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A B S T R A C T

Current generations of adult children are believed to rely on their parents for more extended periods of their lives than in the past. Theories of 
parental transfers to adult children often rely on the logic of demand and supply to explain inequality of support within and between families. The 
current paper examines these notions using an improved research design for understanding variations in four support dimensions: practical, 
financial, informational, and grandparenting. Random and fixed-effects regression models were estimated on a sample of 16,603 children aged 
18–50 nested in 7826 parents in the Netherlands. Findings reveal that support transfers to children strongly depend on parents’ resources and time 
constraints, confirming the role of supply. Models for sibling differences within families show that parents allocate more support to children with 
personal problems and children who experienced adverse life events, in line with the notion of demand. Supply and demand-side factors play a 
weaker role for stepparents but similar roles for married and separated parents. Supply-side effects increase inequality in future generations, 
whereas demand-side effects reduce inequality by mitigating differences within families.

1. Introduction

In recent decades, support from parents to adult children has received increasing interest (Fingerman et al., 2015; Silverstein and 
Giarrusso, 2010). One of the better-known findings is that children’s reliance on parents does not end when children leave home. 
Instead, in contemporary society, children receive various forms of support from parents after they leave home and set up their 
households (Swartz, 2009). Examples are financial assistance to pay for college, instrumental support after buying or renting a new 
house, advice when deciding about labor market prospects, and support in caring for (preschool) children. Prolonged stays in the 
parental home and returns to the parental home after having left have also been conceptualized in terms of downward intergenera
tional support (Albertini and Kohli, 2013; Caputo, 2019; Tosi and Grundy, 2018).

Although parental support ultimately declines as adult children age, reliance on parents is believed to be strong (Logan and Spitze, 
1996). Support from parents can continue beyond the transition from school to work and extend into the remaining life course. Some 
authors speak of ‘endless parenting’ to describe contemporary patterns of intergenerational dependencies (Vuijsje and Groen, 2016). 
Enduring parental support is related to increasing uncertainties in the labor market, difficulties in finding steady and secure 
employment, and inefficiencies in the housing market. Moreover, reliance on parents for support is fostered by the postponement of 
children’s marriage and fertility transitions and by new complexities in the modern life course, such as separation and repartnering 
(Lesthaeghe, 2014). Studies have shown that the prevalence of downward intergenerational support has increased over time 
(Fingerman et al., 2012; Henretta et al., 2018). In a more general sense, the adult life course of today is surrounded by stronger and 
prolonged uncertainty (Blossfeld et al., 2005) and it is primarily for this reason that parents are mobilized for support.

Several recent studies, in particular in the US, have examined the determinants of downward intergenerational support (for 
overviews, Seltzer and Bianchi, 2013; Swartz, 2009). Determinants of variations in the type and degree of support that parents give to 
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adult children have often been classified into demand- and supply-side perspectives (Kalmijn, 2014; Seltzer and Bianchi, 2013; Szydlik, 
2016). Demand-side perspectives argue that the needs and interests of children determine how much support they receive from 
parents. Empirically, these ideas have been tested by looking at indirect indicators of children’s needs, in particular, the life course 
transitions they experience (e.g., divorce, parenthood), their age, and their employment and socioeconomic status. Supply-side per
spectives argue that offering support requires resources on the part of the giver so that parents’ economic and cultural resources 
determine how much they give. Supply-side notions have often been tested by looking at parental income and wealth, a resource that is 
immediately relevant for financial support to adult children.

Demand- and supply-side theories are relevant because they have implications for inequality (Gilligan et al., 2018; Kalmijn, 2024; 
Swartz, 2009). Supply-side perspectives may imply an increase in inequality in future generations since children receive more support 
during the life course when their parents have more economic and cultural resources. Authors have argued that downward inter
generational support is one of the more invisible mechanisms behind the reproduction of inequality across generations (Swartz, 2009). 
While supply-side factors increase inequalities between (children of different) families, demand-side explanations may reduce in
equalities. In so far as parental support helps children to get ahead in life or helps them to recover from setbacks, support to children 
will reduce inequality between children, especially of children within the same family. The overall impact of intergenerational 
transfers on inequality is complex, depending on the relative strength of demand- and supply-side factors and the possible interactions 
of demand and supply.

The goal of the current paper is to re-examine the role of demand- and supply-side factors with new data and an improved research 
design. First, we use data with elaborate measures of parental resources (income, wealth, time availability, and cultural resources) and 
more direct measures of children’s needs than were available in previous studies. Specifically, we look at the role of children’s positive 
and negative life events, which can create a demand for support, and measures of children’s well-being as perceived by parents. 
Second, we analyze a broad range of support dimensions: practical support, household support, financial support, informational 
support, and support with caring for children (grandparenting). In covering all these support dimensions in one study, we can examine 
more clearly which needs and resources affect which types of support. Third, we examine how family structure moderates demand- and 
supply-side factors’ role in supporting adult children. Previous studies have examined the main effects of family structure (e.g., 
comparing divorced and married parents), but few studies have examined interaction effects with demand- and supply-side variables. 
Fourth, we have data on multiple (adult) children per parent, allowing us to use between- and within-family models. Within-family 
models yield a more stringent examination of demand-side factors since these models implicitly control for measured and unmea
sured parental resources (supply).

Although the contribution of this paper is primarily empirical, we also provide evidence on a European welfare state, i.e., the 
Netherlands. Many studies on downward intergenerational support were based on the US, in which dependence, especially financial, is 
believed to be stronger and more enduring given the high degree of inequality in the US, the high private costs of tertiary schooling, 
and the limited availability of public safety nets (Fingerman et al., 2012; Swartz, 2009). In the Netherlands, income inequality is 
modest by comparison and the costs of tertiary education are relatively low (OECD, 2011). Moreover, there is universal access to 
welfare payments, unemployment benefits are more generous than in the US, and there are substantial government subsidies for 
preschool childcare facilities (Pfeifer, 2012; Roeters and Bucx, 2018). Housing costs, however, are high, and there has been a shortage 
of affordable housing for young adults, boosting the (financial) role of parents (Hochstenbach and Arundel, 2021). The current paper 
examines the role of demand- and supply-side factors in a national sample of 7,826 parents in the Netherlands who report about 
multiple adult children between 18 and 50 (N = 16,603).

2. Background

In studying the determinants of downward intergenerational transfers, several theoretical ideas have been invoked, including 
notions of exchange and reciprocity (Silverstein et al., 2002), altruism (Arrondel and Masson, 2006), need and opportunity structures 
(Szydlik, 2016), filial norms (Gans et al., 2009), and macro-level factors such as welfare regimes (Brandt, 2013) and cultural traditions 
(Reher, 1998). The current study focuses on individual-level determinants that can be grouped into demand- or supply-side per
spectives. These factors overlap with notions of altruism and the distinction between need and opportunity structures.

2.1. Demand-side perspectives

In theories of intergenerational support, support transfers are conceptualized as need-driven (Silverstein et al., 2006; Szydlik, 
2016). Many authors have theorized that parents are concerned for their children’s well-being and support children in need to improve 
children’s well-being (Fingerman et al., 2009; Silverstein et al., 2006). Support is, therefore, not a continuous phenomenon that 
changes gradually, but something given in specific instances in response to concrete demands. Demands can be motivated by declines 
in children’s well-being but also by negative and positive life events. For example, a child’s divorce may trigger support from parents 
(e.g., emotional support, housing), just as the transition to homeownership (e.g., financial and instrumental support). The notion of 
altruism has been contrasted with exchange ideas arguing that parents invest more in ‘successful’ children – e.g., children in better 
health and with more income – with the expectation of receiving support later in life (Brandt et al., 2008).

