.1: Descriptive statistics of the categorical variables: percentages (N=6005)

 Females Males All

Housing Tenure
Rented 27.96 24.13 26.38
Owner occupied 72.04 75.87 73.62

Resources
Income household missing 7.92 5.36 6.86
Income respondent missing 1.28 1.01 1.17
Income partner missing 6.95 4.59 5.98

Employment
Employed 67.30 81.43 73.14

Unemployed 2.92 3.10 3.00
Not in labour force 29.78 15.47 23.86

Employment partner
Employed 60.15 46.86 54.65
Unemployed 1.25 0.77 1.05
Not in labour force 10.28 23.13 15.59
No partner 28.33 29.25 28.71

Self employed (anyone in the household) 13.14 12.89 13.04

Level of education 
Up to lower vocational 34.49 27.96 31.79
Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational 32.67 30.70 31.86
Higher vocational 24.30 26.91 25.38
University 8.54 14.42 10.97

Level of education partner
Up to lower vocational 21.57 26.83 23.75
Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational 23.87 23.17 23.58
Higher vocational 17.00 15.11 16.22
University 9.23 5.64 7.74
No partner 28.33 29.25 28.71

Household context
Married, no children 21.06 23.25 21.97
Cohabiting, no children 7.38 8.54 7.86
One person, never married 12.63 18.94 15.24
One person, divorced or widowed 8.20 7.98 8.11
Cohabiting or married, with children 43.23 38.96 41.47
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Single parent 7.49 2.34 5.36

Family background
Parents home owner 54.39 49.92 52.54
Fathers’ ISEI missing 1.62 1.29 1.48
Father self employed 25.55 24.50 25.11

Number of siblings
No siblings or one sibling 31.08 28.93 30.19
2 or 3 siblings 39.57 39.04 39.35
4 or more siblings 29.35 32.03 30.46

Experienced parental divorce 9.31 8.26 8.88

Other characteristics
Foreign born 2.38 2.26 2.33
Degree of urbanization: very strongly urbanized 19.42 17.73 18.72

Source: NKPS

Table 3.2: Descriptive statistics of the continuous variables (N=6005)

 
Females Males

Mean SD Mean SD

Income household (1000 euros per month) 2.15 1.81 2.47 2.11
Income respondent (1000 euros per month) 0.95 1.04 1.92 1.59
Income partner (1000 euros per month) 1.14 1.27 0.54 0.79
Father’s ISEI 4.66 1.58 4.64 1.56
Age 43.75 10.84 45.28 10.87
Age squared 2031.93 976.59 2168.34 992.50
% Owner occupied dwellings in municipality 53.88 13.60 53.95 13.36
Average housing value in municipality 132.61 31.20 131.66 30.32
Log distance - mean log distance 0.01 1.50 -0.01 1.53

Sources: NKPS, Statistics Netherlands

3.3.2 Methods

We use logistic regression analyses. We first performed an analysis on the whole sample, 

including both men and women. Then we ran a model for all males and one for all females 

and tested whether the differences in the effect of the coefficients for the household context 

between men and women were significant. Next, we carried out separate analyses for two-

sex couples and for singles. 

For the analyses of couples, our sample consists of those respondents who live together 

with a partner. The partners of these main respondents are not in the data set themselves; 

information about the partners is obtained from the main respondent, who may be either 

male or female. It is important to keep in mind the difference between the male and female 
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respondents who provide the information and the male and female partners in one couple. 

Regarding the impact of the resources and household context of the male and the female 

partner in one and the same couple, we have no reason to expect any differences according 

to whether the information was obtained from a male or a female respondent. We expect, 

for instance, that the effect of the income of the male partner in a couple is the same, 

regardless of whether it is observed for male or for female respondents. We also have no 

reason to expect being married versus cohabiting to have a different effect for male than for 

female respondents, because this is a characteristic of the couple and not of the individual 

respondent. The parameters for the resources and household variables should thus be the 

same for the male and female respondents who have a partner. However, we do expect a 

difference between the parameters for the male and the female partner in a couple for those 

covariates that are not related to the household as a whole but to the individual partners in 

the couple. For the influence of parental characteristics, we examine differences between 

male and female respondents. This is because the data do not contain information about the 

resources of parents-in-law. We therefore cannot compare the influence of the characteristics 

of the male partner’s parents and the female partner’s parents in one and the same couple. 

Since we do not expect any differences between the parameters for men and for women for 

the variables indicating the couple’s resources and the household context, it is not useful to 

estimate these parameters separately for men and women. We therefore performed a logistic 

regression analysis on the whole sample of male and female respondents with partners to 

obtain the common coefficients for the variables indicating individual resources and the 

household context. In the estimations of the separate equations for men and women which 

we then performed, the coefficients for resources and household context were constrained 

to be equal to these common coefficients. In other words, we forced the coefficients for 

resources and household context to be the same for male and female respondents.

For the singles, our sample consists of those male and female respondents who do not live 

together with a partner. We carried out three analyses: for all singles and for single men and 

women separately. 

For both the couples and the singles, we compare the results of the male and female 

respondents using seemingly unrelated estimations of the separate models (Clogg et al., 

1995; Weesie, 1999). With seemingly unrelated estimations, the coefficients and standard 

errors of the two models are estimated simultaneously. The coefficients obtained from this 

simultaneous estimation are the same as those obtained from separate estimations, but the 

standard errors are robust, which allows comparing the coefficients across the estimators 

using a post estimation test. This method thus allows us to test whether the models differ 

from each other significantly and it provides information on which specific parameters differ 

significantly from each other. This enables us to examine whether certain characteristics have 
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a larger effect on men or women. An advantage of this method compared to using interaction 

terms for each variable, is that it does not lead to an increase in the number of degrees of 

freedom used. It is thus a more efficient way of analyzing differences between two groups. 

Additionally, for the resources of individuals in couples, we tested whether the parameters 

for the resources of the male partner and those for the resources of the female partner differ 

significantly from each other using Wald tests.

3.4 Results

3.4.1 Household context

To test whether there are significant differences between men and women in the effect of 

household context on homeownership, we ran analyses for the whole sample and for all men 

and all women separately. The parameters for household context are shown in Table 3.3. We 

controlled for all other independent variables. The last column shows whether the odds ratios 

for males significantly differ from those for females. 

For the whole sample, we see that compared to being married without children, cohabiting 

or being married with children increases the chances of being a homeowner. Being single 

and never married before decreases this likelihood by almost 70%. The results confirm 

our expectation that singles are less likely to be homeowners than people in couples are. 

Regarding the differences between men and women, we see significant differences for the 

categories never married singles and single parents. The difference between being married 

and being a never married single or being a single parent is significantly greater for women 

than for men. In other words, for women, being a never married single or being a single 

parent leads to a greater decrease in the likelihood of being a homeowner compared to being 

married than being single does for men. The fact that single mothers have significantly lower 

chances of being homeowners than married women is also in line with the previously found 

result that women are more likely to leave the owner-occupied housing sector after union 

dissolution (Feijten, 2005). For men on the other hand, it seems that being a single father 

might increase the chances of being a homeowner compared with being married without 

children, although this effect is not significant. Apparently, the household context is a very 

important determinant of homeownership, but in a different way for women than for men. 

The parameter for females in the model for all respondents clearly indicates that women are 

indeed less likely to be homeowners than men are.
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Table 3.3: Odds ratios of the effects of household context on homeownership (ref. category=rented)

All Females Males diff.

Household context
Household type (ref. married, no children)
Cohabiting, no children 0.678 *** 0.576 *** 0.774
One person, never married 0.306 *** 0.297 *** 0.496 *** *

One person, divorced or widowed 0.432 *** 0.460 *** 0.580 **

Cohabiting or married, with children 1.600 *** 1.442 ** 1.778 ***

Single parent 0.590 *** 0.607 ** 1.524 **

Female 0.863 **

Constant 0.003 *** 0.003 *** 0.002 ***

N 6005 3523 2482
Initial -2 Log Likelihood 6929.456 4175.226 2743.190
Final -2 Log Likelihood 5322.772 3172.056 2078.188
Prob > chi2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.051
Degrees of freedom 30 31 31
Pseudo R2 0.232  0.240  0.242   

Sources: NKPS, Statistics Netherlands
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.10

Models also include: income, income missing, employment, self employment, level of education, parental 
homeownership, fathers’ ISEI, fathers’ ISEI missing, father self employed, number of siblings, experienced parental 
divorce, age, age squared, foreign born, percentage owner occupied dwellings, average housing value, degree of 
urbanization, log distance, log distance * parental homeownership.

In model ‘All’ household income is used, in models ‘Females’ and ‘Males’ income respondent and income partner 
are used.
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3.4.2 Men and women with partner

Table 3.4 shows the results of the logistic regression analyses for the male and female 

respondents who have a partner. As explained in Section 3, the estimates under the headings 

Resources and Household Context were obtained from the analysis which included both the 

male and the female respondents with a partner, while the other estimates are obtained from 

the separate analyses for men and women.

Table 3.4: Odds ratios of the effects on homeownership for men and women with partner 
(ref. category=rented) 

 Females Males diff.

Resources
Income female 1.274 ***

Income female missing 1.032
Income male 1.379 ***

Income male missing 1.271

Employment female (ref. employed)
Unemployed 0.417 ***

Not in labour force 0.710 ***

Employment male (ref. employed)
Unemployed 0.502 **

Not in labour force 0.955

Self employed (anyone in the household) 1.331 *

Level of education female (ref. up to lower vocational)
Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational 1.271 **

Higher vocational 1.575 ***

University 1.079
Level of education male (ref. up to lower vocational)
Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational 1.744 ***

Higher vocational 3.365 ***

University 3.109 ***

Household context
Household type (ref. married, no children)
Cohabiting, no children 0.720 **

Cohabiting or married, with children 1.654 ***

Family background
Parents home owner 1.637 *** 1.767 ***

Fathers’ ISEI 1.128 *** 1.001 *
Fathers’ ISEI missing 0.671 1.724

Father self employed 1.182 1.249
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Number of siblings (ref. no siblings or one sibling)
2 or 3 siblings 0.654 *** 0.692 **

4 or more siblings 0.627 *** 0.658 **

Experienced parental divorce 0.682 ** 0.858

Other characteristics
Age 1.128 *** 1.185 ***

Age 2 0.999 * 0.999 **

Foreign born 0.516 * 0.451 **

% owner occupied dwellings in municipality 1.059 *** 1.047 ***

Average housing value in municipality 0.992 *** 0.997
Degree of urbanization: very strongly urbanized 0.889 0.948

Log Distance 1.028 1.012
Log Distance * Parental homeownership 0.917 0.833 *

Constant 0.003 *** 0.002 ***

N 2525 1756
Initial -2 Log Likelihood 2690.612 1750.133
Final -2 Log Likelihood 1881.840 1237.435
Prob > chi2 0.000 0.000 0.863
Degrees of freedom 16 16
Pseudo R2 0.301  

  0.293   
Sources: NKPS, Statistics Netherlands
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.10

The results regarding the impact of resources are in line with our expectations: a higher 

income and higher level of education lead to a greater chance of being a homeowner, while 

being unemployed or not in the labour force leads to a smaller likelihood. Self-employment 

indeed leads to a greater chance of being a homeowner. The results for the household 

context are similar to those in Table 3.3: compared to being married without having children, 

cohabiting leads to a lower likelihood of being a homeowner while having children increases 

the odds by 65%. 

Using Wald tests for parameter comparisons (see Table 3.5), we compare the impact of the 

resources of the male partner with those of the female partner in a couple. In Table 3.4 we see 

that the parameter for the male income is higher than that for female income. However, the test 

results in Table 3.5 show that this difference is not significant. So, no support is found for the 

expectation that the income of the male partner would be more important to homeownership 

than the income of the female partner. The differences between the employment statuses of 

both sexes are not significant either. However, the differences between the parameters for 
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the various levels of education of the male and the female partner are strong and significant. 

This means that in couples, the level of education of the male partner is more influential than 

the level of education of the female partner, indicating that the earning potential of the male 

is considered to be of higher value than that of the female. 

Table 3.5: Results of the Wald tests for parameter comparisons for couples 

Null Hypothesis Chi 2 Prob>Chi 2  
Income female = Income male 0.50 0.479
Unemployed female = Unemployed male 0.18 0.670
Not in labour force female = Not in labour force male 1.70 0.192
Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational female = Middle or higher 
secondary or middle vocational male 3.11 0.078 *

Higher vocational female = Higher vocational male 8.70 0.003 ***

University female = University male 8.06 0.005 ***

Source: NKPS

Regarding the family background characteristics, the results confirm our hypotheses that 

the more resources the parents have, the more likely someone is to be a homeowner. For 

both the male and the female respondents, having parents who owned a home increases 

the odds of owning a home by more than 60%. The socio-economic status of the father 

only has a significant effect for women. Parents might indeed be more willing to help their 

daughters than their sons. Fathers’ self-employment does not have a significant effect on 

homeownership of couples. Family size also proves to matter: having two or more siblings 

leads to a lower likelihood of being a homeowner compared to having no siblings or only 

one sibling. For women we find a significant negative effect of having experienced a parental 

divorce during the childhood on homeownership, while men are not significantly affected 

by this. These results provide us with some evidence that women are indeed more affected 

by their family background than men are. This evidence is not strong, though: the effect of 

the most influential parental resource, parental homeownership, does not differ significantly 

between men and women.

The older the person, the more likely this person is to live in an owner-occupied home. 

The parameter for age squared is slightly below one, indicating a declining age effect. For 

women the maximum of the parabola is estimated to lie around 70 years, for men around 60 

years. This difference is, however, not significant. Having been born outside the Netherlands 

reduces the chance of being a homeowner by half. The results for the housing market 

variables are as expected: a greater share of owner-occupied dwellings is associated with a 

greater chance of being a homeowner while higher average housing prices are associated 

with a lower chance of living in an owner-occupied home. Since the percentage of owner-

occupied dwellings and average housing prices are measured at the level of the municipality, 

the standard errors are artificially small which may have led to erroneously significant results. 

The inclusion of indicators for the supply of owner-occupied housing and house prices 
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context probably leads to the fact that the degree of urbanization does not have a significant 

effect on homeownership. The distance between the current place of residence and the place 

of residence when the respondent was 15 has no significant effect either. However, for men 

in couples we find a negative effect for the interaction variable with parental homeownership. 

This indicates that for men whose parents were homeowners, living farther away leads to a 

smaller likelihood of being a homeowner, which is in line with our hypothesis. For women, the 

effect is not significant. 

3.4.3 Single men and women

The results of the analyses on the single men and women in our sample are shown in Table 

3.6. In the first model, which shows the results for all singles, we find a strong effect of 

gender: After controlling for all other independent variables, single women are over 30% less 

likely to be homeowners than men are. When comparing the models for single males and 

single females, we also see that the models differ from each other significantly (p=0.013). 

For all singles together, the results for the resources are similar to the results for couples, except 

for the fact that we do not find a significant effect of self-employment and unemployment 

for singles. This may be caused by the smaller number of self-employed and unemployed 

singles. When we compare the impact of resources for single women with the impact of 

resources for single men, we find some striking and significant differences. Strong support is 

found for our hypothesis that earning potential is more important for men’s homeownership 

than for women’s. Having a university degree increases the chance of being a homeowner by 

more than five times for men, while it does not even double the chance for women. The effect 

of income is stronger for females than for males, although the difference is not significant. 

Apparently, current income is about equally important for females and males, while income 

prospects are more important for males.

Table 3.6: Odds ratios of the effects on homeownership for single men and women (ref. category=rented)

All Females Males diff.

Resources
Income 1.355 *** 1.459 *** 1.268 **

Income missing 1.052 0.918 1.891

Employment (ref. employed)
Unemployed 0.790 1.332 0.382 ** **
Not in labour force 0.722 ** 0.711 * 0.810

Self employed 1.157 0.900 1.533

Level of education (ref. up to lower vocational)
Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational 1.893 *** 1.790 *** 1.991 ***

Higher vocational 2.198 *** 1.825 *** 3.056 ***
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University 2.825 *** 1.911 ** 5.205 *** **

Household context
Household type (ref. one person, never married)
One person, divorced or widowed 1.498 ** 1.827 *** 1.168
Single parent 2.147 *** 2.074 *** 3.121 ***

Family background
Parents home owner 1.869 *** 1.939 *** 1.684 ***

Fathers’ ISEI 1.032 1.090 * 0.927 **
Fathers’ ISEI missing 0.976 0.928 1.040

Father self employed 1.697 *** 1.625 *** 1.965 ***

Number of siblings (ref. no siblings or one sibling)
2 or 3 siblings 1.027 1.233 0.805
4 or more siblings 0.882 1.004 0.801

Experienced parental divorce 0.724 * 0.737 0.693

Other characteristics
Female 0.672 ***

Age 1.186 *** 1.197 *** 1.195 ***

Age 2 0.999 *** 0.998 ** 0.998 **

Foreign born 1.105 0.855 1.685

% owner occupied dwellings in municipality 1.029 *** 1.031 *** 1.031 ***

Average housing value in municipality 0.994 *** 0.995 0.992 **

Degree of urbanization: very strongly urbanized 1.065 1.296 0.832

Log Distance 0.976 0.912 1.093 *
Log Distance * Parental homeownership 0.996 1.095 0.849 *

Constant 0.002 *** 0.001 *** 0.008 ***

N 1724 998 726
Initial -2 Log Likelihood 2389.580 1380.811 998.053
Final -2 Log Likelihood 2039.980 1190.159 818.382
Prob > chi2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.013
Degrees of freedom 27 26 26
Pseudo R2 0.146  0.138  0.180   

Sources: NKPS, Statistics Netherlands
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.10

The results for the household context confirm our expectations that compared to not having 

been married before, being divorced or widowed and being a single parent lead to a higher 

likelihood of being a homeowner. Single fathers are over three times more likely to live in an 
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owner-occupied home than single men that have never been married before; single mothers 

are two times more likely to be homeowners than never-married single women. Divorced or 

widowed women are also more likely to be homeowners than their never-married counterparts, 

while divorced or widowed men are not. The latter finding is opposite to what we expected 

to find for divorced women. This might be caused by the fact that being divorced and being 

widowed have different outcomes for men and women. In the case of divorce, women might 

be more likely to leave the joint (owner-occupied) home because of financial reasons, while 

in the case of widowhood it is more often the man who deceases before the woman because 

of both the age differences between them and the difference in life expectancy, which leads 

to the woman staying behind in the owner-occupied home. Unfortunately in our sample both 

groups are too small to distinguish between these categories in the analysis.

The effects of the family background are similar to those found for couples, although for 

singles we do not find a significant effect of father’s socio-economic status and family size. 

We do find a significant effect of fathers’ self-employment, which was not the case for 

couples. When we compare the influence of the family background for men and women, we 

only see a difference for the effect of fathers’ socio-economic status: only for women does 

it increase the likelihood of being a homeowner. Parental divorce does have a significant 

negative effect on the whole sample but probably because of a lack of statistical power, this 

effect is not significant when we analyze men and women separately. 

Single men and women have a greater chance of being homeowners when they are older, until 

the age of 60 after which the likelihood is estimated to decrease again. No significant effect of 

being foreign born is found, which is probably caused by the fact that people who are foreign 

born do not often live alone in the Netherlands. The results for the other control variables are 

similar to the results for couples except for the fact that no effect of the interaction variable 

of distance and parental homeownership is found for single men, while we did find such an 

effect for men in couples. 

3.5 Conclusion and discussion

In this paper we examined to what extent the impact of resources, household context and 

family background characteristics on homeownership differs between men and women in 

couples and between single men and women. Our results showed that in general women are 

less likely to be homeowners than men are. The household context, which has an important 

influence on homeownership, has a significantly different effect for men and women. The 

difference between being a never married single or being a single parent and being married 

without having children is significantly greater for women than for men. Moreover, single 

mothers are less likely to be homeowners than married women, while single fathers are not. 

We also found some important differences in the impact of resources between men and 

women, both in couples and for singles.
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In the analyses on men and women who live with a partner, we did not find a statistically 

significant difference between the effect of the income of the male partner and the effect 

of income of the female partner. However, we did find a striking difference in the effect 

of level of education. The level of education of the male partner is far more important for 

homeownership than the level of education of the female partner. This indicates that the 

earning potential of the male partner is probably valued higher when deciding to buy a home. 

These results are slightly different from results in previous studies, but are in line with the 

central explanation behind them: the resources of the male partner are more important for 

homeownership than those of the female partner. In addition to the differences regarding 

resources, we found some evidence that women are more affected by their family of origin 

than men are. For both men and women, a positive effect of parental homeownership was 

found and a negative effect of originating from a large family in which parental resources 

have to be shared with many siblings. Men are, however, not significantly influenced by their 

fathers’ socio-economic position and by parental divorce, while women are. For women, a 

high socio-economic status of the father increases the likelihood of being a homeowner, and 

having experienced a parental divorce during childhood decreases this likelihood. 

The comparison of single women and single men showed some very interesting results. For 

both single women and single men their current income influences their likelihood of being 

a homeowner, However, for single men their earning potential is more important than it is for 

women. Even within the group of single persons, a strong effect of the household context is 

found. For women, having been married before and having children makes it more likely to 

be a homeowner, while for single men only having children does so. 

We can conclude that the determinants of homeownership have a different impact on men 

and women. Household situation and actual income are better predictors of homeownership 

for women, while resources, and more specifically earning potential, seem to be better 

predictors for men. Single women are far less likely to be homeowners. They may be waiting 

for their own income to be sufficiently high, or for a partner with whom they can start a family. 

Single men are more likely to buy a home for themselves, and they are influenced more than 

women by their educational attainment and less than women by their household context. 

Based on the fact that women tend to be more affected by family situations than men are, we 

also expected differences in the impact of the family background on homeownership. These 

expectations were partly supported. Women are indeed more affected by a parental divorce 

and the socio-economic status of the father than men are. 

A small drawback of the data we used is the fact that the respondents were asked only a 

limited number of questions about their partner. We therefore did not have information about 

the family background of the partner, while this information would have been highly relevant 

for the analyses of couples. If information on the family background of both persons in the 
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couple were available, a direct comparison would be possible between whose family of origin 

matters more: that of the female or that of the male partner. 

Compared with previous research, the addition of separate analyses for singles provided 

valuable new insights. It showed us that men and women really have different access to 

homeownership. Not only is there a difference between partners in couples in the contribution 

of individual resources to the couples’ homeownership, but there is also a difference between 

men and women without partners in the level of homeownership and in its determinants. 

For this paper, the emphasis was on a comparison between females and males. In further 

research, the emphasis could be shifted to a comparison between couples and singles, 

to see whether the impact of resources, household context and family background differs 

between them. 
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Abstract

Choices for urban, suburban or rural residential environments have often been studied from 

a life course perspective. In this paper we examine the influence of childhood experiences 

and of residential environment choices of family members outside the household. We argue 

that socialization, location specific capital and the wish to maintain close family ties may 

result in living in a similar residential environment later in life and in similar environments as 

siblings and parents. Results of multinomial logistic regression analyses of data from the 

Netherlands Kinship Panel Study show that the residential environment during childhood is 

indeed strongly associated with the current residential environment. Moreover, individuals 

show a strong similarity to their parents and siblings in their residential environment, even 

after accounting for residential inertia and return migration. 
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4.1 Introduction

Urban, suburban and rural residential environments in western societies offer different 

opportunities, facilities and social networks (Michelson, 1977; Feijten et al., 2008), show 

differences in housing market characteristics (Deurloo et al., 1990) and are associated with 

different lifestyles (Brun and Fagnani, 1994). Living or having lived in different residential 

environments can lead to different opportunities and socio-economic (dis)advantages later in 

life. Both onward migration and (temporarily) living in the city have a positive effect on one’s 

occupational achievement (Mulder and Van Ham, 2005). The type of residential environment 

one chooses thus has an important influence on the quality of people’s lives and is therefore 

an important topic to examine. 

From previous research in various countries we know that different residential environments 

attract different households (e.g. Michelson, 1977). Because of the availability of education, 

services and good labour market opportunities, cities are often associated with young, single 

persons. Couples with young children often live in the suburbs because of the availability 

family related facilities (Courgeau, 1989; Kulu, 2008). Rural areas are associated with a more 

traditional life style and mainly attract elderly people (Van Dam et al., 2002). The choice for a 

certain residential location is thus closely related to the life course: people in different stages 

of their life course make different residential environment choices (Brun and Fagnani, 1994). 

From these previous findings it seems that people mainly choose their residential environment 

based on their current preferences and needs, influenced by the phase of the life course 

careers they are in. However, there is reason to expect that these findings only tell part of the 

story and that other influences may also be of great importance. In this article we argue that 

both childhood experiences and residential choices of family members outside the household 

are likely to play an important role in the residential environment choices of households. 

A small body of literature has shown an influence of previous residential experiences, for 

instance during childhood, on current residential environment choices (Van Dam et al., 

2002; Aero, 2006; Feijten et al., 2008). Previous residential experiences in cities and suburbs 

increase the probability of return migration (Feijten et al., 2008) and having lived in a rural 

area has been found to increase the probability of living in another rural area (Van Dam et 

al., 2002). Moreover, childhood experiences lead to the development of preferences which 

influence (housing) choices later in life. Parents transmit their resources and lifestyles to their 

children (Blau and Duncan, 1967), resulting in making similar residential choices, for instance 

with respect to homeownership (Helderman and Mulder, 2007; Smits and Mulder, 2008) and 

housing quality (Smits and Michielin, forthcoming). 

In addition to childhood experiences, we may also expect an influence of the wider family 

context on residential environment choices of households. Research has shown that even in 
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the contemporary individualistic western societies, family members outside the household 

to a large extent influence life chances and choices of individuals (Michielin et al., 2008; 

Mulder and Cooke, 2009). Through socialization, siblings growing up in the same household 

may develop similar preferences which may lead to making similar residential environment 

choices later in life. The residential location of family members outside the household can 

also influence one’s location choices because of family ties. Because of feelings of family 

solidarity or family support, people might want to live in close proximity to their parents and 

siblings (Bengtson, 2001; Michielin et al., 2008). 

Previous studies on residential environment choices have thus examined the influence of 

life course characteristics and previous residential experiences. Other studies show the 

influence of socialization on housing choices. And yet another body of literature shows that 

individuals take their parents’ location into account when choosing theirs. However, to our 

knowledge, there have been no studies yet that combine these factors and questions their 

relative importance. In this article we attempt to fill this gap by addressing the question to 

what extent (residential) childhood experiences and the residential choices of parents and 

siblings outside the household play a role in residential environment choices of individuals, in 

addition to the known effect of life course characteristics. Moreover, we investigate the relative 

importance of childhood experiences and the location of parents and siblings with that of life 

course characteristics. The data we use come from the first wave of the Netherlands Kinship 

Panel Study (Dykstra et al., 2005) and are analyzed using multinomial logistic regression 

analyses. 

4.2 Theoretical framework

4.2.1 Urban, suburban and rural residential environments in the Netherlands

In the decennia after World War 2, welfare and economic prosperity grew. This enabled many 

households to move from the cities to larger dwellings in the surrounding suburbs. After this 

suburbanization trend, urban renewal programmes in the 1980’s lead to a revival of cities in 

which the population started to grow again (Feijten et al., 2008). Nowadays, cities, suburban 

and rural areas all offer specific characteristics that attract people with different lifestyles 

and preferences. Despite the high population density and high degree of urbanization in 

the Netherlands, there is a clear distinction between the characteristics of the different 

environments.

