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Abstract

To save costs, young adults may delay leaving the parental home in times of welfare

cuts. However, although the impact of student financial aid reforms on educational

decisions has received considerable attention in previous research, the impact on

leaving home has not previously been studied. Using register data, this study inves-

tigates how recent student aid reforms in the Netherlands have impacted students'

home‐leaving decisions. Event history models suggest that students who started

studying after the reforms are substantially less likely to leave the parental home than

students who began studying before the reforms. These findings underline the

importance of the family for support: The family tends to take over when state sup-

port declines. The findings for income patterns are mixed. The decrease is greater for

low‐income students relative to middle‐income students, whereas there is no differ-

ence in the effect of the reforms between low‐income and high‐income students.

KEYWORDS

family, intergenerational support, leaving home, student financial aid reforms, welfare state
1 | INTRODUCTION

Higher education is subsidised by the government in most industrial

countries. In recent years, increasingly more countries have imple-

mented reforms that have transferred some of the responsibility for

financing higher education from the government to students and their

families (Del Rey & Racionero, 2010). Recent changes to the student

aid system in the Netherlands serve as one example of such reforms.

The Dutch government introduced a new financial aid scheme

referred to as the “social loan system” (in Dutch: sociaal leenstelsel)

for the cohort that started in September 2015 (Regeerakkoord VVD‐

PvdA, 2012). Under the social loan system, the monthly study grant
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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that all students received for the nominal duration of their studies

has been abolished. This reform has raised concerns among the public

about the rising inequality between low‐ and high‐income students.

Previous research has focused on the impact of student aid

reforms on enrolment. Early research in the United States demon-

strated that higher tuition fees and lower student aid are associated

with diminishing enrolment in universities (Dynarski, 2003; Heller,

1997; Kane, 1995; Leslie & Brinkman, 1987). However, later research

outside of the United States has indicated only modest or no effects

of such reforms on enrolment (Azmat & Simion, 2018; Baier & Helbig,

2014; Bruckmeier & Wigger, 2014; Coelli, 2009; Dearden, Fitzsimons,

& Wyness, 2014; Murphy, Scott‐Clayton, & Wyness, 2017; Nielsen,

Sørensen, & Taber, 2010; Steiner & Wrohlich, 2011). Moreover, a

recent meta‐analysis concluded that “the effect of tuition on
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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enrolment is close to zero” (Havranek, Irsova, & Zeynalova, 2017, p.

25). There is also no clear evidence that differences between low‐

and middle‐ or high‐income students increase after price changes in

higher education (Azmat & Simion, 2018; Baier & Helbig, 2014; Chap-

man & Ryan, 2005; Coelli, 2009; Marks, 2005).

As most students continue in higher education despite increasing

costs, they might seek other means to save money in response to these

cost increases. Students are at the start of the transition to adulthood, a

phase in life that is characterised by steps towards adulthood andmatu-

rity (Hogan & Astone, 1986). One of these steps is leaving the parental

home to live independently. The literature on leaving home suggests

that welfare regulations explain some of the cross‐national differences

in the age at which young individuals leave home; students leave home

earlier in countries with more extensive welfare state regulations

(Aassve, Billari, Mazzuco, & Ongaro, 2002; Billari, 2004; Mulder, Clark,

& Wagner, 2002). Student aid is a welfare regulation that provides

financial support to young adults to leave the parental home. Following

the reforms, students might delay leaving as a means to save money or

because they are no longer able to afford to live independently.

In this study, I examine the role of recent student financial aid in

decisions to leave home in the Netherlands. This specific reform has

not previously been studied in research on the impact of student aid

reforms. The implementation of the social loan system provides a nat-

ural experiment to evaluate the importance of financial support pro-

vided by the state for students' decision‐making with respect to

leaving home. This natural experiment setting is unique in the litera-

ture concerning leaving home. Using register data from Statistics

Netherlands, I investigate seven cohorts of students who graduated

from high school between 2010 and 2016, before and after the social

loan system was implemented. Each cohort is studied over a period of

28 months, starting after graduation from high school. I not only con-

sider the general impact of the reforms on leaving home but also

examine differential effects by income. The guiding hypothesis is that

the reforms exert the strongest effect on the home‐leaving decisions

of low‐income students, as the parents of these students have less

potential to financially support their children.

There are several reasons why it is important to study the link

between student aid reforms and leaving home. First, examining the

impact of a specific welfare state reform on leaving home yields

insights regarding intergenerational support in times of welfare state

cuts. Does the family step in when state support declines? Second, stu-

dent aid reforms might exacerbate differences between low‐ and high‐

income students. If students from low‐income families are more likely
TABLE 1 Overview of student financial aid in the old (2014) and new (2

Live with parents Live independently

Income < €35,000 Income < €35,000

Old New Dif Old New

Basic grant 100 0 279 0

Means‐tested grant 239 378 260 378

Total grant 339 378 +39 539 378

Note. Students whose parents had an income between €35,000 and €46,000 r
to delay leaving home following the student aid reforms, they might

become less active in university life. As a result, student life might

become increasingly segregated. Third, the well‐being of parents and

students might deteriorate if students are not able to leave home.

Families might become “overburdened” (Settersten, 2007, p. 252), par-

ticularly families with minimal resources. Finally, student aid reforms

might affect certain macro level processes related to leaving home.

For example, delayed home leaving could affect the housing market

and student numbers at universities in less densely populated areas.

2 | THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.1 | The student financial aid system in the
Netherlands

The Dutch higher education system consists of universities and uni-

versities of applied sciences. Both types of institutions are subsidised

by the state. Dutch students pay a statutory tuition fee that is

established by the government, ranging from €1,672 in 2010 to

€1,984 in 2016. In addition to subsidising higher education institu-

tions, the Dutch government also provides financial aid to the student.

The system of financial aid includes grants, a public transportation

card, and low‐interest loans. The grants are gifts that do not have to

be paid back if the student obtains a higher education degree within

10 years after beginning his or her studies.

The Dutch government has implemented reforms to the financial

aid system for the cohort that started in 2015. Students who started

studying before 2015 received financial aid as specified in the former

system throughout the nominal duration of their studies. In the new

system, the basic grant that all students received for the nominal dura-

tion of their studies has been abolished. The additional means‐tested

grant for low‐income students and the public transportation card have

been maintained, and the loan options have been extended. The finan-

cial implications of the reforms are different for four types of students

depending on their living situation and parental income. Students who

do not live at home experience the greatest loss in financial aid after

the reforms, as they previously received more money than students

who still lived at home. The implications for each type of student

can be found in Table 1 and are discussed further.