In family research, the notion of altruism is commonly tested indirectly, by examining if and to what extent parents respond to the 
needs of their children. For example, if parents do not financially support a child with financial difficulties, this would be evidence 
against altruism, assuming the child’s well-being would have increased had the child received financial support. Similarly, if a parent 
gives the same financial support to each child, regardless of need, that would also be inconsistent with altruism and suggest that norms 
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of equality may play a role. For practical support, giving all children support regardless of need is unlikely – or an example of ‘too much 
of a good thing’ (Silverstein et al., 1996). In the case of practical support, the scenario of parents not giving support to the child in need 
provides the more likely refutation of altruism. The test of altruism is further complicated by other processes in the family, such as 
direct reciprocity (Leopold and Raab, 2011) and exchange over the life course (Silverstein et al., 2002).

Research using the indirect approach thus far has supported the need-based implications of altruism, but most of the evidence 
applies to financial support. Authors have shown that unemployed and low-income children receive more support from parents than 
other children (Albertini and Radl, 2012; Altonji et al., 2000; Hochguertel and Ohlsson, 2009; Lennartsson et al., 2010). Less evidence 
is available for non-financial support. Using an index of six types of support, Fingerman et al. (2009) showed that children with more 
social and emotional problems received more support from parents than other children (Fingerman et al., 2009). Using a within-family 
design, another study showed that mothers provide more practical and emotional support to the child with poorer health and less 
education (Kalmijn, 2013). Few studies have systematically compared different kinds of needs and different kinds of support. In 
addition, the number of studies using a within-family design is still relatively limited.

A second way in which authors have tested need-based implications of altruism has been to focus on children’s life course tran
sitions (Brandt et al., 2008; Bucx et al., 2012; Kalmijn, 2019; Nazio and Saraceno, 2013; Rossi and Rossi, 1990; Silverstein et al., 2002). 
After a temporary increase in support upon getting married (Leopold and Schneider, 2011), support from parents tends to decline when 
children marry, primarily because children begin to rely on their partner for support (Bucx et al., 2008; Nazio and Saraceno, 2013; 
Sarkisian and Gerstel, 2008). Support from parents increases again, however, when children become parents, mainly because the need 
for support in caring for (grand)children increases (Di Gessa, Glaser, Price, Ribe and Tinker, 2016; Silverstein and Marenco, 2001; 
Zamberletti et al., 2018), although other forms of support – emotional, household – increase as well (Min et al., 2022). If children 
separate, support from parents increases further because children are single again and miss the support of a partner. A separation also 
creates new needs, such as help with housing and emotional problems (Seltzer et al., 2012). Most past studies did not use within-family 
designs and focused on the classical life course transitions rather than on broader sets of events children experience.

2.2. Supply-side perspectives

While the receipt of support is driven by demand, the giving of support is driven by opportunity. Parents’ opportunities depend on 
the resources and restrictions that they face. The more resources parents have and the fewer restrictions, the greater the support 
supply. While this is fairly obvious in a general sense, the idea becomes more interesting when considering specific types of support and 
specific types of resources and restrictions. Commonly, a distinction is made between economic and cultural resources, with different 
types of support requiring different resources. Many studies have found that transfers of financial support to children depend on 
parents’ income (Albertini and Radl, 2012; Altonji et al., 2000; Hochguertel and Ohlsson, 2009; Lennartsson et al., 2010). Both 
parental earnings and assets affect financial support to children and the effects of the mother’s financial resources appear weaker than 
those of the father’s (Henretta et al., 2018). Parents’ economic resources also have a strong positive effect on children’s likelihood of 
receiving an inheritance and its amount (Szydlik, 2004) but this cannot be studied in the current paper. Fewer studies have examined 
the role of cultural resources. However, one study found that higher-educated parents provided more informational support to children 
than lower-educated parents, in line with the notion that this support dimension is based upon cultural resources (Kalmijn, 2024). 
Spillover effects may also occur, for instance, when parents with more financial resources give more informational support to a child as 
a byproduct of financial support transfers.

Restrictions will especially play a role for time-intensive forms of support like practical support, support with household chores, 
and grandparenting. Parents have fewer opportunities to provide time-intensive support when they work more hours, are older, and 
have poorer health. There is abundant evidence for the adverse effects of (grand) mother’s employment on grandparenting support. 
Still, evidence on the effects of health is less consistent and little is known about how such restrictions affect other dimensions of 
support (Di Gessa et al., 2016; Henretta et al., 2002; Igel and Szydlik, 2011). In a more general sense, it is not well-known if notions of 
supply used to explain financial transfers are also valid for other resources and other types of support.

2.3. Demand, supply, and family structure

Support for adult children depends not only on demand- and supply-side factors but also on the type of parent and the relationship 
with the child. Studies have shown that relationships between adult children and separated fathers are weaker on average than be
tween adult children and married fathers (Albertini and Garriga, 2011; Clark and Kenney, 2010; Daatland, 2007; De Graaf and 
Fokkema, 2007; Van Houdt, 2021). Adverse effects apply to many aspects of the relationship, but the effects are not found for all 
support dimensions. One study found that divorced single fathers did not give less financial support to their children (Clark and 
Kenney, 2010), while remarried fathers gave less support compared to first-married fathers. A recent study further shows that in so far 
as single parents provide less financial support to children, this effect is fully explained by income differences between single and 
married parents (Hastings and Schneider, 2021). Next to a separation penalty, there is evidence for a stepgap. On average, relations 
with stepparents – especially stepmothers – are more distant, involve less contact, and less exchange of support than relations with 
non-separated biological parents (Arránz Becker, Salzburger, Lois and Nauck, 2013; Van Houdt, 2021).

While the role of family structure for support exchange has been relatively well established empirically, less is known about how 
family structure moderates the role of demand- and supply-side factors. Are separated parents and stepparents equally responsive to 
the needs of their children as married parents? Similarly, will the different types of parents invest their resources in adult children to 
the same extent? The effect of children’s needs on the support parents give could be weaker for separated parents and stepparents 
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because their relations with the child are weaker on average, because they may be less aware of their children’s problems, or because 
they delegate support to another parent. Especially for stepparents, people may yield to the biological parent of the same sex to step in 
when an adult child has a problem that requires support (van Houdt et al., 2020). For the interaction between parents’ resources and 
family structure, one would expect stronger effects for married parents than for stepparents. If parents prioritize their support to, for 
example, biological children over stepchildren, as vignette studies suggest (Rossi and Rossi, 1990; Van Houdt, 2021), this could further 
imply smaller effects of parental resources among stepparents than among married parents.

3. Data, measures, and method

We used data from the survey Parents and Children in the Netherlands (OKiN) (Kalmijn et al., 2017). The OKiN survey contained two 
parts: a survey among a register-based sample of children 25–45 in the Netherlands (‘anchors’) and a survey among the parents and 
(current) stepparents of these children (‘alters’). The parents were selected via the register and not via the children themselves. The 
data sets were augmented with extensive information from the population registers.

The sample contained a systematic register-defined oversample of children who grew up with separated parents or in stepfamilies. 
For the current study, the parent (alter) sample was used to compare children within families. Parents were interviewed using CAWI 
questionnaires and the response rate was 38 %, which is reasonable for web-based surveys (Wu et al., 2022). Analyses of selective 
response rates of parents suggest that there was little bias in the likelihood that parents responded (Kalmijn, 2023). Parents were also 
included in the analyses when their children did not participate. Parents were asked about three types of children: (a) children with the 
current partner (if they lived with a partner), (b) children with a previous partner (if applicable), and (c) the current partner’s children 
from a previous union (i.e., stepchildren). Note that the terms ‘stepchildren’ and ‘stepparent’ were not used in the questionnaire. 
Detailed questions were asked for two randomly chosen children within each category.

The sample was defined as all the adult children belonging to the (step)parents of the anchors. We selected children 18–50 who 
were not living at home. We excluded children without valid reports from parents. Stepchildren with whom the parent had no contact 
in the past 12 months were also excluded since these probably are non-existent relationships. Appendix Table 1 provides an overview 
of the case selections. The total number of dyads in the sample was 16,603, belonging to 7,826 parents. The descriptive results were 
weighted to correct the oversample of children from separated and stepfamilies (design weight).

