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Abstract
This paper assesses the role of parental gifts in neighbourhood sorting among young adult home-
buyers. We make use of high-quality individual-level registry data for two large urban metropoli-
tan areas in the Netherlands. While previous studies have shown that young adults receiving gifts
purchase more expensive housing, little is known about the role of gifts in where young adults
buy. Our study finds that parental gifts flow into the housing market in a spatially-uneven way.
Movers supported by substantial parental gifts are more likely to enter owner-occupied housing
in high-status and gentrifying urban neighbourhoods compared to movers without gifts. This
study shows that this can only partially be explained by household and parental characteristics
and by the uneven distribution of housing values. The remaining effect suggests that parental gifts
also play a role in trade-offs regarding spatial residential decision-making. The conclusion dis-
cusses the ramifications of our findings for debates on (re)production of class and intra-
generational inequalities through housing, and provides avenues for further research.
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Introduction

Gentrification has long been associated with
people in their twenties and thirties buying
owner-occupied dwellings in relatively
affordable urban neighbourhoods (Butler
and Robson, 2001; Ley, 1996; Moos, 2016).
As the ‘urban renaissance’ has taken hold,
many cities have become increasingly unaf-
fordable for younger households, particu-
larly for owner occupation. As access has
become more difficult, some young adults
will look for alternatives like rental housing
or shared housing, or they are excluded alto-
gether (Grander, 2023; McKee, 2012). Yet,
some will receive financial support from
their families. Parental gifts increase the like-
lihood of becoming an owner-occupant and
typically lead to more expensive home pur-
chases (Engelhardt and Mayer, 1998;
Helderman and Mulder, 2007; Moos, 2018;
Spilerman and Wolff, 2012). As such, family
wealth may also impact spatial processes.
Evidence suggests that family background
and neighbourhood sorting correlate, and
that intergeneration transfers may be condu-
cive to segregation and gentrification

(Hochstenbach, 2018; Hochstenbach and
Boterman, 2017). Yet, previous studies
largely assume a transfer of wealth and
resources. To date, little is known about the
impact of parental gifts on where young
adults who receive such gifts buy their home,
compared to those who do not.

The objective of this paper is to understand
how parental gifts not only affect the acquisi-

tion of owner-occupied housing but also how

they structure spatial sorting in residential

environments. Our study focuses on the case

of the Netherlands, where in recent decades

new policies have been adopted to support

parental gift-giving towards housing. The

main question is how parental gifts impact

socio-spatial sorting among young adults in

the country’s two largest metropolitan areas:

Amsterdam and Rotterdam/The Hague. We

are particularly interested in whether parental

gifts are instrumental in accessing urban

neighbourhoods that are gentrified or are gen-

trifying. This is done using a unique registry

dataset, covering tax records on parental gifts

and all home purchases made by young adults

in the year 2014.
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There are several reasons why households
that receive parental gifts would be more
likely to move to gentrified and gentrifying
urban areas. First, choosing where to live is
the outcome of a complex decision-making
process of trade-offs over costs, the dwelling
and neighbourhood characteristics and the
organisation of daily life (Brun and Fagnani,
1994; Clark and Dieleman, 1996). Living in
centrally-located areas allows young adults
to access higher education, career opportuni-
ties and cultural amenities (Musterd et al.,
2016a; Smith and Holt, 2007). Being able to
spend more on expensive urban housing
through parental gifts may soothe decision-
making trade-offs. So, simply put, gifts add
to the household budget and may help to
access areas with higher housing prices.

Second, there may also be a socio-cultural
element to sorting. Young owners may not
only be endowed with economic capital but
also, through their upbringing, with cultural
capital. In other words, the preference for
urban neighbourhoods and accompanying
life styles and life course may be related to
fractions of the middle class, who are more
urban oriented (Butler and Robson, 2001;
Custers and Engbersen, 2022; Lees, 2014;
Van Gent et al., 2019). Some young adults
may be more adamant in their wish to live
in owner occupation in the city rather than
the suburbs, and their parents may be more
willing to assist to accommodate this wish.

Third, the reliance on parental gifts also
reflects a broader change in housing systems
in countries like the Netherlands in the
recent decade. On the demand side, young
adults are feeling the impact of economic
policies that have embraced a more flexible
work force on temporary contracts with less
protection, effectively weakening labour
market positions and conditions (Aassve
et al., 2013; Arundel and Lennartz, 2020).
On the supply side, young adults have more
difficulty obtaining housing. After the finan-
cial crisis of 2008 mortgage regulations

became stricter, while house price growth
outpaced wage growth. Scarcity of housing,
limited access to credit, and reduced pur-
chasing power imply a rise of affordability
problems (Arundel and Lennartz, 2020;
Breidenbach, 2018). As a consequence,
young adults spent an increasingly long
period in the private rental sector or in the
parental house (Clark, 2019; Lennartz et al.,
2016; McKee, 2012; Sissons and Houston,
2019). Supply and demand factors thus
make it more difficult for young adults to
enter owner-occupancy or to access any
form of housing without family financial
support (Köppe, 2018; McKee, 2012).