Urban environments are in general characterized by a broad availability of (tertiary) educational 

institutions, leisure facilities and a large concentration of both low and high skilled jobs. The 

Dutch suburbs are characterized by well maintained public spaces, green facilities and a 

good availability of parking space (Feijten et al., 2008). Rural areas offer more space, green 

and a quiet environment compared to more urban areas and living in the rural areas means 

living further away from facilities, education and jobs (Van Dam et al., 2002). The housing 
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stock in Dutch cities consists for a large part of affordable social rental housing, mostly multi-

family dwellings. In the suburbs, the quality of housing is higher on average, the housing 

market is dominated by single-family dwellings and the share of owner-occupied dwellings is 

greater compared with urban areas. In rural areas the share of social housing is relatively low 

and the share of high-quality owner-occupied dwellings high (Deurloo et al., 1990). 

The different types of environments are also associated with different lifestyles. An urban 

lifestyle can be described as an extroverted lifestyle: people value the cultural activities 

they conduct and the lively atmosphere in the city (compare Brun and Fagnani, 1994, for 

France). The suburban lifestyle has often been described as a familistic lifestyle, in which 

raising children in a safe environment is valued highly (Bootsma, 1995). The rural lifestyle is 

often regarded as more traditional, where religion is valued more than in urban and suburban 

lifestyles (Van Dam et al., 2002). However, there are signs that urban and suburban lifestyles 

are becoming more similar, as can be seen for instance from a rise in the number of couples 

who raise their children in the city (Karsten, 2003; 2007). There is also a trend of highly 

educated people moving from the cities or suburbs to more rural areas after retirement, 

thereby changing the population composition and causing a mental urbanization of the rural 

population (SCP, 2006). 

4.2.2 Life course characteristics

Different phases in the life course careers are associated with different needs and preferences 

for specific facilities of residential environments. Events in these careers that change needs 

or preferences therefore trigger moves between residential environments (Michielin and 

Mulder, 2008). The relative importance attached to the life course careers (attitudes towards 

family, education and work) leads to preferences for a certain type of residential environment 

(Bootsma, 1995). 

The educational career affects the residential environment choice because universities and 

higher vocational schools are almost always located in cities. A high level of education is also 

often associated with a preference for urban living (Bootsma, 1995; Karsten, 2003). We thus 

expect both enrolment in higher education and an obtained higher level of education to be 

positively associated with living in cities. Regarding the occupational career we can argue 

that the great availability of both high skilled and low skilled jobs in urban areas makes the 

city a good place to live for those in employment. A work oriented life style is also found to 

be associated with a preference for urban living (Bell, 1958; Brun and Fagnani, 1994). We thus 

expect being employed to be positively associated with living in urban areas. Suburbs are 

often within commuting distance from cities (Karsten, 2003). Working people may therefore 

also be more likely to live in the suburbs than in rural areas. 
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The phase of the family career also affects preferences regarding the residential environment. 

Young single persons are not only attracted by the availability of tertiary education in cities, 

but also by the greater availability of (small) social rental housing and the accessibility of 

social and cultural facilities (Michelson, 1977; Faessen, 2002). Divorced and separated 

singles are also known to be more likely to live in cities because divorce and separation 

are likely to trigger moves to the city and because people in cities are more likely to divorce 

or separate (Faessen, 2002; Hall and Ogden, 2003). Couples without children, often young 

couples who have not started their family career yet, also tend to be over represented in 

urban areas (Karsten, 2003; Courgeau, 1989; Kruythoff, 1993), while the availability of child-

friendly housing and facilities such as childcare in the suburbs is likely to attract couples with 

children (Kruythoff, 1993; Karsten, 2003). Single parents may also have a preference for living 

in suburban areas, but may be constrained in realising this because of a lack of resources. 

We therefore expect them to be more likely to live in urban areas rather than in suburban or 

rural areas.

4.2.3 Childhood experiences

Growing up in different areas is likely to lead to the development of different preferences. 

People may develop a particular attachment to the residential environment type in which 

they grew up. However, it should also be acknowledged that people who grew up in the 

same type of environment may have had different experiences with it. Young people growing 

up in a certain environment may stereotype or idealize areas with which they are not familiar 

(Vanderbeck and Morse Dunkley, 2003). The images that young people have of different 

environment types are often influenced by their feeling of belonging or attachment to the 

place where they live (Elder et al., 1996). Adolescents adjust their view of their residential 

location to the opportunities and constraints they see for moving away. When adolescents 

have strong feelings of belonging, for instance because of strong family ties, and face 

constraints on moving away, they tend to adjust their view of their residential environment in 

a positive way (Elder et al., 1996). More generally, their view is influenced by location specific 

capital. Location specific capital includes not only social capital such as the presence of 

social networks, but also cultural capital (familiarity with the local values, knowledge of the 

local labour market) and economic capital (owning a dwelling).

Location specific capital can lead to residential inertia or return migration (DaVanzo, 1981; 

Fischer and Malmberg, 2001). People generally do not move over long distances unless 

there is a persuasive reason to do so, for example when they expect to gain from it, either in 

economic or in social respect (Mulder and Van Ham, 2005). People might thus live in a certain 

residential environment because they grew up there and never moved away. Individuals 

might also live in the same residential environment as in which they grew up because the 

return to this area later in life. Return migration often involves people who have left their 

childhood residence for educational reasons and who move back when they have finished 
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their educational career. The location specific capital in that specific area serves as a pull 

factor: they might still have social networks there and their friends and/or family may still live 

there (Morrison and DaVanzo, 1986; Van Dam et al., 2002). In addition to location specific 

capital, socialization within the family of origin during childhood can also lead to residential 

inertia or return migration. People might chose to stay close to their childhood residence or 

return to it because they have positive experiences growing up there and have developed a 

preferences for living in that area, with its specific characteristics, facilities and atmosphere 

(Bourdieu, 1984; Aero, 2006). 

Location specific capital and socialization can thus lead to residential inertia and return 

migration, resulting in living in the same residential environment later in life. In addition, 

socialization can lead to developing preferences for a certain type of residential environment, 

resulting in living in a similar, but not necessarily the same, residential environment later in life. 

Aero (2006) refers to this socialization process as an innate disposition of place: where to live 

is a matter of convention and embodied preferences. A person feels at home in a certain type 

of environment. By studying newcomers to a certain area (thus ruling out return migration), 

Aero (2006) provided clear evidence of the fact that people are indeed more likely to choose 

the same type of residential environment as in which they grew up. Images and preferences 

that people have for a certain type of residential environment are closely linked to actual 

residential behaviour. For instance, people who have lived in rural areas before have more 

positive attitudes towards this environment than those who have not lived there (Van Dam 

et al., 2002) and have an increased probability of moving to another rural area (Feijten et al., 

2008). We thus expect that people who have lived in a certain type of residential environment 

during their childhood, are more likely to live in that type of residential environment in their 

adult lives than people who grew up in a different type of residential environment. 

How people have experienced their childhood and whether people feel at home in a certain 

type of residential environment can also depend on other family background characteristics. 

Highly educated parents often attach great value to education and work, and have often lived 

in the city (at least temporarily). They can stimulate their children to pursue their educational 

careers and transmit their positive attitudes towards education to their children (Blau and 

Duncan, 1967), thus enhancing the possibility that their children will live in the city. We 

therefore expect that having higher educated parents increase the likelihood of living in cities 

rather than in suburbs or rural areas.

Having experienced a parental divorce during childhood may influence residential environment 

choices in different ways. Divorced or single parents are more likely to live in cities (Faessen, 

2002) and their adult children therefore could be more likely to live in a city themselves. 

Having experienced a parental divorce might also change attitudes towards family, such as 

opinions about marriage (Amato, 1988). The family career might therefore be valued less. This 
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could lead to a preference for cities rather than suburbs and rural areas (Bootsma, 1995).

4.2.4 Family members outside the household

Besides the effects of life course characteristics and previous residential experiences, we 

are interested in the additional effect that family members outside the household have on 

residential environment choices. This association between the current residential environment 

of parents and their children may take place through continued socialization or because of 

the wish to maintain close family ties. 

Through socialization, parents transmit values and resources to their children which might 

result in having similar preferences and making similar choices regarding their residential 

environment (Bourdieu, 1984). For other housing characteristics, namely housing quality 

(Smits and Michielin, forthcoming) and tenure (Helderman, 2007; Smits and Mulder, 2008), 

this similarity between parents and children has already been shown. Socialization not only 

takes place during childhood. Choices that parents and siblings make later in life, can also 

serve as an example. We can refer to this as continued socialization. For example, a sibling 

moving over a long distance for job reasons might stimulate other siblings to also take the 

step to move away. Since siblings share their socialization and to a large extent have the 

same residential experiences, they might develop similar preferences and make comparable 

residential environment choices. We expect an association between the residential 

environment of an individual and that of his or her parents and siblings, even after accounting 

for the fact that many people never leave the residential environment of their childhood.

Even in contemporary individualistic societies as the Netherlands, family members such as 

parents and siblings are still important in the lives of adults (Michielin et al., 2008). People have 

feelings of obligation towards family members and there is exchange of actual support within 

families, mostly from parents to their adult children (Bengtson, 2001). Moreover, nowadays, 

in many couples with small children, both partners face the challenge of having to cope with 

bringing up the children and building their occupational careers at the same time. This peak in 

the life course careers of both partners may increase the need for help from family members. 

Because of close family ties, family care and because of the need for support, people can 

have a preference for living close to their parents and/or siblings outside the household. 

This may result in individuals living in the same residential environment as their parents and 

siblings do. Parents are likely to help their children by providing informal childcare or support 

after events such as a divorce or separation (Lawton et al., 1994). Obligations towards 

family members living outside the household compete with other obligations, such as those 

towards the own nuclear family and work (Rossi and Rossi, 1990). In relation to residential 

environment choices this could mean that adult children take their parents’ and siblings’ 

residential location into account when choosing theirs. Especially families with children might 
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find it important to have a family member close by. Close family ties, in terms of both family 

support and contact, might be associated with living in close proximity with family members 

outside the household (Malmberg and Pettersson, 2007; Michielin et al., 2008). 

Because family members share certain preferences as a result of a shared socialization or 

because they choose a residential location close to that of parents and/or siblings in order to 

maintain their family ties, we expect that even after accounting for the residential environment 

during childhood, there will be an additional effect of the current residential environment of 

parents and siblings living outside the household. 

4.2.5 Other individual characteristics

During the 20th century, secularization in the Netherlands developed at a faster pace in the 

urban and industrial areas than in the rural areas. Moreover, the individualistic mentality in 

the generally more prosperous suburbs also resulted in strong secularization (Knippenberg, 

1992). Pinkster and Van Kempen (2002) showed that church attendance is strongly associated 

with living in smaller, rural municipalities. We therefore expect that being religious is more 

strongly associated with living in rural areas rather than suburban or urban areas. We also 

control for gender in our analyses. Age is also expected to influence residential environment 

choices. With an increasing age, people gain more resources and preferences and needs for 

certain facilities might change. Rural areas seem to attract middle-aged and elderly people, 

for instance after retirement (Van Dam et al., 2002). In addition, Bootsma (1995) found that 

couples in the suburbs are on average older than couples in urban areas. We therefore expect 

that with an increasing age, the likelihood of living in rural areas increases. We also account 

for the number of siblings since having more siblings increases the likelihood of showing 

similarities with them regarding the residential environment. Because of the in general lower 

socio-economic status of non-Western immigrants and the availability of more affordable and 

social (rental) housing in the cities, they are overrepresented in the four largest cities in the 

Netherlands (Zorlu and Mulder, 2008). Recently, there has been a suburbanization trend among 

second-generation non-Western immigrants, specifically those with a Caribbean background. 

They tend to move from deprived neighbourhoods in the larger cities to surrounding suburbs 

(Zorlu and Latten,2009). We therefore expect that non-Western immigrants are more likely to 

live in cities than native Dutch, and much less likely to live in rural areas. 

4.3 Data and methods

We use data from the first wave of the Netherlands Kinship Panel Study (NKPS; Dykstra et al., 

2005). This representative sample of the Dutch population was collected in 2002-2004 and 

contains information on 8161 inhabitants of the Netherlands who are aged between 18 and 

79 and not living in institutions. The database can be used for examining contemporary family 

and kinship relationships in the Netherlands from a multi-actor perspective. The main sample 

we use in this study was derived from a random sample of addresses of private residences 



84

in the Netherlands. The data were collected using Computer Assisted Personal Interviews. 

In addition, respondents filled out a self completion questionnaire. The dataset includes 

information about a broad range of socio-economic, housing and family characteristics. 

Moreover, information on the parents, siblings, children, partner and parents-in-law of the 

main respondent is available. See the Codebook of the Netherlands Kinship Panel Study 

(Dykstra et al., 2005) for more detailed information.

We selected respondents living outside the parental home, without missing values on the 

main variables. There were 275 respondents still living in the parental home. Information 

about the place of residence during childhood was missing for 431 respondents, of which 

299 were born outside the Netherlands. The level of education of the parents was unknown 

in 230 cases. The final sample consists of 7233 respondents. 

We distinguish between urban, suburban and rural residential environments. For the 

operationalization of these areas in the Netherlands we followed Feijten, Hooimeijer and 

Mulder (2008). Using the municipality boundaries, they defined 17 large cities (all with more 

than 100,000 inhabitants in 2005 and with a central function to the surrounding area) as urban 

areas. The municipalities directly adjacent to the selected cities were categorized as suburbs, 

while the remaining and largest part of the Netherlands was defined as rural. 

Regarding the family career we distinguished between four household types: couples 

(either married or cohabiting) without children, single persons without children, couples with 

children and single parents. Level of education was measured in four categories: up to lower 

vocational; middle or higher secondary or middle vocational; higher vocational; and university. 

We included a measurement of the labour market participation, distinguishing between those 

who are working fulltime (32 hours or more per week), those who work part-time (less than 

32 hours per week), people enrolled in fulltime education and people who are not employed.

For the measurement of the residential environment during childhood and the residential 

environments of parents and siblings outside the household, we used the same categorization 

of municipalities as we used for the current residential environment. Information about the 

residential environment during childhood was obtained through a retrospective question 

asking in which municipality the respondent lived when he or she was aged 15. To control 

for residential inertia, we included a dummy variable that indicates whether the respondent 

still lives in the same municipality as where he or she lived at age 15. For the residential 

environment of the parents, an extra category was created for those who did not have any 

parents alive anymore or whose parents did not live in the Netherlands. When the parents 

did not live together, the residential environment of the mother was taken into account since 

(adult) children tend to have closer relationships with their mothers than with their fathers 

(Rossi and Rossi, 1990). For the siblings, we created three dummy variables that are coded 1 
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when at least one sibling is living in respectively an urban, suburban or rural area. 

For the level of education of the parents, we took the parent with the highest level of education 

into account. The variable parental divorce designates whether the parents divorced before 

the respondent had left the parental home. We control for religiosity, sex, age, number of 

siblings and for being a non-western immigrant or second generation non-western immigrant. 

Information about religiosity was obtained from the self completion questionnaire, which was 

not filled out by all respondents. Therefore we added an extra category ‘unknown’ to this 

variable. The variable for age squared was divided by ten to obtain better readable parameters. 

Table 4.1 shows the descriptive statistics of all variables for all respondents and for only those 

who moved away from the municipality in which they lived when they were aged 15. The 

percentages are to a large extent similar for the whole group of respondents and the selection 

of those who moved away, except for the level of education and the level of education of 

the parents. For these variables, the proportion of higher educated is significantly greater for 

those who moved way than for the whole group (test statistics not shown).

Table 4.1: Descriptive statistics of all variables for all respondents (N=7233) and for those who moved away 
(N=4391)

All  Only those who moved away
  %  %

Residential environment
Rural 45.02 43.54
Suburban 31.44 34.50
Urban 23.54 21.95
Level of education
Up to lower vocational 34.69 27.94
Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational 31.18 29.26
Higher vocational 24.18 29.10
University 9.95 13.69
Socio-economic position
Working fulltime 35.73 36.44
Working parttime 23.39 23.14
Enrolled in education 5.30 5.97
Not in labour force 35.59 34.46
Household type
Couple without children 32.81 34.55
One person. no children 27.86 28.10
Couple with children 34.73 33.11
Single parent 4.60 4.24
Residential environment at age 15
Rural 49.03 50.15
Suburban 27.98 28.81
Urban 22.99 21.04
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Living in same municipality as at age 15 39.29

Level of education of the parents
Up to lower vocational 48.18 41.97
Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational 33.08 34.62
Higher vocational or university 18.73 23.41

Parents divorced 8.24 8.02

Residential environment parents
Rural 32.63 33.64
Suburban 19.26 19.59
Urban 11.02 9.34
No parents alive or living in the Netherlands 37.09 37.44
Residential environment siblings
At least one sibling living in a rural area 58.81 58.78
At least one sibling living in a suburban area 43.99 45.52
At least one sibling living in an urban area 27.90 29.79

Religiosity
Not religious 40.43 43.16
Religious 49.44 46.89
Unknown 10.13 9.95
Sex
Male 41.38 40.56
Female 58.62 59.44
Non Western immigrant 2.06 1.48

Mean St. dev. Mean St. dev.
Age 47.85 14.69 48.18 14.82
Number of siblings 3.13 2.52 3.08 2.47

Source: NKPS

The method we used is multinomial logistic regression analysis. The residential environment 

of the respondent is the dependent variable, with the category rural area serving as the 

reference category. Since we are interested in examining to what extent childhood experiences 

and residential environment choices of family members outside the household play a role in 

addition to the life course characteristics, we also performed log-likelihood ratio tests of five 

different models to compare the goodness of fit. 

We performed two analyses. The first analysis includes all respondents. The second analysis 

only includes those respondents who do not live in the same municipality anymore as in 

which they grew up. In the second model we thus rule out residential inertia and return 

migration. This enables us to test our hypotheses on developing preferences for a certain 

type of residential environment and on making similar residential choices as parents and 

siblings outside the household. 
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In the two final models, both the residential environment during childhood and the current 
residential environment of parents and siblings are included. Because these variables are 
strongly related to each other, they share variance and might thus take over each other’s 
effects. Since we are interested in the additional effect of the residential environment of the 
parents and siblings after accounting for the residential environment at age 15, we chose to 
prioritize the effect of the residential environment during childhood. To achieve this we first 
estimated a model including the residential environment at age 15, but without the current 
residential environment of parents and siblings. In the final models we included the residential 
environment of the parents and siblings, but we constrained the coefficients for the residential 
environment during childhood to be as they are without the residential environment of the 
parents and siblings in the model. By prioritizing the effect of the residential environment 
during childhood, we can be certain that the effects of the residential environment of the 
parents and siblings are estimated conservatively and are not affected by the correlation with 
the residential environment during childhood. 

4.4 Results
To examine the separate contribution of sets of explanatory variables, we have estimated five 
models, adding the sets of variables stepwise and comparing the goodness of fit of these 
models (see Table 4.2). In the first model we only included the life course characteristics. In 
the following models we added the residential environment during childhood and the indicator 
for residential inertia; other family background characteristics; the residential environment of 
the family members outside the household; and the control variables. Each step improved 
the model significantly. More importantly, adding the residential environment at age 15 and 
whether the respondent was living in the same municipality contributes improved our model 
enormously. This means that studying the residential environment choice of individuals without 
accounting for residential inertia, return migration or residential childhood experiences, 
gives an incomplete and possibly distorted picture of residential environment choice. The 
improvement after including the residential environment of parents and siblings is also highly 
significant, indicating that the location of family members outside the household indeed also 
adds to the explanation of residential environment choices of individuals. 

Table 4.2: Comparisons of goodness of fit between different models (log-likelihoodratio test) 

-2 LL Df Chi2 Prob > Chi2 AIC
Level of education, socio-economic position, 
household type 14820.73 20  -  - 14860.73

+ Residential environment at age 15, living in the 
same municipality 12209.70 26 2611.03 0.00 12261.70

+ Parental level of education, 
parental divorce 12091.95 32 117.75 0.00 12155.95

+ Residential environment parents and siblings 11602.68 44 489.26 0.00 11690.68

+ Religiosity, sex, age, number of siblings, non-
Western immigrant 11521.99 56 80.69 0.00 11633.99

Source: NKPS
Notes: Significance of Chi2: comparison to previous model
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Table 4.3 shows the odds ratios of the final models: one including all respondents; the other 

only including those who moved away from their childhood place of residence. The effect of 

the level of education is as expected. People with a university degree are almost four times 

more likely to live in the city than people who have a lower vocational degree. Being higher 

educated also increases the likelihood of living in suburban areas, compared to being less well 

educated. Similar effects are found for those who moved away. Surprisingly, no significant 

effect working part time (compared to working fulltime) or not being in labour force is found. 

We did find a significant effect of being enrolled in education: as expected it has a positive 

effect on living in the city. However, this effect disappears in the second model, where we 

only included those who moved away. It is thus mainly the educational, and not so much the 

occupational career that influences the residential environment choice of individuals. A higher 

level of education is likely to trigger moves to the city for many. The residential environment 

does not seem to be associated with various characteristics of the occupational career such 

as working part-time or full time or not being employed. 

Table 4.3: Multinomial odds ratios for the effects on residential environment (ref: rural) 

All
Only those who

 moved away
Suburban Urban Suburban Urban

Level of education (ref: up to lower vocational)
Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational 1.08 0.93 1.06 1.03
Higher vocational 1.22 ** 1.51 *** 1.26 ** 1.59 ***
University 2.13 *** 3.95 *** 2.16 *** 3.81 ***

Socio-economic position (ref: working fulltime)
Working part time 1.03 1.01 1.10 1.09
Enrolled in education 1.08 1.35 * 1.13 1.16
Not in labour force 1.14 1.09 1.12 1.09

Household type (ref: couple without children)
One person. no children 1.26 *** 2.45 *** 1.37 *** 2.49 ***
Couple with children 0.87 0.50 *** 0.91 0.48 ***
Single parent 0.98 1.05 1.09 0.98

Residential environment at age 15 (ref: rural)
Suburban 13.90 *** 4.21 *** 2.43 *** 1.84 ***
Urban 7.28 *** 16.86 *** 3.15 *** 0.99

Living in same municipality as at age 15 0.72 *** 1.32 ***

Level of education of the parents (ref: up to lower vocational)
Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational 1.35 *** 1.20 * 1.35 *** 1.38 ***
Higher vocational or university 1.31 ** 1.90 *** 1.24 * 2.08 ***

Parents divorced 1.09 1.13 1.14 1.17
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Residential environment parents (ref: rural)
Suburban 1.41 *** 0.90 1.36 *** 1.01
Urban 1.10 1.12 1.11 1.30
No parents alive or living in the Netherlands 1.20 0.92 1.23 * 0.95

Residential environment siblings (ref: no sibling in a certain area)
At least one sibling living in a rural area 0.71 *** 0.65 *** 0.79 *** 0.74 ***
At least one sibling living in a suburban area 1.56 *** 1.15 1.43 *** 1.11
At least one sibling living in an urban area 1.08 2.23 *** 1.07 1.99 ***

Religiosity (ref: not religious)
Religious 0.89 0.65 *** 0.87 * 0.61 ***
Unknown 1.14 0.92 1.16 0.82

Female 1.02 1.02 1.00 0.94
Age 0.99 ** 0.97 *** 0.99 ** 0.97 ***
Number of siblings 0.99 0.99 0.98 0.99
Non Western immigrant 1.33 1.36 1.77 * 1.26

Constant 0.24 *** 0.38 *** 0.46 *** 0.79
Model fit
Number of observations 7233 4391
Initial -2 Log likelihood 14495.06 9272.88
Final -2 Log likelihood 11656.70 8161.60
Prob > chi2 0.00 0.00
Degrees of freedom 52 50
Pseudo R2 0.20    0.12    

Source: NKPS
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1

The results for the household type are mostly in line with previous research findings, although 

the differences between household types are not large as expected. It seems suburban and 

urban areas attract similar household types. Compared to couples without children, single 

people without children are far more likely to live in both suburban and urban areas, while 

couples with children are less likely to live in urban areas. The effect of being a single parent 

on living in the city is not significant. This is probably due to the fact that there are few single 

parents in our sample. Regarding our indicators of life-course careers, we can conclude that 

the educational career seems the most important, followed by the family career. 

Because of location specific capital and socialization, we expected the residential environment 

during childhood to have a strong influence on the current residential environment. We indeed 

find a very strong association here. For the first model we see that compared to people who 

grew up in a rural area, people who grew up in a suburban area are almost 14 times more 

likely to live in a suburban area later in life. The positive effect of having lived in an urban 
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area during childhood on currently living in an urban area is even stronger. Having lived in the 

suburbs during childhood also increases the likelihood of living in urban areas and vice versa. 

Compared to people who moved away, those still living in the same municipality as where 

they grew up, are most likely to live in cities, while they are less likely to live in suburban 

areas. This might indicate that residential inertia is stronger for those who grew up in the city 

than for those who grew up in suburban environments or that people who grew up in the city 

develop an attachment with this specific city, while the attachment to a specific suburban 

municipality is less strong. It might also indicate that the necessity to leave is less strong in 

cities than in suburban areas. When we rule out residential inertia and return migration (in 

the second model), we still find a strong and significant effect: even if people have moved 

away from the municipality in which they grew up, they are more likely to live in a similar type 

of environment later in life. The only exception is found for having lived in an urban area at 

age 15. Apparently once a person has left the city in which he or she grew up, that person is 

not more likely to live in a city later in life. Residential experience in a suburb does however 

strongly increase the likelihood of living in a suburban area again rather than in a rural area.

As expected, having highly educated parents significantly increases the likelihood of living in 

the suburbs and even more of living in a city, compared to having less well educated parents. 

This possibly indicates that highly educated parents stimulate their children to move to the city 

for their educational career. Whether parents were divorced or not does not have a significant 

effect on the residential environments although the parameters are in the expected direction. 

The results for the residential environment of parents and siblings to a large extent confirm our 

hypotheses. There is indeed an additional effect of the residential environment of the parents 

and siblings on the current residential environment of individuals on top of the association 

between the current place of residence and the residential environment during childhood. 

Regarding the environment in which the parents live, we find a significant association for 

the suburban areas: people whose parents live in the suburbs are 45% more likely to live in 

the suburbs themselves. The parameters for parents living in urban areas are not significant. 

Children whose parents live in urban areas are thus not more or less likely to live in urban 

areas themselves. 

For the siblings we see a much stronger association between their residential environment 

and that of the respondent. Having at least one sibling living in a rural area is associated 

with a lower likelihood of living in suburban and urban areas, while having siblings who live 

in the suburbs or in a city increases the likelihood of living there by 56% or 123%. Siblings 

thus show a strong similarity in their residential environment choices, indicating that the 

mechanisms of socialization or the wish to maintain close family ties are likely to play a role 

in the residential environment choices of individuals. Moreover, the results for the residential 

environments of parents and siblings remain the almost exactly the same when we only take 
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those who moved away into account. This indicates that the similarities we found are not 

just a byproduct of residential inertia, but that parents and their children indeed make similar 

residential choices, for example because they have developed similar preferences.

As expected, being religious is negatively associated with living in a city and for those who 

moved away also with living in suburban areas. No effect of gender is found on residential 

environment choices. We find a negative age effect, indicating that with an increasing age, 

people are less likely to live in urban areas. The number of siblings does not have a significant 

effect. For the first model, the effect of being a non-western immigrant is not significant, 

although in the expected direction. For the second model however, it is significant: if 

immigrants have moved away from the municipality in which they grew up, they are more 

likely to live in suburban areas. This is in line with the pattern of suburbanisation that has 

recently started among second generation immigrants in the Netherlands. 