Students whose parents have a combined annual income of

greater than €46,000 received only the basic grant in the former sys-

tem. This grant was €100 per month for students who were still living

at home and €279 a month for students who had left home. Under the
015) financial aid systems

Live with parents Live independently

Income > €46,000 Income > €46,000

Dif Old New Dif Old New Dif

100 0 279 0

0 0 0 0

−161 100 0 −100 279 0 −279

eceived part of the supplementary grant adjusted for parental income.
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reforms, students whose parental income is higher than €46,000 no

longer receive a grant. Therefore, these students receive €100 or

€279 less per month in the new system.

Students whose parents have an income lower than €35,000 per

year received a means‐tested grant in addition to the basic grant. In

total, such students used to receive €339 per month if they were still

living at home and €539 per month if they no longer lived at home. In

the new system, all students with a low parental income receive only

the means‐tested grant of €378 per month. Thus, low‐income stu-

dents who still live at home receive €39 more per month than under

the former system, whereas those who live independently receive

€161 less per month. In both aid systems, students whose parents

have an income between €35,000 and €46,000 receive part of the

means‐tested grant based on the income of their parents.

2.2 | Student financial aid reforms and enrolment
decisions

Most previous research regarding student aid reforms has examined

the impact of reforms on educational decision‐making, particularly

enrolment decisions. Early research and two meta‐analyses of student

responses to price changes in higher education in the United States

have suggested that participation in higher education declined by

approximately three to seven percentage points for every US$1,000

increase in tuition fees (Dynarski, 2003; Heller, 1997; Kane, 1995;

Leslie & Brinkman, 1987). However, a recent meta‐analysis concluded

that students in the United States are more responsive to prices

changes in higher education than European students (Havranek et al.,

2017). Moreover, recent studies regarding the effect of specific

reforms in tuition fees and student aid on enrolment found only modest

or even no effects in Germany, the United Kingdom, and Denmark

(Azmat & Simion, 2018; Baier & Helbig, 2014; Baumgartner & Steiner,

2006; Bruckmeier & Wigger, 2014; Dearden et al., 2014; Hübner,

2012;Murphy et al., 2017). Previous research has suggested that enrol-

ment elasticity is rather weak in the Netherlands; there is a modest

decrease in enrolment if the price of education increases (Canton &

de Jong, 2005; Huijsman, Kloek, Kodde, & Ritzen, 1986). Explanations

for the modest to no effect of student aid reforms on enrolment are

the relatively low costs of studying relative to the benefits (Boarini &

Strauss, 2010) and the role of nonfinancial factors, such as motivation,

parental, and societal expectations.

Several previous studies have examined the differences in the

effects of student aid reforms between income groups. The guiding

hypothesis is that lower‐income students experience greater effects

of student aid reforms on enrolment relative to middle‐ or high‐income

students. Their parents have fewer financial means to support them

(Cabrera & Nasa, 2000); they are more likely to be debt averse

(Callender & Jackson, 2008; Field, 2006), and they are more likely to

overestimate the costs of studying (Grodsky & Jones, 2007). However,

evidence for the role of income as a moderator of student aid effects is

mixed. One explanation for these mixed findings is that most reforms

have maintained a means‐tested grant for low‐income students, as is

also the case with the recent Dutch reforms. In Australia, the
introduction of the Higher Education Contribution Scheme initially

had a stronger effect on low‐income students than on middle‐ or

high‐income students. However, this difference disappeared once addi-

tional means‐tested grants were introduced (Chapman & Ryan, 2005;

Marks, 2005). In Canada, low‐income students reacted more strongly

to increases in tuition fees relative to students from middle‐ and high‐

income groups (Coelli, 2009). The implementation of tuition fees in

Germany did not exert stronger effects on low‐socioeconomic status

(SES) students (Baier & Helbig, 2014). In the United Kingdom, the

increases in tuition fees had stronger effects on high‐SES students,

which suggest that means‐tested grants protected low‐SES students

(Azmat & Simion, 2018).

2.3 | Student financial aid reforms and decisions to
leave home

Although reforms to the student aid system might have minimal or

even no effects on enrolment in higher education, they might have

an impact on other decisions that students make during this life phase.

One of these decisions is the decision to leave the parental home. In

some countries, such as the United States, it is common to live on cam-

pus while studying. Many students in these countries make the deci-

sion to leave home when they make the decision to attend a

university. In the Netherlands, short distances between college and

the parental home enable nearly all students to commute to college,

and there is no on‐campus housing tradition. However, leaving home

is also quite common among students in the Netherlands; it is often

regarded as a component of student life and a necessary step towards

adulthood. In 2013, 36% of Dutch students were living at home

(Hauschildt, 2015). Differences with countries such as the United

States and the United Kingdom are that most students leave the

parental home during their studies rather than when they start study-

ing, and most students do not transition to on‐campus living but to stu-

dent or private housing throughout the city and neighbouring cities.

Whenmaking the decision to leave the parental home, it is expected

that young adults weigh the financial and nonfinancial costs of indepen-

dent living against the benefits of independent living (e.g., Avery,

Goldscheider, & Speare, 1992; Gierveld, Liefbroer, & Beekink, 1991).

Some students might not be able to move out of the parental home as

a result of a lack of financial resources.Welfare policies, such as student

financial aid, could provide young adults with more financial resources

to sustain their independent living situation and enable them to have

greater financial security. The grants in the former financial aid system

were substantially higher for students who had left home than for stu-

dents who still lived at home. In this way, they provided students with

financial means to cover (some of) the financial costs of independent liv-

ing. In the new system, all students receive the same (or no) grant

regardless of whether they live with their parents. One way to substi-

tute the loss in financial resources could be by taking out a loan. How-

ever, whereas enrolment in higher education might be regarded as an

investment in future earnings, this is not the case for leaving home.

Therefore, students might not be willing to take out a loan to live inde-

pendently and instead decide to stay home.
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Previous research suggests that leaving home is more common in

countries with a more elaborate welfare system (e.g., Aassve et al.,

2002; Billari, 2004; Billari, Philipov, & Baizán, 2001; Mulder et al.,

2002). These previous studies have examined welfare provisions

more generally rather than focusing on changes to specific welfare

regulations. Research in the Netherlands prior to the implementation

of the social loan system has demonstrated that both prospective

students and their parents perceived living in the parental home as

a means to save money (Sociaal en Cultureel Planbureau, 2013).

Similarly, a qualitative study from the United Kingdom suggests that

students considered methods of saving costs, such as attending col-

lege in a less expensive city than London, in response to rising

tuition fees (Foskett, Roberts, & Maringe, 2009). Findings from Bel-

gium illustrate that travel costs do not affect enrolment decisions

but do affect where students study (Kelchtermans & Verboven,

2010). Based on these considerations, I expect the following: After

the implementation of the social loan system, students are less likely

to leave the parental home (Hypothesis 1).