Lastly, owner-occupiers and their families
may consider housing not only a consump-
tion good, but also an investment (Ronald
and Dewilde, 2017). The rent gap in (poten-
tial) gentrification neighbourhoods may
attract new investments (Smith, 1979).
Parental gifts can help young adults to buy
and rehabilitate property. Additionally, real-
estate price appreciation in gentrifying areas
offers a good way for family capital to grow
and the younger generation’s cultural knowl-
edge of urban space may help to select the
best areas for investment (Hochstenbach
and Boterman, 2018).

Residential mobility and
neighbourhoods

Households are selective in which neighbour-
hood they choose to settle, leading to consis-
tent patterns of spatial sorting (Hedman
et al., 2011; Musterd et al., 2016b). These
patterns can be partially explained by hous-
ing needs and preferences, and by the distri-
bution of housing in an urban region.
Additionally, households face constraints,
most importantly with regards to their bud-
get and housing availability and accessibility
(Mulder and Hooimeijer, 1999). Dwelling
characteristics like housing type, tenure,
quality and price vary significantly over
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different neighbourhoods and by their
uneven distribution structure neighbourhood
sorting through housing (Hedman et al.,
2011). Yet, neighbourhoods are part of an
inseparable bundle of housing services
(Dieleman, 2001). They satisfy locational
needs, the ‘utility’ of a place for everyday
life, differently for different households.
Both the location of an area in relation to
amenities, work and education (situational
characteristics), as well as the neighbour-
hood itself (site characteristics) are impor-
tant depending on life course (Coulton et al.,
2012; McCrea, 2009; Musterd et al., 2019).
Young adults, often without children, typi-
cally prefer centrally-located urban locations
for their access to amenities and cultural
venues, as well as work and education (Booi
and Boterman, 2020; Moos, 2016).

While situational characteristics are con-
sistently found to be important factors in
residential decision-making, another strain
of research emphasises the social and cul-
tural aspects of residential sorting.
Households tend to display a preference for
living closer to other households with similar
income characteristics (Hedman et al., 2011;
McCrea, 2009; Musterd et al., 2016b).
Furthermore, Van Gent et al. (2019) have
found that, more than material resources,
the tendency to self-segregate is heavily
related to class position, as determined by
education and socio-cultural dispositions.
Part of the middle classes are theorised to
reflexively regard neighbourhoods and
urban space, not only in terms of utility,
location and composition, but also in view
of their status and prestige (Butler and
Robson, 2001; Custers and Engbersen, 2022;
Lees, 2014). Gentrification neighbourhoods
mostly see change from such affluent and
high-qualified individuals moving in (Ding
et al., 2016; López-Gay et al., 2020). High
status and gentrification areas in the city
may offer these groups – often referred to as
the urban middle classes – a way to acquire

cultural capital (see Bourdieu, 1984). So, for
middle classes, neighbourhood selection is
also driven by reputations and symbolic
value. In general, together with social net-
works, reputation is an important factor in
how patterns of spatial sorting and of neigh-
bourhood segmentation are reproduced over
time (Sampson, 2012).

Owner-occupancy and young
adults: Increasing importance of
parental support

Many advanced economies have been
experiencing stagnating or declining owner-
ship rates. The accessibility of homeowner-
ship has been in particular decline among
young adults and lower-income households
(Arundel and Ronald, 2021; Hochstenbach
and Arundel, 2021; McKee, 2012) as labour
market flexibilisation has made it harder for
young adults and low-income workers to
have secure permanent employment con-
tracts and stable incomes (Dol and
Boumeester, 2018). Even with a sufficiently
high income, precarious employment condi-
tions can hamper the ability to obtain a
mortgage loan. Simultaneously, house price
growth has exceeded income growth in
many countries, while mortgage lending has
become stricter for prospective owner occu-
pants (Arundel and Lennartz, 2020).

Given this context, parents can provide
support to their children to enable them to
move into owner-occupied housing (Cigdem
and Whelan, 2017; Coulter, 2017; Köppe,
2018; Mulder et al., 2015; Toft and
Friedman, 2021). They may share specific
knowledge, use their social networks to
acquire housing, or help out with the reno-
vation of a dwelling. Parents can also give
guarantees or provide co-residence to help
their offspring save for a deposit. Most
importantly here, they can provide financial
help directly by providing a loan or a gift
(see Druta and Ronald, 2017). Receiving a
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parental gift supplements the households’
budget, bringing more dwellings and neigh-
bourhoods within financial reach. Previous
work indicates that households receiving
gifts purchase more expensive dwellings with
higher monthly costs (Luea, 2008; Manzo
et al., 2019). Next to this, gifts are also used
to obtain a dwelling with lower initial loan-
to-value or to finance down-payments
(Engelhardt and Mayer, 1998). Young
adults receiving parental gifts tend to enter
owner-occupancy at a younger age
(Engelhardt and Mayer, 1998; Helderman
and Mulder, 2007).