4.5 Conclusion and discussion

Previous research has paid attention to the influence of life course characteristics and of 

previous residential experiences, on the choice for rural, suburban or urban residential 

environments. In this paper we aimed to show that not only life course characteristics 

are associated with residential environment choices, but that also (residential) childhood 

experiences and the residential environment choices of family members outside the 

household play an important role. Moreover, we investigated the relative importance of these 

sets of factors. 

We argued that (residential) childhood experiences influence current residential environment 

choices through location specific capital and socialization. Location specific capital can 

cause residential inertia or lead to return migration, which can result in living in the same 

residential environment in which one grew up. Through socialization, people may develop 

preferences for a certain type of residential environment, resulting in living in a similar 

residential environment later in life. Moreover, we argued that the residential location of family 

members outside the household, such as parents ands siblings, influence the choice for a 

residential environment through continued socialization and the wish to maintain close family 

ties. Because of continued socialization, individuals are likely to share preferences with their 

parents and siblings outside the household. As a result, they may show strong similarities 

regarding their residential environment choices. The wish to maintain close family ties is likely 

related to a preference for living in close proximity to family members, possibly resulting in 

living in the same residential environment. 

In line with previous studies, our results show that life course characteristics (mainly different 

household types and differences in level of education) are associated with living in different 

residential environments. However, it should be noted that our results indicate that suburban 
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and urban areas seem to attract similar household types, and that it is the distinction between 

rural areas on the one hand and suburban and urban areas on the other hand to which life 

course characteristics make the difference. 

In addition to the effects of the life course characteristics, we indeed also found strong effects 

for the residential environment during childhood and other family background characteristics. 

These effects are highly significant, even when ruling out residential inertia and return 

migration. We showed that having lived in a certain residential environment strongly increases 

the likelihood of living in a similar environment later in life. A family background characteristic 

that turned out to have a strong effect on the residential environment is the level of education 

of the parents: children of highly educated parents are more likely to live in the city than 

children of less well educated parents. 

We also found clear evidence that the residential environment choices of individuals are 

associated with those of parents and even more with those of their siblings. Persons who 

have siblings living in a certain residential environment are much more likely to live in a 

similar residential environment. These results were found for all three types of residential 

environments, and even for those people who moved away from their childhood place of 

residence.

Our results confirm that life course characteristics indeed are strongly associated with 

residential environment choices. However, a major contribution of this paper lies in the fact 

that we showed that residential experiences during childhood might be even more important 

in determining one’s residential environment than life course characteristics. Moreover, 

the residential location of parents and siblings outside the household also seems to be an 

essential factor. The fact that the influence of where one grew up, residential inertia and the 

location choices of family members proved to be very important for residential environment 

choices means that a focus on life course characteristics of households only tells part of 

the story. Using a broader life course perspective, taking into account the interdependency 

between family members, their linked lives and shared life course experiences, seems to offer 

a more fruitful approach. 

Our data had a few limitations. Migrants were underrepresented in the dataset, which made it 

unable to analyse residential environment choices among minority groups in the Netherlands. 

Information on religiosity was only available for respondents who filled out an additional self-

completion survey and therefore missing for a relatively large part of our sample. Reliable 

class indicators other than those we used, namely level of education of the respondent and 

parents, were also not available. We also did not have direct information on motives for moving 

to a residential environment, for instance related to high concentration of ethnic minorities in 

cities. A white flight out of neighbourhoods does not occur on a large scale in the Netherlands 
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at the moment, but it has been shown that parents take the concentration of ethnic minorities 

into account when choosing a primary school for their children (Karsten, 1994). 

The data we used were gathered at one point in time and lacked complete residential 

histories. Because of this we were not able to study changes in preferences or decision-

making processes over time or over the life course. Moreover, because we could not take 

into account all previous residential environments, we were not able to disentangle residential 

inertia from return migration. Future research could show what the relative importance is of 

return migration compared to residential inertia. Moreover, examining to what extent people 

indeed develop preferences, either during childhood or later in life, for a certain type of 

residential environment could give more insight into residential environment choices and the 

influence the family background and family members outside the household have in this. 
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Abstract

Using data from the Netherlands Kinship Panel Study, we investigate the influence of 

characteristics of the male and female partner in couples and their parents on the distance 

between the residential location of the couple and of both partners’ parents. We find that 

couples live closer to the man’s parents than to the woman’s parents. We conclude that the 

socioeconomic position of the man is more dominant in the location choice of couples than 

that of the woman, but that when the couple has young children, the family ties of the woman 

seem to gain importance.
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5.1 Introduction

Because of its strong association with intergenerational contact and the exchange of support 

and care, the topic of geographical proximity between parents and their adult children has 

received considerable research attention (Rogerson et al., 1997; Malmberg and Pettersson, 

2007; Mulder and Cooke, 2009). In the light of an aging society, several researchers have 

investigated the distance between elderly parents and their adult children in relation to the 

parents’ support needs, in the case of health problems, for instance (Clark and Wolf, 1992; 

Silverstein, 1995; Tomassini et al., 2004; Hank, 2007; Malmberg and Pettersson, 2007; 

Bordone, 2009; Van Diepen and Mulder, 2009: Pettersson and Malmberg, 2009). Other 

researchers have concentrated on the broader issue of the perceived diminishing family ties 

in modern Western societies and have examined to what extent the support needs and care 

giving of both generations, rather than just the older, influence the distance between them 

(Rogerson et al., 1993; Lawton et al., 1994; Hank, 2007; Michielin and Mulder, 2007; Michielin 

et al., 2008). Together, these studies have accumulated strong evidence for the claim that 

both parents and their adult children take each other’s residential location into account when 

choosing their own.

The previous studies of the distance between parents and their adult children analyse this 

distance from the perspective of an individual and his or her parents. However, people in 

married and cohabiting couples have to deal with the needs, characteristics, and location of 

the parents of both partners. In many cases it would simply not be possible to live close to both 

sets of parents and a choice has to be made. As Michielin and Mulder (2007) acknowledge, 

for men and women in couples, a potential explanation for the distance to one’s parents is the 

distance to the parents-in-law. The possibility of this ‘competition’ between the two sets of 

parents is also recognized by Pettersson and Malmberg (2009). The question that arises, and 

that to our knowledge has not yet received any research attention, is whose parents matter 

most in the location choice of couples, and to what extent characteristics of both partners 

and both sets of parents influence proximity between couples and the parents of the man 

and woman. 

Gender differences play an important role in couples’ residential location decisions. Firstly, 

there is a gender dimension in intergenerational contact. Men and women differ in the 

extent to which they experience feelings of family solidarity and provide care and support 

(Rossi and Rossi, 1990; Spitze and Logan, 1990; Gerstel and Gallagher, 1993), which can 

have implications for their location choice. Secondly, notwithstanding the known influence 

of support needs and family ties on distances between parents and their adult children, 

the location choice of couples is based to a large extent on considerations with regard to 

housing and jobs and influenced by both partner’s socioeconomic resources. It is therefore 

important to pay attention to how the residential choices of couples are made with respect 

to the socioeconomic position of both partners. Several studies have shown that gender 
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inequalities play a role in the migration decisions of couples and that women in couples are 

often trailing wives who follow their husbands for the benefit of his occupational career (Boyle 

et al., 2001; Cooke, 2003; Smits et al., 2003). 

In this paper we investigate to what extent gender differences play a part in couples’ location 

choice with respect to the location of both sets of parents. We address the following research 

question:

Do couples live in closer proximity to the parents of the male partner or of the female partner, 

and to what extent can the distance to both sets of parents be explained by gender differences 

related to the socioeconomic considerations and resources of both partners in the couple or 

by gender differences related to support and family ties? 

We address this question in the context of the Netherlands. The Netherlands has a very high 

population density, one of the highest in Europe, and is a small country with respect to its area 

size. The built environment is therefore relatively urbanised and distances to jobs, education 

and family are usually rather small. On average, the distance between Dutch parents and 

their adult children is about 29 kilometres. And almost one third of the population has at least 

one family member living within one kilometre of their place of residence (Mulder and Kalmijn, 

2006). 

Using a selection of two-sex couples from cross-sectional data from the Netherlands Kinship 

Panel Study (NKPS; Dykstra et al., 2005), we performed linear-regression analyses of the 

logarithm of the distance between couples and both sets of parents. Our units of analysis are 

couples, for which we simultaneously model the distance to the parents of the male and of 

the female partner. With seemingly unrelated estimates, we identified the characteristics that 

have different effects on the distance to the man’s and woman’s parents.

5.2 Theoretical framework

In general, people do not move far away from the place where they grew up unless they have 

a compelling reason to do so. This phenomenon can be referred to as residential inertia. 

People develop location specific capital, for instance social networks and knowledge of the 

labour market, which ties them to a certain place (DaVanzo, 1981). However, with every move 

a person makes, the distance to the parents is likely to increase (Rogerson et al., 1993). 

People who have moved more frequently are therefore more likely to live farther away from 

their parents than are people who have moved less. The distance between people and their 

parents arises when they leave the parental home. The location choice of young adults leaving 

their parental home depends, among other things, on their enrolment in and level of education 

and housing-market characteristics (Goldscheider and Goldscheider, 1999). Subsequently, 

reasons of housing, education or occupation can lead to other moves, thus influencing the 
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distance to one’s parents. Union formation also influences the distance between parents 

and their adult children. When people start living together, one or both partners move to 

another dwelling. When theorizing about gender differences in couples’ decision making 

with respect to the distance to both sets of parents, we therefore need to pay attention to 

gender differences in migration histories (Section 2.1). People may also have a preference for 

living in close proximity to family members, possibly strengthened by life course events that 

increase the need for support or contact. These may thus invoke a residential relocation that 

influences the distance to one’s parents. The second source of gender differences we have 

to theorize about, therefore, are those in support needs and family ties (Section 2.2). The 

hypotheses we derive from theoretical ideas on gender differences in migration histories on 

the one hand, and in support needs and family ties on the other, partly contradict each other. 

This gives us the opportunity to assess which source of gender differences seems to be more 

important in determining the distances to the men’s versus the women’s parents. 

5.2.1 Male dominance in the migration history of couples

Couples’ migration decisions are influenced by gender role beliefs and differences in the 

partners’ respective bargaining power (Mulder and Wagner, 1993; Cooke, 2008). The power 

balance within couples often lies on the side of the male partner, giving him a greater say 

in the couples’ decision making (Bielby and Bielby, 1992; Mulder and Wagner, 1993; Smits 

et al., 2003). These differences in gender role beliefs and bargaining power are visible in the 

migration histories of men and women. 

At the transition of leaving the parental home, women are more likely to move in with a 

partner straight from the parental home than men are (Goldscheider and Goldscheider, 1999). 

On union formation, the change in distance to the parents partly depends on who moves 

in with whom. Since on union formation women tend to move to their partner’s place of 

residence rather than vice versa (Mulder and Wagner, 1993), she is more likely to increase 

the distance to her own parents at that point, while he might remain close to his. Women are 

also far more likely to be trailing spouses or tied migrants than men are, implying that the 

male partner maintains his dominant say in the couple’s migration decisions (Cooke, 2003; 

Cooke, 2008). His location preferences are therefore likely to be of greater importance than 

hers. Because location specific capital plays an important role in location choices (DaVanzo, 

1981), he is likely to live close to where he grew up. We thus hypothesised that, because of 

this male dominance and because of residential inertia, couples will live closer to the parents 

of the man than to the parents of the woman. Moreover, we expected that the socioeconomic 

characteristics of the male partner would influence the distance to both sets of parents to a 

larger extent than the socioeconomic characteristics of the female partner would.

Differences in bargaining power are often caused by differences in the socioeconomic 

position between the male and female partners (Blood and Wolfe, 1960; Bielby and Bielby, 
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1992; Cooke 2008). Men tend to have a better socioeconomic position than women, and 

are more likely to provide (a larger share of) the household income. The male breadwinner 

therefore has more bargaining power than the woman in dual-earner couples and couples 

with a male breadwinner are more likely to migrate for the benefit of his occupational career 

(Boyle et al., 2001; Smits et al., 2003). We therefore expected that when the male partner 

could be considered as the couple’s breadwinner, they would live farther away from the 

woman’s parents than when the man is not the main breadwinner in the couple.

Migration is strongly influenced by level of education. Because of the need to move to attend 

higher education, the greater amount of human and economic capital and specialized skills 

associated with higher education, and their positive attitude to long-distance migration and 

urban living, highly educated people move more often and over longer distances than less 

well educated people do (Börsch-Supan, 1990; Silverstein, 1995). We therefore expected that 

the highly educated would live farther away from their parents than the less well educated 

would (Mulder and Kalmijn, 2006). For similar reasons, we also expected that those with 

highly educated parents would live farther away from their parents than would those with 

less well educated parents (Clark and Wolf, 1992; Silverstein, 1995; Michielin and Mulder, 

2007). Within couples, because of gender inequalities, we expected the extent to which the 

male partner’s level of education would influence migration decisions and thus the distance 

to parents would be larger than for the female partner’s level of education. Studies of the 

migration of married couples have indeed concluded that the influence of the male partner’s 

level of education is greater than that of the female partner’s (Smits et al., 2003; Cooke 2003; 

Cooke, 2008). The effect of level of education to increase the distance to parents was thus 

expected to be stronger for the man’s level of education than for the woman’s. 

The difference in bargaining power and socioeconomic status may partly be a result of 

age differences. Because men are in general a few years older than their female partners, 

they tend to have an advantage in their educational, occupational, and housing careers. 

His place of residence might therefore be preferred over hers on union formation because 

of its better housing quality or the distance to his job (Mulder and Wagner, 1993). The age 

difference between men and women in couples not only causes gender inequalities between 

both partners on union formation, but also in subsequent migration decisions. We therefore 

expected that with the male partner older than the female partner, the distance between the 

couple and the female partner’s parents would increase.

Other factors influencing couples’ migration histories that we have to account for are the 

couple’s age and housing situation. With increasing age, people live farther away from their 

parents, probably because older people have moved more often over their life course (Mulder 

and Kalmijn, 2006). Homeowners are often more tied to their location and less likely to move 

than renters (Henley, 1998; Michielin et al., 2008) and thus tend to live closer to their parents 
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than renters do (Michielin and Mulder, 2007). Many people in cities have moved there for 

reasons of education or work and thus have moved away from their parents (Michielin et al., 

2008; Mulder and Kalmijn, 2006). Additionally, people in less urbanized areas tend to have 

stronger family ties and thus may have more contact with their family members than people 

in more urban areas do (Rogerson et al., 1993; Mulder and Van der Meer, 2009), possibly 

resulting in living in closer proximity to family members.

5.2.2 Gender differences in support needs and family ties

As many scholars acknowledge, in today’s individualized and urbanized modern Western 

societies, the importance of the extended family still persists and family solidarity, 

intergenerational contact, and exchange of care are far from diminishing (Rossi and Rossi, 

1990; Gerstel and Gallagher, 1993; Bengtson, 2001; Grundy and Shelton, 2001; Komter and 

Vollebergh, 2002; Kalmijn and De Vries, 2009). Proximity to family members is associated 

with the strength of family ties and support needs (Lawton et al., 1994; Hank, 2007). Because 

proximity facilitates support (Knijn and Liefbroer, 2006; Mulder and Van der Meer, 2009), a 

greater need for support from either the parents or the adult children can lead to a preference 

for living close to the other generation. Moreover, when people have strong family ties, they 

will be more likely to adjust their household situation because of their parents’ support needs 

or of their own than when they only have weak feelings of family solidarity (Komter and 

Vollebergh, 2002; Litwak and Kulis, 1987; Silverstein, 1995). It can thus be argued that the 

stronger the family ties and the greater the support needs of either generation, the greater is 

the likelihood that both generations live in close proximity (Michielin et al., 2008). 

There is a clear gender dimension in intergenerational contact. Women are more motivated to 

provide support to their parents by intergenerational affection, while men are more motivated 

by filial obligation and legitimating their inheritance (Silverstein et al., 1995). As a result, 

women provide more care than men do (Spitze and Logan, 1990; Grundy and Shelton, 2001; 

Mulder and Van der Meer, 2009), especially to ageing parents (Gerstel and Gallagher, 1993). 

Moreover, daughters have more contact with their parents than sons, especially with their 

mothers (Silverstein et al., 1995; Hank, 2007), and it is the presence of at least one daughter 

that influences the level of support that parents receive (Spitze and Logan, 1990). Not only 

do women provide more support for their parents than men; parents also give more support 

to their daughters than to their sons. Women have their parents move close to them more 

often than men do (Pettersson and Malmberg, 2009). Because of their stronger family ties, 

women may have a stronger preference for living close to family members than men have. 

Women are therefore more likely to move close to older parents than men are (Malmberg and 

Pettersson, 2007). These factors led us to the expectation that couples would live closer to 

the woman’s parents than to the man’s. Moreover, we expected that the effects of support 

needs and family ties would be greater for the distance to the woman’s parents than to the 

man’s. Note that this hypothesis on the importance of female family ties is the opposite of 
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what we expected based on gender inequalities in the migration decisions of couples.

The strength of family ties differs between married and unmarried cohabiting couples. In the 

Netherlands, unmarried cohabitation is often a short term arrangement resulting in either 

dissolution or marriage, while a marriage is regularly regarded to be more stable (Manting, 

1996; Mulder, 2006). Because unmarried cohabitation is associated with a higher degree of 

uncertainty, cohabitants invest less in contact with the family of their partners and as a result 

have less contact with their parents and parents-in-law than married people do (Hogerbrugge 

and Dykstra, 2009). Moreover, couples often get married in anticipation of having children 

(Manting, 1994), which affects the family orientation of the couple. Couples also often move 

in anticipation of having children and having young children hampers moving farther away 

from parents (Michielin et al., 2008). Parents also live closer to their adult children when they 

had grandchildren (Malmberg and Pettersson, 2007). Together with the fact that women have 

more contact with their parents than men do, these factors led us to expect that people in 

married couples would live closer to their parents than people who are cohabiting and that 

this effect would be stronger for the distance to the woman’s than the man’s parents.  

For couples, one of the most important life course characteristics that indicate a need for 

support is having young children (Michielin and Mulder, 2007). Their presence can change 

attitudes towards family and strengthen the ties with family members outside the household. 

Parents are also a great resource for care, especially for dual-earner families (Michielin et 

al., 2008) with children who do not attend primary school yet. Parents with grandchildren 

are therefore more likely to live or move closer to their children than parents without 

grandchildren (Malmberg and Pettersson, 2007; Van Diepen and Mulder, 2009). Women 

might have a particularly strong preference to live closer to their own parents when they 

have young children or plan to have children. Thus, for couples who have young children, 

we expected the distance to both sets of parents to decrease. More specifically, since the 

mother-daughter bond is particularly strong, we expected a greater decrease in the distance 

to her parents than to his. 

An important change in the parents’ household situation that is likely to increase their support 

needs is becoming widowed or experiencing divorce or separation (Clark and Wolf, 1992). 

We thus expected that couples would live closer to parents who were widowed, divorced or 

separated. There are, however, differences in the extent to which mothers and fathers receive 

support from their adult children. Because of the stronger mother-child bond, children are 

more likely to provide care for their mother than for their father (Hank, 2007; Mulder and Van 

der Meer, 2009) and have less contact with their father if their mother is not alive anymore 

than vice versa (Grundy and Shelton, 2001). In addition, divorced or separated fathers tend to 

have less contact with their children compared with married parents, while mothers seem to 

receive more support (Rogerson et al., 1993; Hank, 2007). Widowed and separated mothers 
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thus receive more support than parents who live together, while widowed and separated 

fathers receive less support. We therefore hypothesised that couples would live closer to 

widowed or separated mothers than to parents living together, while the father on becoming 

widowed or divorced would be expected to have either no effect on the distance or lead to 

a greater distance. However, upon separation women are more likely to move out than men 

are, especially when there are no children co residing (Feijten, 2005; Feijten and Van Ham, 

2007) and a move generally increases the distance to the other generation (Rogerson et al., 

1993). Based on the migration histories of the parents, we could therefore also expect a 

larger distance between a couple and a separated mother compared to both parents living 

together. 

An increasing age of the parents leads to a higher chance of health problems and may 

thus increase the parents’ support needs. Research for the Netherlands has shown that 

the chances of health problems strongly increase after the age of 75 (De Boer, 2006). The 

type of care that is needed by disabled elderly parents is often provided by informal and 

proximate care givers, who are often the adult children of the elderly (Litwak and Kulis, 1987). 

Previous research has indeed shown that a decline in the physical health of elderly parents 

increases the likelihood of parents and children living closer to each other (Clark and Wolf, 

1992; Silverstein, 1995). We thus expected that, on becoming older than 75, parents would 

decrease the distance from their children. Because of the gender differences in care giving, 

we expected a greater effect of the age of the woman’s parents on the distance to her parents 

than of the man’s parents on the distance to his parents. 

5.3 Data and methods

The data come from the first wave of the Netherlands Kinship Panel Study (NKPS; Dykstra 

et al., 2005). This dataset, collected between 2002 and 2004 and with a response rate of 45 

percent, contains information on 8161 respondents, all residents of the Netherlands, aged 

between 18 and 79 and not living in institutions. The dataset contains information on the 

socioeconomic, demographic, and geographic characteristics of the family network and on 

family relationships. Respondents provided information on their own socioeconomic status, 

housing situation, and residential location and on the socioeconomic status and residential 

location of their parents, their partner, and of their parents-in-law. The dataset also includes the 

x and y coordinates of the residential locations of the respondents and their family members. 

Although the NKPS data also provide us with information on family ties, health status, and 

other support need related topics, we were not able to include those characteristics in our 

model because this information was not available for the respondents’ parents-in-law. 

Our unit of analysis is the couple. We selected married and cohabiting two-sex couples 

with at least one parent of each partner alive. Of these 2899 couples, we excluded 400 

couples because of a lack of information on the place of residence of the parents of either 
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partner. Another 23 couples were excluded because of missing values on other variables. 

Our total sample size thus consisted of 2476 couples. Because we were interested in gender 

differences, we performed two separate analyses: one on the distance between the couple 

and the male partner’s parents and one on the distance between the couple and the female 

partner’s parents. Since these two analyses were performed simultaneously, we were able to 

compare the distance to both sets of parents within the couple.  

The dependent variable in each analysis is the logarithm of the distance in kilometres between 

the couple’s place of residence and that of the parents of the male or female partner. If the 

parents were separated and the coordinates of both parents were available, we used the 

coordinates of the mother to calculate the distance. If the parents were separated and only 

the coordinates of the father were known, we used his coordinates. This choice was made 

because adult children have closer connections with their divorced mothers’ than fathers’ 

(Rogerson et al., 1993) and would therefore be more likely to take their mothers location into 

account when choosing theirs than their fathers. We calculated the distance along a straight 

line using the x and y coordinates of the place of residence. A logarithmic transformation was 

used because the distribution of distances is skewed towards small distances and because 

the effects of independent variables on distance are expected to be smaller for longer 

distances. Because extreme values of the dependent variable can have a large influence on 

mean distances, we checked in the descriptive analyses whether the significant differences 

found in the mean distances were also found for median distances. This turned out to be the 

case. 

For the age difference between the male and female partner in the couple, we distinguished 

between couples in which both partners had the same age or just a one-year age difference; 

couples in which the female partner was more than one year older; and couples in which 

the male partner was more than one year older. As a control variable we used the mean age 

of both partners in the couple. A dummy variable indicating the breadwinner position of the 

male partners was created for those couples in which the male partner had a paid job for 

more than 20 hours per week and the female partner did not have a paid job, and for those 

couples in which both partners had a paid job, but where the male partner worked a minimum 

of 20 hours per week more than the female partner did. This way the man either provides the 

whole household income or is likely to bring in the largest share of the household income 

because he works at least 2.5 days per week more than see does. The level of education 

of each partner was divided into four categories: up to lower vocational, middle or higher 

secondary school or middle vocational, higher vocational, and university. 

The household type was measured by two variables. A dummy variable indicates whether 

the couple was married or cohabiting unmarried. The other variable specifies whether the 

couple had children or not and whether the youngest child was younger than 5 years old or 
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not. The age of 5 was chosen because this is the age children in The Netherlands usually start 

primary school and childcare needs thus decrease from that age.  The housing tenure of the 

couple was measured by whether either partner owned or co-owned their current home. The 

degree of urbanization of the couple’s place of residence was measured by address density 

and divided into the categories hardly urbanized, moderately urbanized, strongly urbanized, 

and very strongly urbanized. 

The parents’ level of education contains the categories up to lower vocational; middle or 

higher secondary or middle vocational; higher vocational and university; and a category 

‘unknown’ if the level of education of the parents was not available. We used the highest level 

of education of either parent. Regarding the parents’ household situation, we distinguished 

between the parents living together, a separated parent, a widowed mother and a widowed 

father. Because in case of separated parents, we generally used the residential location of 

the mother to calculate the distance, the category ‘separated parents’ contains for the largest 

part separated mothers and only a few separated fathers. We controlled for the age of the 

parents by including a dummy variable indicating whether the older parent was over 75 years 

old. 

We performed two separate linear-regression analyses of the logarithm of the distance 

between the couple and the man’s parents and the woman’s parents. Using seemingly 

unrelated estimations, we estimated the coefficients and standard errors of the two models 

simultaneously (Clogg et al., 1995; Weesie, 1999). This procedure enabled us to compare the 

parameters from the two analyses and thus to compare the distance to the man’s parents and 

woman’s parents within couples. It also enabled us to examine whether independent variables 

had a greater effect on the distance between couples and the man’s parents or the woman’s 

parents. The results are indicated by a column ‘Diff.’ in the results table. With Wald test 

statistics we examined whether differences between variables for the man’s characteristics 

and the woman’s characteristics (vertical comparisons in the results table) were significant. 

We also performed a multinomial logistic regression analysis with couples living at more or 

less equal distance to both sets of parents as the reference category and couples living 20 

kilometres or more farther away from the man’s parents than from the woman’s parents and 

couples living 20 kilometres or more farther away from the woman’s parents than from the 

man’s parents as alternative outcomes of the dependent variable. The results of this analysis 

were very similar to the results of the linear regression analysis and are therefore not shown.

5.4 Results

5.4.1 Descriptive results

The mean distance to the parents of the men in couples was 25.7 kilometres, while the mean 

distance to the parents of the women was 27.5 kilometres (Table 5.1). The median distance 

to the parents was 6.5 kilometres for men and 7.4 kilometres for women. This difference in 
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the distance to the parents is significant and shows that on average couples live closer to 

the male partner’s parents than to the female partner’s. A difference in the mean distance of 

1.8 kilometres may not have large implications for intergenerational support. We therefore 

also looked at couples who live much further away from one set of parents than from the 

other set of parents. We find that significantly more couples live over 20 kilometres farther 

away from her parents than from his parents (N=404), than vice versa (336 couples live over 

20 kilometres farther away from his parents; test statistics not shown). When a couple lives 

that much closer to one set of parents than to the other, it is likely that they receive more 

help from or provide more support to the parents living closest. These results indicate that 

couples may base their residential location on the preferences and needs of the male partner 

more than on those of the female partner, resulting in living close to his family members. This 

finding supports our hypothesis of the male dominance in couples’ location decisions and 

thus opposes our alternative hypothesis of the importance of female family ties. 

Table 5.1: Descriptive statistics of the distances in kilometres (N=2476) 

 Median Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.

Distance to parents of the man 6.5 25.7 39.4 1 278.8
Distance to parents of the woman 7.4 27.5 41.1 1 225.3

Source: NKPS
Difference mean distance to man’s parents and woman’s parents: Pr(T < t) = 0.0560 
Difference median distance to man’s parents and woman’s parents: Prob > |z| = 0.0407

The descriptive statistics of the independent variables are shown in Table 5.2. The last three 

columns show, for each category, the mean distance to the parents of the male and female 

partner and whether the difference between these mean distances is statistically significant. 