3.1. Measures of support

Parents were asked about the following types of support given to each child in the past 12 months: (a) assistance with practical 
matters, (b) help with household chores, (c) help with taking care of grandchildren, (d) giving money or durable goods worth € 500 or 
more, (e) giving council or good advice. Response options were (1) not, (2) once, (3) multiple times, (4) often/regularly. The items 
were dichotomized because dichotomous items have a more intuitive interpretation than ordinal measures and because the interest 
was in strong reliance on parents. All variables (except financial support) were dichotomized by contrasting (1–2) versus (3–4). For 
financial support, the contrast was made between (1) and (2–4), because this is a less recurrent transfer than the others. Because they 
were similar, and because determinants appeared similar as well, practical and household help were combined into one variable called 
instrumental support. The variable was coded 1 if parents provided either household or practical help multiple times or more 
(otherwise 0).

3.2. Measures of parent characteristics

Parents’ resources were measured in the questionnaire and the register. We used the registers to obtain measures of parents’ 
standardized household income (logged), whether parents owned a home, and the registered value of the home. For selected models, 
we used personal rather than household income (see below). Income and home values were logged. Cultural resources were measured 
in the questionnaire by parents’ educational attainment and an index of parents’ cultural activities. Based on the empirical literature 
about cultural capital (Jaeger and Holm, 2007; Kraaykamp and Notten, 2016), we created an index of book reading, visiting a the
ater/classical music concert, and visiting a museum, each coded on a three-point frequency scale (Cronbach’s α = 0.68).

Parents’ restrictions were measured by whether the parent worked for pay for 12 h or more, parents’ age (dichotomized in 70 or 
older versus younger), and a measure of health, using the self-rated health question (Miilunpalo et al., 1997). Interactions of 
employment and parent gender were explored but not significant. The number of children of the parent was included to examine 
resource dilution. Parents can provide less support to each child when they have more children, especially for time-intensive forms of 
support and financial support. In the context of complex families, family size is an important control variable since parents in complex 
families tend to have more children (Ganong and Coleman, 2017; Kalmijn et al., 2019).

3.3. Measures of child characteristics

The approach to children’s demand for support was twofold. First, we used measures of children’s problems as perceived by the 
parents. We distinguished different life domains, following studies on life satisfaction (Weber and Huebner, 2015): work/school, 
partner/children/own family life, and health/well-being. For each domain, parents were asked to rate how well the child was doing on 
a five-point scale: (1) poor, (2) mediocre, (3) not good/not bad, (4) well, (5) very well. If a domain was not applicable, parents could 
indicate so. The items were combined into one scale by taking the average across standardized items (Cronbach’s α = 0.81). If one item 
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was not applicable according to the parent, the average was taken of the remaining items. The scale was reverse coded so that higher 
values indicated more problems. Feedback effects may bias cross-sectional associations between support and children’s problems. If 
the support of parents alleviates children’s problems, this attenuates the demand effects of children’s problems on support. As a result, 
our estimates provide a conservative estimate of the effects of this variable.

Our second approach to measure demand-side factors was to focus on life events the child experienced which could create a de
mand for specific kinds of support. Our approach was broader than previous work in that we not only looked at family transitions but 
also at other important life events. We presented parents with a list of events and asked them to indicate whether the child had 
experienced the event. The following events were included in the analyses: 

(a) marriage/cohabitation,
(b) becoming a parent,
(c) divorce/separation,
(d) unemployment,
(e) a serious health crisis,
(f) dropped out of school or leaving an education without completing it,
(g) having bought a home,
(h) experienced serious financial problems (e.g., bankruptcy).

As can be seen from Table 1, all events did occur so that with the large sample size available, their effects on support could be 
assessed in a reliable manner. Since the event questions were asked for each of the children (potentially six) during the interview, we 
abstained from asking further details about the timing of the events.

Table 1 
Descriptives by adult child age.

Age

18-29 30-39 40-50

N = 5,627 N = 8,170 N = 2,806

Instrumental support (0/1) 0.371 (0.483) 0.342 (0.475) 0.278 (0.448)
Informational support (0/1) 0.449 (0.497) 0.343 (0.475) 0.244 (0.430)
Financial support (0/1) 0.423 (0.494) 0.371 (0.483) 0.364 (0.481)
Grandparenting support (0/1) 0.528 (0.500) 0.624 (0.485) 0.468 (0.499)
Grandparenting (unconditional) 0.088 (0.284) 0.380 (0.485) 0.360 (0.480)
Parent household income (ln) a 10.481 (0.464) 10.378 (0.457) 10.297 (0.428)
Parent personal income (ln) a 10.282 (0.954) 10.063 (1.031) 9.912 (0.878)
Parent homeowner (0/1) a 0.858 (0.349) 0.841 (0.366) 0.828 (0.378)
Parent house value (ln) a,b 12.387 (0.474) 12.335 (0.475) 12.302 (0.482)
Parent education (isled) 6.027 (1.883) 5.554 (2.010) 5.184 (2.089)
Parent cultural activities 1.691 (0.467) 1.696 (0.468) 1.666 (0.473)
Paid work parent (0/1) a 0.747 (0.435) 0.479 (0.500) 0.135 (0.342)
Parent age >= 70 (0/1) 0.012 (0.110) 0.089 (0.284) 0.444 (0.497)
Parent poor health 2.107 (0.686) 2.184 (0.702) 2.249 (0.724)
Daughter (0/1) 0.511 (0.500) 0.487 (0.500) 0.499 (0.500)
Problems school/work 1.728 (0.807) 1.761 (0.814) 1.715 (0.756)
Problems partner/family 1.807 (0.827) 1.758 (0.831) 1.744 (0.815)
Problems health/well-being 1.855 (0.818) 1.887 (0.819) 1.907 (0.803)
Marriage event (0/1) 0.598 (0.490) 0.832 (0.374) 0.879 (0.327)
Fertility event (0/1) 0.167 (0.373) 0.609 (0.488) 0.768 (0.422)
Divorce event (0/1) 0.039 (0.193) 0.081 (0.273) 0.206 (0.405)
Homeownership event (0/1) 0.405 (0.491) 0.743 (0.437) 0.839 (0.368)
Unemployment event (0/1) 0.087 (0.282) 0.117 (0.321) 0.110 (0.313)
Health event (0/1) 0.104 (0.306) 0.117 (0.322) 0.111 (0.315)
Financial event (0/1) 0.016 (0.126) 0.032 (0.175) 0.050 (0.217)
Dropout event (0/1) 0.210 (0.407) 0.170 (0.376) 0.110 (0.313)
Type of dyad

Married 64.3 72.8 75.8
Separated 19.8 14.2 10.0
Step 14.2 11.3 12.4
Widowed 1.7 1.6 1.8

Mother
Father 46.5 49.2 51.0
Mother 53.5 50.8 49.0

Number of children 3.205 (1.460) 3.013 (1.308) 2.874 (1.365)
One bio parent deceased (0/1) 0.020 (0.140) 0.029 (0.168) 0.044 (0.204)

Note: OKiN alter data 2017. Weighted results. Standard deviations in parentheses.
a Obtained from the register.
b Mean value assigned for renters.
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3.4. Family structure

To address the role of family structure, we defined different types of dyads, making a distinction between: 

(a) children from a current married/cohabiting union,
(b) children from a divorced/separated union,
(c) children of the current partner from a previous union,
(d) children from a widowed union.