In terms of residential decision-making,
parental gifts may potentially soothe trade-
offs between various aspects of the dwelling
and where it is situated, thereby impacting
on neighbourhood sorting. Households
receiving parental support may be able to
achieve higher place utility, or be able to
buy a similar house in a neighbourhood with
a higher status or reputation. So, in contrast
to peers who do not receive financial aid,
they may be able access neighbourhoods
after the initial gentrification has already
taken off and experienced significant price
inflation (Hochstenbach and Boterman,
2017).

Parental aid may help access gentrifica-
tion neighbourhoods to benefit their chil-
dren, but also as a way to maintain and
grow family capital. Gains are hypothesised
to be highest in neighbourhoods that have
experienced disinvestment and have been
regaining popularity with the rise of the
urban middle class (Lees, 2014; Smith,
1979), and more recently, by the advent of
short-term rental and speculative real-estate
investment (Aalbers, 2019). Parental gifts
could be a channel through which family
capital is recycled and invested in urban
housing markets. Such financial strategies
are particularly worthwhile when gift taxes
are lower than inheritance taxes.

Data and methods

This paper analyses how parental gifts
affect neighbourhood selection of young
adults moving to owner-occupied housing.
We are particularly interested in whether
receiving gifts affects mobility behaviour to
low-status, low-status upgrading1 and
high-status neighbourhoods in and outside
the central cities of Amsterdam and
Rotterdam/The Hague metropolitan
regions in the Netherlands. To do so, we
make use of the System of Social-statistical
Datasets of Statistics Netherlands which
includes all young adults registered in the
Netherlands. This registry data is com-
bined with tax data covering all fiscally-
reported parental gifts. Parental gifts fluc-
tuate significantly from year to year, in
response to changing fiscal regulation. In
2010, a new gift tax law came into force
and in 2013 an important amendment was
made to allow one-time tax-free gifts of up
to 100,000 euros (to be spent within two
years) towards the purchase, renovation or
mortgage debt repayment of a primary
residence. This amendment was rolled back
on January 1st 2015 and then a similar
amendment became permanent on January
1st 2017.2 An evaluation shows that most
older recipients used the tax-free gifts for
debt repayments, while younger recipients
(under 30 years old) most often used them
for acquiring housing (Rekenkamer, 2017).
A later evaluation indicates that this prac-
tice seemed to have had a local effect on
prices but it did not demonstrably affect
municipal housing markets. It also high-
lights how wealth transfers in comparably
affluent families will exacerbate wealth
inequalities (Vermeulen et al., 2021).

At the time of our dataset construction,
the latest available year for parental gift data
was 2016. Thus, this paper analyses all gifts
over 5000 euros received in 2013 and 2014
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that may have been used towards the pur-
chase or repayment of an owner-occupied
dwelling in 2014. Our population consists of
all households of which the head is between
18 and 40 years old, in the Amsterdam and
Rotterdam/The Hague metropolitan regions.
These regions are the two largest metropoli-
tan regions in the Netherlands but differ on
the basis of their demographic and economic
composition. Amsterdam is more affluent
and has a more services-oriented economy
while the Rotterdam/The Hague region is
less affluent and has a relatively stronger
industrial and government related economic
base. The regions are analysed together in
the interest of sample size.

The analysis in this study is twofold.
First, using maps and descriptive statistics,
we show how young adult moves supported
by parental gifts are distributed over destina-
tion neighbourhoods. Second, multinomial
regression models aim to add to our under-
standing by assessing the role of parental
gifts in neighbourhood selection among
young adults.

The dependent variable is the neighbour-
hood type young adult homeowners move
into. In this analysis seven neighbourhood
types are constructed: urban and regional
low-status neighbourhoods, urban and
regional low and upgrading neighbour-
hoods, urban and regional high-status neigh-
bourhoods. We also include a category
‘other/new build’ for areas where the hous-
ing stock has mutated strongly.