The results of tests with the median distances instead of the mean distances are almost 

identical. In almost all categories of the independent variables, couples live on average 

farther away from the woman’s parents than from the man’s. This difference in the distances 

is significant when the man is more than one year older than the woman, if the male partner 

is not the breadwinner, for almost all levels of education of the male partner, when the couple 

is not married, and when the couple does not have any children. When they have children 

couples seem to live closer to both sets of parents than when they do not. Interestingly, the 

difference between the distances to the man’s and the woman’s parents is small and not 

significant for couples with children, irrespective of the children’s age.
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Table 5.2: Descriptive statistics categorical variables (N=2476) 

  Mean distance to parents of the
 Freq. Percent Man Woman Diff.

Age difference between partners
Same age or 1 year difference 812 32.8 26.4 26.9
Male partner more than 1 year older 1429 57.7 24.9 28.9 *
Female partner more than 1 year older 235 9.5 28.3 27.7
Male breadwinner
No 1454 58.7 26.9 29.7 **
Yes 1022 41.3 24.1 24.4
Level of education man
Up to lower vocational 602 24.3 14.0 18.8 ***
Middle or higher secondary or middle voc 890 36.0 20.1 22.7 *
Higher vocational 646 26.1 32.9 35.0
University 338 13.7 47.4 52.6 *
Level of education woman
Up to lower vocational 663 26.8 17.5 15.6
Middle or higher secondary or middle voc 957 38.7 21.8 24.3 *
Higher vocational 629 25.4 33.4 31.7
University 227 9.2 44.7 49.1
Marital status
Married 1864 75.3 25.0 26.0
Cohabiting 612 24.7 27.7 32.1 **
Children
No children 751 30.3 28.3 33.0 ***
Youngest child younger than 5 769 31.1 24.4 24.5
Youngest child 5 years or older 956 38.6 24.7 25.6
Housing tenure
Rental 404 16.3 26.2 27.1
Owner occupied 2072 83.7 25.6 27.6 *
Degree of urbanization
Hardly urbanized 890 36.0 20.7 21.1
Moderately urbanized 522 21.1 21.9 27.0 **
Strongly urbanized 701 28.3 29.3 29.1
Very strongly urbanized 363 14.7 36.6 41.1
Level of education parents of the man
Up to lower vocational 956 38.6 18.7 21.1
Middle or higher secondary or middle voc 870 35.1 26.6 26.7
Higher vocational or university 456 18.4 42.1 39.5
Unknown 194 7.8 17.7 31.4 ***
Level of education parents of the woman
Up to lower vocational 934 37.7 20.1 20.7
Middle or higher secondary or middle voc 927 37.4 24.5 29.3 ***
Higher vocational or university 535 21.6 37.5 40.1
Unknown 80 3.2 26.6 23.5
Household type parents of the man
Together 1379 55.7 25.4 27.1 *



110

Separated parent 176 7.1 29.3 29.9
Widowed mother 743 30.0 24.1 28.0 ***
Widowed father 178 7.2 30.9 27.0
Household type parents of the woman
Together 1467 59.3 25.7 27.2 *
Separated parent 206 8.3 29.8 29.8
Widowed mother 640 25.9 25.0 26.9
Widowed father 163 6.6 23.6 30.3 **
Oldest parent of the man
Younger than 75 years old 1578 63.7 24.5 26.4 *
75 years old or older 682 27.5 27.9 30.5 *
Oldest parent of the woman
Younger than 75 years old 1794 72.5 25.0 26.2
75 years old or older 898 36.3 27.5 29.9  

Source: NKPS
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1

5.4.2 Results of the linear-regression analyses

The results of the linear-regression analyses for men and women are shown in Table 5.3. 

Test statistics show that the results for the model for men and the model for women differ 

significantly from each other at the 0.01 level. The difference in the constant confirms that, 

even after controlling for couple and parent characteristics, couples live closer to the parents 

of the male partner than to the parents of the female partner. This clear gender difference 

supports our male dominance hypothesis rather than the female family ties hypothesis. 

As expected, compared with couples in which both partners have more or less the same 

age, couples in which the male partner is older live significantly closer to the parents of the 

man. Surprisingly this is also the case when the female partner is older. No effect of the age 

difference on the distance to the parents of the woman was found. We also did not find 

an effect of our indicator that the male partner was the breadwinner in the couple on the 

distance between the couple and either set of parents.
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Table 5.3: Linear regression analysis of the log distance to the parents of the male and female partners in couples

 Distance to the parents of the
 Man  Woman  Diff.
Constant 0.16 0.61 **

Mean age of the couple 0.04 *** 0.02 *** **

Age difference between the partners (ref. same or 1 year diff)
Male partner more than 1 year older -0.22 ** -0.13
Female partner more than 1 year older -0.26 ** -0.05

Male breadwinner -0.03 -0.05

Level of education of the man (ref. Up to lower vocational)
Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational 0.27 *** 0.26 ***
Higher vocational 0.70 *** 0.47 *** **
University 1.09 *** 0.81 ***
Level of education of the woman (ref. Up to lower vocational)
Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational 0.10 0.12
Higher vocational 0.37 *** b 0.49 ***
University 0.51 *** b 0.86 ***

Cohabiting (ref. Married) 0.14 0.16 *

Children (ref. No children)
Youngest child younger than 5 -0.08 -0.17 **
Youngest child 5 years or older -0.06 -0.08

Owner occupied (ref. Rental) -0.11 0.03

Degree of urbanization (ref. Hardly)
Moderately urbanized -0.11 0.04
Strongly urbanized 0.16 ** 0.16 **
Very strongly urbanized 0.14 0.26 **

Level of education parents of the man (ref. Up to lower vocational)
Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational 0.14 * 0.06
Higher vocational or university 0.36 *** 0.07 b **
Unknown -0.12 c -0.07
Level of education parents of the woman (ref. Up to lower vocational)
Middle or higher secondary or middle vocational 0.00 0.11
Higher vocational or university 0.36 *** 0.37 ***
Unknown 0.25 0.24

Household type parents of the man (ref. Together)
Separated parent 0.32 *** 0.07
Widowed mother -0.16 ** -0.08
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Widowed father 0.29 ** b 0.01 **
Household type parents of the woman (ref. Together)
Separated parent 0.13 0.25 **
Widowed mother -0.09 0.03
Widowed father -0.12 0.20 **

Oldest parent of the man
75 years old or older 0.01 0.05
Oldest parent of the woman
75 years old or older -0.09 0.03

Model fit
N 2476 2476
Adjusted R2

0.17 0.13
F 17.92 13.23
Prob > F 0.00   0.00    
Source: NKPS
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1
a, b and c indicate that there is a significant difference with the effect for the female partner or her parents
a p < 0.01, b p < 0.05, c p < 0.1

A higher level of education of either partner increases the distance between the couple and 

the parents of both the male and female partner, as we expected. However, the effects of 

the man’s level of education on the distance to his parents seem to be stronger than on 

the distance to her parents (this difference is significant for men with a higher vocational 

education), but the differences in the effects of the woman’s level of education on the 

distance to his and her parents are smaller and not significant (see horizontal comparisons 

in Table 3). When we compare the impact of the man’s level of education with the impact of 

the woman’s level of education on the distance between the couple and the man’s parents, 

we find that the man’s level of education has a stronger effect on the distance to his parents 

than the woman’s level of education has (see vertical comparisons in Table 3). Calculating the 

actual distances, we find that couples in which the man has a middle or higher secondary of 

middle vocational degree live about 12 kilometres farther away from her parents than from 

his parents. When the man has a university degree the distance to his parents increases by 

about 18 kilometres and the distance to her parents by about 13 kilometres. These results 

indicate that the male partner’s level of education is of greater importance to the distance 

between the couple and both sets of parents than the female partner’s level of education. 

These results are in line with our hypothesis on the dominance of the man’s socioeconomic 

status in couples’ location choices. 

Compared with married couples, unmarried cohabiting couples live significantly farther away 

from both sets of parents. As we argued, this difference could be caused by the fact that 

married couples have stronger family ties than cohabiting couples, and thus may have a 
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stronger preference for living close to family members. Although we do not find a gender 

difference here, other results show some evidence for our alternative hypothesis on the 

importance of female family ties. In line with our expectations, the results show that having 

young children does indeed decrease the distance between the couple and the woman’s 

parents, but does not decrease the distance to the man’s parents. Compared to not having 

children, the decrease in distance to the woman’s parents is about 6 kilometres. This result is 

in line with our hypothesis that family ties have a stronger effect on the distance to the female 

partner’s parents than on the distance to the male partner’s parents. Interestingly, the gender 

difference is not found for couples whose youngest child is 5 years or older. It could be that 

this finding reflects the greater care needs of the couple when they have young children. 

The effect of housing tenure does not lead to significant differences. Apparently, couples who 

own a home do not live any farther away or closer to their parents than renters do. A higher 

degree of urbanization is associated with an increase in the distance between the couple 

and both sets of parents, which is as we expected. The result for the mean age of the couple 

is in line with the reasoning that, with increasing age, the distance between individuals and 

their parents also becomes larger. This increase in the distance is found to be greater for 

men, which implies that, with increasing age, couples tend to live farther away from the male 

partner’s parents, but less far from the female partner’s parents. Compared to couples with 

an average age of 25, couples with an average age of 50 live about 22 kilometres farther away 

from the man’s parents but only about 11 kilometres farther away from the woman’s parents. 

This finding is interesting, because it could indicate that, after an initial dominance of the 

socioeconomic position of the male partner, the woman’s family ties gain relative importance 

later on in the relationship, for example because moves for the man’s job are less necessary 

later in his career, giving the woman more say in household decisions. 

The effects of the parents’ level of education are also as expected: men and women in couples 

whose parents have a higher vocational or university degree live farther away from them than 

men and women whose parents have up to a lower vocational degree. The level of education 

of the man’s parents only affects the distance between the couple and the man’s parents, 

while a woman with highly educated parents is associated with the distance between the 

couple and both sets of parents. 

We find that couples live farther away from a separated parent. Since this category mainly 

includes mothers who are separated, this is opposite to what we expected based on ties 

between adult children and their mothers, for which we expected that mothers would move 

closer to their children. The result is in line with the fact that upon separation women move 

out more often than men. Because the distance between the generations tends to increase 

with every move (Rogerson et al., 1993), moving out is likely to increase the distance to 

the children. Couples also live farther away from a man’s widowed father but closer to his 
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widowed mother. This result is in line with our hypotheses previous findings that widowed 

mothers receive more support from their adult children than widowed fathers do. No effect 

is found of the woman’s mother or father being widowed. It seems that the care needs of 

the male partner’s parents, especially those of his widowed mother, influence the distance 

between a couple and both sets of parents more than the care needs of the female partner’s 

parents do. We expected a negative effect of the oldest parents being over 75 years old, but 

we do not find a significant effect of this variable.

5.5 Conclusion and discussion

In this paper we investigated whether married and cohabiting couples live in closer proximity 

to the parents of the male or of the female partner and to what extent these distances are 

influenced by the characteristics of the couple, both partners, and both partners’ parents. 

We argued that gender differences play an important role in the location choice of couples 

with respect to both partners’ parents and formulated two contrasting hypotheses on how 

these gender differences could influence the distance between the couple and the man’s and 

woman’s parents. 

From the perspective of gender differences in the migration histories of couples, we argued 

that the migration and residential location decisions of couples are influenced by differences 

between the male and female partners’ bargaining power. This difference in bargaining power 

derives from gender role beliefs and differences in the partners’ socioeconomic status and 

age, which are likely to result in a stronger influence of the male partner in couples’ migration 

decisions. Because of the likelihood of male dominance in this context, we hypothesised 

that couples in general live closer to the man’s parents than the female partner’s parents 

and that his socioeconomic characteristics influence the distance to both sets of parents 

to a larger extent than hers do. From the perspective of the support needs of couples and 

their parents, we argued that gender differences in intergenerational contact and support 

may lead to a different balance between each partner’s say in the couple’s location choice. 

Women often have stronger family ties and provide more support than men do, especially to 

their own parents or adult children, which can lead to women having a stronger preference 

than men to live close to parents. Following this reasoning, we formulated the alternative 

hypothesis that the importance of female family ties would lead to couples living closer to 

the female partner’s parents. Moreover, we expected the characteristics of the couple and 

the parents that indicate a need for support to have a stronger effect on the distance to a 

woman’s parents. 

Our results show that couples on average live closer to the male partner’s parents than to 

the female partner’s, which is in line with our male dominance hypothesis. Our results are 

somewhat contradictory to the result of Pettersson and Malmberg (2007) that women are 

more likely to have their parents move closer to them than men are. The result of Pettersson 
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and Malmberg could partly be caused by the fact that couples already live closer to the 

parents of the man which makes is less necessary for them to move (even) closer to the 

couple.

We find that the man’s level of education has a larger effect on the distance to both sets 

of parents than the woman’s level of education does. Couples thus seem to choose their 

location based on what would benefit the socioeconomic position of the man, rather than 

on the possible preference of the woman to live in close proximity to her parents. However, 

some of our results support our alternative hypothesis on the importance of female family 

ties. We found an interesting result in that when a couple has young children, which could 

indicate a stronger family orientation as well as a greater need for support, they live closer to 

the parents of the female partner than when they do not, while this decrease in distance is 

not found for the distance to the male partner’s parents. This difference could indicate that 

couples rely more on the support of the woman’s parents when it comes to childcare (or 

having more contact with them) than on the support of the male partner’s parents. We also 

find that couples live closer to the widowed mother of the male partner, but further away from 

his widowed father, which is in line with previous findings that mothers receive more care than 

fathers do. Moreover, our results give reason to believe that the effect of male dominance in 

a couple on the distance to parents is more pronounced in the beginning of the relationship, 

for instance on union formation, while later on in the relationship the importance of the 

female family ties seem to gain importance. In later phases in the life course, such as the 

phase of living with young children, the distance between women and their parents seems to 

decrease. This inference is confirmed by the effects we found for the mean age of the couple: 

although the average distance between couples and both sets of parents increases with age, 

this increase is stronger for the distance to the man’s parents than to the woman’s. In further 

research, an investigation of the changes in distance between men and women in couples 

and both sets of parents in different stages in the life course would be worthwhile. 

Our research had a few limitations. Firstly, we only had indirect measures of the care needs 

of either the couple or their parents in our data. This deficiency was partly caused by the fact 

that the information we had on, for instance, the health problems of the respondents and their 

parents was not available for the parents-in-law. We therefore used the household situation 

as a proxy for support needs. Data including the health status of both sets of elderly parents 

and, more specifically, changes in their support needs could give more insight into the extent 

to which care and support needs influence a couple’s location choice. Moreover, whether 

parents need support from their child also depends on the presence of other children and the 

distance to them. Although we did have the residential locations of the respondents’ siblings, 

we lacked information on the locations of their partners’ siblings, so we were unable to include 

this information in our models. Future research with data containing direct measurements of 

support needs and the location of all other family members who might provide care could 
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improve our understanding of the location choice of couples with respect to the residential 

location of both sets of parents.
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Life course needs, sibling ties and the 

geographical dispersion of sibling networks
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Abstract

Using Swedish register data, we analyze the influence of life course needs and sibling ties 

on the geographical dispersion of siblings. We argue that life course needs and siblings ties 

are influenced by siblings’ socio-demographic characteristics, by similarities and differences 

between them, and by their family background. The novel measurement of geographical 

dispersion, the nearest neighbour index, allows us to go beyond dyadic relationships and 

investigate entire networks. Results from the OLS-regression analysis show that life course 

needs clearly influence the dispersion of siblings, and that differences between siblings are 

associated with a greater geographical dispersion than similarities. Sibling ties developed 

during childhood also seem to influence dispersion.

Keywords

Geographical dispersion, nearest neighbour index, sibling ties, life course, Sweden
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6.1 Introduction

The family constitutes a fundamental social cornerstone, both historically and in present 

societies. In a modern welfare state the family is still a vital and important constellation. 

Through time, however, the structure and functioning of the family has undergone many 

changes (Popenoe, 1993; Bengtson, 2001). It has been argued that one of the changes 

indicative of modern society is a greater geographical dispersion of the family members 

(Aboderin, 2004). However, several researchers have found no evidence for this claim 

(Shelton and Grundy, 2000; Hank, 2007; Malmberg and Pettersson, 2007). The geographical 

dispersion of family members in a society is important because, among many issues, it 

relates to contact frequency between family members that do not live in the same household, 

as well as the opportunities of providing and receiving care and support (Litwak and Kulis, 

1987; Rogerson et al. 1997; Hank, 2007; Malmberg and Pettersson, 2007; Michielin and 

Mulder, 2007). Not surprisingly, research has shown that a greater geographic dispersion of 

family members is associated with a lower frequency of parent-child face-to-face contact 

(Van Gaalen et al., 2008) and that a smaller distance between parents and their adult children 

is related to more exchange of support between them (Mulder and Van der Meer, 2009). 

Moreover, analyzing distances provides insight into the perceived diminishing family ties in 

today’s Western individualistic societies (Bengtson, 2001), because it shows the extent to 

which people take their family members’ residential location into account when choosing 

theirs (Mulder and Cooke, 2009). 

Many studies on distances between family members focus on the distance between parents 

and an adult child (Rogerson et al., 1993; Lawton et al., 1994; Mulder and Kalmijn, 2006; 

Bordone, 2009; Pettersson and Malmberg, 2009). This distance has been shown to be related 

to current characteristics of the parents (Rogerson et al., 1997) and the adult child (Malmberg 

and Pettersson, 2007), as well as the characteristics of the family of origin (Silverstein, 1995; 

Michielin and Mulder, 2007). Changes in the distance between parents and their children 

over the life course are related to care and support needs of either generation (Michielin et 

al., 2008) and certain events, such as divorce, trigger moves closer to parents or children 

(Smits, 2010). 

Despite its strong association with care and support, the geographical distance between 

other family members that may be important sources for support has received little research 

attention so far (Miner and Uhlenberg, 1997; Campbell et al., 1999; Mulder and Cooke, 2009). 

Siblings in particular form an important source for support because siblings tend to be part 

of one’s social network throughout the whole life course. The relationship with a sibling 

is potentially the most lasting relationship in an individual’s life (Cicirelli, 1985; White and 

Riedmann, 1992; Voorpostel et al., 2007). Moreover, a sibling relationship is often a more 

egalitarian relationship than the parent-child bond and siblings to a large extent support 

each other in older ages (Cicirelli, 1985). Miner and Uhlenberg (1997) see similarities between 
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having siblings living nearby and having a viable ‘insurancy policy’. Sibling relationships may 

become more important over time because the decline in family size leads to the so-called 

‘bean pole structure’ of modern families: older people have more siblings than children to rely 

on for support (Miner and Uhlenberg, 1997; Van Gaalen et al., 2008). Since kinship functions 

as a social network, Allan (1977) argues that solidarity among siblings should be examined 

by studying the geographical dispersion among siblings rather than the distance between 

individual siblings. 

Looking beyond the parent-child dyad by studying the geographical dispersion of the sibling 

network can thus contribute to our understanding of the geographical dispersion of families 

and its relation to family ties and the exchange of support. This article aims to explore how 

life course needs and sibling ties influence the geographical dispersion of sibling networks by 

addressing the following research question:

To what extent can the geographical dispersion of siblings be explained by life course needs 

and sibling ties reflected by current socio-demographic characteristics of the sibling network 

and residential and socio-demographic characteristics of the family of origin?

Unlike previous studies on kinship relations that mainly focus on the parent-child dyad and 

use the individual as the unit of analysis (Campbell et al., 1999), we contribute to the literature 

on distances between family members by studying the geographical dispersion of the entire 

sibling network. While most studies on sibling networks treat geographical distance as an 

independent variable influencing support or solidarity (see for example: White and Riedmann, 

1992; Van Gaalen et al., 2008) we use the geographical distance between siblings as the 

dependent variable. As a measurement for the geographical dispersion of siblings we use the 

nearest neighbour index. This index, often applied in the context of Geographical Information 

Systems (GIS), is used to quantify patterns of distributions and spatial relationships of features 

in populations (Clark and Evans, 1954; Mitchell, 2005). The index gives an indication of the 

extent to which a sibling network is more or less clustered than the average sibling network. 

It enables us to take the distances between all siblings into account and deal with outliers in 

an otherwise clustered network.

We use Swedish register and census data from the ASTRID database, which is hosted at 

the Department of Social and Economic Geography, Umeå University. The data in ASTRID 

emanates from Statistics Sweden and comprises individual register data for the period 

1985-2008, as well as census data collected every five years between 1960 and 1990. The 

geographical dispersion of sibling networks is analyzed using OLS regression analysis of the 

nearest neighbour index.
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6.2 Theoretical framework and hypotheses

Figure 6.1 illustrates the theoretical model that underlies the study. Because of residential 

inertia (people do not move unless they have a compelling reason to do so), people in 

general stay close to where they grew up (DaVanzo, 1981; Fischer and Malmberg, 2001). 

People develop location specific capital and a feeling of belonging or attachment to the 

location or environment type in which they grew up (DaVanzo, 1981; Elder et al., 1996; Aero, 

2006). Consequently, unless they have reasons to move away, siblings growing up in the 

same area will live in relatively close proximity to each other later in life. The geographical 

dispersion of siblings from one family, the sibling network, thus arises from and is influenced 

by the relocation decisions and residential choices of the individual siblings. These individual 

residential location choices are in turn influenced by life course needs of the siblings on 

the one hand, and the ties among the siblings on the other hand. Some life course needs 

increase the likelihood of moving, while stronger sibling ties may hamper moving away or 

induce moves closer to siblings.

Figure 6.1: Theoretical model

6.2.1 Life course needs

The life course phase in which one is and characteristics of the different life course careers in 

that phase have a strong influence on one’s preferences and needs and on the opportunities 

and constraints that people face in realizing these preferences (Elder, 1994). The educational, 

occupational and family life course careers are known to exert an important influence on 

the residential choices of individuals and households (Michelson, 1977). People with more 

or less resources, different levels of education and with or without children, have different 

preferences and opportunities and make different choices regarding their residential location 
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and housing type. Moreover, residential choices differ by people with different demographic 

characteristics such as age and gender (Boyle et al., 1998). 

We use the concept of life course needs to term the needs and preferences that arise from the 

life course and socio-demographic characteristics of the siblings, such as level of education 

and age. These life courses needs influence the individual residential location choices of 

siblings. From the moment they leave the parental home, siblings follow their own career 

path and make their own family and occupational career choices (White, 2001; Voorpostel et 

al., 2007). Siblings with life course needs that increase the likelihood of moving away will live 

farther away from their family members than siblings who do not have reasons to move away. 

The socio-demographic characteristics of the individual siblings together define the sibling 

network structure. Differences in socio-demographic characteristics and thus life course 

needs between the siblings may lead to differences in preferences and needs (Eriksen and 

Gerstel, 2002; Voorpostel et al., 2007) and result in different residential choices. A larger 

social distance between siblings is therefore likely to be associated with a larger geographical 

distance. We can thus expect that the greater the variation within the sibling network with 

respect to their life course needs, the greater the geographical dispersion among them will 

be.

In addition to one’s own socio-demographic characteristics, characteristics of the family 

of origin in which siblings grew up also influence life course needs and thus relocation 

decisions. Through socialization, parents transmit attitudes and resources to their children 

which in turn influence their preferences and opportunities (Blau and Duncan, 1967; Bourdieu, 

1984) and residential preferences are to a large extent already developed during childhood 

(Elder et al., 1996). Family background characteristics that increase the likelihood of moving 

away because of life course needs are therefore expected to be associated with a greater 

geographical dispersion of the siblings. 

6.2.2 Sibling ties

People’s relocation decisions and residential choices are not only influenced by life course 

needs, but also by their family ties. Strong family ties or feelings of family solidarity are 

associated with a preference for living in close proximity with family members outside the 

household, such as parents and siblings (Lawton et al., 1994; White, 2001; Hank, 2007). 

Within families, siblings have a special bond with each other. Siblings share the largest part 

of their lives together and their relationship is in general more egalitarian than the relationship 

between parents and children (Cicirelli, 1985; Voorpostel et al., 2007). Siblings can therefore 

be a source for support and care throughout the whole life course (Miner and Uhlenberg, 

1997). Individuals with strong sibling ties may have a preference for living in close proximity 

with other siblings. Sibling ties are influenced by (the similarities and differences in) their 
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socio-demographic characteristics and by their shared family background.

Some socio-demographic characteristics are associated with stronger family ties than others. 
For instance, women tend to have stronger feelings of family solidarity than men have (Rossi 
and Rossi, 1990). Siblings with socio-demographic characteristics that are associated with 
stronger sibling ties can be expected to be more likely to live relatively clustered. Moreover, 
siblings who look alike with respect to their socio-demographic characteristics may have 
similar preferences and therefore feel more connected to each other. Variation among the 
siblings in socio-demographic respects may be related to weaker ties among them because 
they do not have much in common (Voorpostel et al., 2007) and thus with a greater geographic 
dispersion. 

Siblings who grow up in the same household to a large extent share their childhood 
experiences and socialization (Spitze and Logan, 1991; White and Riedmann, 1992). During 
their childhood they develop ties with their parents and with each other. For instance, a parental 
divorce during childhood is known to weaken family ties (Amato, 1988). Family background 
characteristics that weaken the ties among siblings could therefore be associated with a 
greater geographical dispersion among them. 

6.2.3 Hypotheses
Our hypotheses reflect the influence of socio-demographic and family background 
characteristics on life course needs and sibling ties. The expected influences of life course 
needs on the one hand and sibling ties on the other hand on the geographical dispersion 
may be contradictory. In those cases, we formulate alternative hypotheses. Table 6.1 gives a 
summary of the hypotheses and shows whether we expect life course needs and/or sibling 

ties to increase or decrease the geographical dispersion of sibling networks.

Table 6.1: Summary of the hypotheses  

No. Variable Life course needs Sibling ties

Sibling network characteristics
1 Age of youngest sibling  +  - 
2 Birth spacing between siblings  +  -
3 Proportion of sisters  +  -
4 Number of siblings  -
5 Socio-economic status (level of education and income)  +
6 Diversity in socio-economic status  +  +

Family background characteristics
7 Household situation during childhood is a non-nuclear family  - 
8 Household situation changed from nuclear to non-nuclear family  - 
9 At least one parent non-Western immigrant  - 
10 Socio-economic status (level of education and homeownership)  +

11 Growing up in a more urban residential environment or in the middle or 
southern region of Sweden  -  

 + = this variable increases the dispersion among siblings
 - = this variable decreases the dispersion among siblings
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With every move a person makes, the distance to the parental home tends to increase 

(Rogerson et al., 1993). Therefore, with an increasing age, people are likely to live farther 

away from the region in which they grew up. For the Netherlands, Mulder and Kalmijn (2006) 

show that after the age of 30, the average distance between a person and his or her siblings 

increases by age. Regarding the influence of age on individual life course needs, we can thus 

expect that 1a) with an increasing age, the geographical dispersion will increase. However, 

family ties seem to become stronger with an increasing age. Just after leaving home, young 

adults seek independency and personal development (White, 2001) but when people start 

their own family, sibling ties are likely to become more important (White, 2001). Sibling ties 

also become more important in the later phase of the life course because siblings have shared 

the largest part of their lives together (Campbell et al., 1999; White, 2001). Regarding the 

influence of age on sibling ties, we can thus alternatively expect that 1b) with an increasing 

age, the geographical dispersion will decrease.

