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Abstract 
 
In the past decade the strong increase of the ageing population in the Netherlands has 
become a topic of political discussion. How to provide an income for the ever more 
ageing population in the context of an ever decreasing productive/working life span is 
one of the important topics in this discussion. The wealth that is incorporated in owner-
occupied dwellings is one of the possibilities, since owner-occupation has increased 
tremendously from one in three households in 1970 to more than one in two households 
in 2002 (54%). The combination of these trends in demography and housing is relatively 
new in the Netherlands.  
 How do the Dutch elderly spend their housing wealth and what can we expect 
about their behavior for the (near) future? On the one hand, the elderly may use their 
wealth for providing an income during old age (equity extraction). On the other hand, 
housing wealth may be inherited to descendants (bequest). This paper aims to shed 
light on the use(s) to which Dutch elderly put their housing wealth. Because this paper 
has as aim the compilation of information that is available on aging and housing wealth 
in the Netherlands, it is exploratory in its nature.  
 First, the paper briefly covers some ground on what theory (Life Cycle Model 
(LCM) hypothesis; intergenerational solidarity) has to say about the (intended) spending 
aims of household housing wealth. The empirical part of the paper compiles the 
evidence that is available in the Netherlands. It uses data, literature and the information 
collected in a number of interviews with elderly. It concludes that housing wealth will 
remain savings for old age. 
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1 Introduction 
 
With a share of 10% of the population in 1970 and an expected share of almost 20% in 
2020, the elderly aged 65 years and older are rapidly becoming an important 
demographic force in the Netherlands (De Klerk, 2001). In the past decade the 
(expected) strong increase of the ageing population has become a topic of political 
discussion in the Netherlands. How to provide an income for the ever more ageing 
population in the context of an ever decreasing productive/working life span is one of 
the important topics in this discussion. The wealth that is incorporated in owner-
occupied dwellings is one of the possibilities, since owner-occupation has increased 
tremendously from one in three households in 1970 to more than one in two households 
in 2002 (54%). The combination of these trends in demography and housing is relatively 
new in the Netherlands.  
 How do the Dutch elderly spend their housing wealth and what can we expect 
about their behavior for the (near) future? On the one hand, the elderly may use their 
wealth for providing an income during old age (equity extraction). On the other hand, 
housing wealth may be inherited/bequeathed to descendants (bequest). This paper 
sheds light on this matter based on the literature and based on the data about the 
use(s) to which Dutch elderly put their housing wealth. Because this paper has as aim 
the compilation of information that is available on aging and housing wealth in the 
Netherlands, it is exploratory in its nature.  
 First, the paper covers some theoretical points of departure in Section 2: Life-
Cycle-Permanent-Income (LCPI) hypothesis (economics) and the approach of 
intergenerational solidarity between households (sociological). In both of these 
approaches bequest motives can play a role. They will be described also. 
 Section 3 presents the development of the number of elderly and their wealth in 
the Netherlands in the past decade. Section 4 compiles the evidence that is available in 
the Netherlands on how the elderly spend and how they intend to spend their wealth 
that is imbedded in the owner-occupied dwelling. 
 