Urban neighbourhoods are statistical
neighbourhoods within the municipal bor-
ders of Amsterdam, Rotterdam and the
Hague. Regional neighbourhoods are all
other neighbourhoods within the metropoli-
tan region. Neighbourhood status is deter-
mined by the median owner-occupied house
price per neighbourhood compared to the
regional median house price for all regional
neighbourhoods and by the median city

house price for the urban neighbourhoods
on 1 January 2015. We use (‘WOZ’) real
estate value tax register data to obtain house
prices. We use 2016 data as yearly WOZ val-
ues are set to correspond with house prices
on 1 January of the previous year.
Neighbourhoods are considered to be
‘upgrading’ when the median house value
growth has outpaced the average median
house value growth between 1 January 2006
and 1 January 2015. The year 2006 is chosen
as a reference year, as it sits before the Great
Financial Crisis. Neighbourhoods featuring
less than 10 dwellings are excluded.3 Not all
destination neighbourhoods receive more
than 10 young adult homebuyers or home-
buyers supported by parental gifts. For our
gift maps these neighbourhoods are merged
with adjacent neighbourhoods for privacy
reasons on the basis of neighbourhood type
to achieve an N higher than 10.

Our variable of interest is categorised
based on the total value of the gifts
received.4 Additionally, this study includes
household-level variables for: age (of the
head of household), gender (of head), educa-
tional level (of head), country of origin (of
head), household income, household non-
housing wealth, partnership status, children
and previous dwelling (own, rent, parental
or other/unknown).5 Household composi-
tion is relevant, as singles, couples and fami-
lies differ in their likelihood and desire to
enter owner-occupied housing (Blaauboer,
2010). Income and wealth are categorised as
a factor (e.g. 1–1.5· ) of the median house-
hold income and wealth. For 2015, the med-
ian household income in the Netherlands is
49,200 euros and median household non-
housing wealth is 13,300 euros. On the par-
ental level the analysis includes parental
tenure, income, non-housing wealth and
gifts. Lastly, the number of siblings, a
regional dummy and a house value variable
are included. The latter will account for the
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uneven distribution of house values across
neighbourhood types. The variable ‘siblings’
captures the total number of children associ-
ated with the parent(s) of the households
(see Keister, 2004).

As this study seeks to capture all moves
made by young adults towards owner-
occupation in the Amsterdam and The
Hague/Rotterdam metropolitan area in the
year 2014, household variables are measured
at their level on January 1st 2015. This
implies that household wealth is measured
after purchase and, for many, it will be
lower than before. The data does not allow
2014 household wealth to be captured as not
all households existed at that time as an
independent unit. For instance, for home-
buyers living in the parental house on 1
January 2014, it is impossible to distinguish
between household and parental wealth.

For the parental variables, this study uses
a summation of the wealth of all parents
related to the children’s household. For cou-
ples this means a possible summation of up
to four parents. This also applies to parental
gifts. For parental tenure, the value can be
either all owner-occupancy, part owner-
occupancy, rental or unknown.

Results

Figure 1 shows the distribution of neigh-
bourhood types in the Amsterdam and
Rotterdam/The Hague metropolitan region.
Both regions have a distinctive socio-spatial
layout. The Amsterdam municipality fea-
tures some of the region’s most affluent
neighbourhoods at the very heart of the his-
toric centre and in pre-war extensions.
Conversely, the post-war outskirts of the
municipality, in the south-eastern, northern,
and western districts feature mostly low-
status neighbourhoods. Most upgrading
low-status neighbourhoods (‘gentrifying’)
are found in the direct vicinity of affluent

areas. The Hague municipality has a more
linear divide, with very affluent neighbour-
hoods close to the seaside and less affluent
neighbourhoods more inland. In Rotterdam
most affluent neighbourhoods are found
north of the New Meuse River.

Overall, the Amsterdam region has more
low status neighbourhoods experiencing
housing price appreciation than the
Rotterdam/The Hague region. This reflects
the differences in economic structure, the
timing of economic restructuring and the
expansion of the professional middle class,
which have led to Amsterdam gentrification
processes happening sooner and being more
substantiative than in Rotterdam/The
Hague (see Boterman and Van Gent, 2023;
Hochstenbach, 2018).

Both regions feature affluent smaller cit-
ies, suburban towns and villages within com-
muting distance of the central city. Most
post-war New Towns in both regions feature
predominantly low-status neighbourhoods.
Neighbourhoods outside the built-up areas
are almost all categorised as ‘regional high’.
These countryside areas are relatively expen-
sive but have low population counts.

Figure 2 shows the spatial distribution of
moves made by young adults towards
owner-occupied housing supported by par-
ental gifts. In both regions, high-status
neighbourhoods both within and outside
Amsterdam, The Hague and Rotterdam
attract a substantially higher share of movers
with parental gifts. Central low-status
upgrading neighbourhoods, particularly
within Amsterdam municipality, also attract
a higher share of movers with parental gifts.
Outside of the central cities, higher shares of
gifts among movers are visible in the affluent
municipalities directly adjacent to The
Hague and Amsterdam respectively and in
and around the smaller cities of Delft,
Haarlem and Hilversum.