It can be argued that the larger the age differences between the siblings, the larger the social 

distance in terms of life course needs will be and the less likely it is that siblings see each 

other as an example (Voorpostel et al., 2007). We may thus expect that 2a) the greater the 

birth spacing of the siblings, the greater the geographic dispersion will be. Yet, in case of 

close birth spacing, there might also be a competition for the resources from the parents and 

rivalry during childhood (White 2001; Van Gaalen et al., 2008), which may result in weaker 

ties among the siblings. This leads to the alternative hypothesis that 2b) the greater the birth 

spacing, the smaller the geographical dispersion will be.

Women are known to move more often and live farther away from their parents than men do, 

which is partly caused by the fact that they leave home at earlier ages and migrate more often 

for reasons of marriage (Mulder and Wagner, 1993; Boyle et al., 1998). Because of differences 

in life course needs of men and women, we expect that 3a) a higher proportion of sisters in 

the sibling network is related to a greater geographic dispersion. At the same time, women 

are often the kin keepers in a family (Rossi and Rossi, 1990). They do not only provide more 

care and support within their own household but also maintain more contact with and provide 

more help to family members outside the household such as parents, than men do (Grundy 

and Shelton, 2001; Mulder and Van der Meer, 2009). For sibling ties it has been shown that 

people with sisters feel more affection for their siblings (White and Riedmann, 1992) and that 

women have closer sibling ties than men do (Campbell et al., 1999). The alternative hypothesis 

regarding the gender balance in the sibling network is that, because of stronger sibling ties, 

3b) a higher proportion of sisters is associated with a smaller geographic dispersion. 

It has been shown that a larger number of siblings is related with more support exchange and 

affection (White and Riedmann, 1992). White (2001) found that people with more siblings are 

more likely to stay close to other siblings. The family size is thus likely to influence sibling ties 
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in a way that 4) the larger the number of siblings in a network, the smaller the geographical 

dispersion will be. 

People with a higher socio-economic status, such as the higher educated or people with 

a higher income, often have more resources available and more opportunities to fulfil their 

residential preferences. Because of the scarce availability and dispersion of universities and 

specialized and high-skilled jobs, people with a higher socio-economic status are also known 

to move more often and over longer distances than people with a lower socio-economic 

status (Borsch-Supan, 1990; Kalmijn, 2006). Based on influence of socio-economic status 

on life course needs, we therefore expect that 5) the higher the socio-economic status in the 

sibling network, the greater the geographical dispersion will be.

A large socio-economic difference between the siblings is likely to lead to different life course 

needs. It may also affect sibling ties. For instance, highly educated siblings are less involved 

in the lives of their lower educated siblings while less well educated siblings show more 

interest in their highly educated siblings (Voorpostel et al., 2007). Educational inequalities 

within a family are associated with greater distances between the family members, not only 

because of labour market opportunities but possibly also because of weaker family ties of the 

higher educated family members (Kalmijn, 2006). Differences with respect to socio-economic 

status in general may thus be associated with differences with respect to life course needs 

and also with weaker ties among the siblings. We therefore expect that 6) a greater variation in 

the socio-economic status among the siblings is related to a greater geographic dispersion. 

The household situation of the family during childhood influences the ties among the siblings. 

Compared to growing up in a traditional nuclear family (consisting of two biological parents 

and their children), growing up in a non-nuclear family, for instance in a single parent family 

or with a step-parent, influences many aspects of one’s life course (Aquilino, 1991; Amato, 

1988). Research has shown that conflicts between the parents can actually improve the 

relationship among siblings (Poortman and Voorpostel, 2009). Thus, while parental divorce 

may weaken the ties with parents (Aquilino, 1991), ties among siblings may be strengthened. 

We can therefore expect that 7) growing up in a non-nuclear family is related to a smaller 

geographical dispersion. Ties may also become weaker when a family disruption such as 

a parental divorce or remarriage occurs after the siblings have left home. Siblings may for 

instance choose sides between the parents (Allan, 1977). However, Voorpostel and Blieszner 

(2008) argue that parents and siblings can compensate for each other, so that if a parent tie 

weakens, sibling ties become more important. We therefore expect that 8) a change from 

a nuclear family during childhood to a non-nuclear family later in life is associated with a 

smaller geographical dispersion. 
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The cultural background of the parents is also known to be related to the strength of family 

ties. Families with a non-Western cultural background are found to be characterized by 

stronger family ties (Rosenthal, 1986) than Western families. We thus expect 9) siblings of 

whom a parent is a non-Western immigrant, to live more clustered than siblings with native 

born or Western immigrant parents. 

The socio-economic position of parents influences the opportunities and constraints their 

children face in realizing their life course needs and their children’s attitudes towards 

migration. Higher educated parents generally have more financial resources and can be 

expected to encourage their children to pursue a higher educational career themselves. 

In addition, they often have experience with long-distance moves and tend to transfer a 

positive attitude towards moving for reasons of education or jobs to their children (Blau and 

Duncan, 1967). Homeownership can also be a proxy for socio-economic status. If parents 

are homeowners, their children may receive more financial support which helps to overcome 

housing constraints (Boehm and Schlottmann, 1999). Based on the influence of the socio-

economic position of the parents on the life course needs of their children, we expect that 10) 

sibling networks with parents with a higher socio-economic status live more dispersed than 

sibling networks with parents with a lower socio-economic status. 

The residential environment type and the region in which the siblings grew up are likely to 

influence the dispersion among them later in life because they affect the life course needs. 

Sweden is characterized by clear differences between urban and rural areas and by large 

regional differences with respect to the availability of jobs and amenities. Sweden has a rather 

small number of urban areas that are mainly located in the middle and, to a lesser extent, 

southern part of Sweden. Stockholm, the capital and largest urban area, is located in the 

middle part of Sweden. Suburban and commuting areas and small towns can be found more 

spread out over the country. The largest part of the country consists of rural areas, which can 

mainly be found in the most sparsely populated northern part of the country. The more urban 

areas and the middle and southern part of Sweden in general offer many job opportunities 

and services and thus attract more people, while more rural areas and the northern part of 

Sweden may be associated with a greater need to move away. Based on life course needs, 

we can thus expect that 11) growing up in more urban areas or in the middle and southern 

part of Sweden is associated with a smaller geographical dispersion than growing up in more 

rural areas or in the northern part of Sweden.

6.3 Data and methods

6.3.1 Data

The study is based on data from the ASTRID database. The database, hosted at the 

Department of Social and Economic Geography, consists of individual-level demographic 

and socio-economic data for the entire Swedish population provided by Statistics Sweden. 
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Information on residential location has a spatial resolution of 100 meters. Links between 

family members are generally available for those who are born in Sweden. Register data is 

available on a yearly basis from 1985 to 2008. Census data, which has been used to obtain 

information on the family background of the sibling networks, are linked to the register data 

and available in five-year intervals between 1960 and 1990. 

The unit of analysis in our study is the sibling network. From the ASTRID database, we selected 

all individuals of whom the parents were born after 1940. This restriction was necessary 

because we need information on the parents from the census data, which are only available 

from 1960 onwards. For these persons, both individual information and information on the 

mother and the father were generally available. Using the parental identification numbers, 

we then created sibling networks for those individuals who had the same mother and father 

and for those individuals who had the same mother and an unknown father. In the last case, 

all information on the father, including the identification number, was missing so we decided 

to regard those as ‘single mother’ families. We thus only included networks with full-blood 

siblings (or networks with the same mother and in which all fathers are absent). This makes 

the interpretation of the results and conclusions more straightforward and easier to interpret. 

Our sample size of individuals consisted of 1,831,889 persons, which led to 908,861 sibling 

networks. Subsequently, we selected only the sibling networks consisting of at least two 

siblings of which none had emigrated and of which at least two siblings had left the parental 

home (N=618,698). Finally, we excluded sibling networks for which no information on the 

background of the parents from the census data was available. Our final sample consists of 

562,349 sibling networks. 

6.3.2 Measuring the geographical dispersion: nearest neighbour index

The dependent variable is a measurement of geographical dispersion between the residential 

locations of all siblings in a sibling network. We used an index that is used to quantify 

patterns of distributions and spatial relationships of features in populations, the nearest 

neighbour index, originally developed by ecologists Clark and Evans (1954; Mitchell, 2005). 

The nearest neighbour index compares the observed mean of the distances between each 

feature in the population and its closest neighbour to an expected mean minimum distance 

for a hypothetical distribution. The ratio between the observed and expected distance gives 

the nearest neighbour index (Clark and Evans, 1954; Mitchell, 2005). In our study, a sibling 

network is regarded as a population; the individual siblings in the network are the features 

for which the distance to the nearest neighbour (the sibling living closest) can be calculated. 

Thus, for each sibling in a sibling network, the distance to the closest living sibling is taken 

into account. The nearest neighbour index is then calculated for each sibling network. The 

advantage of this measurement compared to the average distance between the siblings is 

that by looking at the minimum distance between all siblings, the effect of outliers (a sibling 

living far away from other siblings who all live close to each other) is tempered. Taking the 
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average distance between siblings would mean that an outlier increases the geographical 

dispersion to a large extent because the large distances between this sibling and all other 

siblings are counted, while in our measurement, this distance is only used once: when it 

comes to the sibling living far away and the sibling living closest to him or her. Moreover, the 

nearest neighbour index takes into account that the maximum dispersion of a sibling network 

is dependent on the number of siblings in the network. It does so by varying the expected 

mean minimum distance, based on the number of units in the network.

6.3.2.1 Calculating the observed mean minimum distance

Using the north and east coordinates of the residential locations of all siblings in 2007, we 

first calculated all distances in meters between the siblings from a sibling network that have 

either left the parental home or are 30 years or older (Table 6.2: N). A sibling is regarded to 

still live at the parental home when he or she has the same coordinates as one or both of 

the parents. From the distances matrix we then derived the distance between each sibling 

and his or her nearest living sibling (Table 6.2: Di). To correct for the skewed distribution of 

distance (many relatively short distances and a few extremely long distances), we used a 

logarithmic transformation. The sum of these minimum log distances divided by the number 

of measurements gives the observed mean minimum distance (Table 6.2: Do).

Table 6.2: Calculation of the nearest neighbour index

   Description Value Min. Max. Mean Std. 
dev.

Do = ∑ Di  / N
Observed mean minimum log 
distance - 0.00 14.17 9.47 2.65

Di = Log distance between a sibling 
and its nearest neighbour - - - - -

N = Number of measurements 
(sibling network size) - 2.00 13.00 - -

De = X / √((N-1)/A) Expected mean minimum log 
distance - 5.22 18.08 16.61 2.57

X = ∑ Xn(2-13) / 12 Distribution parameter 1.33 - - - -

Xn(2-13) = √((N-1)/A) * Don(2-13)
Distribution parameter per 
value of N - - - - -

Don(2-13) = Observed mean minimum log 
distance per value of N - - - - -

A = Area size in square log meters 184.47 - - - -

NNI = Do / De
Nearest neighbour index - 0.00 1.74 0.58 0.18
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6.3.2.2 Calculating the expected mean minimum distance

The original formula used by Clark and Evans (1954) to calculate the expected mean minimum 

distance for a hypothetical distribution of features over an area is De = 0.5 / √ ((N-1)/A), where 

(N-1)/A is related to the density of the population. The distribution parameter 0.5 assumes 

a random pattern from a distribution of the features in an even hexagonal pattern. However, 

in our study we did not expect siblings to be spread out over the country randomly. Since 

they start out from the same location (their parental home) a certain amount of clustering is 

expected. Because we had the observed mean minimum distances for all sibling networks in 

Sweden, the average of these could be regarded as the expected mean minimum distance. 

We thus used the observed mean minimum distances for each sibling network size in the 

Swedish population (Table 6.2: Don(2-13)) to derive a distribution parameter per sibling network 

size (Table 6.2: Xn(2-13)). By taking the average of Xn(2-13) (Table 6.2: X), we gave every sibling 

network size the same weight, independent of the number of networks of that size that were 

present in our study. The expected mean minimum distance was then derived according to 

the original formula but with 1.33 as distribution parameter (Table 6.2: De). This adjustment of 

the formula changes the scale of the dependent variable, but it does not change the relative 

differences between the sibling networks.

6.3.2.3 Calculating the nearest neighbour index

Dividing the observed mean minimum distance by the expected mean minimum distance 

gives our dependent variable: the nearest neighbour index. The higher the index, the more 

dispersed the sibling network is. A value of 0 means that all siblings in a network live within 

the same 100 meter square, a value lower than 1 indicates clustering compared with the 

average network, and a value higher than 1 represents dispersion. 

6.3.3 Independent variables

6.3.3.1 Sibling network characteristics

The information on the current characteristics of the individual siblings pertains to the register 

data in 2007. Based on the individual characteristics of each sibling in a network, we created 

variables for aggregated sibling network characteristics. The indicator of the family size 

measures the total number of siblings in the network, including those still living in the parental 

home. We calculated the gender composition in the network by calculating the number of 

women relative to the total number of siblings. As a measurement for the age of the sibling 

network, we included the age of the youngest sibling in 2007 and the birth spacing was 

calculated by dividing the number of years between the births by the number of siblings 

minus 1.

Regarding the similarities in socio-economic position of the siblings, we took the variation in 

level of education and income into account. Based on the level of education of the individual 

siblings, we created a variable that indicates the variation by categorizing sibling networks 
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based on to what extent they have the same level of education. We distinguished between 

cases with 1) siblings having different levels of education, 2) all or most siblings having a 

low level of education (compulsory school), 3) all or most siblings having a middle level of 

education (two or three years of upper secondary school or less than two years of higher 

education), 4) all or most siblings having a high level of education (two or more years of 

higher education), and 5) most information on individual siblings being missing. In the case 

of two or three siblings in a network, all siblings had to have the same level of education to 

be classified in that category; in the case of four or more siblings in a network, over 66% of 

the siblings had to have the same level of education. The income of the individual siblings 

was measured in 100 SEK per year. The variable indicating the variation among siblings in a 

network was calculated by first recoding the incomes in five groups of equal size. Then we 

in a similar manner distinguished between 1) diverse sibling networks, 2) networks in which 

all or most siblings (over 66%) had no income or an income in the lowest income group, 3) 

networks in which all or most siblings belonged to the second, third or fourth income group, 

4) networks in which all or most siblings belonged to the fifth and highest income group. 

6.3.3.2 Family background characteristics 

The information on the family background of the siblings in the sibling network comes from 

the register and census data. Information on characteristics of the mother and the father was 

retrieved from the register data of the year in which their youngest child was 15 years old. 

When the youngest child was aged 15 before 1985, the information was retrieved from the 

census year closest in time that contained the data needed. When the information on the 

mother and the father differed, we used the information of the mother to create the family 

background variables. When information on one of the parents was missing, we used the 

information of the other parent if the family was defined as a nuclear family. 

Using the information on the marital status of the father and the mother and the parish 

they lived in, we created a variable indicating whether the siblings grew up in a traditional 

nuclear family (consisting of two married or cohabiting biological parents and their children) 

when the youngest sibling was about 15 years old, or not. A parish is a small administrative 

area that constitutes the highest geographical resolution in the census data. The number of 

subdivisions has decreased over time; in 1985, there were 2,600 parishes. Because the data 

do not have an indicator of whether parents lived at the same address, married mothers and 

fathers living in the same parish and single mothers and fathers living in the same parish were 

considered to be living together. Using information on the civil status of both parents in 2007, 

we also included a dummy variable indicating whether the household situation of the parents 

changed from living together during childhood to another household situation in 2007. 

Based on the country of birth of both parents, the immigrant status of the parents was 

determined. This variable indicates whether at least one parent is a non-Western immigrant. 
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The level of education of the parents was measured in five levels, running from compulsory 

school to four years or more of higher education. In case of a nuclear family, we took the 

highest level of education of either parent. An extra dummy for missing information on this 

variable was added. Housing tenure of the parents was measured by a variable indicating 

whether the parents lived in an owner-occupied dwelling. 

Based on the municipalities, we retrieved the residential environment type and region in which 

the family lived when the youngest sibling was about 15 years old. Regarding the residential 

environment type, we distinguished between urban areas (cities with over 50,000 inhabitants), 

small towns (towns with over 25,000 inhabitants and manufacturing municipalities), suburban 

and commuting areas (municipalities in which over 40% of the inhabitants work in another 

area) and rural areas (the remaining municipalities). Regarding the region, we distinguished 

between the north, middle and south of Sweden. A dummy variable was added in case the 

information on the municipality and thus both region and environment type was missing.

The descriptive statistics of the independent variables are shown in Table 6.3 and Table 6.4. 

The continuous independent variables, all of which concern sibling network characteristics 

(Table 6.3), are age of youngest sibling, birth spacing between siblings, proportion of sisters 

and number of siblings. The variables age of youngest sibling and proportion of sisters 

have a mean value that lies in or close to the middle of the distribution. In contrast, the 

variables birth spacing between and number of siblings exhibit average values that are near 

the minimum value. Thus, a typical sibling network consists of a limited number of persons 

quite close to each other in age. Among the categorical independent variables (Table 6.4), 

two variables concern sibling network characteristics: variation in level of education and 

variation in income. In both cases, the diverse category is by far the most prominent. The 

remainder of the categorical variables measure family background characteristics. The most 

common situation is Swedish-born parents that were and have remained a nuclear family. 

The relatively large share of networks of which the siblings grew up in a non-nuclear family 

(41.4%) is caused by our strict definition of a nuclear family. Non-nuclear families also include 

families in which no information on the father was available. When it comes to socio-economic 

characteristics, the majority of families are characterized by a middle level of education and 

living in an owner-occupied dwelling. The residential situation of the typical family entails 

living an urban area in the middle or south of Sweden, reflecting the general geographical 

distribution of the Swedish population.

Table 6.3: Descriptive statistics of the continuous independent variables (N=562,349)

 Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev.

Age of youngest sibling 18.00 49.00 29.60 6.28
Birth spacing between siblings 0.00 29.00 3.56 1.86
Proportion of sisters 0.00 1.00 0.50 0.33
Number of siblings 2.00 13.00 2.34 0.63
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Table 6.4: Descriptive statistics of the categorical independent variables (N=562,349)

 N %

Sibling network characteristics
Variation in level of education   
Diverse 370,133 65.8
All or most low 10,183 1.8
All or most middle 132,317 23.5
All or most high 49,516 8.8
All or most information missing 200 0.0
Variation in income   
Diverse 430,713 76.6
All or most low 57,857 10.3
All or most middle 52,842 9.4
All or most high 20,937 3.7
Family background characteristics   
Household situation during childhood   
Nuclear family 329,333 58.6
Non-nuclear family 233,016 41.4
Change in household situation in 2007   
No change or other change 491,647 87.4
From nuclear to non-nuclear family 70,702 12.6
Immigrant status of the parents   
Both born in Sweden or Western immigrant 548,548 97.5
At least one parent non-Western immigrant 13,801 2.5
Level of education of the parents   
Compulsory school 121,777 21.7
Upper secondary school (2 years) 198,276 35.3
Upper secondary school (3 years) or less than 2 years of higher education 86,115 15.3
2-3 years of higher education 113,614 20.2
4 years or more of higher education 38,163 6.8
Missing 4,404 0.8
Housing tenure during childhood   
Rental dwelling 158,476 28.2
Owner-occupied dwelling 403,873 71.8
Residential environment type during childhood   
Urban area 205,825 36.6
Small town 134,804 24.0
Suburban and commuting area 128,556 22.9
Rural area 93,138 16.6
Region during childhood   
North 62,654 11.1
Middle 252,418 44.9
South 247,251 44.0
Missing environment type and region 26 0.0
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6.3.4 Methods

We used OLS regression analysis to analyze the effect of family background and sibling 

network characteristics on the geographical dispersion of siblings, indicated by the nearest 

neighbour index. The distribution of our dependent variable does not totally resemble a 

normal distribution because a relatively large share (2,5%) of the sibling networks has a 

nearest neighbour index of exactly zero. We therefore also performed the analysis without 

sibling networks with the value of zero on the dependent variable to check whether this group 

influences the results in any way. Since the results were very similar, we decided to perform 

the analyses including all sibling networks.

6.4 Results

The results of the OLS regression analysis are shown in Table 6.5. A positive sign of the 

(unstandardized) B or the (standardized) Beta coefficient of a variable indicates that it is 

associated with sibling network dispersion, while a negative sign means that it is associated 

with clustering. 

Table 6.5: Results of the OLS regression analysis of the nearest neighbour index

 B Std. Error Beta Sig.

Sibling network characteristics
Age of youngest sibling .003 .000 .119 .000
Birth spacing between siblings .004 .000 .040 .000
Proportion of sisters .017 .001 .032 .000
Number of siblings .136 .000 .474 .000
 
Variation in level of education (ref. = all or most low)
Diverse .060 .002 .156 .000
All or most middle .034 .002 .079 .000
All or most high .079 .002 .124 .000
All or most information missing -.094 .011 -.010 .000
 
Variation in income (ref. = all or most low)
Diverse .020 .001 .046 .000
All or most middle .000 .001 .000 .901
All or most high .015 .001 .015 .000
 
Family background characteristics
Household situation during childhood is non-nuclear family -.012 .000 -.032 .000
Household situation changed from nuclear to non-nuclear family -.015 .001 -.027 .000
 
At least one parent non-Western immigrant -.070 .001 -.059 .000
 
Level of education of the parents (ref. = compulsory school)
Upper secondary school (2 years) .016 .001 .041 .000
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Upper secondary school (3 years) or less than 2 years of higher 
education .026 .001 .051 .000

2-3 years of higher education .040 .001 .089 .000
4 years or more of higher education .050 .001 .069 .000
Missing -.020 .002 -.010 .000
 
Owner-occupied dwelling during childhood .017 .001 .041 .000
 
Residential environment type during childhood (ref. = rural area)
Urban area -.026 .001 -.070 .000
Small town -.007 .001 -.017 .000
Suburban and commuting area -.034 .001 -.078 .000
Region during childhood (ref. = middle)
North .036 .001 .063 .000
South .009 .000 .024 .000
     
Missing environment type and region -.006 .031 .000 .851
 
Constant .058 .003 .000
 
N 562,349
Adjusted R2 0.243    

The age of the sibling network clearly affects the dispersion. The older the youngest sibling, 

the more dispersed the sibling network is. This supports hypothesis 1a that with increasing 

age, the distances between family members tends to increase; the alternative hypotheses 

1b that because of stronger siblings ties, siblings live closer to each other at older ages, is 

rejected. The interval between the births of the siblings is also important. The greater the 

birth spacing, the more dispersed the sibling network is. These findings are in line with our 

reasoning that a sibling network that is more diverse with respect to age and thus the life 

course phase, may have less in common and live more dispersed (hypothesis 2a); also in 

this case, our sibling ties hypothesis 2b is rejected. Hypothesis 3a that a high proportion of 

sisters in a sibling network increases the dispersion of a sibling network because women 

move farther away from their family is supported. Our alternative hypothesis 3b, that a higher 

proportion of women would lead to clustering because women have stronger family ties, is 

thus rejected. The number of siblings in a sibling network has a rather strong effect on the 

dispersion of the network. The more siblings in a sibling network, the more dispersed the 

network is. Our hypothesis 4 that sibling ties are stronger in large families and that, as a 

result, they live closer, is rejected. 

Concerning the socio-economic position of the siblings in the sibling network, the results 

show that networks in which the siblings are more highly educated or have a higher income 

live more dispersed than networks with less well educated siblings or siblings who earn less. 

This finding confirms our hypothesis 5 on the higher migration propensity because of life 
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course needs of sibling with a higher socio-economic status. When we look at the diversity 
in the sibling network, our results clearly support hypothesis 6 that sibling networks with a 
diverse level of education or income live more dispersed than siblings networks in which 
siblings are in general less well educated or earn less. The Beta coefficients indicate that 
diverse networks with respect to socio-economic status live even more dispersed than sibling 
networks with a high socio-economic status. This confirms our expectation that variation in 
the sibling network leads to different life course needs and weaker sibling ties and thus 
more dispersion. Both a high socio-economic position (hypothesis 5) and diversity in socio-
economic status (hypothesis 6) thus increase the dispersion of siblings. 

The family situation during the childhood affects the relations between siblings and, in the 
longer run, the distances between siblings. In the regression we tested the importance of 
being brought up in a separated or divorced household and of a change in the household 
situation from a traditional nuclear family during childhood to a non-nuclear family later on. 
Both these variables shows negative signs which means that sibling networks that have 
had these experiences live more concentrated than other sibling networks. As hypothesized, 
it seems that growing up in a non-traditional family (hypothesis 7) and having parents 
divorcing after childhood (hypothesis 8), increases the ties among siblings. They might rely 
on each other more than on their parents. An even stronger negative correlation is shown 
for sibling networks with at least one non-Western parent. As we expected in hypothesis 9, 
these networks are more concentrated, which may be an indication that siblings with a non-
Western background have stronger ties.

The higher the socio-economic position of the parents, indicated by their level of education 
and homeownership, the more dispersed sibling network is, which is in line with what we 
expected based on the life course needs of the siblings (hypothesis 10). Siblings whose 
parents are highly educated or homeowners live more dispersed than sibling networks with 
less well educated parents or that were brought up in rented apartments. This supports 
our reasoning that the socio-economic status of the parents influences attitudes towards 
residential relocations and may help the siblings realize residential preferences that follow 
their life course needs.

The residential environment type and region in which the siblings lived during childhood 
also shows a strong effect. Siblings spending their childhood in urban areas or suburban 
and commuting areas are more geographically concentrated than siblings growing up on 
the countryside. This is partly caused by the fact that Sweden is a country with an unevenly 
distributed population. If we divide the country in the regions north, middle and south, we 
see that, especially sibling networks with their roots in the north are more dispersed compare 
to siblings originating from the middle and southern region. These findings are in line with 
our hypothesis 11 that siblings growing up in residential environments or regions with fewer 

facilities and opportunities, are more likely to move away and, as a result, live more dispersed.
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6.5 Conclusion and discussion

In this article we studied the geographical dispersion of siblings in Sweden. Since sibling 

relationships are possible the longest relationships an individual experiences during the life 

course, siblings are an important source for help and support. We analyzed the geographical 

dispersion of sibling networks in Sweden and investigated the extent to which this dispersion 

is influenced by life course needs and sibling ties. We argued that life course needs and 

siblings ties are influenced by socio-demographic characteristics, similarities or differences 

between siblings, and family background characteristics which in turn influence the relocation 

behaviour of individual siblings and the geographical dispersion of the sibling network. By 

explaining the geographical dispersion among siblings from a life course needs perspective 

and a sibling ties perspective and by formulating competing hypotheses, we provided insight 

into what type of factors influence the distances between siblings. 

We found clear effects of life course needs on the geographical dispersion of siblings. 

Socio-demographic characteristics that increase the propensity of moving because of life 

course needs lead to a greater geographical dispersion of siblings. We also find evidence 

that variation among the siblings in their socio-demographic characteristics and thus life 

course needs is associated with a greater geographic dispersion. Diverse sibling networks 

with respect to their ages (birth spacing) and socio-economic status live relatively spread 

out over the country. This could be explained by differences in life course needs, although 

it could also be that siblings who do not have much in common, have weaker family ties. 

When we look at our three competing hypotheses that were formulated to see whether life 

course needs or sibling ties are more important in determining the geographical dispersion 

of siblings, a clear pattern evolved. In all cases, we had to reject our sibling ties hypothesis 

and our life course needs hypothesis was confirmed. In this context, it should be noted that 

the result linking sibling network size with dispersion may be related to unobserved increased 

heterogeneity in the sibling network. Thus, the effect of this variable may also be related to 

life course needs rather than sibling ties.