The definitions apply to relationships and not to individuals. The same child can be a stepchild for one parent and a biological child 
for another parent. Similarly, parents can be stepparents and biological parents simultaneously. The effects of the type of relationship 
were interacted with parent gender since separation and stepfamily effects are known to be gendered (Ganong and Coleman, 2018). 
We controlled for whether the ‘other’ biological parent of the child was deceased. This variable applies only to stepchildren and to 
children of a divorced/separated union (whose other parent could have died after separation). In supplementary analyses, we 
examined differences between stepchildren who ever lived with the parent (resident stepchild) and those who did not (non-resident 
stepchild). Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1.

3.5. Design and method

Dyads were nested in parents and analyzed with multilevel models. Effects of demand and supply-side variables were analyzed with 
random-effects linear probability models (Table 2). To estimate the effects of demand-side variables, we additionally used fixed-effects 
models, capturing differences among children of the same parent (Table 3). These models implicitly control for unobserved parent 
characteristics and provide a more direct view of how parents distribute support among their children. Note that our sibling design 
differs from recently used models to assess causal effects of parents’ characteristics like income and parenting styles on child outcomes, 
a design that has recently been criticized (Engzell and Haellsten, 2024). In contrast to such designs, our model focuses on how real 
differences in characteristics of children affect differential responses of a parent to those individual children. To explore the role of 
family structure, demand and supply-side factors were interacted with the type of dyad (Table 4). Key findings are presented in 
Figs. 1–3 where we present the model predictions in condensed form. All continuous independent variables were standardized so that 
the effects could be compared across variables and models. Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1.

4. Findings

Table 1 shows how often parents gave various types of support to their children. Since support depends on children’s ages, overall 
estimates of the prevalence of support in a survey are not always informative since the estimates depend on the sample definition. For 
this reason, the estimates are broken down by the age group of the child. In the age group of 18–29, 37 % of the parents gave frequent 
instrumental support, 45 % gave frequent advice or counsel (informational support), and 53 % frequently took care of grandchildren 
(given that there were grandchildren). Financial support over € 500 was given in 42 % of the dyads. All forms of support declined when 
children became older, but even in their forties, many children still received support from their parents. For example, among children 
between the ages of 40–50, 24 % received frequent advice or counsel and 36 % received financial support. These descriptive findings 
confirm that reliance on parents endures through the life course. Little can be said of whether this support is excessive or evidence of 
‘overinvolvement’. For that, more subjective evaluations of the transfers are needed (Fingerman et al., 2012).

4.1. Supply-side effects

Table 2 presents the effects of parents’ characteristics on the four types of support. Parents’ income had the expected positive effects 
on financial support, but also on informational support and grandparenting, suggesting that financial resources have a broader 
meaning than simply the availability of money. For instrumental support, there was no positive effect of income but also no evidence of 
‘compensation’ (i.e., no negative effect). The two additional economic indicators had effects on support as well. Parents who owned a 
home and who owned more expensive homes were more likely to provide support, especially financial. In the model, renters are 
compared to homeowners who have a home with an average value. Another important finding is that not only economic aspects of 
socioeconomic status mattered. We found evidence for status effects that are more cultural. Parents with more education and cultural 
capital were more likely to provide informational, financial, and grandparenting support.

Restrictions on the part of parents also mattered for support, but the effects depended on the type of support. Parents in poor health, 
who were 70 or older, and who worked for pay were less likely to take care of grandchildren and less likely to provide instrumental 
support. There was no interaction of gender and employment for any support measure. The findings align with the notion that re
strictions are primarily relevant for time-intensive forms of support. The notion of resource dilution was also confirmed. Family size 
had a strong negative effect on all dimensions of support. When parents had more children, they were less likely to support each child. 
The effect was weakest for informational support, probably because giving advice and counsel is the least time intensive.

An important question is how strong the supply-side effects are. Given the large sample, statistical significance is not a sufficient 
guide to evaluate the effects. Moreover, the different parental status elements were represented by multiple variables which will 
reduce the effect of each component. To better evaluate effect sizes, we created an SES index containing the first five supply-side 
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Table 2 
Random-effects linear probability models for parental support to adult children 18-50.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Instrumental Informational Financial Grandparenting

Supply-side factors
Parent household income (ln) .005 .013* .056** .031**

(.345) (.016) (.000) (.000)
Parent homeowner .025* − .007 .033** .040*

(.024) (.573) (.008) (.012)
Parent house value (ln) .002 .015** .029** .001

(.682) (.005) (.000) (.929)
Parent education (isled) .002 .018** .019** .009

(.623) (.001) (.000) (.210)
Parent cultural activities .005 .010* .021** .016*

(.295) (.038) (.000) (.014)
Paid work parent − .027** .005 − .011 − .057**

(.004) (.607) (.264) (.000)
Parent age≥70 − .037* − .023 .023 − .044*

(.012) (.145) (.150) (.019)
Number of children − .032** − .016** − .036** − .040**

(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)
Parent poor health − .014** .008 − .004 − .025**

(.001) (.084) (.447) (.000)
Demand-side factors
Age − .069** − .091** − .051** − .032**

(.000) (.000) (.000) (.001)
Age squared ​ ​ ​ − .036**

​ ​ ​ (.000)
Child problems .019** .040** .019** − .026**

(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)
Marriage event − .041** − .025** .007 ​

(.000) (.008) (.414) ​
Fertility event .063** .029** .008 ​

(.000) (.001) (.347) ​
Divorce event .072** .090** .097** .031*

(.000) (.000) (.000) (.043)
Homeownership event .058** − .010 .002 .088**

(.000) (.233) (.792) (.000)
Unemployment event .025* .064** .064** .025

(.023) (.000) (.000) (.142)
Health event .069** .059** .017 .032

(.000) (.000) (.118) (.068)
Financial event .043* .104** .138** − .024

(.012) (.000) (.000) (.345)
Dropout event − .005 .025** .023** − .006

(.560) (.004) (.005) (.678)
Family structure
Mother − .080** − .018 − .089** .060**

(.000) (.269) (.000) (.008)
Daughter .043** .038** − .001 .072**

(.000) (.000) (.832) (.000)
One bio parent deceased .020 .031* − .007 .004

(.149) (.034) (.651) (.827)
Child separated union − .154** − .035* − .074** − .300**

(.000) (.018) (.000) (.000)
x mother .131** .068** .062** .295**

(.000) (.001) (.002) (.000)
Stepchild − .085** − .074** − .125** − .075**

(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)
x mother − .120** − .083** − .064** − .248**

(.000) (.000) (.002) (.000)
Child widowed parent − .109** − .018 − .114** − .246**

(.000) (.565) (.000) (.000)
x mother .058 − .007 .149** .252**

(.138) (.856) (.000) (.000)
Constant .330** .371** .402** .493**

(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)
Mean of Y .288 .368 .354 .475
N dyads 16603 16603 16603 7937
N parents 7826 7826 7826 5056
R2 overall .070 .086 .087 .147

(continued on next page)
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variables (income, education, housing value, home ownership, and cultural resources). The index was created by standardizing the 
variables first, taking the mean, and subsequently standardizing the scale (Cronbach’s α = 0.69).

The magnitude of the effect of SES was not trivial, as shown in Fig. 1. To gauge effect sizes, we focus on the middle 90 % of the SES 
distribution, indicated in the figure by the vertical dashed lines. As the figure shows, financial support was stratified most strongly, 
with an increase in support of about 30 percentage points in that range. Informational and grandparenting support were also stratified 
in a non-trivial fashion, with increases of 12 percentage points more informational support and 17 percentage points more grand
parenting support when going from the bottom 5 % to the top 5 % of the SES index. Given the overall support frequency (Table 1), these 

Table 2 (continued )

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Instrumental Informational Financial Grandparenting

Chi-2 1148.4 1567.4 1428.9 1269.2
Rho .266 .379 .436 .278

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.
Source: OKiN alter data 2017. P-values in parentheses. All linear independent variables are standardized.