Table 1 shows the distribution of moves
towards owner-occupied dwellings, and of
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moves with parental gifts by neighbourhood
type. When looking at all moves, we can see
differences between the regions. In the
Amsterdam region, a lower share of all

moves is made towards urban low-status
neighbourhoods and a higher share of
moves is made towards low-status upgrading
neighbourhoods (i.e. gentrifying), while in

Figure 1. Map of neighbourhood types in the Amsterdam region (top) and the Rotterdam/The Hague
region (bottom).
Source: SSD, Statistics Netherlands, own calculations.
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Rotterdam/The Hague region fewer moves
are made towards central upgrading neigh-
bourhoods. This may reflect demand for
urban living in Amsterdam. Yet, it is also

related to supply: there are more of these
neighbourhoods in Amsterdam, and their
higher density means that they have more
dwellings.

Figure 2. Proportion of moves supported by parental gifts in the Amsterdam region (top) and the
Rotterdam/The Hague region (bottom).
Source: SSD, Statistics Netherlands, own calculations.
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When looking at moves supported by par-
ental gifts, we see that the share is highest in
urban high-status neighbourhoods (‘gentri-
fied’). This is most pronounced in the central
cities. In the Amsterdam region, the share of
moves towards urban upgrading neighbour-
hoods (‘gentrifying’) supported by parental
gifts is 21% compared to 15% overall. In
contrast, in the Rotterdam/The Hague
region the share of moves towards these
neighbourhoods is in line with the regional

average at 10%. Overall, the Rotterdam/The
Hague region has fewer young adult home-
buyers receiving parental gifts.

Unsurprisingly, young adults receiving
parental gifts purchase more expensive
dwellings than those without parental gifts.
Table 2 shows that this is the case in all
neighbourhood types. Interestingly, the
median value of parental gifts is highest in
central upgrading and central high-status
neighbourhoods, meaning that these urban

Table 1. distribution of moves towards owner-occupied housing and parental gifts per neighbourhood
type.

Central city Region Other All

Low Upgrading High Low Upgrading High

Distribution of all owner-occupied moves over neighbourhood types
All 11% 15% 14% 24% 6% 23% 7% 100%
Amsterdam 7% 18% 12% 27% 7% 22% 6% 100%
R’dam/The Hague 17% 10% 16% 20% 5% 24% 8% 100%

Proportion of moves per neighbourhood type accompanied with parental gift
All 7% 18% 22% 6% 9% 16% 8% 13%
Amsterdam 8% 21% 28% 6% 10% 18% 7% 15%
R’dam/The Hague 7% 10% 16% 6% 8% 12% 9% 10%

Source: SSD, Statistics Netherlands, own calculations.

Table 2. Median house price (in 1000s) of purchased dwellings per neighbourhood type and median gift
value (in 1000s).

Central City Region Other/new built

Low Upgrading High Low Upgrading High

Purchases without gift
All 143 188 235 164 176 240 238
Amsterdam 166 204 278 170 194 265 228
R’dam/The Hague 135 137 202 153 150 223 248

Purchases with gift
All 172 225 318 185 205 306 272
Amsterdam 177 234 333 191 207 334 274
R’dam/The Hague 159 177 275 176 202 259 265

Median gift value (x1000)
All 60 75 88 50 50 55 50
Amsterdam 60 75 100 50 50 70 50
R’dam/The Hague 63 74 76 50 76 50 50

Source: SSD, Statistics Netherlands, own calculations.
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housing markets not only attract a higher
share of gifts, but also higher gift values,
particularly in Amsterdam.

Neighbourhood and dwelling choice may
not only arise from parental gifts, but is also
dependent on household factors, such as
their demographic or socio-economic char-
acteristics. Similarly, next to parental gifts,
parental background may also be signifi-
cant, and thirdly, housing values also may
play a role. In order to examine how these
factors together shape neighbourhood sort-
ing, two multinomial regression models will
be presented. The first model shows the like-
lihood of moving into owner-occupied hous-
ing in urban low-status, upgrading or high-
status, regional upgrading and high-status
neighbourhoods, and new build neighbour-
hoods compared to low-status peripheral
neighbourhoods. The first model includes all
household and parental variables. The sec-
ond model also includes a house value vari-
able of the purchased dwelling to examine to
what extent neighbourhood sorting may be
explained by the uneven distribution of
housing, and to see whether neighbourhood
selection is based on more than the eco-
nomic factors in the model (i.e. wealth,
income, and housing values).

The descriptive statistics in Table 3 con-
firm that young adults receiving gifts more
often move to urban upgrading and urban
high-status neighbourhoods and less fre-
quently move to regional low-status or new
build neighbourhoods. Young adults receiv-
ing gifts are more often native Dutch, highly
educated, female, have previously been living
independently in their own owner-occupied
or rental dwelling, more often have a high
household income and more frequently have
parents with both very high incomes and very
high levels of non-housing wealth. Parents of
young adults receiving gifts also are far more
often homeowners themselves than parents
of young adults not receiving gifts.