Many Dutch students are dependent on their parents for financial

support after leaving home (Druta, Limpens, Pinkster, & Ronald,

2019). Whereas some parents in middle‐ or high‐income families

replace state support for independent living using their own financial

resources, not all parents in low‐income families are able to do so.

Instead, low‐income parents might replace state support by allowing

their children to prolong their stay in the parental home. Following

the reforms, low‐income students whose parents are not able to sup-

port them financially may have to find a side job or take out a loan to

fulfil their living costs. However, as this group of young adults is more

debt averse, they are not likely to take out a loan (Callender & Jackson,

2008; Cunningham & Santiago, 2008). Therefore, particularly low‐

income students might stay home after the reforms are implemented.

Indeed, previous qualitative studies have demonstrated that low‐

income families perceive staying at home as an economically pragmatic

solution to reduce the financial costs and risks of studying (Christie,

2007; Davies, Slack, Hughes, Mangan, & Vigurs, 2008; Holdsworth,

2009b; Patiniotis & Holdsworth, 2005). In the United Kingdom, receiv-

ing a grant had the strongest effect on decisions regarding where to

study among low‐income students (Davies et al., 2008). This finding

prompts the following expectation: The decline in leaving home after

the implementation of the social loan system is stronger among stu-

dents whose parents have a low income than among students whose

parents have a middle or high income (Hypothesis 2).
3 | DATA AND METHODS

3.1 | Data and sample

The analyses are based on administrative register data from the sys-

tem of social statistical datasets of Statistics Netherlands (Bakker,

van Rooijen, & van Toor, 2014). The data for the students have been

matched to the data for their parental household(s). The data sets con-

tain information concerning the young adults' demographics and their
secondary and higher education history, the economic characteristics

of the parental household(s), and the parental family structure.

The population of this study consists of students at applied universi-

ties and those at universities who graduated from secondary education

between 2010 and 2016. The students are divided into seven cohorts

based on the year in which they graduated from secondary education.

Two cohorts began studying after the reforms were implemented

(cohorts 2015 and 2016), and the other cohorts received financial aid

as specified in the old system (cohorts 2010–2014). The individuals

were observed for a period of 28 months (cohorts up to 2016) or 16

months (cohort 2016). The observation period began in June of the stu-

dents' final year in secondary education and ended in October of the

year in which they were in their third year of higher education.

The starting sample for the leaving home analyses consists of

40,783 applied university and 25,312 university students who gradu-

ated from high school between 2010 and 2016 and directly enrolled

in higher education. This is a random sample of 15% of the population

of interest. Students at applied universities (n = 417) and universities

(n = 236) who moved away from their parents' home before gradua-

tion from high school have been excluded from the analysis. I also

excluded applied university (n = 172) and university (n = 217) students

who were younger than 16 or older than 20 years following gradua-

tion from high school. This approach was employed because only part

of the risk period could be observed for these students. The final sam-

ple after excluding applied university (n = 59) and university (n = 47)

students with missing values consists of 40,135 applied university

and 24,812 university students.
3.2 | Measures

The dependent variable is the timing of leaving home. This variable is

based on household information from the students and their parents.

Students are coded as home leavers if they are no longer registered

as a resident of the same household as at least one of their parents.

Moves are coded as “leaving home” only if the student has lived inde-

pendently for at least 3 months. This measure is similar to measures in

previous studies, such as the measure for leaving home in the Gener-

ations and Gender Survey (Gauthier, Cabaço, & Emery, 2018). By

restricting moves to those of at least 3 months, I account for potential

irregularities in the administrative data. In total, 21% of the applied

university students and 56% of the university students left home.

The main independent variable is the financial aid system, mea-

sured by the year the student graduated from secondary education.

The cohorts are separated into two groups: the old financial aid sys-

tem (2010 to 2014) and the new financial aid system (2015 to

2016). In the descriptive analyses, I used year dummies to examine

whether there is a structural break in the trend after the implementa-

tion of the new student financial aid system.

Parental income is the other independent variable of interest. It is

based on the relative position of the standardised annual income of

the parental household in the total distribution of private households

in the Netherlands, as measured in January of the year of graduation.

If the parents do not live together in the same household, the average



TABLE 2 Descriptive statistics per study population

Variables

Applied university students University students

M SD M SD

Leaving home 0.206 0.557

New financial aid system 0.287 0.290

Parental income

Lowest tertile 0.131 0.094

Middle tertile 0.378 0.273

Highest tertile 0.491 0.633

Youth unemployment rate 16.097 2.023 16.139 2.019

Man 0.477 0.486

Age (centred) 17.808 0.709 18.318 0.542

Average grade in high school 6.566 0.436 6.882 0.577

Natural sciences in high school 0.390 0.575

Migration background

None 0.853 0.850

Non‐western 0.094 0.084

Western 0.053 0.067

Living situation

With both parents 0.776 0.814

With single parent 0.160 0.141

With parent and stepparent 0.064 0.045

Number of children in the household 2.230 0.952 2.130 0.892

Urbanity level

Very high 0.130 0.169

High 0.302 0.313

Average 0.206 0.211

Low 0.251 0.219

Very low 0.112 0.086

N individuals 40,135 24,812

Note. Leaving home refers to the percentage leaving in the whole period. All other variables pertain to the first observation.
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position of the two parental households is used. The income percen-

tiles are divided into three tertiles across the entire Dutch population.

The relative position is year specific, and the actual income in a tertile

differs per year. On average, the lowest tertile has a standardised

yearly income of up to €20,000, a middle income of €20,000 to

€35,000, and the highest income of more than €35,000. The descrip-

tive statistics (Table 2) suggest that 13% of the applied university stu-

dents and 9% of the university students belong to the lowest income

tertile.

I have included several control variables. The youth unemployment

rate serves as a control for macro‐level economic conditions that could

explain a change in home‐leaving during the period studied. The youth

unemployment rate is time varying, month specific, and lagged by 1

month. The other control variables are individual characteristics that

have been included to correctly estimate the effect of income and the

interactions between income and the student aid system. The controls

include demographic characteristics (sex, migration background, age,
and urbanity level), characteristics regarding secondary education back-

ground (average grade for final exam and field of study), and family char-

acteristics (family structure and number of children in the household). I

have usedmonth‐specificmeasures for family structure, number of chil-

dren, and age. All other characteristics have been measured in January

of the year when the student graduated from high school. Table 2 pre-

sents the descriptive statistics for these variables.