Table 3 
Fixed-effects linear probability models for parental support to adult children 18-50.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Instrumental Informational Financial Grandparenting

Daughter .056** .048** − .002 .070**
(.000) (.000) (.790) (.000)

Age − .052** − .072** − .064** − .007
(.000) (.000) (.000) (.710)

Age squared ​ ​ ​ − .037**
​ ​ ​ (.000)

Child problems .026** .051** .019** − .013
(.000) (.000) (.000) (.263)

Marriage event − .039** − .027* .006 ​
(.001) (.020) (.584) ​

Fertility event .065** .025* .015 ​
(.000) (.018) (.116) ​

Divorce event .054** .076** .103** .012
(.000) (.000) (.000) (.585)

Homeownership event .036** − .013 − .013 .081**
(.001) (.212) (.179) (.000)

Unemployment event .018 .048** .055** .035
(.185) (.000) (.000) (.191)

Health event .041** .043** .014 .020
(.003) (.002) (.260) (.456)

Financial event .014 .075** .123** − .045
(.527) (.000) (.000) (.260)

Dropout event − .013 .023* .017 − .022
(.223) (.032) (.096) (.316)

Child separated union − .205** − .157** − .085* − .345**
(.000) (.000) (.011) (.000)

x mother .043 .048 − .019 .298*
(.368) (.300) (.672) (.011)

Stepchild − .130** − .195** − .141** − .096
(.000) (.000) (.000) (.264)

x mother − .224** − .127** − .152** − .317**
(.000) (.005) (.000) (.006)

Child widowed parent − .216** − .148** − .210** − .326**
(.000) (.005) (.000) (.003)

x mother .012 .008 .157* .292*
(.875) (.911) (.021) (.044)

Constant .382** .471** .432** .558**
(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)

N dyads 16603 16603 16603 7937
N parents 7826 7826 7826 5056
R2 overall .054 .061 .041 .116
F 34.8 57.2 42.6 26.9
Rho .494 .553 .590 .540

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.
Source: OKiN alter data 2017. P-values in parentheses. All linear independent variables standardized.
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effects can be considered substantial. Instrumental support was stratified to only a limited extent.

4.2. Demand-side effects

Effects of children’s characteristics were used to examine the role of demand-side factors. The effects are presented in the random- 
effects models in Table 2 and the fixed-effects models in Table 3. We focus here mostly on the findings in Table 3. Children’s problems, 
as perceived by the parent, were significantly associated with support. In general, we found that children with more problems received 
more instrumental, informational, and financial support from parents. The random- and fixed-effects models generally reveal similar 
effects, providing evidence that parents allocated their support to those children who experienced the most problems. No effect was 
found for grandparenting support, showing that problems with children themselves did not affect support to grandchildren. Perhaps 
problems with grandchildren would have been more relevant for grandparental support in this case, but no characteristics of the 
grandchildren were measured.

The role of demand was also assessed via adult children’s life events. Demographic events were associated with changes in support, 
both between and within families. Focusing on the fixed-effects models, we observe that divorce/separation, parenthood, and home 
ownership resulted in more support, in line with expectations. Of the demographic events, only divorce/separation affected financial 
support streams, however. In line with past studies, the transition to marriage/cohabitation was not associated with more support and 
even revealed a decline in instrumental and informational support (Hogerbrugge and Dykstra, 2009; Nazio and Saraceno, 2013).

Novel findings emerge for the other life events included in the survey. Looking at the fixed-effects models in Table 3, we found that 
unemployment and financial setbacks were associated with more informational and financial support. Negative health experiences 
were associated with more instrumental support and more informational support. School dropout was associated with more infor
mational support. In sum, the effects of negative life events reveal clear evidence for a demand-side perspective. Parents allocate more 
of their time, attention, and money to those children who experience negative events in their lives.

To evaluate the magnitude of the effects, we created an index consisting of the three indicators of children’s problems and the five 
negative life events. After standardizing the variables so that each item has the same weight in the index, the items were summed into a 
scale (Cronbach’s α = 0.71) which was subsequently standardized again. The scale does not reflect a true latent variable but was used 
simply as a summary index for evaluating the strength of the overall demand effect. The effects were obtained from the fixed-effects 
models. Note that marriage, parenthood, and home ownership were not included in index.

Table 4 
Interactions of the type of dyad and demand/supply-side factors.

(1) (2)

Fathers Mothers

Child problem index .208** .238**
(.000) (.000)

Married Ref. Ref.
Separated − .248** − .046

(.000) (.126)
Step − .231** − .599**

(.000) (.000)
Widowed − .248** − .083

(.000) (.125)
Separated # Child problem index − .049 − .025

(.118) (.355)
Step # Child problem index − .034 − .066*

(.272) (.021)
Widowed # Child problem index − .087 − .004

(.192) (.936)
Parent SES .167** .138**

(.000) (.000)
Separated # Parent SES .021 .054

(.524) (.059)
Step # Parent SES − .127** − .088**

(.000) (.004)
Widowed # Parent SES .010 .116*

(.891) (.033)
Constant 1.245** 1.160**

(.000) (.000)
N dyads 7796 8677
N parents 3616 4131
R2 overall .094 .149
Chi-2 718.1 1767.8
Rho .407 .405

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.
Source: OKiN alter data 2017. Dependent variable is support index. P-values in parentheses. Married is 
the reference category. All variables from Table 2 were included but not printed.
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Fig. 1. Effects of parents’ SES on parental support.

Fig. 2. Effects of children’s problems on parental support.
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The effects of the problem index are presented in Fig. 2. Children’s problems most strongly affected informational support, with an 
increase of 26 percentage points when comparing the 5 % and 95 % points on the problem index. Clearly, parents were strongly 
involved in children’s lives when children have social and emotional problems. There was also a substantial effect on financial support, 
with increases of about 20 percentage points. Instrumental support was more modestly associated with children’s problems (i.e., an 
increase of 10 percentage points). Grandparenting support was not associated with children’s problems.

4.3. Family type effects

In the last part of the analysis, we explore differences in the effects of demand and supply-side factors by the type of dyad, making a 
distinction between married, separated, and steprelationships, further broken down by the parent’s gender. To do so, we again used the 
indices for parent’s SES and children’s problems. Both variables were interacted by the type of dyad and the models were estimated 
separately for fathers and mothers to make the results more accessible. To condense the findings, we used a count of the first three 
support items (instrumental, informational, and financial support). Table 4 presents the estimates and Fig. 3 presents the margins.

According to Table 4 and Fig. 3, there were no differences between separated and married parents in how they responded to 
children’s problems. The effects of children’s problems were slightly weaker for separated parents, but these differences were neither 
significant nor meaningful in size. We did observe a negative interaction for stepmothers, however. As Fig. 3 shows, the effect of 
children’s problems on support was weaker for stepmothers than for biological mothers. In a sense, stepmothers responded less to the 
problems of adult stepchildren than biological mothers did. For the SES effects, there were significant interactions as well. The SES 
effect was not significantly different for separated and married parents, but it was weaker for stepparents. As the bottom of Fig. 3
shows, support to stepchildren was less strongly affected by the stepparents’ SES. Hence, stepparents invested fewer resources in 
children than married parents.

Fig. 3 also provides evidence on the overall levels of support of the three different types of dyads. Beginning with fathers, we 
observed that married fathers gave more support than stepfathers and separated fathers. There were no differences between stepfathers 
and separated fathers. For mothers, the findings were different. Separated and married mothers provided the same amount of support, 
whereas stepmothers provided less support. In other words, there was a ‘separation penalty’ but only for fathers, whereas the ‘stepgap’ 
was larger for mothers than fathers.

While these findings align with previous research, what Fig. 3 adds is that the magnitude of the separation penalty and the stepgap 
depends on demand- and supply-side factors. For example, in high-SES families, separated fathers provided more support than 
stepfathers, whereas in low-SES families, stepfathers provided more support. Moreover, the stepgap among mothers, often found to be 
substantial in past studies, appeared especially strong when there were many problems with the child and when the mother had many 
resources (i.e., higher SES).