Two multinomial regression models are
presented in Table 4. Model 1 shows the
likelihood of moving towards the various
neighbourhood types compared to moving
to a low status peripheral neighbourhood,
including all independent variables except
for the purchased dwelling value. Model 2
also includes a control variable for that pur-
chased dwelling value.

In both models, very high incomes, com-
pared to 1.5–2.5· median incomes, and
high household wealth, compared to 0.5–
1.5· median wealth, are associated with
higher chances of moving into all three
urban neighbourhood types compared to
moving to regional low neighbourhoods.
The same is true for women, compared to
men. Households with a migration back-
ground also show this urban orientation,
just like singles and newly formed house-
holds (compared to stable couples). Highly
educated households compared to lower
educated households are less likely to move
towards peripheral low-status neighbour-
hoods compared to all other neighbourhood
types. Also, interestingly, very low incomes
and wealth holdings, compared to moderate
levels, are associated with greater chances of
entering urban neighbourhoods compared
to regional low neighbourhoods.6

Our key variable, parental gifts, indicates
a higher chance of moving towards urban
low, upgrading and high-status neighbour-
hoods in both models for households who
received more than 50,000 euros. In model 1
these households are also associated with a
higher chance of moving towards regional
high-status neighbourhoods compared to
regional low-status neighbourhoods. Yet,
after controlling for the value of the pur-
chased dwelling, the latter coefficient is no
longer significant.

Next to parental gifts, parental non-
housing wealth also shows an effect on
neighbourhood sorting. Parents may, for
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics for models 1 and 2 for the Amsterdam and The Hague/Rotterdam
metropolitan areas.

Variables All Gift No gift

Dependent: neighbourhood type
Central low 11.3 6.6 12.0
Central upgrading 14.7 20.6 13.8
Central high 13.7 23.7 12.3
Region low (ref) 23.7 11.7 25.4
Region upgrading 6.5 4.7 6.7
Region high 23.2 28.3 22.4
Other/new build 6.9 4.3 7.3

Gender
Male 67.2 60.8 68.1
Female 32.8 39.2 31.9

Education
Low 5.5 2.2 5.7
Medium 31.0 19.5 32.6
High 54.4 72.3 51.8
Unknown 9.4 5.9 9.9

Migration background
Dutch 77.0 85.6 75.7
Non-western 9.1 8.9 9.1
Western 13.9 5.5 15.2

Previous dwelling
Owner-occupied 17.1 19.5 16.8
Rental 46.5 51.7 45.7
Parental 29.2 22.3 30.2
Other/unknown 7.2 6.5 7.2

Partnership status
Single 32.1 35.2 31.7
Couple 42.5 43.8 42.3
New couple 18.7 15.6 19.2
New single 6.7 5.4 6.9

Children
No 71.6 71.8 71.6
Yes 22.0 23.0 21.9
First child(ren) 6.3 5.2 6.5

Household income
\Median 24.2 27.0 23.8
1–1.5x median 30.2 23.3 31.2
1.5–2x median 20.4 17.5 20.8
2–2.5x median 11.7 12.1 11.7
.2.5x median 13.5 20.2 12.5

Non-housing wealth
\0 27.1 17.1 28.6
0–0.5x median 26.0 14.8 27.6
0.5–1.5x median 20.0 20.3 20.0
1.5–4x median 15.7 22.7 14.6
.4x median 11.2 25.1 9.2

Region
Amsterdam 55.6 64.8 54.3

(continued)
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example, use such non-housing related assets
to provide a loan to their children. Such a
loan (a kind of inheritance in advance) will
expand their children’s financial position in
the housing market; wealthy parents can
even decide to waive the interest payment
and report it to the tax office as a gift to
their children.

The results from the multinomial models
show that the findings in Tables 1–3, indi-
cating the high share of moves supported by
parental gifts towards urban high-status and
upgrading neighbourhoods, are in part pro-
duced by young adult household demo-
graphic and socio-economic characteristics,
such as their gender, educational level and

income, and in part by the socio-economic
characteristics of the parents, especially
wealth. To better assess how parental gifts
shape neighbourhood sorting controlling for
all household and parental background
characteristics, Figure 3 shows the predicted
estimates of how moves towards different
neighbourhood types are distributed based
on the first multinomial regression model
(Table 4). Here, the estimates and their con-
fidence intervals confirm that young adults
receiving parental gifts of over 50,000 euro
are more likely to move towards urban
upgrading and high-status neighbourhoods
and far less likely to move towards regional
low-status neighbourhoods compared to

Table 3. Continued

Variables All Gift No gift

Rotterdam/The Hague 44.4 35.2 45.7
Received gift in e

0–5k 87.3 0 100
5k–50k 4.1 32.3 0
50k–100k 4.1 31.9 0
100k or more 4.6 35.8 0

Parental income
\Median 12.4 5.3 13.4
1–1.5x median 11.0 7.0 11.6
1.5–2x median 11.7 9.3 12.1
2–2.5x median 11.0 10.1 11.2
.2.5x median 53.8 68.3 51.7