We do find evidence that stronger sibling ties decrease the geographical dispersion among 

them when we look at the family background of the siblings. It seems that the family ties 

among siblings may be stronger when their parents did not live together during childhood or 

separated after childhood. In those cases the siblings are found to live more clustered than 

siblings who grew up with both the father and the mother present. Family ties also seem to 

play a role in that siblings of whom at least one parent is a non-Western immigrant live more 

clustered than siblings with two Western parents. 

The positive influence of a higher socio-economic status of the parents on the dispersion of 

the siblings may be caused by the fact that parents transmit their resources and attitudes to 

their children, thus influencing their life courses and enabling them to realize their life course 
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needs. The residential family background clearly also plays a role in the dispersion of sibling 

networks. Growing up in the more densely populated urban and suburban and commuting 

areas and in the middle part of Sweden is associated with living more clustered than growing 

up in rural areas and in the northern and southern part of the country, which can be explained 

from the life course needs perspective.

We can thus conclude that life course needs exert a large influence on the location choices of 

siblings and thus the geographical dispersion among them. This is especially the case when 

it comes to the current socio-demographic characteristics of the siblings. However, we also 

find evidence that sibling ties play a role in the geographical dispersion of siblings. These ties 

seem to develop during childhood and are influenced by changes in the parental home and 

the cultural background. 

This is one of the first studies that investigate the geographical dispersion of entire sibling 

networks. We used a novel measurement of the geographical dispersion among the siblings, 

the nearest neighbour index, which enabled us to look at distances between family members 

beyond the dyad. The study provides insight into what factors are relevant when examining 

distances between siblings and in how life course needs and sibling ties influences the 

geographical dispersion of siblings. However, in order to obtain straightforward results that 

are easy to interpret, we used rather strict criteria in selecting our sibling networks by only 

including full-blood siblings in selection of sibling networks. This calls for further research 

that investigates the relationship between sibling ties and geographical dispersion when 

other family constellations such as those containing of half- or step-siblings are considered. 

Moreover, in this study we have chosen not to take the location of the parents into account 

in order to be able to focus on sibling networks. This enabled us examine the possible 

influence of sibling ties, which are a specific type of family ties that differ from bonds between 

parents and children. Our suggestions for further research would include investigating the 

geographical dispersion of the whole family, taking into account the residential location, life 

course needs and family ties of both parents and siblings. Finally, a limitation of our study 

is that we used rather indirect measurements of life course needs and sibling ties. Further 

research may show to what extent reported quality of relationships with siblings and actual 

exchange of support and contact influence the geographical dispersion of sibling networks. 
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Conclusion and discussion
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This study has contributed to our knowledge concerning residential choice in the Netherlands 

by examining the influence of the wider family context. I investigated the effect of a broad 

range of family background characteristics and childhood experiences, and the influence of 

family members within and outside the household on the timing of leaving the parental home, 

homeownership, residential environment choices, distances between men and women in 

couples and their parents and the geographical dispersion of siblings. Particular attention 

was also paid to the effects of life course characteristics such as the family and occupational 

careers on residential choices and on gender differences within couples and families. The 

main research question adressed in this study was: How are residential choices influenced 

by the family context, and to what extent does this influence differ between men and women 

and between couples and singles?

Residential choices have a strong effect on people’s well-being and quality of life. Dwellings 

differ with respect to their quality and the space they offer and residential locations differ in 

the extent to which they provide services and facilities. Studying residential choices, and 

looking specifically at the differences in residential choices of particular subgroups, provides 

insight in the extent to which people differ in their residential choices and in the possible 

constraints they face in realizing their residential preferences. Differences between subgroups 

can be a sign of differences in preferences and needs but also of inequality with respect to 

housing and location choices. Regarding the timing of leaving the parental home, it has 

been shown that those who leave home at a young age, are likely to be disadvantaged in 

the development of their family and occupational career later in the life course (Goldscheider 

and Goldscheider, 1999). With respect to homeownership, we know that owner-occupied 

dwellings are in general of higher quality than rental dwellings, owning a home may be a 

good financial investment and homeownership can be seen as a status symbol (Boehm and 

Schlottmann, 1999; Conley, 2001; Helderman, 2007). Differences in the homeownership 

chances of different subgroups can thus lead to disadvantages of certain groups in their 

housing careers (Henretta, 1984; Kurz and Blossfeld, 2004). 

Studying families is important because even in a Western, rather individualistic society such 

as the Netherlands, the family still plays an important role in people’s opportunities, choices 

and behaviour. It has been argued that changes associated with the second demographic 

transition (Van de Kaa, 1987) such as the increase of divorce, the postponement of marriage 

and childbirth, the lower fertility rates and, as a result, the decline of family size, may have 

led to diminishing family ties and a decrease in contact frequency and the exchange of 

support between family members. However, recent studies have shown that feelings of family 

solidarity are still strong. Despite individualization and urbanization, the family has remained 

important during the 20th century and intergenerational contact and exchange of support are 

far from diminishing (Bengtson, 2001; Grundy and Shelton, 2001; Komter and Vollebergh, 

2002). In today’s ageing society, the relevance of and need for contact and support among 
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family members, in terms of care for elderly parents for instance, may even have increased. 

Because of the raise in life expectancy during the 20th century, the duration of relationships 

between family members, especially between siblings, has increased. As a result, parents, 

children and siblings share a larger part of their lives together. Family members may need 

more care in old age, but they can also rely on each other for support throughout a large part 

of the life course. Sibling relationships are potentially the longest-lasting relationship in an 

individual’s life and it has been shown that sibling ties are especially highly valued in old age 

(Voorpostel et al., 2007). Studying the extent of the influence that family members who do not 

live in the same household (anymore) exert on each other’s residential choices contributes 

to our insight in the current strength of family ties in people’s lives and in the extent to which 

they may exchange care and support. 

Most previous studies on residential choices have focused on the influence of socio-

economic and household characteristics. These studies often draw from a life course 

perspective in which characteristics of the family and occupational careers and the value 

attached to these careers are expected to influence residential choices. It has often been 

shown that singles and young couples who have just started their occupational careers have 

a preference for living in apartments in urban environments that offer many facilities, services 

and entertainment, while later in the life course, couples often move to single family dwellings 

in child friendly suburban environments when they (plan to) have children (Michelson, 1977; 

Courgeau, 1989; Brun and Fagnani, 1994; Kulu, 2008). Older people have been shown to be 

more likely to move to more rural areas, for instance after retirement (Van Dam et al., 2002). 

Previous research has shown that the phase of the life course and the value attached to 

the different careers have a strong influence on residential choices (Bootsma, 1995). In this 

study, I went beyond these socio-economic and life course characteristics and features of 

the current household of individuals by concentrating on the influence of the family in a broad 

sense. I added to the analyses childhood experiences, family background characteristics, and 

the residential choices of family members outside the household. Moreover, I looked at the 

possible additional effects of this wider family context on residential choices and discovered 

that this context adds significantly to our knowledge of residential choices. 

An important characteristic of this study is its interdisciplinarity. Residential choices, typically 

a geographical study domain, are explained from a range of sociological, demographic, and 

geographic theories. The theoretical frameworks in the previous chapters draw from theories 

on socialization, intergenerational transmission, family sociology, the life course, family 

migration and gender inequalities. 

In each chapter I addressed a separate part research question that dealt with the influence 

of family (family background, family members outside the household and/or one’s own 

household situation) on a specific residential choice. In Chapter 2 the influence of family 
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background characteristics on the timing of leaving the parental home for men and women 

was reported. In Chapter 3 I dealt with the extent to which resources, household context, and 

family background characteristics influence the homeownership of single men and women 

and men and women in couples. In Chapter 4 I addressed the influence of (residential) 

childhood experiences and the residential choices of family members outside the household 

in addition to life course characteristics on residential environment choices. The geographical 

distance between couples and both sets of parents and the extent to which this distance is 

influenced by the characteristics of both partners in the couple and both sets of parents, is 

described in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 concerns the influence of life course needs and sibling ties 

on their geographical dispersion.

7.1 Summary of the results

7.1.1 Competing life course careers: the family and occupational career

The family and occupational life course careers have a great influence on the residential career 

and they often compete when it comes to residential choices. I examined the influence of 

socio-economic status and household situation on all the residential choices examined in this 

study. For the timing of leaving the parental home and the likelihood of being a homeowner, I 

focused specifically on the differences between singles and couples. 

Chapter 2 shows that the educational career plays an important role in the process of leaving 

the parental home. Enrolment in education clearly accelerates this process for single men 

and women and a higher level of education leads to leaving home to live alone at earlier ages. 

In Chapter 3 we see that a higher income and especially a higher level of education strongly 

increase the chances of living in an owner-occupied dwelling. Being highly educated strongly 

increases the likelihood of living in suburban and urban areas rather than in rural areas and 

being enrolled in education is strongly associated with living in a city (see Chapter 4). In 

Chapter 5 I conclude that the more highly educated also live further away from their parents 

and in Chapter 6 we see that networks that consist mostly of highly educated siblings are 

more dispersed than networks with mostly less-well educated siblings. 

There is a clear difference between singles and couples in residential choices. In Chapter 2 I 

show that leaving home to live alone is more common among young adolescents between 16 

and 20 years old, while leaving home for reasons of marriage of cohabitation is most likely to 

occur between the ages of 21 and 25. The influence of the level of education on leaving the 

parental home also differs between singles and couples. For leaving home to live alone, the 

more highly educated have a greater likelihood of leaving home than the less-well educated, 

while among young adults who leave home to live with a partner, the greatest likelihood 

is found among the less well educated. The level of education and the family career thus 

clearly influence the decision to leave the parental home in different ways. The household 

context also influences homeownership to a large extent. The results reported in Chapter 
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3 show that, compared with married couples without children, couples with children are far 

more likely to be homeowners and cohabiting couples without children, singles and single 

parents are less likely to be homeowners. Couples and singles also differ with respect to the 

effect that socio-economic resources have on their likelihood of being a homeowner. While 

couples in which one of the partners is self-employed have a greater likelihood of being 

homeowners, no effect of self-employment was found for singles. With respect to the choice 

of a residential environment, the study in Chapter 4 shows that, compared with couples 

without children, singles are most likely to live in urban areas, while couples with children 

are the least likely to live in cities. Chapter 5 shows that having young children decreases 

the distance between women and their parents and that cohabiting couples live farther away 

from both sets of parents than do married couples. Chapter 6 shows that life course needs of 

siblings, as reflected by their socio-demographic characteristics, have an important influence 

on the geographical dispersion of sibling networks. Socio-demographic characteristics that 

enhance moving away because of life course needs and preferences are associated with a 

greater geographical dispersion of siblings.

Differences between singles and couples are also found for the effect of family background 

characteristics. Having highly educated parents does accelerate the process of home leaving 

to live alone, but does not do so for leaving home to live with a partner. Moreover, having 

religious parents delays home leaving to live with a partner for women, but has no effect on 

women leaving home to live alone (see Chapter 2). Regarding homeownership, it seems that 

fathers who are self-employed tend to support their single children financially, but not their 

children in couples, while family size does affect the homeownership chances of men and 

women in couples negatively, while it has no effect on singles (see Chapter 3). 

7.1.2 Family background: resources, shared preferences, and family ties

Parents and family background exert a strong influence on children through the intergenerational 

transmission of resources and attitudes together with socialization and residential childhood 

experiences. I examined the influence of family background characteristics on the timing 

of leaving home, homeownership, the residential environment type, distance between men 

and women in couples and both sets of parents and the geographical dispersion of siblings. 

The influence of residential childhood experiences is studied on the residential environment 

choice and the dispersion of siblings.

The timing of leaving the parental home and homeownership later in life is to a large extent 

influenced by the parents’ resources. The research reported in Chapter 2 shows that having 

parents with greater resources hampers the transition of leaving the parental home, probably 

because they create a feathered nest. After a certain age, this effect changes direction 

and parental resources seem to facilitate leaving home. Parental resources also influence 

people’s homeownership chances. In Chapter 3, strong intergenerational transmission of 
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homeownership is described. People whose parents own a home are far more likely to 

become homeowners themselves later in life than are people whose parents do not own their 

home. A higher socio-economic status of the father also increases the likelihood of becoming 

a homeowner. Parents thus seem to use their own resources in helping their children realize 

their residential choices. 

Through socialization and childhood experiences, parents transmit attitudes to their children 

and they develop preferences. The parents’ level of education seems to have a particular 

influence on residential preferences later in life. I found that, even after controlling for their 

own level of education, those with highly educated parents leave home to live alone at 

younger ages (Chapter 2) and are more likely to live in suburban and urban areas (Chapter 

4), than are those with less-well educated parents. Moreover, people in couples who have 

highly educated parents are found to live farther away from them than are people with 

less-well educated parents (see Chapter 5) and siblings with highly educated parents are 

more dispersed than siblings with less-well educated parents (see Chapter 6). The strong 

intergenerational transmission of homeownership reported in Chapter 2 can also be seen as 

a sign of shared preferences: people who grow up in owner-occupied dwellings are likely to 

develop a preference for living in a dwelling of the same quality later in life. 

In Chapter 4 we see that residential childhood experiences have a strong influence on the 

residential environment and location choices made later in life. Growing up in a certain 

residential environment type strongly increases the likelihood of living in that environment type 

later in life. This effect is found even when ruling out residential inertia or return migration by 

only looking at people who moved away from their childhood place of residence. Residential 

childhood experiences have an even greater effect on residential environment choice than 

the current life course or socio-demographic characteristics do. This finding is a clear sign of 

the development of a preference for the environment type in which one grew up. For Sweden, 

we also found that sibling who grew up in small towns or rural areas live more dispersed than 

siblings who grew up in urban or suburban areas. Moreover, siblings originating from the 

northern part of Sweden live more dispersed than siblings from the more densely populated 

middle or southern parts of Sweden. There, apparently, the desire to move away is weaker 

than in more rural or remote and northern area (see Chapter 6).

The decision to leave the parental home and the likelihood of being a homeowner are also 

strongly influenced by the atmosphere at home, which can influence family ties later in life. 

When parents have a good relationship quality and live together, young adults stay at home 

longer than when parents quarrel frequently or are divorced. Family size also matters: having 

more siblings increases the risk of leaving home. A pleasant atmosphere in the parental home 

and the availability of resources and privacy seem to create a situation in which young adults 

feel comfortable enough to stay at home until they are ready to leave for independence or to 
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form their own union (see Chapter 2). In Chapter 3 I reported finding that having experienced 

a parental divorce during childhood decreases the likelihood of owning a home later in life. 

Interestingly, while parental divorce can lead to earlier home leaving and a greater distance 

between people and their parents, siblings from divorced families tend to be more clustered 

than siblings from families in which both parents lived together during childhood. 

7.1.3 Linked lives: family members outside the household 

Family members influence not only people’s residential choice through socialization during 

childhood, but also their preferences and behaviour later in life. In this study I examined the 

association between people’s residential environment choice and that of their parents and 

siblings, the distance between couples and both sets of parents, and the extent to which life 

course needs and sibling ties of siblings affect their geographical dispersion.

The development of shared preferences for a certain residential environment type is clearly 

shown in Chapter 4. A strong association is described between the residential environment 

type of parents and their adult children and an even stronger association among the residential 

environment types of siblings. People whose parents live in suburban areas are more likely 

to live in the suburbs themselves and siblings’ residential environment types are very likely 

to be similar. These results are also found when ruling out residential inertia. Continued 

socialization, similar preferences, and possibly a wish to maintain close family ties seem to 

play a role in people’s residential environment choices. 

Family ties and care and support needs are associated with distances between family 

members. In Chapter 5 I compared men and women in couples with respect to the distance 

to their parents and considered the influence that the household type of both sets of parents 

has on this distance. I found that couples live farther away from the separated mother or 

widowed father of the man relative to both parents of the man living together, and that they 

live closer to the widowed mother of the man. The household type of the woman’s parents 

does not seem to influence the distance between the couple and her parents. Neither does 

the age of the parents affect the distance between the couple and both sets of parents. It 

seems that the distance between couples and both sets of parents is partly associated with 

the care needs of the man’s mother, but not with other care or support needs the parents 

may have. 

The study of the geographical dispersion of sibling networks reported in Chapter 6 shows 

a clear influence of family members outside the household on location choices. I find 

indications that siblings who show similarities in their life course needs are more clustered 

geographically than siblings who are more different. We also see that when siblings differ 

more with respect to their life course needs, they are more dispersed. Sibling networks with 

a high diversity in age and socio-economic status live more dispersed than sibling networks 
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with less variation in these respects. The influence of sibling ties on geographical dispersion 

is also investigated. Evidence is found that sibling ties are developed during childhood, and 

that stronger sibling ties decrease the geographical dispersion of siblings later in life.

7.1.4 Gender differences: male dominance versus female family ties

Men and women differ in their residential choices through gender inequalities within couples, 

differences in family background, and in the strength of family ties. I examined the differences 

between single men and women in their home-leaving process and in their likelihood of 

being a homeowner. For men and women in couples, I have examined the extent to which 

the characteristics of both partners influence the likelihood of being a homeowner and on the 

distance between men and women in couples and both sets of parents. 

In Chapter 2 I show that, in general, women leave home at earlier ages than men do, especially 

when they leave home to live with a partner. This difference is probably caused by the fact 

that women are often a few years younger than their partners and thus form a union at earlier 

ages. The fact that women leave home to live alone earlier than men do is often explained by 

the fact that young women seem to grow up faster than young men do and feel a need for 

independency at earlier ages. From Chapter 2 we can conclude that women are less likely to 

be homeowners than men are. By comparing the likelihood of being a homeowner for single 

women and single men, I found that although income is important for both genders, the effect 

of the level of education is markedly different. Men with a university degree are significantly 

more likely to be homeowners than women with a university degree. It may be the case that 

men see buying a home as a good financial investment, and feel comfortable doing so on the 

basis of their earning potential, while for women their current income is more important and 

they may want to wait until they have a partner before buying a home. 

With respect to homeownership and distances between couples and both sets of parents, 

I also found clear indications of gender inequalities within couples. The results reported in 

Chapter 3 showed that the male partner’s level of education contributes more to the likelihood 

of living in an owner-occupied dwelling than the resources of the female partner do. A male 

partner’s high level of education increases the likelihood of the couple living in an owner-

occupied dwelling to a significantly larger extent than does a high level of education of the 

female partner. With respect to the distances between couples and the parents of the male 

and female partner (see Chapter 5), I found that, on average, couples live closer to the parents 

of the man than of the woman. This difference can be explained by differences in the socio-

economic position and age between the male and female partners. The level of education 

of the male partner has a stronger effect on the distance to both sets of parents than does 

the level of education of the female partner. The man seems to have more bargaining power 

within the couple and couples seem to choose their location based on his socio-economic 

position and career opportunities. 
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However, when a couple have young children, they tend to live closer to the parents of the 

woman than when they do not have children; an effect that is not found for the distance to 

the man’s parents. This finding could indicate that couples rely more on the support of the 

woman’s parents regarding childcare or that the stronger family ties of the woman are more 

valued when a couple have young children. In the beginning of a relationship the dominance 

of the male’s socio-economic position seems to prevail, but later on in the relationship, when 

there are children present, ‘family’ appears to be valued more and it seems that the stronger 

family ties of the female partner gain importance. 

Evidence was also found that parental resources and the atmosphere at home have a greater 

influence on women than on men. Parents seem to be more willing to provide financial help 

for their daughters than for their sons with respect to both leaving home and homeownership: 

a higher socio-economic status of the father increases the likelihood of leaving home for 

women but not for men (Chapter 2) and increases the likelihood of being a homeowner for 

single women and women in couples but, decreases this likelihood for single men and has 

no effect on the homeownership chances of men in couples (Chapter 3). A parental divorce 

or unpleasant home situation, measured by parents having frequent quarrels, accelerates 

the process of leaving home to a greater extent for women than for men (Chapter 2) and a 

parental divorce decreases the likelihood of women in couples being homeowners (Chapter 

3). The results reported in Chapter 2 also show that women with stepparents are even more 

likely to leave home than are women from a single parent family, while living with a stepparent 

has no significant effect for men on leaving home to live alone. 

7.2 Reflection on the data and methods

7.2.1 Reflection on the data

The theoretical questions on the influence of the wider family context on residential choices 

that have been addressed in this study could only be answered by using data that included 

information not only on the socio-demographic characteristics of individuals, but also on 

their childhood and family of origin, and on the current characteristics of family members 

outside the household. The Netherlands Kinship Panel Study (NKPS; Dykstra et al., 2005) 

and the Swedish register database ASTRID, provided such data. To detect patterns in the 

residential choices of different subgroups in society such as singles and couples and men 

and women and to perform multivariate analyses, a large-scale dataset was needed. The 

NKPS, consisting of over 8000 respondents, and the ASTRID database, consisting of the 

entire Swedish population of more than 9 million people, conformed to our requirements.

The NKPS included data on a representative sample of 8161 Dutch residents on a broad range 

of socio-economic, demographic, geographic and family characteristics. Information on 

family background and childhood was obtained through retrospective questions. Information 

on family members outside the household was also gathered. This approach allowed me to 
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take into account many relevant characteristics when explaining people’s residential choices. 

Unfortunately, the NKPS only provides limited information on the family background of the 

respondent’s partner. When analysing the residential choices of couples, the characteristics of 

the family of origin and the siblings of both partners are especially needed to fully understand 

these choices and the power balance within couples. Immigrants were underrepresented in 

the NKPS sample so that the effect of immigrant status and possible differences in culture 

could not be analysed thoroughly. Another interesting subgroup with respect to the research 

questions addressed in this study, namely single parents, also sometimes turned out to be 

too small to analyse in detail.

The ASTRID database is a very rich micro-level register database that is annually updated. It 

includes information on, among other things, level of education, residential location, housing 

type, and marital status. Further information is available from the census data that have been 

collected every five years from 1960 onwards and is added to the register data. Because of 

the availability of linkages between family members that do not live in the same household, 

we were therefore able to study the geographical dispersion of sibling networks not only by 

looking at their current characteristics but also by taking into account their family of origin. A 

minor limitation of the dataset is that residential location information is available on a 100-by-

100-metre-square level. Although this scale provides very detailed information on one’s place 

of residence and is very useful for examining distances, it is not possible to determine whether 

people in the same square live in the same household or just very close to each other.

7.2.2 Measuring preferences

In this study the concepts of preference and attitude played an important role. It has been 

hypothesised that, through socialization, parents transmit attitudes to their children and that 

parents and their adult children and siblings develop shared preferences because of common 

(residential) childhood experiences, family ties, and continued socialization. It has also been 

asserted that the family and occupational career can be competing and that values attached 

to either career influence residential choices. I have used the concepts of value and attitude 

as mechanisms or explanations that are likely to underlie the associations found between the 

residential choices and the characteristics of family members, family background, and the 

occupational and family life course careers. 

However, I have not used direct measurements for attitudes towards family or work in my 

analyses, even though the survey data from the NKPS I used in Chapters 2, 3, 4 and 5, 

included questions on family solidarity, family ties, and work orientation. In earlier phases 

of several analyses, I included diverse measurements of family solidarity, the importance 

of having children, attitudes towards family support, and work orientation. The effects of 

these attitude measurements were either negligible or disappeared once socio-demographic 

characteristics, such as level of education or age, were taken into account. I therefore used 
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socio-economic and demographic characteristics instead of measurements of attitudes in the 

analyses. It had already been shown that housing preferences are strongly related to socio-

demographic characteristics of individuals (Coolen and Hoekstra, 2001). Because of this 

association, naturally adding stated preferences in a model that already includes these socio-

demographic characteristics, would not add much to the explanation of housing choices.

Another reason for the lack of effect of preferences that I found in earlier analyses could 

be that the association between attitudes and behaviour is not as strong as is sometimes 

assumed in research on attitudes. People may have different attitudes but still show the same 

behaviour. In their research on the preferences of Dutch adolescents on union formation, 

De Valk and Liefbroer (2007) show that stated preferences are often not in line with actual 

behaviour. These authors suggest that this discrepancy is partly caused by the greater extent 

to which actual behaviour is influenced by constraints than preferences are (De Valk and 

Liefbroer, 2007).

A difficulty with measuring preferences lies in the operationalization. What the relevant values 

or attitudes are that should be measured are often difficult to specify and determine (Coolen 

and Hoekstra, 2001). The survey items on family and work orientation in the NKPS seem 

to be more suited to the measurement of attitudes towards solidarity in families and the 

possible exchange of care and support than to differences in residential choices. 

7.3 Suggestions for further research

This study has provided evidence for the strong influence of the wider family context on 

residential choices in the Netherlands. From the results found here questions for further 

research evolve. The influence of socialization during childhood on several life course 

careers has already been investigated in many previous studies. However, the extent to 

which continued socialization plays a role in decisions in the life course careers of individuals 

later in life, could be investigated in more detail in future studies. It would be worthwhile to 

investigate the role of family members outside the household such as parents and siblings 

concerning people’s decisions and preferences throughout the life course. Do changes in the 

parent’s marital or household situation after childhood affect the family ties, preferences, and 

resources of their adult children? Do siblings indeed serve as an example for each other later 

in life? And if so, which siblings are followed and which siblings are followers?

This study has detected a number of gender inequalities, not only within couples and in the 

effect of their family ties and background but also in the extent to which men and women 

make different choices based on their own household situation and resources. However, 

the data used here did not allow the investigation of the specific causes underlying the 

differences found. It would be interesting to study the motives behind residential choices of 

men and women in more depth to see whether it is indeed the case that women base their 



155

residential choices more on family motives while men choose from an economic perspective, 

and to investigate the dynamics within couples to see whether the bargaining power between 

partners changes when they have children.

With regard to research on values, it would be worthwhile examining and disentangling the 

influence of such underlying mechanisms as socialization and the development of shared 

preferences on the behaviour of people later in life. Are preferences only developed during 

childhood and do the decisions of family members outside the household later in life indeed 

serve as an example? And is this situation the result of shared attitudes or merely of similarities 

in socio-demographic respect? 
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158 Appendix: 

Netherlands Kinship Panel Study

The analyses in Chapter 2, 3, 4 and 5 are based on data from the first wave of the Netherlands 

Kinship Panel Study (NKPS). I used data from the Computer Aided Personal Interviews and 

from the self-completion survey for anchors (primary respondents). A complete overview of 

all questions included in the NKPS data can be found in the Codebook of the Netherlands 

Kinship Panel Study. A multi-actor, multi-method panel study on solidarity in family 

relationships, wave 1 (Dykstra et al., 2005). Some information was obtained through variables 

that were constructed by the NKPS team and included in the NKPS data file (see: Dykstra et 

al., 2005). These variables include the marital status, household situation, number of children, 

number of siblings, and level of education of the primary respondents and information 

about the residential municipality, degree of urbanization and x and y coordinates of the 

residential locations of the primary respondent and other family members. Listed below are 

the questions that were used in this dissertation. The numbers correspond with those in the 

original questionnaires. Instructions for the interviewer are printed in italics and information 

for the user is printed in bold and italics. 
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A. BACKGROUND
AA101   INT: Enter the respondent’s sex.

1 male 
2 female

AA102   What is your date of birth?
_ enter the date of birth [dd-mm-yy]

B. PARENTAL HOME
AB101  Did you live with both your own parents shortly after you were born?

When we speak of your ‘own parents’ in this interview, we mean your 
biological parents.