In an additional analysis, we distinguished between stepparents who had lived with the child and those who had not. This 
augmented variable was again interacted with the SES index and the index of children’s problems. Married fathers were the reference 
category, as in Table 4. In only one instance did we find the expected difference. The interaction of fathers’ SES and non-resident 

Fig. 3. Effects of demand- and supply-side factors by type of parent.
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stepfathers (b = − .202) was stronger than the interaction of father’s SES and resident stepfathers (b = − .087). Moreover, the difference 
between these two interactions was significant (χ2 = 8.27, p < 0.05). In other words, supply-side effects were weaker for non-resident 
stepfathers than for (formerly) resident stepfathers. For stepmothers, we found no significant difference between the two SES in
teractions (χ2 = .85, p > 0.05). For the effects of children’s problems, no differences were found between resident and non-resident 
stepfathers or stepmothers.

5. Conclusion and discussion

The logic of demand and supply has frequently been invoked to understand patterns of intergenerational support. Many theories of 
intergenerational solidarity use this logic implicitly or explicitly to develop testable hypotheses about support (Albertini and Kohli, 
2013; Clark and Kenney, 2010; Silverstein et al., 2006; Szydlik, 2016). Demand- and supply-side perspectives are also important 
considerations in societal trends. Increasing uncertainty in the labor market and the life course elevated the demand for support and 
increasing wealth and declining family size in the parent generation elevated its supply. To substantiate such macro-level arguments, it 
is important to examine the role of demand- and supply-side perspectives at the micro level with variables and designs that directly 
capture the assumed factors. While there has been research on the topic, the current paper contributes by developing a more elaborate 
and direct empirical analysis of demand- and supply-side perspectives, using a range of measures for each factor and examining these 
for a range of support dimensions in a large nationally representative multi-actor survey.

The analyses revealed strong effects of parents’ SES on informational, financial, and grandparenting support to adult children, but 
not on instrumental support. These effects applied to married and separated parents but were weaker for stepparents. While previous 
research has often demonstrated the effects of parents’ income and wealth for financial transfers, the current analyses showed that 
supply-side effects are considerably broader. Not only did parents’ income and wealth matter, but also if they were homeowners, how 
much cultural capital they had, and their education, even after controlling for income. Moreover, effects were strong on informational 
support, suggesting that parents play an important role as advisors and coaches in their children’s lives. Important to recognize is that 
support dimensions are correlated so that spillover effects may occur. For example, parental income may affect informational support 
as a byproduct of its effect on financial transfers. Higher-SES parents also provided more grandparenting support to their children. 
Previous research has provided a mixed picture regarding the effects of SES on grandparenting (Di Gessa, Glaser and Zaninotto, 2022; 
Henretta et al., 2002; Zamberletti et al., 2018). In the Netherlands, the gradient appears in a positive direction. No evidence was found 
for ‘compensation of time for money’ given the null effect of SES on instrumental support.

New evidence was found for a demand-side perspective. When deciding how to allocate support among their children, parents 
tended toward investing more in children who needed the most support. There were strong and significant within-family effects of 
children’s problems and children’s negative life events on the support parents allocated to them. Effects were strong for all types of 
parents but somewhat weaker for stepmothers. In general, our findings are consistent with notions of altruism. However, it remains to 
be seen if the findings persist when exchange, reciprocity, and norms are also taken into account. An advantage of our approach is that 
the measures are closer to the concept of need compared to what was available in previous survey data. The evidence applied equally to 
instrumental, informational, and financial support, suggesting a general effect of demand. The strongest effect, however, was found for 
informational support. Note that the weaker effects for stepmothers do not necessarily imply less altruistic concerns on the part of 
stepmothers. Stepmothers may not feel entitled to respond to stepchildren’s problems, given the normative primacy of the biological 
mother-child tie within the family system (Weaver and Coleman, 2010).

Effects of demand- and supply-side factors on support have differential implications for inequality (Albertini and Radl, 2012; 
Morgan and Scott, 2007). Inequality can be reinforced because parents’ support for their adult children is more common in advantaged 
families. The positive SES effects on intergenerational support found in this paper confirm this idea. Our study shows that these effects 
are not just financial in nature but broader. Moreover, inheritances – which were beyond the scope of this study – are also stratified and 
thus add to the degree of inequality (Szydlik, 2004). Demand-side effects may have the opposite implication, however. If parents 
distribute their support more toward the child who needs it most, for instance, because of unemployment, financial issues, health 
problems, or school dropout, a potential increase in between-family inequality can be counteracted by reducing within-family 
inequality. Studying the role of demand- and supply-side perspectives is therefore useful not only because it informs us about the 
cohesion of families but also because it is relevant in the context of inequalities in future generations. Patterns of downward inter
generational support may also contribute to the transmission of inequality across multiple generations, for example, when grand
children receive inheritances from their grandparents (Gilligan et al., 2018).

In closing, we discuss the strengths and limitations of our design. First, our data are not longitudinal. The effects of children’s needs 
can also be tested in prospective data by comparing parents’ support before and after a specific need arises. Such a design has been 
done in a few studies in the past (Kalmijn, 2024; Min et al., 2022). The limitation of the cross-sectional design needs to be balanced 
against the strength of the large multi-actor data and its measures. Second, our measures of life events were not timed precisely. There 
were ten life events in the questionnaire, and these were asked for (a maximum of) six children. To avoid questionnaire fatigue, it was 
decided not to measure the timing for each of these 60 variables. Third, it was not possible to aggregate support of parents across 
children as not all parents participated in the study for each child. Anchor data would provide a picture of support from all parents per 
child, but such a design precludes estimating within-family effects. In our view, the sibling comparisons provided the most informative 
way to examine the role of demand-side perspectives. Finally, the study used an elaborate set of indicators to examine demand- and 
supply-side perspectives but we could not explore the role of other important theoretical perspectives, such as direct and extended 
reciprocity, filial obligations, and welfare state arrangements.
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Appendix 

Appendix Table 1 
Selection of cases

Selection Number of parents Number of dyads

Initial sample 8707 21,503
Children ages 18-50 8473 19,980
Children not living at home 8344 18,939
Valid on key variablesa 7860 16,787
Exclude stepchildren with no contact 7826 16,603

a Excluded are refusals or DK’s for parent reports on children’s characteristics and support.

References

Albertini, M., Garriga, A., 2011. The effect of divorce on parent-child contacts: evidence on two declining effect hypotheses. Eur. Soc. 13 (2), 257–278. https://doi. 
org/10.1080/14616696.2010.483002.

Albertini, M., Kohli, M., 2013. The generational contract in the family: An analysis of transfer regimes in Europe. Eur. Socio Rev. 29 (4), 828–840. https://doi.org/ 
10.1093/esr/jcs061.

Albertini, M., Radl, J., 2012. Intergenerational transfers and social class: inter-vivos transfers as means of status reproduction? Acta Sociol. 55 (2), 107–123. https:// 
doi.org/10.1177/0001699311431596.

Altonji, J.G., Hayashi, F., Kotlikoff, L., 2000. The effect of income and wealth on time and money transfers between parents and children. In: Mason, A., Tapinos, G. 
(Eds.), Sharing the Wealth: Demographic Change and Economic Transfers between Generations. Oxford University Press, Oxford, pp. 306–357.

Arránz Becker, O., Salzburger, V., Lois, N., Nauck, B., 2013. What narrows the stepgap? Closeness between parents and adult (Step)Children in Germany. J. Marriage 
Fam. 75 (5), 1130–1148. https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12052.

Arrondel, L., Masson, A., 2006. Altruism, exchange or indirect reciprocity: What do the data on family transfers show?. In: Kolm, S.-C., Ythier, J.M. (Eds.), Handbook 
of the Economics of Giving, Altruism and Reciprocity: Applications, vol. 2. Elsevier, Amsterdam, pp. 971–1054.