3.3 | Analytical strategy

I have estimated discrete‐time logit event history models for the pro-

cess of leaving home using person–month data covering a period of

28 months. By using event history models, I have been able to esti-

mate the timing rather than merely the occurrence of leaving home.

The analyses have been performed separately for applied university

and university students because applied universities and universities

differ in terms of two aspects that are relevant for leaving home. First,
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students at applied universities are typically younger than those at

universities, as the secondary school track required for enrolment in

applied universities is 1 year shorter than that required for university

education. Second, there are applied universities in 67 cities in the

Netherlands, relative to only 12 cities with universities. Therefore,

the average distance between the parental home and the higher edu-

cation institution is smaller among applied university students.

Students started being “at risk” of leaving home 3 months prior to

beginning their studies; as a result, moves in anticipation of the start

of their studies have also been observed. The focus is only on young

adults who have begun studying in the first year after they graduated

from high school. Otherwise, left censoring could have occurred, as

young adults who took a gap year after high school were already at risk

of leaving home before they started studying. The risk period ended

when the student left home, stopped studying, or the observation

period ended (October of year three of higher education). Students left

the risk set when they stopped studying because they could no longer

leave home as a student. Students who terminated their studies in the

last months of the academic year (between June and August) and who

were again studying in September of the next academic year did not

leave the risk set, as they had not adopted a different role than students

during the academic year. For the same reason, students who switched

fields of study were not dropped from the risk set.

The first model estimated the main effects of the financial aid sys-

tem and parental income, conditioned for the control variables. In the

second model, parental income and the financial aid system were

interacted with each other to estimate whether the implementation
FIGURE 1 Enrolment in applied universities (left‐hand panel) and univer
from high school. The red vertical line shows the year the student aid refo
of the social loan system has a stronger effect on the home‐leaving

decision of students from the lowest income group. The third model

added a two‐way interaction between the financial aid system and

elapsed time since the student started studying and a three‐way inter-

action among the financial aid system, parental income, and time. The

two‐way interaction between the financial aid system and time was

included to determine whether the social loan system had a weaker

effect over time; did it lead to a change over the entire period or a

delay that recovered after a while? The three‐way interaction was

added to examine whether a different effect over time pertained to

specific parental income groups.
4 | RESULTS

4.1 | Descriptive results

First, I examined the trend in enrolment in higher education to deter-

mine whether enrolment has changed following the implementation

of the social loan system. Figure 1 illustrates the trends in enrolment

in applied universities (left‐hand panel) and universities (right‐hand

panel) among graduates of the high school tracks preparing students

for applied universities or universities. The figure suggests that students

were more likely to enrol in higher education in 2013 and 2014, which

are referred to as the “bow–wave” years, the two years in which stu-

dents believed that they had the last chance to study under the old stu-

dent aid system. This increase in the bow–wave years is the strongest in
sities (right‐hand panel) in 1 year, 2 years, or 3 years after graduation
rms were implemented
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the trend of enrolment within 1 year after graduation, which suggests

that students in the bow–wave years were less likely to take a gap year

than students in the other years. Enrolment in applied universities

decreased slightly after the implementation of the social loan system.

The percentage of students who enrolled within 2 years after gradua-

tion decreased from approximately 88% between 2010 and 2012 to

86.5% after the reforms. There was no decrease in enrolment in univer-

sities. Instead, there appears to be a stable trend towards increasing

enrolment between 2010 and 2016. These findings of a minimal or no

change in enrolment are consistent with previous research. Additional

analyses by income groups (not presented here) suggest that the effects

of the reforms did not depend on parental income.

I subsequently examined whether the implementation of the social

loan system has had an impact on home‐leaving decisions. Figure 2

illustrates the trend in leaving home measured at the beginning of

the second year of higher education, 15 months after graduation from

high school. The figure clearly indicates that for both applied univer-

sity (left‐hand panel) and university (right‐hand panel) students, the

likelihood of leaving home was quite stable between 2010 and

2014. During this period, approximately 18% of the applied university

students and 49% of the university students had left home by the

beginning of the second year of studying. After the implementation

of the social loan system, the percentage of students leaving home

declined to 8% of the applied university students and 33% of the uni-

versity students. These findings suggest that the social loan system

has had a substantial influence on home‐leaving decisions.
FIGURE 2 Percentages of applied university (left‐hand panel) and univer
second year of higher education, by year. The red vertical line shows the
4.2 | Discrete‐time event history models

The discrete‐time event history analyses on leaving home are pre-

sented in Table 3 (applied university) and Table 4 (university). In line

with Figure 2, students were less likely to leave home after the imple-

mentation of the loan system. Model 1 indicates that the odds of leav-

ing home were 46% lower for applied university students (Table 3) and

45% lower for university students (Table 4) after the reforms. These

findings support Hypothesis 1. Model 1 also suggests that low‐income

students were less likely to leave home than high‐income students.

There was no difference in the likelihood of leaving home between

low‐ and middle‐income students. The chance of leaving home dimin-

ished with time (negative linear time term). For applied university stu-

dents, this effect weakened as time increased (positive quadratic time

term), whereas for university students, this effect increased as time

passed (negative quadratic time term).

Model 2 adds interactions between the income tertiles and the stu-

dent aid system to the model to test Hypothesis 2, which predicts that

the decrease in the odds of leaving home was stronger among low‐

income students than among middle‐ and high‐income students. The

findings for the income patterns are mixed. Low‐income students expe-

rienced a greater decrease in their likelihood to leave home after the

reforms than middle‐income students. Whereas the odds of leaving

home decreased by 54% for low‐income applied university students

and 49% for low‐income university students, the odds decreased by

44% for middle‐income applied university students and 39% for
sity (right‐hand panel) students who have left home by the start of the
year the student aid reforms were implemented



TABLE 3 Event history models for the timing of leaving home among applied university students

Variables

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

HR SE HR SE HR SE

New financial aid system 0.537*** 0.016 0.461*** 0.040 0.476*** 0.043

Parental income (ref. lowest tertile)

Middle tertile 0.956 0.037 0.923 0.039 0.930 0.040

Highest tertile 1.252*** 0.048 1.220*** 0.050 1.219*** 0.051

Time (centred) 0.943*** 0.002 0.943*** 0.002 0.940*** 0.004

Time quadratic (centred) 1.002*** 0.000 1.002 *** 0.000 1.002*** 0.000

Financial aid system * income

New system * middle tertile 1.223* 0.122 1.216 0.123

New system * highest tertile 1.167 0.111 1.143 0.112

Financial aid system * time 1.018 0.021

Time * parental income

Time * middle tertile 1.006 0.005

Time * highest tertile 0.999 0.005

Financial aid system * parental income * time

New system * middle tertile * time 0.996 0.013

New system * highest tertile * time 0.987 0.013

Youth unemployment (centred) 1.118** 0.005 1.018** 0.005 1.022*** 0.006

Man 0.538*** 0.013 0.538*** 0.013 0.538*** 0.013

Age (centred) 1.576*** 0.027 1.576*** 0.027 1.577*** 0.027

Migration background (ref. none)