  1 yes > question B103
  2 no

AB102  Who did you live with then?
2 only with your mother
3 only with your father
4 with your mother and stepfather
5 with your father and stepmother
6 with grandparent(s) on mother’s side
7 with grandparent(s) on father’s side
8 with uncle/aunt on your mother’s side 
9 with uncle/aunt on your father’s side
10 with brother or sister
11 in a home, orphanage, or institution
12 in a boarding school
13 in a foster home, host family
14 in an adoptive family
15 other

AB103  Did this family situation change before you went to live on your own?
INT: If the respondent still lives in the parental home, the question refers to 
the situation as it is now.

  1 yes
  2 no  > question B201
  3 still living in parental home > question B201

AB104_1 -    Where did you go and live next?
AB104 _15    1 back to both parents

2 only with your mother
3 only with your father
4 with mother and stepfather
5 with father and stepmother
6 with grandparent(s) on mother’s side
7 with grandparent(s) on father’s side
8 with uncle/aunt on your mother’s side 
9 with uncle/aunt on your father’s side
10 with brother or sister
11 in a home, orphanage, or institution
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12 in a boarding school
13 in a foster home, host family
14 in an adoptive family 
15 other

AB105_1 - How old were you at the time?
AB105_15 _ enter the age (… years)

AB106_1 - Did this family situation change again before you went to live on your
AB106_15 own?

1 yes > go back to question B104 [continue until respondent left 
home]

  2 no

AB202  In which country was your father born?
  _ code the country with the aid of the Country LookUp .

AB302  In which country was your mother born?
  _ code the country with the aid of the Country LookUp .

AB400  Are, or were your parents ever married to each other?
1 yes > question B401
2 no  

AB400B Did your parents ever cohabit with each other outside of marriage?
1 yes
2 no  > question B403 

AB401   Did your own parents ever get divorced?
1 yes
2 no  > question B405

   3 parents never shared a household > question B403

AB402   How old were you when your parents split up?
  _ enter age (… years old)

AB502A What was your father’s occupation or job when you were 15 years old?
If your father did not have a job at the time, please give the occupation he 
had before then.
_ CBS code of the occupation

AB503  Was your father employed or was he self-employed?
  1 employed
  2 freelance / self-employed / own business 
  3 family business 
  4 don’t know

AB505  What is the highest level of education that he completed with a diploma?
1 did not complete elementary school
2 elementary school only 
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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

AB507A What was your mother’s occupation or job when you were 15 years old?
If your mother did not have a job at the time, please give the occupation she 
had before then.
_ CBS code of the occupation.

AB508  Was your mother employed, self-employed or did she work in the family 
business?

  1 employed
  2 freelance / self-employed / own business 
  3 family business 
  4 don’t know

AB510 What is the highest level of education that she completed with a diploma?
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?
_ code the place of residence with the aid of the City LookUp 

AB602 Did your parents own the home in which you were living at the time or did 
your parents rent the home?

 INT: If the respondent was not living with his/ her own 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 a institution, care facility
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AB610  Did any of the following things happen between your parents when you were 
about 15 years old?
How often did your parents have heated discussions? 

  1 never
  2 once or twice
  3 frequently 

4 respondent’s parents never shared a household > question B615

AB611  How often did one of your parents put down and blame the other?
  1 never
  2 once or twice
  3 frequently

AB612  How often did your parents not want to talk to each other for a while?  
  1 never
  2 once or twice
  3 frequently

AB613  How often did arguments get out of hand?
  1 never
  2 once or twice
  3 frequently

AB614  How often did your parents live apart for a while?
  1 never
  2 once or twice
  3 frequently

AB615  In which year did you leave the home to go and live on your own?
_ enter the year

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?
   INT: The word ‘partner’ includes a husband or wife.
  1 yes
  2 no  > question C401

AC102  What is his or her year of birth?
  _ enter the year

AC103   In which country was your partner born?
  _ enter the country with the aid of Country Lookup

AC104  Does your partner live with you here?
1 yes
2 no  > question C110
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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?
  _ enter year

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?

  _ enter year

AC116  Are you married to this partner? 
  1 yes
  2 no  > question C118A

AC121  What is your partners’ sex?
  1 male
  2 female

AC202A What is the highest level of education that your father-in-law completed with 
a diploma?
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

AC202  Is your father-in-law still alive?
  1 yes
  2 no  > question C204
  3 don’t know > question C204

AC205A What is the highest level of education that your mother-in-law completed 
with a diploma?
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

AC205               Is your mother-in-law still alive?  
                          1           yes
                          2           no  > question C206
                          3           don’t know > question C206

AC206            Did your partner’s parents ever get divorced?
1 yes
2 no  > question B405

   3 parents never shared a household > question B403

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 

AC403_1 -         In which year did you start living with this partner {your first partner, if 
AC403_7            more than one}?
          _          enter year

 

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

AL202   In which year did you first become an owner or co-owner of a home?
  _ enter the year 

AL203  Have you owned the homes in which you have lived ever since?
  1 yes, always owned home > question L205
  2 no, started renting again

AL204  Do you own or co-own the home you live in now?
  1 yes
  2 no

AL205  This question is asked only if the respondent has a partner.
Does your partner own or co-own the home you live in now?

  1 yes
  2 no

AL208 This question is asked only if it is still unclear whether the respondent owned 
his/her previous home
Did you own or co-own your previous home?
INT: If the respondent’s previous home was the parental home, this question 
refers to the parental home.
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  1 yes
  2 no

M. WORK, EDUCATION AND INCOME
AM106   Are you going to school or following a course at the moment? 
  1 yes
  2 no  > question M201

AM107   Is it a day course or an evening course?
  1 day course
  2 evening course

AM201 Do you currently have a paid job? A few hours a week or temporary work 
also count.
1 yes
2 no

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

AM301C What is your current job or occupation? 
_  classify the occupation with the aid of the occupational classification 

table based on the Statistics Netherlands coding scheme

AM303  Are you employed, self-employed or do you work in a family business? 
  1 employed > question M304
  2 freelance / self-employed / own business > question M306
  3 family business > question M308

AM310 This question is put only to respondents who are employed
How many hours a week do you work according to your contract of 
employment? 

  _ enter the number of hours a week

AM311 How many hours a week on average do you actually work? That is to say, 
actual hours worked.

  _ enter the number of hours a week

AM701 I would now like to ask you a few questions about your income. I can assure 
you that this information will also be treated with the strictest confidentiality. 
What is your net monthly income from employment?
1 paid per month
2 paid per four weeks
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3 paid per week
4 irregular income, average per month
5 doesn’t know > question M702
6 doesn’t want to say > question M702
7 no income > question M703

AM701B The amount in euros per {month / four weeks / week / average per month}.
  _ enter the amount

AM702  This question is asked only if M701 = 5 or M701 = 6.
Since we would nevertheless like to have an idea of what you earn, please 
have a look at Show Card 13. In which category does your net monthly 
income from employment belong? 
1 less than 550 euros 
2 between 550 and 750 euros 
3 between 750 and 950 euros 
4 between 950 and 1150 euros 
5 between 1150 and 1350 euros 
6 between 1350 and 1550 euros
7 between 1550 and 1750 euros
8 between 1750 and 1950 euros 
9 between 1950 and 2150 euros 
10 between 2150 and 2350 euros
11 between 2350 and 2550 euros
12 between 2550 and 2750 euros
13 between 2750 and 2950 euros
14 between 2950 and 3150 euros
15 between 3150 and 3350 euros
16 between 3350 and 3550 euros
17 more than 3550 euros
18 don’t know 
19 don’t want to say

AM703   Are you a beneficiary of some sort of benefit at the moment?
INT: This includes grants for students, social security, unemployment, 
disability, pension and pre-pension.
1 yes, receives a benefit 
2 no  > question M801

AM704_1 -  What kind of a benefit do you receive?
AM704_3  INT: Several answers are possible.

  1 social security benefit 
  2 unemployment benefit 
  3 disability benefit  
  4 pension, state pension, pre-pension
  5 student grant
  6 alimony
  7 other
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AM705  I would now like to know the net amount you receive from these benefits. 
I can assure you that this information will also be treated with the strictest 
confidentiality. 
INT: If the respondent has more than one benefit, add up the amounts 
received. If the respondent does not know or does not want to say, skip the 
question and go on to the next question. 
_ enter the amount received

AM706 Since we would nevertheless like to have an idea of the amounts involved, 
please have a look at Show Card 13. In which category does the amount you 
receive from benefits belong?   

  _ use the same classification as the one used in question M702

AM801 I now have some questions about the education and occupation of your 
partner. What is the highest level of education that your partner completed 
with a diploma?
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

AM810  Does your partner currently have a paid job? A few hours a week or temporary 
work also count.
1 Yes
2 No

AM811  Can you indicate which situation applies most to {him / her}, 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

AM813A   Is your partner employed, is {he / she} self-employed or does {he / she} work 
in the family business?

  1 employed
  2 freelance / self-employed / own business > question M813
  3 family business > question M813

AM813B   How many hours a week does your partner work according to {his / her) 
contract of employment?
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  _ enter the number of hours a week

AM813 How many hours a week on average does your partner actually work? That 
is to say, actual hours worked.

  _ enter the number of hours a week

AM814 What is your partner’s total net monthly income? Count both income from 
employment and income from benefits, etc. 
1 paid per month
2 paid per four weeks
3 paid per week
4 irregular income, average per month
5 doesn’t know > question M815
6 doesn’t want to say > question M815
7 no income > question M901

AM814B  The amount in euros per {month / four weeks / week / average per month}.
  _ enter the amount

AM815  This question is asked only if M814 = 5 of M814 = 6.
Since we would nevertheless like to have an idea of what your partner earns, 
please have a look at Show Card 13. In which category does your partner’s 
total net monthly income from employment belong? 
_ the same classification is used as the one used in question M702

N. ETHNICITY, RELIGION AND HEALTH
AN101  What is your country of birth?

_ Code country of birth with the Country LookUp

X. ALTER CHARACTERISTICS
AX201  What is the sex of {name, description}? 
  1 male 

2 female

AX301  What is {his / her} year of birth?
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
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Self-completion questionnaire for anchors
AS18 Do you count yourself as belonging to a particular faith, religious 

denomination or church? If so, which one? Please also indicate whether this 
was the case for your father and mother when you were 15 years old.

A
you now

B
your 

mother
in the past

C
your father
in the past

No religion 1 1 1

Roman Catholic 2 2 2

Dutch Reformed Church 3 3 3

Calvinist (synodal) 4 4 4
Other Calvinist denominations 
(e.g. Christian Reformed, Dutch Calvinists, Reformed 
Community)

5 5 5

Evangelical church denominations 
(e.g. Full Evangelical church, Pentecostal church, Baptists, 
Community of the Moravian Brethren)

6 6 6

Other Christian church denominations 7 7 7

Islam 9 9 9

Judaism 8 8 8

Hinduism 11 11 11

Other 10 10 10
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Summary
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This study is about the influence of family on residential choices in the Netherlands. Residential 

choices reflect behaviour with respect to housing quality and residential location. Since 

different housing types and locations offer different opportunities and constraints, residential 

choices strongly influence individuals’ well-being and the quality of their lives. Residential 

choices are influenced by the resources one has available and the restrictions one encounters. 

Events occurring in life course domains such as the occupational and family careers influence 

preferences and needs with respect to housing. Most previous studies have explained 

residential choices from differences in the characteristics of individuals or households and 

by using a life course perspective. However, through socialization, preferences and needs 

are already to a large extent developed during childhood. Via intergenerational transmission, 

parents transmit resources to their children, thus influencing their opportunities to realize their 

preferences later in life. The influence of the family in today’s individualistic Western societies 

such as the Netherlands is still strong and family solidarity seems far from diminishing. In 

this study, the focus is on the influence of the wider family context on several residential 

choices. The wider family context includes family members both within the household, 

such as the partner and children, and outside the household, such as parents and siblings. 

Moreover, both the influence of one’s family background and childhood experiences, and 

the influence of family members later in life are taken into account. The residential choices 

that are addressed are the timing of leaving the parental home, homeownership, the choice 

for a residential environment type, distances between men and women in couples and their 

parents, and the geographical dispersion of siblings. The main research question is: How are 

residential choices influenced by the family context, and to what extent does this influence 

differ between men and women and between couples and singles?

The family career, reflected by one’s household situation, has a large influence on residential 

preferences and needs. Families with children prefer different locations and types of dwelling 

than young single people. The family career may be competing with the occupational 

career. People may value one career over the other, resulting in specific residential choices. 

In this study the influence of these competing life course careers are taken into account 

by considering differences between people with different household situation, specifically 

differences between couples and singles, and differences in the socio-economic status of 

people. 

The family background influences residential choices later in life because it influences one’s 

resources, preferences and family ties. Through intergenerational transmission, parents 

transmit resources and attitudes to their children. Parents can help their children directly by 

giving financial support or by stimulating and facilitating their educational and occupational 

careers. Preferences and attitudes are developed through socialization. Children develop 

similar preferences as their parents and may make similar residential choices later in life. 

Childhood experiences also influence the attachment to the place where one grows up and 
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ties to family members. This influences decisions to move away and preferences for living 

close to family members. In this study, the influence of family background characteristics and 

childhood experiences on residential choices is examined. 

The influence of parents and siblings on an individual’s preferences and residential choices 

does not end when he or she leaves the parental home. Because family members lead linked 

lives, they share experiences and develop similar preferences. Siblings, and parents and 

adult children may therefore take each other’s residential choices into account when making 

their own. People with stronger family ties may have a stronger preference for living in close 

proximity with family members. The exchange of care and support is also facilitated by living 

close by. Through continued socialization, people experience the consequences of residential 

choices made by other family members. They may take an example of their family members’ 

location and housing choices. The association between people’s residential location and 

that of their family members, and distances between family members are investigated in this 

study. 

Men and women differ markedly in the extent to which the family career, family background, 

childhood experiences and family members outside the household influence residential 

choices. Gender inequalities cause a difference in bargaining power within couples; daughters 

are likely to be influenced stronger by their family background and childhood experiences 

that sons are; and in general women attach more value to their family and have stronger 

family ties than men. I therefore paid attention to gender differences in the residential choices 

and gender differences in the impact of the family context.

Leaving the parental home

In Chapter 2, the extent to which characteristics of the family of origin influence the timing 

of the transition to leaving the parental home is examined. Moreover, it is investigated to 

what extent these effects differ between men and women and between leaving home to live 

alone and leaving home to live with a partner. Leaving home is one of the first transitions to 

adulthood and has important consequences for both the parents and the child. The decision 

to leave the parental home is influenced strongly by characteristics of the parental home. 

Resources of parents influence opportunities and constraints and the atmosphere at home 

influences the wish of young adults to leave or stay. 

The results show that the availability of parental resources creates a feathered nest in which 

young adults prefer to stay at younger ages. Greater parental resources facilitate home-leaving 

at older ages. A pleasant atmosphere at home also leads to a longer stay at home. Young 

adults with parents who frequently quarrel, or are divorced or remarried, leave home at earlier 

ages than young adults who grow up with both nuclear parents or whose parents get along 

well. Both parental resources and a pleasant atmosphere at home seem to lead to a situation 
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in which young adults feel comfortable and prefer to stay until their wish for independency 

or union formation becomes stronger. A negative atmosphere or a lack of resources on the 

other hand, might push them out of their parental home into early cohabitation or living on 

their own. 

Leaving home to live alone and leaving home for union formation are two distinct processes. 

Most notably are the differences in age patterns and the effect of enrolment in and the level of 

education. Young adults who leave home to live alone do so at earlier ages than young people 

who leave home to live with a partner. Enrolment in (higher) education is clearly associated 

with leaving home to live alone, while having obtained a diploma increases the likelihood of 

leaving home for union formation. 

The influence of the family or origin clearly differs between men and women. Women are to 

a larger extent influenced by their parents’ resources than men are, which may indicate that 

parents are more willing to provide financial support to their daughters than to their sons or 

that women more easily accept help from their parents than men do. Gender differences are 

also found in the effect of the family atmosphere and structure. Women who leave home to 

live without a partner have an increased risk to do so when living with a stepfather, while men 

do not, and women who leave home to live with a partner leave home earlier when they come 

from a single parent family than men do.

Homeownership

Housing tenure is an important feature of one’s residential dwelling. Owner-occupied houses 

are generally of better quality than rented dwellings and homeownership is often seen as 

an indicator for social status and a high standard of living. The influence of resources, 

household context, and the family background on homeownership, and the extent to which 

these effects differ between men and women in couples and single men and women, is 

investigated in Chapter 3. One of the most important factors influencing homeownership is 

the availability of financial resources, but also one’s earning potential, for instance a high level 

of education, household situation, and family background are important determinants. These 

factors influence opportunities and constraints, but also preferences and needs. Because 

men and women differ in their socio-economic resources, in their family ties, and in the extent 

to which they are influenced by their family background, they are also likely to differ in their 

chances to be a homeowner. 

The results show that in general women are less likely to be homeowners than men are. With 

respect to the household situation, we see that couples with children are significantly more 

likely to live in an owner-occupied dwelling than couples without children and single people. 

When we compare men and women who live with a partner, a striking difference in the effect 

of level of education is found. The man’s level of education is far more important in a couple’s 
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likelihood of living in an owner-occupied dwelling than the woman’s level of education. 

When buying a home, the earning potential of the man is probably valued higher than the 

income potential of the woman. Gender differences in the effect of the family background 

are also found. Women’s likelihood of being a homeowner is negatively influenced by having 

experienced a parental divorce during childhood and positively by a higher socio-economic 

status of the father. Significant differences are also found between single men and women. 

Although for both sexes the income plays an important role, for men their earning potential, 

indicated by their level of education, is far more important than for women. 

The determinants of homeownership thus clearly differ between men and women. The 

household situation and current income seem to be better predictors of homeownership for 

women, while earning potential seems to be more important for men. Single women might be 

waiting for a partner or for their income to be sufficiently high before they buy a home, while 

single men may see buying a house as a financial investment. 

Residential environment choices

Urban, suburban and rural residential environments differ in their facilities, services, amenities 

and housing market characteristics. The choice for a certain residential environment type thus 

influences the opportunities and constraints people face, and is associated with different 

preferences and needs. The choice for a residential environment has often been explained 

from a life course perspective. The characteristics of the family and occupational life course 

careers are known to have a strong influence on residential environment choices. However, 

in Chapter 4 it is shown that the life course perspective only tells part of the story and 

that residential childhood experiences might be even more important in determining one’s 

residential environment. The residential environment choices of family members outside the 

household and family background characteristics also prove to play a role. 

Regarding the life course careers, the results show that people with different household 

situations and different levels of education live in different residential environments. This can 

be explained from differences in resources, preferences and needs. The effect of the residential 

environment type in which one lived during childhood is found to be even larger than that of 

the life course characteristics. Residential childhood experiences influence current residential 

choice through the development of location specific capital and socialization. Location 

specific capital can lead to residential inertia (people stay in the region in which they grew 

up) or return migration. Socialization influences the development of preferences for a certain 

environment type. The results show that having lived in a certain residential environment type 

during childhood strongly increases the likelihood of living in a similar environment later in life, 

even when ruling out residential inertia or return migration. 
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The residential location choices of parent and siblings outside the household also play an 

important role. People might take their family members’ location into account when choosing 

their own because of strong family ties, and people may have developed similar preferences 

as their parents and siblings. The results show that people who have a sibling living in 

a certain residential environment type are far more likely to live in that environment type 

themselves. This result is also found when only looked at people who moved away from their 

childhood place of residence. This study shows that a broader life course perspective, in 

which the interdependency between family members, their linked lives and shared life course 

experiences are taken into account, offers a very fruitful approach for examining residential 

environment choices. 

Distances between couples and the man’s and woman’s parents

Proximity between parents and their adult children is strongly associated with intergenerational 

contact and the exchange of support. In the light of an ageing society in which family ties 

are diminishing, it is thus important to investigate what the determinants of intergenerational 

distances are. In Chapter 5 the distance between the residential location of couples and 

that of the man’s parents and the woman’s parents is explained from characteristics of both 

partners in the couple and both partners’ parents. Gender differences play an important 

role in the location decisions of couples. From the perspective of the migration histories of 

couples, it is argued that the male partner often has more bargaining power than the female 

partner, which derives from gender role beliefs and differences in the socio-economic status 

of both partners. This could lead to location choices of couples that benefit his preferences 

rather than hers. From the perspective of support needs of couples and parents, it is argued 

that women often have stronger family ties and provide more support than men do, which is 

associated with a preference of the woman for living in close proximity with family members.

The results show that couples on average live closer to the man’s parents than to the woman’s 

parents, which could be caused by a better bargaining position of the male partner in the 

couple’s location choice. Moreover, the socio-economic position of the man has a larger 

effect on the distance to both sets of parent than the socio-economic position of the woman. 

Couples thus seem to choose their location based on what would benefit the socio-economic 

position of the man rather than on the possible preference of the woman to live in close 

proximity with her parents. However, the results also provide evidence for the importance 

of female family ties in the location choices of couples. An interesting and notable finding is 

that when a couple has young children, they live closer to the woman’s parents than when 

they do not have children, while this effect is not found for the distance to the man’s parents. 

This could indicate that couples rely more on the support of the woman’s parents when it 

comes to childcare, or have more contact with them, than of the man’s parents. Also, with 

an increasing age, the distance to the parents of the man increases more than the distance 

to the parents of the woman. These results give reason to believe that the effect of the male 
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dominance in a couple is more pronounced in the beginning of the relationship while later on 

in the relationship the importance of the female family ties may gain importance. 

The geographical dispersion of sibling networks

In Chapter 6 the geographical dispersion of siblings in Sweden is studied. Since sibling 

relationships are possible the longest relationships an individual experiences during the life 

course, siblings are an important source for help and support. The geographical dispersion 

of sibling networks in Sweden is investigated by analyzing the extent to which this dispersion 

is influenced by life course needs and sibling ties. It is argued that life course needs and 

siblings ties are influenced by socio-demographic characteristics, similarities or differences 

between siblings, and family background characteristics. These characteristics influence the 

relocation behaviour of individual siblings and thus the geographical dispersion of the sibling 

network. Some socio-demographic and family background characteristics enhance moving, 

while others hamper moving away. Similarities between siblings in socio-demographic 

respect are likely to result in similarities in life course needs and closer sibling ties, while 

differences between siblings can be associated with different life course needs and with 

weaker sibling ties because they do not have much in common. 

The results show an important effect of the life course needs on the geographical dispersion 

of siblings. Socio-demographic characteristics that increase the propensity of moving, such 

as a higher level of education or higher age, lead to a greater geographical dispersion of 

siblings. Variation among the siblings in their socio-demographic characteristics and thus 

life course needs is also associated with a greater geographic dispersion, although it could 

also be that diverse sibling networks have weaker family ties. When looking at the family 

background of the siblings, we see that stronger sibling ties decrease the geographical 

dispersion among them. It seems that the family ties among siblings may be stronger when 

their parents did not live together during childhood or separated after childhood. In those 

cases the siblings are found to live more clustered than siblings who grew up with both the 

father and the mother present. Family ties also seem to play a role in that siblings of whom 

at least one parent is a non-Western immigrant are more clustered than siblings with two 

Western parents. 

Life course needs thus exert a large influence on the location choices of siblings and the 

geographical dispersion among them. This is especially the case when it comes to the current 

socio-demographic characteristics of the siblings. However, the results also show that sibling 

ties play a role in the geographical dispersion of siblings. These ties seem to develop during 

childhood and are influenced by changes in the parental home and the cultural background. 
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Reflection

This study has contributed to our knowledge on residential choices in the Netherlands by 

examining the influence of the wider family context. This study is an interdisciplinary study. 

Residential choices, typically a geographical study domain, are explained from a range of 

sociological, demographic and geographic theories. The research questions addressed in 

the different chapters are answered using large-scale data sets and quantitative research 

methods.

Studying residential choices, and specifically investigating the differences in residential 

choices of particular subgroups, provides insight in the extent to which people differ in their 

residential choices and in the possible constraints they face in realizing their residential 

preferences. Differences between subgroups can be a sign of differences in preferences 

and needs, but also of inequality with respect to housing and location choices. From this 

study it can be concluded that singles and couples differ with respect to their home leaving 

process and in their likelihood of being a homeowner. More general, the household situation 

clearly influences residential preferences and needs. Important differences between men and 

women are also found. Women leave home at earlier age, are less likely to be homeowners 

and live on average further away from their parents when they have a partner than men do. 

Moreover, women are to a larger extent influenced by their family background than men are, 

and within couples the socio-economic status of the male partner has a stronger effect on 

the residential location choice than that of the female partner.

Studying the extent to which the wider family context influences residential choices contributes 

to insight in the strength of family ties in people’s lives nowadays and in the extent to which 

family members may exchange care and support. It has been argued that changes such as 

the increase of divorce, the postponement of marriage and childbirth, the lower fertility rates 

and, as a result, the decline of family size, may have led to diminishing family ties. However, 

this study shows that, despite individualization and urbanization, family ties and the family 

background are still important. It is shown that family background characteristics strongly 

influence the residential choices, and thus the quality of people’s lives. The influence of family 

members such as parents and siblings does not end when one forms an own household. Later 

in life, people are shown to take their family members’ residential choices into account when 

making their own. Especially siblings seem to share preferences for residential environment 

types, and their geographical dispersion is influenced by their shared childhood experiences. 

In this study the concepts of preference and attitude played an important role. The existence of 

values and attitudes are used as mechanisms or explanations behind the found associations 

between the residential choices and characteristics of the wider family context. However, 

direct measurements for attitudes towards family or work were not included in the analyses. 

Results from analyses in earlier phases of this research project only showed negligible 
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effects of measurements of family ties or work orientation. The small effects that were found 

disappeared once socio-demographic characteristics, such as level of education or age, 

were included in the model. It could be that the association between attitudes and behaviour 

is not as strong as is sometimes assumed in research on attitudes. People may have different 

attitudes but still show the same behaviour. Another difficulty with measuring preferences lies 

in the operationalization. It is often difficult to specify and determine what the relevant values 

or attitudes are that should be measured.