Blossfeld, H.-P., Klijzing, E., Mills, M., Kurz, K., 2005. Globalization, Uncertainty, and Youth in Society. Routledge, London. 
Brandt, M., 2013. Intergenerational help and public assistance in Europe: A case of specialization? Eur. Soc. 15 (1), 26–56. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 

14616696.2012.726733.
Brandt, M., Deindl, C., Haberkern, K., Szydlik, M., 2008. Reciprocity between adult generations: family transfers over the life course. Z. Gerontol. Geriatr 41 (5), 

374–381. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00391-008-0003-7.
Bucx, F., van Wel, F., Knijn, T., 2012. Life course status and exchanges of support between young adults and parents. J. Marriage Fam. 74 (1), 101–115. https://doi. 

org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2011.00883.x.
Bucx, F., van Wel, F., Knijn, T., Hagendoorn, L., 2008. Intergenerational contact and the life course status of young adult children. J. Marriage Fam. 70 (1), 144–156. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2007.00467.x.
Caputo, J., 2019. Crowded nests: parent-adult child coresidence transitions and parental mental health following the great recession. J. Health Soc. Behav. 60 (2), 

204–221. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022146519849113.
Clark, S., Kenney, C., 2010. Is the United States experiencing a "matrilineal tilt?": gender, family structures and financial transfers to adult children. Soc. Forces 88 (4), 

1753–1776.
Daatland, S.O., 2007. Marital history and intergenerational solidarity: the impact of divorce and unmarried cohabitation. J. Soc. Issues 63 (4), 809–825.
De Graaf, P.M., Fokkema, T., 2007. Contacts between divorced and non-divorced parents and their adult children in The Netherlands: an investment perspective. Eur. 

Socio Rev. 23 (2), 263–277.
Di Gessa, G., Glaser, K., Price, D., Ribe, E., Tinker, A., 2016. What drives national differences in intensive grandparental childcare in Europe? J. Gerontol. B Psychol. 

Sci. Soc. Sci. 71 (1), 141–153. https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbv007.
Di Gessa, G., Glaser, K., Zaninotto, P., 2022. Is grandparental childcare socio-economically patterned? Evidence from the English longitudinal study of ageing. Eur. J. 

Ageing 19 (3), 763–774. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10433-021-00675-x.
Engzell, P., Haellsten, M., 2024. A caution on sibling comparisons in studying effects of the rearing environment. Eur. Socio Rev. https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/ 

jcae037.
Fingerman, K., Miller, L., Birditt, K., Zarit, S., 2009. Giving to the good and the needy: parental support of grown children. J. Marriage Fam. 71 (5), 1220–1233.
Fingerman, K.L., Cheng, Y.P., Wesselmann, E.D., Zarit, S., Furstenberg, F., Birditt, K.S., 2012. Helicopter parents and landing pad kids: intense parental support of 

grown children. J. Marriage Fam. 74 (4), 880–896. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2012.00987.x.
Fingerman, K.L., Kim, K., Davis, E.M., Furstenberg, F.F., Birditt, K.S., Zarit, S.H., 2015. "I’ll give you the world": socioeconomic differences in parental support of adult 

children. J. Marriage Fam. 77 (4), 844–865. https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12204.
Ganong, L., Coleman, M., 2017. Stepfamily Relationships: Development, Dynamics, and Interventions. Springer, New York. 
Ganong, L., Coleman, M., 2018. Studying stepfamilies: four eras of family scholarship. Fam. Process 57 (1), 7–24. https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12307.
Gans, D., Silverstein, M., Lowenstein, A., 2009. Do religious children care more and provide more care for older parents? A study of filial norms and behaviors across 

five nations. J. Comp. Fam. Stud. 40 (2), 187–201.
Gilligan, M., Karraker, A., Jasper, A., 2018. Linked lives and cumulative inequality: a multigenerational family life course framework. J. Fam. Theor. Rev. 10 (1), 

111–125. https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12244.

M. Kalmijn                                                                                                                                                                                                              Social Science Research 129 (2025) 103181 

13 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2010.483002
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2010.483002
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcs061
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcs061
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001699311431596
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001699311431596
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref4
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12052
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref7
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2012.726733
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2012.726733
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00391-008-0003-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2011.00883.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2011.00883.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2007.00467.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022146519849113
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref15
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbv007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10433-021-00675-x
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcae037
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcae037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref19
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2012.00987.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12204
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref22
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12307
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref24
https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12244


Hastings, O.P., Schneider, D., 2021. Family structure and inequalities in parents’ financial investments in children. J. Marriage Fam. 83 (3), 717–736. https://doi.org/ 
10.1111/jomf.12741.

Henretta, J.C., Grundy, E., Harris, S., 2002. The influence of socio-economic and health differences on parents’ provision of help to adult children: a British-United 
States comparison. Ageing Soc. 22, 441–458. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0144686x02008735.

Henretta, J.C., Van Voorhis, M.F., Soldo, B.J., 2018. Cohort differences in parental financial help to adult children. Demography 55 (4), 1567–1582. https://doi.org/ 
10.1007/s13524-018-0687-2.

Hochguertel, S., Ohlsson, H., 2009. Compensatory inter vivos gifts. J. Appl. Econom. 24 (6), 993–1023. https://doi.org/10.1002/jae.1071.
Hochstenbach, C., Arundel, R., 2021. The unequal geography of declining young adult homeownership: divides across age, class, and space. Trans. Inst. Br. Geogr. 46 

(4), 973–994. https://doi.org/10.1111/tran.12466.
Hogerbrugge, M.J., Dykstra, P.A., 2009. The family ties of unmarried cohabiting and married persons in The Netherlands. J. Marriage Fam. 71, 135–145.
Igel, C., Szydlik, M., 2011. Grandchild care and welfare state arrangements in Europe. J. Eur. Soc. Pol. 21 (3), 210–224. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 

0958928711401766.
Jaeger, M.M., Holm, A., 2007. Does parents’ economic, cultural, and social capital explain the social class effect on educational attainment in the Scandinavian 

mobility regime? Soc. Sci. Res. 36 (2), 719–744. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2006.11.003.
Kalmijn, M., 2013. How mothers allocate support among adult children: evidence from a multiactor survey. J. Gerontol. B Psychol. Sci. Soc. Sci. 68 (2), 268–277. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbs110.
Kalmijn, M., 2014. Adult intergenerational relationships. In: Treas, J., Scott, J., Richards, M. (Eds.), The Wiley-Blackwell Companion to the Sociology of Families. 

Wiley-Blackwell, Hoboken, pp. 385–403.
Kalmijn, M., 2019. The effects of ageing on intergenerational support exchange: a new look at the hypothesis of flow reversal. European Journal of Population-Revue 

Europeenne De Demographie 35 (2), 263–284. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-018-9472-6.
Kalmijn, M., 2023. Are national family surveys biased toward the happy family? A multiactor analysis of selective survey nonresponse. Socio. Methods Res. https:// 

doi.org/10.1177/0049124120986208.
Kalmijn, M., 2024. Parents’ socioeconomic status and support to adult children across the life course. J. Marriage Fam. 86 (1), 7–29. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 

jomf.12928.
Kalmijn, M., de Leeuw, S.G., Hornstra, M., Ivanova, K., van Gaalen, R., van Houdt, K., 2019. Family complexity into adulthood: the central role of mothers in shaping 

intergenerational ties. Am. Sociol. Rev. 84 (5), 876–904. https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122419871959.
Kalmijn, M., Ivanova, K., Van Gaalen, R., De Leeuw, S., Van Houdt, K., Van Spijker, F., 2017. A Multi-Actor Survey of Adult Children in the Netherlands [Codebook 

Release 1.0]. University of Amsterdam/Statistics Netherlands, Amsterdam/The Hague/Heerlen. 
Kraaykamp, G., Notten, N., 2016. Parental cultural socialization and educational attainment. Trend effects of traditional cultural capital and media involvement. Res. 