Non‐western 0.941 0.045 0.942 0.045 0.942 0.045

Western 1.154** 0.056 1.154** 0.056 1.154** 0.056

Urbanity level (ref. average)

Very high 0.743*** 0.034 0.743*** 0.034 0.743*** 0.034

High 0.952 0.032 0.952 0.032 0.952 0.032

Low 1.374*** 0.045 1.374*** 0.045 1.374*** 0.045

Very low 1.528*** 0.060 1.528*** 0.060 1.528*** 0.060

Average grade high school 1.232*** 0.031 1.233*** 0.031 1.232*** 0.031

Natural sciences in high school 1.051* 0.024 1.051* 0.024 1.051* 0.024

Living situation (ref. both parents)

With single parent 1.303*** 0.041 1.303*** 0.041 1.304*** 0.041

With parent and stepparent 1.442*** 0.061 1.441*** 0.061 1.442*** 0.061

Number of children in the household 0.877*** 0.012 0.877*** 0.012 0.877*** 0.012

Constant 0.012*** 0.001 0.013*** 0.001 0.013*** 0.001

N observations 697,508 697,508 697,508

N individuals 40,135 40,135 40,135

Note. Data from the system of social statistical data sets, Statistics Netherlands.

Abbreviations: HR, Hazard Ratio; ref., reference; SE, Standard Error.

***p < .001. **p < .01. *p < .05.
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middle‐income university students. There was no significant difference

in the effect of the reforms on leaving home between low‐ and high‐

income students. Figure 3 illustrates the impact of the financial aid

reforms on leaving home per income group for applied university stu-

dents (left‐hand panel) and university students (right‐hand panel).
Model 3 adds a two‐way interaction between the financial aid sys-

tem and time, a two‐way interaction between time and parental

income, and a three‐way interaction among time, parental income,

and the financial aid system. These interactions have been included

to examine whether the impact of the reforms and parental income



TABLE 4 Event history models for the timing of leaving home among university students

Variables

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

HR SE HR SE HR SE

New financial aid system 0.549*** 0.012 0.505*** 0.041 0.519*** 0.044

Parental income (ref. lowest tertile)

Middle tertile 0.960 0.036 0.923 0.039 0.941 0.042

Highest tertile 1.304*** 0.046 1.291*** 0.051 1.348*** 0.057

Time (centred) 0.954*** 0.002 0.954*** 0.002 0.937*** 0.006

Time quadratic (centred) 0.997*** 0.000 0.997*** 0.000 0.997*** 0.000

Financial aid system * income

New system * middle tertile 1.204* 0.110 1.183 0.113

New system * highest tertile 1.058 0.089 1.035 0.092

Financial aid system * time 1.010 0.015

Time * parental income

Time * middle tertile 1.008 0.007

Time * highest tertile 1.022** 0.007

Financial aid system * parental income * time

New system * middle tertile * time 0.993 0.017

New system * highest tertile * time 0.994 0.015

Youth unemployment (centred) 1.022*** 0.004 1.022*** 0.004 1.024*** 0.004

Man 0.725*** 0.022 0.725*** 0.013 0.725*** 0.013

Age (centred) 1.117** 0.040 1.118** 0.040 1.115** 0.039

Migration background (ref. none)

Non‐western 0.684*** 0.027 0.684*** 0.027 0.686*** 0.027

Western 1.098** 0.038 1.100** 0.038 1.101** 0.038

Urbanity level (ref. average)

Very high 0.726*** 0.022 0.726*** 0.022 0.726*** 0.022

High 0.955 0.024 0.955 0.024 0.954 0.024

Low 1.345*** 0.036 1.346*** 0.036 1.346*** 0.036

Very low 1.411*** 0.050 1.410*** 0.050 1.412*** 0.050

Average grade high school 1.210*** 0.019 1.211*** 0.019 1.211*** 0.019

Natural sciences in high school 1.153* 0.021 1.152*** 0.021 1.152*** 0.021

Living situation (ref. both parents)

With single parent 1.129*** 0.030 1.129*** 0.030 1.126*** 0.030

With parent and stepparent 1.169*** 0.049 1.170*** 0.049 1.169*** 0.049

Number of children in the household 1.024 0.031 1.024 0.031 1.024 0.031

Constant 0.034*** 0.017 0.035*** 0.017 0.033*** 0.017

N observations 284,702 284,702 284,702

N individuals 24,812 24,812 24,812

Note. Data from the system of social statistical data sets, Statistics Netherlands.

Abbreviations: HR, Hazard Ratio; ref., reference; SE, Standard Error.

***p < .001. **p < .01. *p < .05.
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differ over time since the students started studying. The two‐way

interaction between the financial aid system and time is not signifi-

cant. This finding suggests that the effect of the financial aid reforms

has not weakened over time. The two‐way interactions between the

parental income groups and time are also not significant for applied
university students. However, among university students, the decline

in the likelihood of leaving home as time passes was weaker for

high‐income students than for low‐income students. This finding sug-

gests that the gap in the likelihood of leaving home between low‐ and

high‐income university students increases over time. The three‐way



FIGURE 3 Survival curve for living at home for applied university (left‐hand panel) and university (right‐hand panel) students, by financial
student aid system and income group
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interactions among income, the financial aid system, and time are not

significant for applied university or university students. Overall, these

findings suggest that there was no differential effect of the social loan

system over time for the different income groups. In Model 3, the

interaction between belonging to the middle‐income tertile and the

financial aid reforms is no longer significant for applied university

and university students.
4.3 | Additional analyses and robustness checks

I performed several additional analyses and robustness checks. First, I

examined a two‐way interaction between urbanity level and the finan-

cial aid system and a three‐way interaction among the financial aid

system, urbanity level, and parental income. These interaction analy-

ses did not yield significant results. These findings suggest that the

reforms did not have stronger effects on the home‐leaving decisions

of students from urban areas and that these effects were not stronger

for students from certain income groups. An explanation for these

findings could be that most students must commute relatively short

distances between the parental home and university in the Nether-

lands. After the reforms, students from more rural areas might have

more often enrolled at a university close to home, thus enabling them

to commute to the university and stay at home. Second, I tested linear

probability models that predict the probability of leaving home within

2 or 3 years after starting studying. The findings for these analyses are

consistent with the findings of the discrete‐time event history models.
Third, I conducted analyses that included young adults who enrolled in

higher education 1 year after graduation from secondary education.