Further research could investigate the role of family members outside the household 

such as parents and siblings on decisions and preferences of people throughout the life 

course. Do changes in the marital or household situation of parents after childhood affect 

family ties, preferences and resources of their adult children? Do siblings indeed serve as 

an example for each other later in life? It would also be interesting to study the motives 

behind the differences in residential choices of men and women in more depth. Is it indeed 

the case that women base their residential choices on family motives while men choose 

from an economic perspective? Regarding research on values, it would be worthwhile to 

examine and disentangle the influence of underlying mechanisms such as socialization and 

the development of shared preferences on behaviour of people later in life. Are preferences 

merely developed during childhood? And is this a result of shared attitudes or merely of 

similarities in socio-demographic respect?
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Samenvatting 

(Summary in Dutch)

Familieachtergrond en woonkeuzes
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Deze studie gaat over de invloed van familie op woonkeuzes in Nederland. Onder 

woonkeuzes worden keuzes verstaan die betrekking hebben op de kwaliteit, het type en 

de locatie van iemands woning. Verschillende type woningen en woonlocaties bieden 

verschillende mogelijkheden en beperkingen, bijvoorbeeld ten aanzien van de toegang 

tot faciliteiten, de arbeidsmarkt en sociale netwerken, en beïnvloeden daardoor sterk het 

welzijn van individuen. Woonkeuzes worden beïnvloed door de hulpbronnen die een individu 

tot zijn of haar beschikking heeft en door de beperkingen die hij of zij ervaart. Daarnaast 

beïnvloeden gebeurtenissen in de levensloop voorkeuren en behoeften met betrekking tot 

wonen. De meeste eerdere onderzoeken naar woonkeuzes verklaarden deze aan de hand van 

verschillen in kenmerken van individuen of huishoudens en aan de hand van veranderingen 

in de levensloop. Het is echter bekend dat ook het gezin van herkomst een grote invloed 

heeft op gedrag van individuen later in het leven. Door middel van socialisatie dragen ouders 

hulpbronnen, smaken en voorkeuren over aan hun kinderen. Op die manier beïnvloeden 

ouders de mogelijkheden die hun kinderen hebben om hun wensen te realiseren. Daarnaast 

blijkt uit onderzoek dat familiebanden en solidariteit onder familieleden ook in de huidige 

individualistische Nederlandse samenleving nog steeds sterk zijn. Familieachtergrond en 

familieleden hebben dus een grote invloed op het leven van individuen. In dit onderzoek 

ligt de focus daarom op de invloed van familie op woonkeuzes. Er wordt een brede definitie 

van familie gehanteerd: de familie betreft in dit onderzoek zowel familieleden binnen het 

eigen gezin of huishouden, zoals een partner en kinderen, als buiten het huishouden, zoals 

ouders en broers en zussen. Aspecten van de familiecontext die worden beschouwd zijn 

gezinsachtergrond, ervaringen uit de kindertijd, de eigen huishoudenscarrière en de invloed 

van familieleden later in het leven. De woonkeuzes die geanalyseerd worden zijn het verlaten 

van het ouderlijk huis, eigenwoningbezit, de keuze voor wonen in urbane, suburbane en 

rurale gebieden, afstanden tussen mannen en vrouwen in koppels en hun ouders, en de 

geografische spreiding van broers en zussen. De hoofdvraag die in deze studie beantwoord 

wordt, luidt: Hoe worden woonkeuzes beïnvloed door de familiecontext, en in welke mate 

verschilt deze invloed tussen mannen en vrouwen en tussen koppels en singles?

Woonvoorkeuren en behoeften worden voor een groot deel bepaald door kenmerken van 

de huishoudenscarrière. De huishoudenscarrière, een van de carrières in de levensloop, 

kan opgevat worden als de kenmerken van iemands gezinssituatie en de timing van 

gebeurtenissen met betrekking tot de gezinssituatie, zoals trouwen en de geboorte van 

een kind. Zo verschillen bijvoorbeeld gezinnen met kinderen vaak in hun woonvoorkeuren 

van jonge singles. De huishoudenscarrière kan wat betreft woonvoorkeuren en behoeften 

concurreren met de arbeidscarrière. Het hebben van een drukke baan in de stad kan 

bijvoorbeeld lastig te combineren zijn met de voorkeur om in een rustige, kindvriendelijke 

omgeving te wonen. Mensen kunnen meer waarde hechten aan de ene levensloopcarrière ten 

opzichte van de andere, hetgeen resulteert in specifieke woonkeuzes. In het onderzoek wordt 

aandacht besteed aan deze concurrerende levensloopcarrières door rekening te houden met 
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verschillen tussen mensen wat betreft hun gezinssituatie, in het bijzonder verschillen tussen 

koppels en singles, en verschillen wat betreft hun sociaal-economische positie. 

Woonkeuzes worden ook bepaald door de gezinsachtergrond. Het gezin van herkomst 

beïnvloedt iemands hulpbronnen, voorkeuren en familiebanden. Door middel van 

intergenerationele overdracht worden hulpbronnen en opvattingen van ouders op kind 

overgedragen. Ouders kunnen hun kinderen financiële hulp bieden of hen stimuleren in 

hun opleidings- en arbeidscarrière. Voorkeuren en opvattingen ontwikkelen zich door 

socialisatie. Kinderen krijgen van huis uit opvattingen en voorkeuren mee van hun ouders en 

maken daardoor mogelijk vergelijkbare keuzes later in het leven. Ervaringen in de kindertijd 

beïnvloeden bovendien de banden met familieleden en met de locatie waar men opgroeit. 

Dit kan invloed hebben op keuzes om te verhuizen en voorkeuren om dicht bij familie te 

wonen. In deze studie is de invloed van gezinsachtergrond en ervaringen uit de kindertijd op 

woonkeuzes onderzocht. 

De invloed van ouders en broers en zussen op iemands woonkeuzes stopt niet bij het 

verlaten van het ouderlijk huis. Familieleden leiden levens die aan elkaar gerelateerd zijn 

(zogenaamde linked lives). Als gevolg daarvan delen zij ervaringen en ontwikkelen zij 

soortgelijke voorkeuren. Om die reden kan men verwachten dat broers en zussen, en ouders 

en hun volwassen kinderen, rekening houden met elkaars woonkeuzes wanneer zij hun eigen 

keuzes maken. Mensen met sterke familiebanden willen mogelijk graag dicht bij hun familie 

wonen, mede omdat het geven en ontvangen van steun en zorg hierdoor gefaciliteerd wordt. 

Door voortgaande socialisatie ervaren mensen de gevolgen van woonkeuzes van andere 

familieleden en nemen zij mogelijk een voorbeeld aan hun locatie- en woningkeuzes. In dit 

onderzoek wordt de relatie tussen de woonlocatie van individuen en die van hun familieleden 

buiten het eigen huishouden, en afstanden tussen familieleden weergegeven.

Mannen en vrouwen verschillen aanzienlijk in de mate waarin de huishoudenscarrière, 

gezinsachtergrond, ervaringen uit de kindertijd en familieleden buiten het huishouden van 

invloed zijn op hun woonkeuzes. Ongelijkheid tussen de seksen veroorzaakt verschillen in 

de onderhandelingspositie tussen mannen en vrouwen in koppels; dochters worden sterker 

beïnvloed door kenmerken van het gezin van herkomst dan zonen; en over het algemeen 

hechten vrouwen meer waarde aan familiebanden dan mannen. In deze studie wordt daarom 

veel aandacht besteed aan sekseverschillen in woonkeuzes en sekseverschillen in de impact 

van familie op deze woonkeuzes. 

Het verlaten van het ouderlijk huis

In hoofdstuk 2 wordt de vraag beantwoord in hoeverre kenmerken van het gezin van herkomst 

van invloed zijn op het tijdstip waarop jongvolwassenen het ouderlijk huis verlaten. De nadruk 

ligt daarop op verschillen tussen mannen en vrouwen en tussen degenen die uit huis direct 
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gaan samenwonen of trouwen en degenen die zelfstandig gaan wonen. Het verlaten van 

het ouderlijk huis is één van de eerste transities naar volwassenheid en heeft belangrijke 

consequenties voor zowel de jongvolwassene als de ouders. De beslissing om het ouderlijk 

huis te verlaten is sterk afhankelijk van kenmerken van de ouders en de gezinssituatie in het 

ouderlijk huis. Hulpbronnen van ouders beïnvloeden de mogelijkheden die jongvolwassenen 

hebben, en de sfeer thuis beïnvloedt de wens om te blijven of te vertrekken. 

De resultaten laten zien de beschikbaarheid van ouderlijke hulpbronnen een zogenaamd 

feathered nest creëert waarin jongvolwassenen graag blijven wonen. Een fijne sfeer in het 

ouderlijk huis zorgt er ook voor dat jongvolwassenen langer thuis blijven wonen, terwijl 

jongvolwassenen wier ouders vaak ruzie hebben of gescheiden zijn, eerder het huis verlaten. 

Zowel ouderlijke hulpbronnen als een positieve sfeer blijken er toe te leiden dat jongvolwassen 

zich thuis comfortabel voelen en pas het huis verlaten als hun wens voor zelfstandigheid of 

het gaan samenwonen met een partner sterker wordt. Een negatieve sfeer in huis en een 

gebrek aan hulpbronnen kan er echter toe leiden dat jongvolwassenen het huis vroegtijdig 

verlaten.

Uit huis gaan om zelfstandig te gaan wonen en uit huis direct gaan samenwonen of 

trouwen zijn twee duidelijk verschillende processen waarbij vooral verschillen in leeftijd en 

opleidingsniveau opvallen. Jongvolwassenen die uit huis zelfstandig gaan wonen doen dat 

op jongere leeftijd dan jongvolwassenen die direct gaan samenwonen met een partner. Ook 

studeren en het hebben van een hoger opleidingsniveau zijn sterk geassocieerd met alleen 

wonen, terwijl het hebben van een Mbo-diploma de kans vergroot om uit huis direct te gaan 

samenwonen. 

De invloed van het gezin van herkomst verschilt duidelijk tussen mannen en vrouwen. Vrouwen 

worden in sterkere mate dan mannen beïnvloed door zowel de hulpbronnen van hun ouders 

als de sfeer in huis. De resultaten wijzen erop dat ouders vaker financiële hulp verlenen 

aan hun dochters dan aan hun zonen, of dat vrouwen sneller hulp accepteren dan mannen. 

Vrouwen uit gescheiden gezinnen, in het bijzonder die waarin een stiefvader aanwezig is, 

verlaten het ouderlijk huis op eerdere leeftijd dan mannen uit vergelijkbare gezinnen.

Eigenwoningbezit

Over het algemeen zijn er grote verschillen tussen huur- en koopwoningen. Koopwoningen 

zijn vaak van betere kwaliteit en staan in ‘betere’ wijken. Het bezitten van een eigen woning 

levert daarom vaak een hoge status op. In hoofdstuk 3 is de invloed van hulpbronnen, 

huishoudenssituatie en gezinsachtergrond op eigenwoningbezit onderzocht. Daarbij lag de 

focus op verschillen tussen mannen en vrouwen in koppels en single mannen en vrouwen. 

Eén van de belangrijkste factoren die het eigenwoningbezit beïnvloed is natuurlijk de 

beschikbaarheid over financiële hulpbronnen zoals inkomen en vermogen. Daarnaast zijn 
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ook het inkomenspotentieel, bijvoorbeeld het opleidingsniveau, de huishoudenssituatie en 

gezinsachtergrond belangrijke determinanten. Deze factoren beïnvloeden mogelijkheden en 

beperkingen, maar ook voorkeuren en behoeften. Omdat mannen en vrouwen verschillen 

in hun sociaal-economische hulpbronnen en in de mate waarop zij beïnvloed worden door 

familie, verschillen zij ook in hun kansen om een eigen woning te bezitten.

De resultaten tonen aan dat vrouwen over het algemeen minder vaak huiseigenaar zijn dan 

mannen. Als we kijken naar de huishoudsituatie dan zien we dat koppels met kinderen een 

significant grotere kans hebben om in een koophuis te wonen dan koppels zonder kinderen 

en singles. Wanneer we mannen en vrouwen in koppels vergelijken dan vinden we een 

opvallend verschil in het effect van het opleidingsniveau. Het opleidingsniveau van de man 

heeft een veel grotere invloed op de kansen van een koppel om een eigen woning te bezitten 

dan het opleidingsniveau van de vrouw. Dat betekent dat een koppel waarin de man hoog 

opgeleid is, vaker in een koophuis zal wonen dan een koppel waarin de vrouw hoog opgeleid 

is. Wanneer een huis gekocht wordt, wordt er waarschijnlijk meer waarde gehecht aan het 

inkomenspotentieel van de man dan van de vrouw. Wat betreft gezinsachtergrond blijkt uit de 

resultaten dat vrouwen met gescheiden ouders een kleinere kans hebben om huiseigenaar 

te zijn, terwijl dit voor mannen geen effect heeft. Vrouwen wier ouders meer hulpbronnen 

hebben, hebben daarentegen een grotere kans op eigenwoningbezit. 

Ook tussen single mannen en vrouwen zijn opvallende verschillen gevonden. Single mannen 

bezitten vaker een eigen huis dan single vrouwen. Bovendien valt ook hier op dat voor mannen 

het opleidingsniveau van groter belang is dan voor vrouwen, terwijl het daadwerkelijke 

inkomen voor vrouwen belangrijker is dan voor mannen. Single vrouwen wachten mogelijk 

met het kopen van een eigen huis op een partner of tot hun inkomen hoog genoeg is, terwijl 

mannen het kopen van een huis wellicht ook zien als een goede financiële investering. 

De keuze voor een urbane, suburbane of rurale woonomgeving

Stedelijke, suburbane of landelijke woonomgevingen verschillen van elkaar met betrekking 

tot de faciliteiten en voorzieningen die zij bieden en met betrekking tot kenmerken van de 

woningmarkt. De keuze voor een bepaald type woonomgeving beïnvloedt daardoor de 

mogelijkheden en beperkingen van mensen en de verschillende woonomgevingen sluiten aan 

bij verschillende wensen en voorkeuren. Vaak wordt de keuze voor stad, randgemeente of 

platteland verklaard op basis van de fase van de levensloop waarin een individu zich bevindt. 

Jonge singles geven de voorkeur aan de stad, terwijl gesettelde koppels met kinderen naar 

de suburbs verhuizen. In hoofdstuk 4 wordt echter aangetoond dat de eigen levensloop 

slechts een deel van het verhaal vertelt. Ervaringen met bepaalde typen woonomgevingen in 

de kindertijd blijken zelfs een grotere invloed te hebben op de keuze voor de woonomgeving 

dan levensloopkenmerken. Daarnaast spelen ook de locatiekeuzes van ouders en broers en 

zussen, en kenmerken van het gezin van herkomst een belangrijke rol.
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Wat betreft de levensloop laten de resultaten zien dat individuen met verschillende 

huishoudsituaties en opleidingsniveaus in verschillende woonomgevingen wonen. Deze 

verschillen kunnen worden verklaard aan de hand van diversiteit in hulpbronnen, voorkeuren 

en behoeften. Grote gezinnen hebben behoeften aan de ruimte van de suburbs, hoger 

opgeleiden kunnen zich een huis in de duurdere stedelijke gebieden veroorloven en 

gepensioneerden geven de voorkeur aan een rustige woonomgeving op het platteland. De 

resultaten laten echter ook zien dat het effect van waar men woonde in de kindertijd veel 

groter is dan het effect van de huidige levensloopfase. Woonervaringen uit de kindertijd 

beïnvloeden huidige woonkeuzes doordat men locatiespecifiek kapitaal opbouwt in de regio 

waar men opgroeit en door socialisatie. Locatiespecifiek kapitaal kan ervoor zorgen dat men 

niet verhuist of dat men na verloop van tijd terugkeert naar de regio waar men vandaan 

komt. Door socialisatie ontwikkelt men een voorkeur voor een bepaald type woonomgeving, 

hetgeen er toe kan leiden dat men niet verhuist of later in een vergelijkbare omgeving wil 

wonen. De resultaten laten zien dat gewoond hebben in een bepaald type woonomgeving 

gedurende de kindertijd de kans om in een zelfde type omgeving te wonen later in het leven 

zeer sterk vergroot. Deze resultaten blijven ook staan wanneer we degenen die nooit verhuisd 

of teruggekeerd zijn, buiten beschouwing laten. 

Ook de woonomgevingkeuzes van ouders en broers en zussen hebben een grote invloed. 

Mensen kunnen vergelijkbare voorkeuren ontwikkelen als familieleden of willen graag 

dicht bij familie wonen. Vooral broers en zussen vertonen een sterke overeenkomst in 

hun woonomgeving keuze. Mensen met minstens één broer of zus in een bepaald type 

woonomgeving, hebben een significant grotere kans om ook in dat type woonomgeving te 

wonen. De resultaten van dit onderzoek laten zien dat een breder levensloopperspectief, 

waarin ook de onderlinge afhankelijkheid en relaties tussen familieleden, hun linked lives en 

gedeelde voorkeuren worden meegenomen, een vruchtbare en meer volledige benadering 

bieden voor het onderzoeken van woonomgevingkeuzes.

Afstanden tussen mannen en vrouwen in koppels en hun ouders

Nabijheid tussen ouders en hun volwassen kinderen is sterk gerelateerd aan de uitwisseling 

van zorg en steun tussen de generaties. Vanuit het oogpunt van de toenemende vergrijzing 

in de Nederlandse samenleving is het daarom belangrijk om te onderzoeken wat de 

determinanten van afstanden tussen generaties zijn. In hoofdstuk 5 wordt de afstand tussen 

koppels en de ouders van de man en de ouders van de vrouw verklaard aan de hand van 

kenmerken van beide partners in het koppel en van beide ouderparen. Sekseverschillen 

spelen een belangrijke rol in de locatiekeuze van koppels. Omdat in koppels de man over het 

algemeen een paar jaar ouder is dan de vrouw, en daardoor veelal verder in zijn arbeids- en 

wooncarrière, heeft hij vaak een betere onderhandelingspositie. Dit kan erin resulteren dat 

zijn locatievoorkeuren meer gewicht in de schaal leggen dan haar voorkeuren. Daarnaast 

zijn er ook sekseverschillen in de sterke van familiebanden. Vrouwen hebben over het 
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algemeen sterkere familiebanden dan mannen en verlenen bovendien meer zorg en steun 

aan familieleden. Dit kan er toe leiden dat vrouwen een sterkere voorkeur hebben om dicht 

bij ouders te wonen dan mannen, vooral wanneer een van beide generaties behoefte heeft 

aan zorg en ondersteuning. 

De resultaten laten zien dat koppels over het algemeen dichter bij de ouders van de 

man dan bij de ouders van de vrouw wonen. Dit kan veroorzaakt worden door de betere 

onderhandelingspositie van de man, waardoor het koppel daar woont waar zijn netwerk, 

woning en baan zich bevinden. De nabijheid tot zijn ouders hoeft niet zozeer veroorzaakt te 

worden door het feit dat hij een voorkeur heeft voor het dichtbij wonen, maar als bijproduct 

van het feit dat mensen over het algemeen blijven wonen in de regio waar ze zijn opgegroeid. 

Uit de resultaten blijkt bovendien dat de sociaal-economische positie van de man van meer 

invloed is op de afstand tot beide ouderparen, dan de sociaal-economische positie van de 

vrouw. Het lijkt er dus op dat koppels hun locatie kiezen op basis van wat voordelen oplevert 

voor zijn carrière. Er zijn echter ook aanwijzingen dat deze sekseongelijkheid in de loop van 

de relatie verandert en dat familiebanden belangrijker worden. Een interessant resultaat in 

dit verband is het feit dat als een koppel jonge kinderen heeft, ze dichter bij de ouders van 

de vrouw wonen dan wanneer zij geen kinderen hebben. Het hebben van jonge kinderen 

heeft geen effect op de afstand tot de ouders van de man. Dit kan betekenen dat koppels 

meer terugvallen op de zorg en steun van haar ouders dan van zijn ouders. Naarmate het 

koppel ouder wordt, is ook een verschuiving zichtbaar richting de ouders van de vrouw: de 

afstand tot zijn ouders groeit sterker dan de afstand tot haar ouders. Het lijkt er op dat het 

overwicht van de man op basis van zijn betere onderhandelingspositie in het begin van de 

relatie overheerst, terwijl later in de relatie het belang van familiebanden van de vrouw sterker 

wordt.

De geografische spreiding van broers en zussen

In hoofdstuk 6 wordt de geografische spreiding van broers en zussen in Zweden beschreven. 

Relaties tussen broers en zussen zijn potentieel de langstlopende relaties die een mens 

ervaart gedurende zijn levensloop. Broers en zussen vormen daarom een belangrijke bron van 

zorg en steun. De geografische spreiding van netwerken van broers en zussen kan worden 

beïnvloed door hun individuele levensloopkenmerken en door de sterkte van hun onderlinge 

familiebanden. Hierbij kan gesteld worden dat levensloopkenmerken en familiebanden 

beïnvloed worden door de sociaal-demografische kenmerken van de individuele broers en 

zussen, in het bijzonder de verschillen en overeenkomsten die zij hierin vertonen, en door 

hun gedeelde gezinsachtergrond. Deze kenmerken beïnvloeden het verhuisgedrag van de 

individuen en daardoor de geografische spreiding van het netwerk van broers en zussen. 

Bepaalde sociaal-demografische kenmerken vergroten de verhuisgeneigdheid, terwijl 

andere kenmerken het verhuizen belemmeren. Overeenkomsten tussen broers en zussen 

in sociaal-demografisch opzicht kunnen leiden tot overeenkomsten wat betreft voorkeuren 
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en tot sterkere onderlinge banden. Verschillen daarentegen kunnen leiden tot verschillende 

behoeften en voorkeuren en zwakkere familiebanden omdat men weinig met elkaar gemeen 

heeft. 

Uit het onderzoek blijkt dat er inderdaad een belangrijk effect is van levensloopkenmerken 

op de geografische spreiding van broers en zussen. Sociaal-demografische kenmerken die 

de kans om te verhuizen vergroten, zoals een hoger opleidingsniveau of hogere leeftijd, 

leiden tot grotere afstanden tussen broers en zussen. Variatie onder de broers en zussen in 

sociaal-demografisch opzicht leidt ook tot een grotere spreiding. Wanneer we kijken naar de 

kenmerken van het gezin waarin de broers en zussen zijn opgegroeid, dan blijkt dat sterkere 

banden tussen de broers en zussen er toe leiden dat zij dichter bij elkaar wonen. Broers en 

zussen wier ouders gescheiden zijn wonen dichter bij elkaar dan broers en zussen wier ouders 

bij elkaar woonden gedurende de kindertijd. Dit kan wellicht verklaard worden door het feit 

dat alhoewel banden met (één van de) ouders vaak slechter worden na een echtscheiding, 

broers en zussen door deze gedeelde ervaring juist dichter naar elkaar toe trekken. Ook 

wonen broers en zussen van wie minstens één ouder een niet-westerse immigrant is, dichter 

bij elkaar dan broers en zussen met twee westerse ouders. 

Levensloopkenmerken en behoeften hebben dus een belangrijke invloed op de locatiekeuze 

van broers en zussen en daarmee op hun geografische spreiding. Daarnaast spelen ook 

de banden tussen broers en zussen een rol. Deze banden lijken zich te ontwikkelen in de 

kindertijd en worden beïnvloed door de gezinssituatie in het ouderlijk huis en hun culturele 

achtergrond. 

Reflectie

Deze studie heeft bijgedragen aan de kennis over woonkeuzes in Nederland door de invloed 

van de familiecontext, in de brede zin van het woord, te bestuderen. Het is een interdisciplinaire 

studie waarin woonkeuzes, een typisch geografisch onderzoeksdomein, worden verklaard 

op basis van sociologische, demografische en geografische theorieën. De onderzoeksvragen 

die in de verschillende hoofdstukken behandeld worden, zijn beantwoord door middel van 

kwantitatieve analyses van grootschalige databestanden.

Het bestuderen van woonkeuzes, en in het bijzonder het onderzoeken van verschillen hierin 

tussen specifieke subgroepen zoals koppels en singles en mannen en vrouwen, verschaft 

inzicht in de mate waarin mensen verschillen in hun woonkeuzes en in de mogelijke 

beperkingen die zij tegenkomen wanneer zij hun woonwensen willen realiseren. Verschillen 

tussen subgroepen kunnen een teken zijn van verschillen in voorkeuren en behoeften, maar 

ook van sociale ongelijkheid met betrekking tot toegang tot woningen and locaties. Op basis 

van dit onderzoek kan geconcludeerd worden dat singles en koppels van elkaar verschillen in 

hun timing van het verlaten van het ouderlijk huis en hun kansen op eigenwoningbezit. Meer 
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algemeen kan gesteld worden dat de huishoudenssituatie een belangrijke invloed heeft op 

woonvoorkeuren en behoeften. Er zijn ook belangrijke verschillen tussen mannen en vrouwen 

aangetoond. Vrouwen verlaten het ouderlijk huis op eerdere leeftijd, bezitten minder vaak 

een koopwoning en wonen over het algemeen verder weg van hun ouders wanneer ze een 

partner hebben dan mannen. Bovendien worden vrouwen in sterkere mate beïnvloed door 

hun gezinsachtergrond dan mannen, en blijkt dat binnen koppels de sociaal-economische 

positie van de man een grotere invloed heeft op de locatiekeuze van het koppel dan die van 

de vrouw.

Het onderzoeken van de mate waarin de brede familiecontext van invloed is op woonkeuzes 

geeft ook inzicht in de sterkte van familiebanden in de huidige samenleving en in de mate 

waarin familieleden elkaar zorg en steun verlenen. Demografische veranderingen zoals 

de toename van het aantal echtscheidingen, het uitstellen van het huwelijk en het krijgen 

van kinderen, de lagere kinderaantallen per gezin zouden geleid kunnen hebben tot 

verminderde familiebanden en solidariteit tussen familieleden. Deze studie toont echter 

aan dat, ondanks het kleiner worden van gezinnen, individualisering en verstedelijking, 

familiebanden en familieachtergrond nog steeds een belangrijke rol spelen in het leven van 

mensen. Er is aangetoond dat kenmerken van het gezin van herkomst woonkeuzes later in 

het leven, en daardoor het welzijn van mensen, sterk beïnvloeden. De invloed van ouders 

en broers en zussen stopt bovendien niet wanneer, na het verlaten van het ouderlijk huis, 

een eigen huishouden wordt gevormd. Ook later in het leven houden mensen rekening met 

de woonkeuzes van hun familie wanneer ze hun eigen woonkeuzes maken. Vooral broers 

en zussen lijken een voorkeur voor een type woonomgeving te delen en hun geografische 

spreiding wordt beïnvloed door gedeelde ervaringen in de kindertijd. 

Voorkeuren en opvattingen spelen een belangrijke rol in dit onderzoek. Waarden, voorkeuren 

en opvattingen zijn gebruikt als mechanismen of verklaringen achter de gevonden verbanden 

tussen woonkeuzes en de familie context. Directe metingen van voorkeuren, waarden en 

opvattingen zijn echter niet meegenomen in de analyses. Uit resultaten van analyses in 

eerder fasen van het onderzoek bleek namelijk dat directe metingen van, bijvoorbeeld, 

familiebanden of arbeidsoriëntatie slechts tot marginale effecten leidden. Deze effecten 

verdwenen bovendien wanneer sociaal-demografische kenmerken zoals opleidingsniveau 

of leeftijd aan het model werden toegevoegd. De associatie tussen waarden en gedrag lijkt 

daarom wat betreft woonkeuzes niet sterk te zijn. Mensen met verschillende waarden en 

voorkeuren kunnen hetzelfde gedrag vertonen. Een moeilijkheid met betrekking tot het meten 

van voorkeuren ligt in de operationalisering ervan: het specificeren wat de relevante waarden 

of opvattingen zijn die gemeten moeten worden. 

Verder onderzoek zou de rol van familieleden buiten het huishouden in beslissingen van 

mensen gedurende de verdere levensloop verder kunnen uitdiepen. Leiden veranderingen 
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in de huishoudsituatie van ouders na de kindertijd tot veranderingen in familiebanden, 

voorkeuren en beschikbare hulpbronnen van hun volwassen kinderen? Nemen broers en 

zussen inderdaad een voorbeeld aan elkaar en volgen zij elkaar in hun woonkeuzes? Het 

zou bovendien interessant zijn om dieper in te gaan op de motieven van mannen en vrouwen 

achter hun verschillende woonkeuzes. Spelen familiebanden inderdaad een grotere rol in de 

keuzes van vrouwen en economische motieven een belangrijkere rol in het woongedrag van 

mannen? Wat betreft onderzoek naar waarden zou het nuttig kunnen zijn om de invloed van 

onderliggende mechanismen zoals socialisatie en de ontwikkeling van gedeelde waarden 

op gedrag van mensen later in het leven verder te ontrafelen en onderzoeken. Ontwikkelen 

voorkeuren zich inderdaad voornamelijk gedurende de kindertijd? En zijn overeenkomsten in 

woonkeuzes een resultaat van gedeelde waarden en opvattingen of van overeenkomsten in 

sociaal-demografisch opzicht? 
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