Parental non-housing wealth
\0 7.2 1.5 8.1
0–2x median 23.3 3.2 26.2
2–5x median 17.4 4.6 19.3
5–10x median 14.0 7.7 14.9
.10x median 38.1 83.0 31.5

Parental tenure
All owner-occupied 58.7 77.7 56.0
All rental 15.4 4.2 17.1
Part owner-occupied 24.4 17.1 25.5
Other/unknown 1.4 1.0 1.5

Continuous variables (means):
Age 31.1 31.3 31.0
House value (in 1000s) 230 299 220
Siblings 4.4 4.2 4.4
Observations 25,022 3185 21,837

Source: SSD, Statistics Netherlands, own calculations.
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young adults who receive few or no financial
gifts.

Because neighbourhood sorting is struc-
tured by the distribution of housing quality,
size and tenure over different types of neigh-
bourhoods, Figure 3 also presents the pre-
dicted probability estimates based on the
second multinomial regression model, which

includes the value of the purchased dwelling
(Table 4). In comparison to the findings
based on model 1, differences between
young adults receiving and not receiving
gifts are dampened for most types of desti-
nation neighbourhood. This suggests that –
as expected – the uneven distribution of
house values across neighbourhoods is an

Figure 3. Predicted probabilities of move towards neighbourhood type (model 1, top graph) and move
towards neighbourhood type controlled for destination house value (model 2, bottom graph) for owners
categorised based on their received gifts in e in 2014.
Source: SSD, Statistics Netherlands, own calculations.
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important factor explaining differences in
neighbourhood sorting between those receiv-
ing and those not receiving parental gifts.
However, even after controlling for house
price, parental and household background,
young adults receiving parental gifts of over
50,000 euros are more likely to move
towards urban upgrading neighbourhoods
and are less likely to move towards regional
low-status neighbourhoods. Additionally,
households receiving 100,000 euros or more
are more likely to move to high-status urban
neighbourhoods compared to households
receiving less than 50,000 euros.

Further analysis of the two regions ana-
lysed separately indicates that the impact of
parental gifts7 on moving towards urban
high status and urban upgrading neighbour-
hoods is more pronounced in the
Amsterdam region. A model of the
Rotterdam/The Hague region shows that
the impact of parental gifts on moving
towards urban high-status neighbourhoods
is no longer significant after controlling for
house prices (models not presented).

Discussion

Our study sought to investigate how paren-
tal gifts are implicated in housing and neigh-
bourhood outcomes for young adults in
order to gain insight into how intergenera-
tional transfers may impact residential sort-
ing generally and moving to gentrification
areas specifically. Young adults who receive
substantial parental gifts are not only more
likely to move to more expensive housing,
but also to particular neighbourhood types.
Simply put, financial gift support allows
young adults easier access to gentrifying and
gentrified neighbourhoods in central cities as
well as to high status areas in the region.
Notably, even after controlling for house-
hold and parental background and housing
quality, a neighbourhood sorting effect
remains for parental gift giving (for gifts of

over 50,000 and 100,000 euros). This indi-
cates that parental gifts alter the trade-off
balance in housing decision making. Ceteris
paribus, parental gifts can help some young
adult households achieve similar housing
quality in a gentrifying or gentrified urban
neighbourhood, or in a high-status area in
the region.

The question remains how this preference
for urban neighbourhoods beyond housing
prices and other modeled factors can be
understood in view of the literature. Our
findings provide support to various strands
of literature. There may be an element of
convenience and place utility as these areas
tend to be close to cultural amenities, centres
of work, education, and transport hubs. The
residual effect could also point to investment
strategies that seek to maximise housing
market appreciation (either in the region or
in the city) to maintain family capital. In
addition, for the gentrifying neighbour-
hoods, the difference may indicate class-
related socio-cultural dispositions that value
urban living (cf. Hochstenbach and
Boterman, 2017). The status of gentrifying
and gentrified areas can be an expression,
and an accumulation, of cultural capital.
This would mean that the young adults
receiving gifts, and perhaps also their par-
ents, are more likely to belong to the urban
middle class. There is evidence for class var-
iation in intergeneration transfers (Albertini
and Radl, 2012).

For cities, the result of the highly spatia-
lised transfers of family wealth contributes
to processes of gentrification in lower-status
urban neighbourhoods, putting these and
higher status urban neighbourhoods further
beyond the reach of households receiving lit-
tle or no support. Such processes will also
increase intragenerational gaps between
socio-economic strata. Apart from being
able to benefit from place utilities that many
central urban areas offer, the spatially-
uneven development of housing values will
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likely exacerbate housing wealth inequalities
between those who have parental support
and those who do not, as well as between
those who are able to buy and those who
have to rent (see Arundel and
Hochstenbach, 2020; Hamnett, 1999; Moos,
2018).