The findings from these analyses reflect the findings reported in the

paper. Finally, I performed all analyses separately for men and women.

As indicated in the main analyses, women are more likely to leave

home. The odds of leaving home are approximately 46% (applied uni-

versity students) and 28% (university students) lower for men than for

women. However, the main findings concerning the social loan sys-

tem, income differences, and interactions were the same for men

and women.
5 | DISCUSSION

In recent years, several countries have implemented cost‐sharing

reforms that transfer some responsibility for the financial costs of

studying from the state to students and their parents. Although many

previous studies have examined how such reforms have impacted

enrolment in higher education, the impact on other decisions that stu-

dents make during this phase in their lives has been ignored. Using

register data from Statistics Netherlands, this study examined how

recent student financial aid reforms in the Netherlands have affected

students' home‐leaving decisions.

The main finding of this research is that the student financial aid

reforms have had a strong impact on students' decisions to leave

home. After the reforms, the odds of leaving home decreased by

approximately 45%. This impact did not weaken over time; instead,
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it remained substantial across the entire period analysed, namely, the

first 28 months after graduation from high school. These findings are

consistent with previous qualitative research that shows students

select a local university and prolong their stay in the parental home

as a pragmatic solution to reduce the financial costs and risks of

studying (Christie, 2007; Davies et al., 2008; Holdsworth, 2009a;

2009b; Patiniotis & Holdsworth, 2005). The findings also support

previous research concerning differences in leaving home between

welfare states, which suggest that the family can adopt the role of

the state by offering a prolonged stay in the parental home (Aassve

et al., 2002; Billari, 2004; Mulder et al., 2002). The present paper

contributes to these previous studies by examining the impact of a

change in a specific welfare regulation regarding leaving home in a

natural experiment setting rather than comparing leaving home

between societies with different welfare regulations, societies that

also differ on other grounds.

Another goal of this research was to investigate whether the

reforms have had a stronger impact on low‐income students than on

middle‐ or high‐income students, as students are now more depen-

dent on their parents' and their own income to fulfil their living costs.

The results of the interaction analyses between income and the stu-

dent aid system suggest that the reforms had a weaker effect on

middle‐income students than on low‐income students, whereas there

was no significant difference between low‐income and high‐income

students. These findings are somewhat surprising because the interac-

tion effect between income and the student aid system was expected

to be linear. An ad hoc explanation could be that before the reforms,

high‐income students were substantially more likely to leave home

than low‐ and middle‐income students; there was more “room for

change” among high‐income students. The findings of modest and

no differences in the effect of the reforms by parental income align

with previous research that suggests that parental income has a more

complex and smaller effect on leaving home than young adults' own

income (Bayrakdar & Coulter, 2018; Iacovou, 2010). Moreover, among

high‐income students, parents might not be willing to fully replace the

financial support of the state and instead prefer to support their child

while living at home.

It is important to reflect on how these findings relate to the con-

text of this study, namely, the Netherlands. In the Netherlands, study-

ing at university is less intertwined with home leaving than in other

countries, such as the United States and United Kingdom. Most Dutch

students are able to commute to college from the parental home

(Hauschildt, 2015). As a result, Dutch students might be more likely

to perceive staying home as an option to save costs than students in

countries where leaving home is regarded as a critical aspect of

attending a university. In these countries, delaying the move out of

the home might be considered only by students from low‐income

groups. Qualitative research suggests that in the United Kingdom, pri-

marily students with minimal financial resources considered living at

home (Davies et al., 2008).

Overall, my findings underline the importance of the state and the

family in the transition to adulthood. The family takes over when state
support declines; the family offers more intergenerational support

through co‐residence in times of welfare state cuts (Heady & Kohli,

2010). Via leaving home, the student financial aid reforms may have

had some (unintended) consequences.

First, the reforms might have impacted students' decisions regard-

ing where to study. Students might increasingly “stay local” and study

close to home at a distance from which it is possible to commute

(Davies et al., 2008). Previous studies suggest that where (rather than

if) students choose to study is impacted by student aid (Davies et al.,

2008; Foskett et al., 2009; Kelchtermans & Verboven, 2010). If this

is the case, universities outside of the most densely populated area

in the Netherlands will face more difficulties attracting students after

the reforms. Another result of remaining local could be that students

less frequently opt for fields of studies that are offered only at

specialised universities outside of the area near their home. Future

research could examine whether students' decisions regarding the

location of the university and field of study are impacted by the

reforms and whether this translates into difficulties for certain univer-

sities to attract students. Second, the housing market may also be

impacted. The demand for housing might decline as a result of delays

in leaving home. In particular, this could impact the housing market in

what are known as university cities. Students who leave home might

more often seek cheap housing options to save costs and move to less

expensive neighbourhoods (Hochstenbach, 2018). Third, the increas-

ing dependency on the family might have consequences for the well‐

being of students and their families. The family could become

“overburdened,” and the well‐being of students and their parents

might deteriorate if students are not able to gain independence. Previ-

ous research suggests that parents' quality of life declines when a child

returns home (Tosi & Grundy, 2018). Students who remain at home

may be less active in student life and feel that they are missing out

on the student experience (Davies et al., 2008). These issues represent

areas for future research.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The author would like to thank Ruben van Gaalen for his support and

efforts to advance this study and Matthijs Kalmijn for his useful com-

ments on an earlier draft of the paper.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

The author declares that there is no conflict of interest.

ORCID

Lonneke van den Berg https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5586-731X

REFERENCES

Aassve, A., Billari, F. C., Mazzuco, S., & Ongaro, F. (2002). Leaving home: A

comparative analysis of ECHP data. Journal of European Social Policy,

12(4), 259–275. https://doi.org/10.1177/a028430

Avery, R., Goldscheider, F. K., & Speare, A. (1992). Feathered nest/gilded

cage: Parental income and leaving home in the transition to adulthood.

Demography, 29(3), 375–388. https://doi.org/10.2307/2061824

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5586-731X
https://doi.org/10.1177/a028430
https://doi.org/10.2307/2061824


12 of 13 VAN DEN BERG
Azmat, G., & Simion, S. (2018). Higher education funding reforms in England

(No. 536). Retrieved from Centre for Economic Performance, LSE

website: https://ideas.repec.org/p/cep/cepcnp/536.html

Baier, T., & Helbig, M. (2014). Much ado about €500: Do tuition fees keep

German students from entering university? Evidence from a natural

experiment using DiD matching methods. Educational Research and

Evaluation, 20(2), 98–121. https://doi.org/10.1080/13803611.2014.