Soc. Stratif. Mobil. 45, 63–71. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2016.08.003.
Lennartsson, C., Silverstein, M., Fritzell, J., 2010. Time-for-Money exchanges between older and younger generations in Swedish families. J. Fam. Issues 31 (2), 

189–210. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513x09344158.
Leopold, T., Raab, M., 2011. Short-term reciprocity in late parent-child relationships. J. Marriage Fam. 73 (1), 105–119. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741- 

3737.2010.00792.x.
Leopold, T., Schneider, T., 2011. Family events and the timing of intergenerational transfers. Soc. Forces 90 (2), 595–616. https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sor030.
Lesthaeghe, R., 2014. The Second Demographic Transition: a concise overview of its development. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United 

States of America 111 (51), 18112–18115. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1420441111.
Logan, J., Spitze, G., 1996. Family Ties: Enduring Relations between Parents and Their Grown Children. Temple University Press, Philadelphia, P.A.
Miilunpalo, S., Vuori, I., Oja, P., Pasanen, M., Urponen, H., 1997. Self-rated health status as a health measure: the predictive value of self-reported health status on the 

use of physician services and on mortality in the working-age population. J. Clin. Epidemiol. 50 (5), 517–528.
Min, J., Johnson, M.D., Anderson, J.R., Yurkiw, J., 2022. Support exchanges between adult children and their parents across life transitions. J. Marriage Fam. 84 (2), 

367–392. https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12787.
Morgan, S.L., Scott, J.C., 2007. Intergenerational transfers and the prospects for increasing wealth inequality. Soc. Sci. Res. 36 (3), 1105–1134. https://doi.org/ 

10.1016/j.ssresearch.2006.09.006.
Nazio, T., Saraceno, C., 2013. Does cohabitation lead to weaker intergenerational bonds than marriage? A comparison between Italy and the United Kingdom. Eur. 

Socio Rev. 29 (3), 549–564. https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcr103.
OECD, 2011. Divided We Stand: Why Inequality Keeps Rising. OECD Publishing, Paris. 
Pfeifer, M., 2012. Comparing unemployment protection and social assistance in 14 European countries. Four worlds of protection for people of working age. Int. J. 

Soc. Welfare 21 (1), 13–25. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2397.2010.00765.x.
Reher, D.S., 1998. Family ties in Western Europe: persistent contrasts. Popul. Dev. Rev. 24 (2), 203–234.
Roeters, A., Bucx, F., 2018. Kijk op kinderopvang: Hoe ouders denken over de betaalbaarheid, toegankelijkheid en kwaliteit van kinderopvang. Sociaal en Cultureel 

Planbureau, The Hague. 
Rossi, A.S., Rossi, P.H., 1990. Of Human Bonding: Parent-Child Relations across the Life Course. Aldine de Gruyter, New York. 
Sarkisian, N., Gerstel, N., 2008. Till marriage do us part: adult children’s relationships with their parents. J. Marriage Fam. 70 (2), 360–376.
Seltzer, J.A., Bianchi, S.M., 2013. Demographic change and parent-child relationships in adulthood. Annu. Rev. Sociol. 39, 275–290.
Seltzer, J.A., Lau, C.Q., Bianchi, S.M., 2012. Doubling up when times are tough: a study of obligations to share a home in response to economic hardship. Soc. Sci. Res. 

41 (5), 1307–1319. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2012.05.008.
Silverstein, M., Chen, X., Heller, K., 1996. Too much of a good thing? Intergenerational social support and the psychological well-being of older parents. J. Marriage 

Fam. 58 (4), 970–982.
Silverstein, M., Conroy, S.J., Wang, H., Giarrusso, R., Bengtson, V.L., 2002. Reciprocity in parent-child relations over the adult life course. Journals of Gerontology 

Series B: Pyschological Sciences and Social Sciences 57B (1), 3.
Silverstein, M., Gans, D., Yang, F.M., 2006. Intergenerational support to aging parents: the role of norms and needs. J. Fam. Issues 27 (8), 1068–1084.
Silverstein, M., Giarrusso, R., 2010. Aging and family life: a decade review. J. Marriage Fam. 72 (5), 1039–1058.
Silverstein, M., Marenco, A., 2001. How Americans enact the grandparent role across the family life course. J. Fam. Issues 22 (4), 493–522.
Swartz, T.T., 2009. Intergenerational family relations in adulthood: patterns, variations, and implications in the contemporary United States. Annu. Rev. Sociol. 35, 

191–212. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.34.040507.134615.
Szydlik, M., 2004. Inheritance and inequality: theoretical reasoning and empirical evidence. Eur. Socio Rev. 20 (1), 31–45.
Szydlik, M., 2016. Sharing Lives: Adult Children and Parents. Routledge, Oxon. 
Tosi, M., Grundy, E., 2018. Returns home by children and changes in parents’ well-being in Europe. Soc. Sci. Med. 200, 99–106. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 

socscimed.2018.01.016.
Van Houdt, K., 2021. Stepfamilies in Adulthood: Solidarity between Parents and Children. University of Amsterdam, Amsterdam. 
van Houdt, K., Kalmijn, M., Ivanova, K., 2020. Stepparental support to adult children: the diverging roles of stepmothers and stepfathers. J. Marriage Fam. 82 (2), 

639–656. https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12599.
Vuijsje, H., Groen, A., 2016. Eindeloos Ouderschap. Amsterdam University Press, Amsterdam. 
Weaver, S.E., Coleman, M., 2010. Caught in the middle: mothers in stepfamilies. J. Soc. Pers. Relat. 27 (3), 305–326. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407510361729.

M. Kalmijn                                                                                                                                                                                                              Social Science Research 129 (2025) 103181 

14 

https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12741
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12741
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0144686x02008735
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-018-0687-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-018-0687-2
https://doi.org/10.1002/jae.1071
https://doi.org/10.1111/tran.12466
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref31
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928711401766
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928711401766
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2006.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbs110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref35
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-018-9472-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124120986208
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124120986208
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12928
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12928
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122419871959
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref40
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2016.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513x09344158
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00792.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00792.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sor030
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1420441111
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref47
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12787
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2006.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2006.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcr103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref51
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2397.2010.00765.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref57
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2012.05.008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref63
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.34.040507.134615
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref66
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2018.01.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2018.01.016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref68
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12599
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(25)00042-0/sref70
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407510361729


Weber, M., Huebner, E.S., 2015. Early adolescents’ personality and life satisfaction: A closer look at global vs. domain-specific satisfaction. Personality and Individual 
Differences 83, 31–36. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.03.042.

Wu, M.J., Zhao, K.L.Y., Fils-Aime, F., 2022. Response rates of online surveys in published research: a meta-analysis. Computers in Human Behavior Reports 7, 100266. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chbr.2022.100206.

Zamberletti, J., Cavrini, G., Tomassini, C., 2018. Grandparents providing childcare in Italy. Eur. J. Ageing 15 (3), 265–275. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10433-018- 
0479-y.

M. Kalmijn                                                                                                                                                                                                              Social Science Research 129 (2025) 103181 

15 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.03.042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chbr.2022.100206
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10433-018-0479-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10433-018-0479-y

	Demand- and supply-side perspectives on parental support: Inequalities between and within families
	1 Introduction
	2 Background
	2.1 Demand-side perspectives
	2.2 Supply-side perspectives
	2.3 Demand, supply, and family structure

	3 Data, measures, and method
	3.1 Measures of support
	3.2 Measures of parent characteristics
	3.3 Measures of child characteristics
	3.4 Family structure
	3.5 Design and method

	4 Findings
	4.1 Supply-side effects
	4.2 Demand-side effects
	4.3 Family type effects

	5 Conclusion and discussion
	Acknowledgement
	Appendix Acknowledgement
	References