2 Hypotheses about intergenerational transfers of households 
 
There are (at least) two types of approaches with which the wealth of households can 
be studied. On the one hand there is the economic approach that is concerned with the 
overall distribution of wealth (wealth (in)equality) and the differences in wealth holdings 
as they result from life cycle patterns, investment preferences and (unplanned) 
inheritances (Davies & Shorrocks, 1999). It is a study of economic (in)equality when 
wealth is the focus. On the other hand there is the sociological approach, which is 
concerned with the way groups reproduce within society, the role of wealth within that 
process and the role of intergenerational solidarity within this process. One could say 
that it is a study of social (in)equality in society when wealth at stake (Mullins, 2000).  
 Both of these approaches can be put to use in a macro- and in a micro-context. 
What is relevant here is the latter one, more from an empirical, rather than a theoretical 
point of view: the household and the way it spends or intends to spend the wealth that 
has been acquired by owning and living in its own dwelling. This wealth can either be 
extracted and consumed or given away during a life time or it can be bequeathed after 
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death (Hamnett, Harmer & Williams, 1991). These are the options this paper focuses on 
for the Netherlands.  
 There are a number of theoretical explanations. From an economic point of view 
there is the life-cycle (saving) model hypothesis (LCM) (of consumption) of Modigliani & 
Brunsberg (1954), also called the Life-Cycle-Permanent-Income (LCPI) hypothesis 
based on the work of Friedman (1957; Davies & Shorrocks, 1991; Hurd, 1990). The 
different terms in the name –consumption, saving, permanent income– represent the 
core concepts of the LCM. It implies that households based on their permanent 
(expected) income smooth their consumption during their life time, their life cycle; 
saving in the earlier parts of life and dissaving in the later parts of life. (Housing) wealth 
(savings) will be the buffer between income and consumption. The LCM in its simplest 
form suggests that at the end of the life cycle wealth depletion will be the result as any 
wealth that is left after death is of no use to the then deceased individual. 
 If, on the other hand, the fact that the wealth is bequeathed to someone 
increases the utility of an individual because it allows e.g. the increase in 
consumption/utility of the offspring, there might be a reason for an individual to plan a 
bequest. The LCM can then be augmented with a bequest motive. Bequest motives are 
also familiar from the sociological literature on transfers from one generation to another 
and explained as intergenerational solidarity (WRR, 1999). The solidarity provided could 
be in the form of immaterial help (e.g. care or affect) or material help. Of course 
intergenerational solidarity is not only relevant for the elderly, but during the whole 
lifetime of a generation (care, education, gifts, etc.). What is relevant for this paper is 
whether bequests are left, and if so, why they are left in the form of an owner-occupied 
dwelling. 
 In both the economic and sociological literature different so-called bequest 
motives can be identified: accidental, egoistic, altruistic, strategic (Alessie & Kapteyn, 
2001; Bernheim, Shleifer,& Summers, 1985; Davies & Shorrocks, 1999; Hurd & Smith, 
2002). The accidental motive fits in with a simple form of the LCM to which uncertainty 
has been added. It reflects that the time of death is uncertain and that an individual will 
die with assets as precaution requires an individual to always keep a little cash handy 
as a buffer for a long life and unexpected expenditure (precautionary motive for saving; 
Browning & Lusardi, 1996). The egoistic motive assumes that the individual leaving a 
bequest enjoys giving. The strategic motive assumes that parents buy services from 
their children and pay for them by leaving a bequest (reciprocity). 
 The altruistic motive is about the well-being of the children that the parents are 
thinking about (Becker, 1981). This motive implies that the largest bequest should go to 
the child that is financially doing worse off than the other children (or to the children with 
the least education? Hurd & Smith, 2002). 
 Whether any of these bequest motives are relevant for the Netherlands, and if so, 
which one(s), will be discussed in Section 4. First, Section 3 gives an introduction to the 
(housing) wealth of the elderly in the Netherlands. 
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3 Dutch elderly and their (housing) wealth 
 
This section provides an overview of the (type of) wealth holdings in the Netherlands 
(Section 3.1), as well as some relevant results from studies on wealth holdings in the 
Netherlands in relation to the LCM (Section 3.2). 
 