881745

Bakker, B. F. M., van Rooijen, J., & vanToor, L. (2014). The System of social

statistical datasets of Statistics Netherlands: An integral approach to

the production of register‐based social statistics. Statistical Journal of

the IAOS, 4, 411–424. https://doi.org/10.3233/SJI‐140803

Baumgartner, H. J., & Steiner, V. (2006). Does More Generous Student Aid

Increase Enrolment Rates into Higher Education? Evaluating the German

Student Aid Reform of 2001 (SSRN Scholarly Paper No. ID 892831).

Retrieved from Social Science Research Network website: https://

papers.ssrn.com/abstract=892831

Bayrakdar, S., & Coulter, R. (2018). Parents, local house prices, and leaving

home in Britain. Population, Space and Place, 24(2), e2087. https://doi.

org/10.1002/psp.2087

Billari, F. C. (2004). Becoming an adult in Europe: A macro(/Micro)‐demo-

graphic perspective. Demographic Research, S3, 15–44. https://doi.

org/10.4054/DemRes.2004.S3.2

Billari, F. C., Philipov, D., & Baizán, P. (2001). Leaving home in Europe: The

experience of cohorts born around 1960. International Journal of Popu-

lation Geography, 7(5), 339–356. https://doi.org/10.1002/ijpg.231

Boarini, R., & Strauss, H. (2010). What is the Private Return to Tertiary Edu-

cation? New Evidence from 21 OECD Countries (SSRN Scholarly Paper

No. ID 1860961). Retrieved from Social Science Research Network

website: https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=1860961

Bruckmeier, K., & Wigger, B. U. (2014). The effects of tuition fees on transi-

tion from high school to university in Germany. Economics of Education

Review, 41, 14–23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2014.03.009

Cabrera, A. F., & Nasa, S. M. L. (2000). Understanding the college‐choice
process. New Directions for Institutional Research, 2000(107), 5–22.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ir.10701

Callender, C., & Jackson, J. (2008). Does the fear of debt constrain choice

of university and subject of study? Studies in Higher Education, 33(4),

405–429. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070802211802

Canton, E., & de Jong, F. (2005). The demand for higher education in The

Netherlands, 1950–1999. Economics of Education Review, 24(6),

651–663. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2004.09.006

Chapman, B., & Ryan, C. (2005). The access implications of income‐
contingent charges for higher education: Lessons from Australia. Eco-

nomics of Education Review, 24(5), 491–512. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.econedurev.2004.08.009

Christie, H. (2007). Higher education and spatial (im)mobility: Nontradi-

tional students and living at home. Environment and Planning A,

39(10), 2445–2463. https://doi.org/10.1068/a38361

Coelli, M. B. (2009). Tuition fees and equality of university enrolment.

Canadian Journal of Economics/Revue Canadienne d'économique, 42(3),

1072–1099. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540‐5982.2009.01539.x

Cunningham, A. F., & Santiago, D. A. (2008). Student Aversion to Borrow-

ing: Who Borrows and Who Doesn't. Retrieved from https://eric.ed.

gov/?id=ED503684

Davies, P., Slack, K., Hughes, A., Mangan, J., & Vigurs, K. (2008). Knowing

where to study? Fees, bursaries and fair Access. In The Critique of the

Higher Education Funding System – Broke, Broke. Retrieved from

http://eprints.staffs.ac.uk/1175/
Dearden, L., Fitzsimons, E., & Wyness, G. (2014). Money for nothing: Esti-

mating the impact of student aid on participation in higher education.

Economics of Education Review, 43, 66–78. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
econedurev.2014.09.005

Del Rey, E., & Racionero, M. (2010). Financing schemes for higher educa-

tion. European Journal of Political Economy, 26(1), 104–113. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2009.09.002

Druta, O., Limpens, A., Pinkster, F. M., & Ronald, R. (2019). Early adulthood

housing transitions in Amsterdam: Understanding dependence and

independence between generations. Population, Space and Place,

25(2), e2196. https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2196

Dynarski, S. M. (2003). Does aid matter? Measuring the effect of student aid

on college attendance and completion. The American Economic Review,

93(1), 279–288. https://doi.org/10.1257/000282803321455287

Field, E. (2006). Educational Debt Burden and Career Choice: Evidence from a

Financial Aid Experiment at NYU Law School (Working Paper No. 12282).

https://doi.org/10.3386/w12282

Foskett, N., Roberts, D., & Maringe, F. (2009). “I can survive on jam sand-

wiches for the next three years”: The impact of the new fees regime

on students' attitudes to HE and debt. International Journal of Educa-

tional Management, 23(2), 145–160. https://doi.org/10.1108/

09513540910933503

Gauthier, A. H., Cabaço, S. L. F., & Emery, T. (2018). Generations and gen-

der survey study profile. Longitudinal and Life Course Studies, 9(4),

456–465. https://doi.org/10.14301/llcs.v9i4.500

Gierveld, J. D., Liefbroer, A. C., & Beekink, E. (1991). The Effect of parental

resources on patterns of leaving home among young adults in the

Netherlands. European Sociological Review, 7(1), 55–71. https://doi.

org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.esr.a036577

Grodsky, E., & Jones, M. T. (2007). Real and imagined barriers to college

entry: Perceptions of cost. Social Science Research, 36(2), 745–766.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2006.05.001

Hauschildt, K. (2015). Social and economic conditions of student life in

Europe: Synopsis of indicators: Eurostudent V 2012‐2015. Bielefeld: W.

Bertelsmann.

Havranek, T., Irsova, Z., & Zeynalova, O. (2017). Tuition Fees and University

Enrollment: A Meta‐Analysis (Working Paper No. 16/2017). Retrieved

from IES Working Paper website: https://www.econstor.eu/handle/

10419/174209

Heady, P., & Kohli, M. (2010). Introduction: Towards a political economy of

kinship and welfare. In P. Heady, & M. Kohli (Eds.), Family, kinship and

state in contemporary Europe: Vol. 3; Perspectives on theory and policy

(Vol. 3) (pp. 15–30). Campus: Frankfurt am Main [et al.].