While an association between parental
wealth and neighbourhoods sorting has been
established before (Hochstenbach and
Boterman, 2017), our study was able to trace
actual financial gift transfers into specific
neighbourhood types and show that, next to
housing, neighbourhoods matter. These
findings lead to several new questions and
opportunities for further inquiry.

First and foremost, further research could
tease out how different mechanisms through
which parental gift giving operates work
together to produce the socio-spatial results
found in this paper. In particular, such
research could dig deeper into the relation-
ship between parental gifts and the interac-
tion between housing quality and
neighbourhood type. Here, we operationa-
lised housing quality by measuring the pur-
chasing price of the dwelling. The
conventional wisdom is that the price of the
dwelling would capture a range of character-
istics of the neighbourhood as well. From
that perspective, we would not expect signifi-
cant effects of parental gifts on the selection
of a type of neighbourhood after controlling
for house price differences. Yet, here we
found that over and above the price of a
dwelling, parental gifts still significantly
added to the ‘explanation’ of selecting cer-
tain types of neighbourhood. To be clear,
the gifts may facilitate but not ‘cause’ this
sorting; many young adults would have been
oriented towards these neighbourhoods
regardless of support. Yet, they indicate
how several material, demographic and
socio-cultural factors (re)produce spatial
outcomes. Research can look into the role
spatial knowledge among children and

parents plays in housing investment strate-
gies that involve family wealth (see Lui,
2013). It could also address how neighbour-
hood, proximity and place of residence fac-
tor into negotiations between parents and
children in gift giving. Relatedly, further
studies on the impact of parental gifts on
neighbourhood type selection would benefit
from research adopting a socio-cultural, or
class-based, approach. Cultural capital, in
interaction with economic capital, may play
an important role in the strong orientation
towards central urban high-status and urban
upgrading neighbourhoods among those
who are receiving parental gifts. Such neigh-
bourhoods typically contain centres of cul-
tural activity, employment, education and
entertainment, but increasingly have also
been hotspots of gainful financial invest-
ments. Neighbourhood selection may be dri-
ven by higher-educated young adults who
through their upbringing have been
endowed with social and cultural capital,
and who are more likely to have wealthy gift
giving parents who are willing to provide
economic capital to support the urban orien-
tations of their offspring, possibly while also
keeping an eye on the housing value appre-
ciation. Such class-based analyses may also
investigate the intersections with race and
ethnicity. Our descriptive data show that
gifts are mostly received by (white) native
Dutch. Yet, various migrant, ethnic and
racial groups vary in their ownership rates
and housing equity (Keister, 2004; Kuebler,
2013; Van Gent and Zorlu, 2020). This
diversity in tenure, housing equity and trans-
fers implies a variety of spatial outcomes.

Second, while using unique high-quality
registry data, we were only able to analyse
gifts that have been reported to the tax office
for 2013 and 2014. These years saw far more
gifts than in later years (Vermeulen et al.,
2021). It coincided with a period of housing
market recovery and increased mobility. It is
unclear how, but this ‘period effect’ may
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have played a role in residential sorting (see
Damhuis and Van Gent, 2022).
Furthermore, our analyses show that next to
parental gifts, parental wealth and tenure
are relevant factors in neighbourhood sort-
ing. Not all parents may report their gift giv-
ing, in particular when giving smaller gifts,
or may provide financial support in forms
such as loans (not included in our analysis).
Moreover, wealth may also indicate social
reproduction in tenure preference and spa-
tial orientations through upbringing and
socialisation (Lersch and Luijkx, 2015; Toft
and Ljunggren, 2016; Van Ham et al., 2014).
In sum, there are multiple ways in which
parents may structure neighbourhood selec-
tion of their young adult children.
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Notes

1. To be clear, we use ‘upgrading’ in a mathe-
matical sense, not in a normative one.

2. The tax was reinstated in 2023.
3. This study also classifies a small number of

neighbourhoods with high shares of rental
housing as high-status or upgrading neigh-
bourhoods, because the relatively scarce
owner-occupied stock in these neighbour-
hoods has higher house prices or house price

appreciation than the complete neighbour-
hood housing stock including the (social)
rental stock.

4. The category with the highest values is
e100,000 or more. This category contains
mostly gift recipients that made full use of the
tax exemption at exactly e100,000. Next to
this, the category also includes recipients of
gifts that were partly taxed. As this group
was relatively small (around 300), we could
not reliably include them as a separate cate-
gory in the models.

5. Non-housing wealth refers to any reported
wealth that is not the value of owned housing
and mortgage debt.

6. We may speculate that these findings are
affected by self-employed workers reporting
low or negative fiscal incomes and student
debts affecting household wealth values.

7. The parental gifts variable was a dummy to
account for lower sample sizes.
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