Heller, D. E. (1997). Student price response in higher education. The Journal

of Higher Education, 68(6), 624–659. https://doi.org/10.1080/

00221546.1997.11779004

Hochstenbach, C. (2018). Spatializing the intergenerational transmission of

inequalities: Parental wealth, residential segregation, and urban

inequality. Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space, 50(3),

689–708. https://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X17749831

Hogan, D. P., & Astone, N. M. (1986). The transition to adulthood. Annual

Review of Sociology, 12(1), 109–130. https://doi.org/10.1146/

annurev.so.12.080186.000545

Holdsworth, C. (2009a). Between two worlds: Local students in higher

education and ‘scouse’/student identities. Population, Space and Place,

15(3), 225–237. https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.511

Holdsworth, C. (2009b). “Going away to uni”: Mobility, modernity, and

independence of english higher education students. Environment and

Planning A, 41(8), 1849–1864. https://doi.org/10.1068/a41177

https://ideas.repec.org/p/cep/cepcnp/536.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/13803611.2014.881745
https://doi.org/10.1080/13803611.2014.881745
https://doi.org/10.3233/SJI-140803
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=892831
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=892831
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2087
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2087
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2004.S3.2
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2004.S3.2
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijpg.231
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=1860961
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2014.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1002/ir.10701
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070802211802
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2004.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2004.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2004.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1068/a38361
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5982.2009.01539.x
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED503684
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED503684
http://eprints.staffs.ac.uk/1175/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2014.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2014.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2009.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2009.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2196
https://doi.org/10.1257/000282803321455287
https://doi.org/10.3386/w12282
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513540910933503
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513540910933503
https://doi.org/10.14301/llcs.v9i4.500
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.esr.a036577
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.esr.a036577
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2006.05.001
https://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/174209
https://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/174209
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.1997.11779004
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.1997.11779004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X17749831
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.so.12.080186.000545
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.so.12.080186.000545
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.511
https://doi.org/10.1068/a41177


VAN DEN BERG 13 of 13
Hübner, M. (2012). Do tuition fees affect enrollment behavior? Evidence

from a ‘natural experiment’ in Germany. Economics of Education Review,

31(6), 949–960. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2012.06.006

Huijsman, R., Kloek, T., Kodde, D. A., & Ritzen, J. M. M. (1986). An empir-

ical analysis of college enrollment in The Netherlands. De Economist,

134(2), 181–190. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01706288

Iacovou, M. (2010). Leaving home: Independence, togetherness and

income. Advances in Life Course Research, 15(4), 147–160. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.alcr.2010.10.004

Kane, T. J. (1995). Rising Public College Tuition and College Entry: How Well

Do Public Subsidies Promote Access to College? (Working Paper No.

5164). https://doi.org/10.3386/w5164

Kelchtermans, S., & Verboven, F. (2010). Participation and study decisions

in a public system of higher education. Journal of Applied Econometrics,

25(3), 355–391. https://doi.org/10.1002/jae.1087

Leslie, L. L., & Brinkman, P. T. (1987). Student price response in higher edu-

cation: The student demand studies. The Journal of Higher Education,

58(2), 181–204. https://doi.org/10.2307/1981241

Marks, G. N. (2005). Cross‐national differences and accounting for social

class inequalities in education. International Sociology, 20(4), 483–505.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0268580905058328

Mulder, C. H., Clark, W. A. V., & Wagner, M. (2002). A comparative analysis

of leaving home in the United States, the Netherlands and West Ger-

many. Demographic Research, 7, 565–592. https://doi.org/10.4054/

DemRes.2002.7.17

Murphy, R., Scott‐Clayton, J., & Wyness, G. (2017). The End of Free College

in England: Implications for Quality, Enrolments, and Equity (Working

Paper No. 23888). https://doi.org/10.3386/w23888

Nielsen, H. S., Sørensen, T., & Taber, C. (2010). Estimating the effect of stu-

dent aid on college enrollment: Evidence from a government grant
policy reform. American Economic Journal: Economic Policy, 2(2),

185–215. https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.2.2.185

Patiniotis, J., & Holdsworth, C. (2005). ‘Seize that chance!’ Leaving home

and transitions to higher education. Journal of Youth Studies, 8(1),

81–95. https://doi.org/10.1080/13676260500063710

Regeerakkoord VVD‐PvdA (2012). Bruggen Slaan. Den Haag: VVD ‐ PvdA.

SCP (2013). De Studie Waard. Een verkenning van mogelijke gedragsreacties

bij de invoering van een sociaal leenstelsel in het hoger onderwijs. Den

Haag: Sociaal en Cultureel Planbureau.

Settersten, R. A. (2007). Passages to adulthood: Linking demographic

change and human development: Le passage à l'âge adulte: Le

changement démographique en relation avec le développement

humain. European Journal of Population/Revue européenne de

Démographie, 23(3–4), 251–272. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680‐
007‐9132‐8

Steiner, V., & Wrohlich, K. (2011). Financial student aid and enrollment in

higher education: New evidence from Germany*. The Scandinavian

Journal of Economics, 114(1), 124–147. https://doi.org/10.1111/

j.1467‐9442.2011.01669.x

Tosi, M., & Grundy, E. (2018). Returns home by children and changes in

parents’ well‐being in Europe. Social Science & Medicine, 200, 99–106.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2018.01.016

How to cite this article: van den Berg L. The impact of stu-

dent financial aid reforms on leaving home: Evidence from

the Netherlands. Popul Space Place. 2020;26:e2281. https://doi.

org/10.1002/psp.2281

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2012.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01706288
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.alcr.2010.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.alcr.2010.10.004
https://doi.org/10.3386/w5164
https://doi.org/10.1002/jae.1087
https://doi.org/10.2307/1981241
https://doi.org/10.1177/0268580905058328
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2002.7.17
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2002.7.17
https://doi.org/10.3386/w23888
https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.2.2.185
https://doi.org/10.1080/13676260500063710
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-007-9132-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-007-9132-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9442.2011.01669.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9442.2011.01669.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2018.01.016
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2281
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2281


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends false
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage false
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2001
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck true
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (Euroscale Coated v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (FOGRA1)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <>
    /CHT <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF che devono essere conformi o verificati in base a PDF/X-1a:2001, uno standard ISO per lo scambio di contenuto grafico. Per ulteriori informazioni sulla creazione di documenti PDF compatibili con PDF/X-1a, consultare la Guida dell'utente di Acrobat. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 4.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die moeten worden gecontroleerd of moeten voldoen aan PDF/X-1a:2001, een ISO-standaard voor het uitwisselen van grafische gegevens. Raadpleeg de gebruikershandleiding van Acrobat voor meer informatie over het maken van PDF-documenten die compatibel zijn met PDF/X-1a. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 4.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENG (Modified PDFX1a settings for Blackwell publications)
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents that are to be checked or must conform to PDF/X-1a:2001, an ISO standard for graphic content exchange.  For more information on creating PDF/X-1a compliant PDF documents, please refer to the Acrobat User Guide.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 4.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