3.1 Data on wealth holdings in the Netherlands 
 
This section focuses on the (type of) wealth holdings in the Netherlands in relation to 
age of the head of the household and income and wealth holdings. Wealth is defined as 
wealth excluding general old age pension, occupational pension, and durable 
consumption goods. It is a net wealth concept as it is defined as the balance between 
the value of the assets and the value of the debts. For the home positive or negative 
equity are often-used terms for this balance between house value and mortgage loan 
sum. 
 Table 1 shows what generally is to be expected: also in the Netherlands wealth 
holdings on average increase with age, income and stock of wealth. The average 
difference between the third and fourth income quartile (= group of 25% of households) 
and between the ninth and tenth wealth decile (= group of ten percent of households) is 
more than double. The average wealth holdings of the top five percent of households 
based on wealth stand out enormously. 
 In the period 1993-2000 the net wealth distribution has become more unequal as 
the median amount of net wealth holdings increased less than the average amount of 
net wealth holdings. This increased inequality is mirrored in the distribution according to 
age and in the distribution according to net wealth. In the age distribution the increase 
for the younger population between 1993 and 2000 was much less than for the older 
population. And in the lowest net wealth decile the average amount of negative net 
wealth increased, while from decile six on, average net wealth holdings almost doubled 
between 1993 and 2000. 
 For the years 1993, 1996 and 2000 the left side of Table 2 shows the share of 
households per age group (*1000) that own a certain asset component (positive wealth) 
or debt component (negative wealth). Only those components, which are held by 
relatively many households, are listed. 
 Almost all households (more than 90%) hold checking and savings accounts in 
all years. The next wealth component held by many households is the positive wealth in 
the owner-occupied dwelling, usually followed by either the mortgage loan or other 
consumption debt. In the age group 65 years and older and in more recent years, the 
share of the age group holding stock has surpassed the share of those holding other 
consumption debt. In the youngest age group a larger share has other debt than it owns 
positive wealth from an owner-occupied dwelling, and negative wealth from mortgage 
debt in all years shown. 
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Table 1 Average net wealth1 holdings (*1000 euro) of households with wealth by age 
group (31 December) of person of household with highest income, by 
quartile of disposable household income (previous year) and by decile of 
household wealth (1 January), 1993-2000. 

 
 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 % 

change
Average 57 62 64 72 78 84 93 108 89
Median 14 16 18 20 22 20 23 25 79
    
Age    
Younger than 25 17 17 16 18 19 16 19 19 12
25-34 28 31 33 34 36 33 34 37 32
35-44 50 57 57 63 67 70 79 95 90
45-54 73 77 84 95 103 113 124 142 95
55-64 82 89 91 103 112 126 144 171 109
65+ 82 89 90 99 107 118 131 148 80
 65-74 86 93 92 101 108 121 135 151 76
 75+ 76 85 87 95 105 114 126 144 89
    
Income quartile    
1 17 22 20 25 34 26 33 34 100
2 30 34 37 39 43 50 54 62 107
3 53 59 63 70 77 88 96 109 106
4 126 132 138 152 157 170 191 226 79
    
Wealth decile    
1 -12 -13 -12 -16 -16 -23 -26 -29 142
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 100
4 4 4 5 5 6 5 6 6 50
5 9 11 12 14 15 13 15 16 78
6 21 23 27 30 33 30 36 41 95
7 37 42 48 52 58 60 70 82 122
8 61 68 74 81 89 96 111 130 113
9 101 110 116 126 138 151 172 202 100
10 343 371 373 424 452 501 548 626 83
 Second to last top 
5 

169 181 189 203 221 240 272 313 85

 Top 5 517 562 556 645 683 762 824 940 82
Source: CBS, Statline 2004, Vermogensstatistiek. 
1 Definition of net wealth = net worth = assets minus debt (excludes value of general old age 

pension, occupational pension, durable consumer goods). 
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 The left side of Table 2 also shows that the homeownership rate has increased 
between 1993 and 2000. In 1993 it diverges on average from 10.8% in the youngest 
age group to 55.6% in the age group 35-54. In 2000 it varies from 11.0% in the 
youngest age group to 62% in the age group 45-54. The growth of the homeownership 
rate in the age group 35-44 (60.2%) was not as fast as in the age group 45-54. The 
homeownership rate for the elderly (65+) increased with less than one fifth from almost 
29% in 1993 to almost 34% in 2000. 
 Mortgage debt rates vary from 7.4% in the oldest age group to more than 58% in 
the age group 35-54. Mortgage loan types vary also (Ministerie van VROM, 2003). Most 
types are some type of repayment or endowment loan. In 2002 one in five of the 
mortgage loans was interest-only (IO), while eight years earlier it was one in 20 loans. 
The typical annuity loan, on the other hand, lost two thirds of its market share and 
ended up with a market share of 12.8% in 2002. 
 What the left side of Table 2 shows us on homeownership can also be pictured in 
Graph 1 on a household level (equity per household) with a different more recent data 
set that includes data for 2003, the data from the DNB Household Survey. Graph 1 
contains almost the same age groups as Table 2: the age groups up until age 35 are 
combined in the graph. Graph 1 shows that the homeownership rate in the Netherlands 
on average has increased from a little less than 50% in 1993 to a little over 50% in 
2003. The main conclusions concern the cohort effect and the development of mortgage 
credit.  
 The cohort effect shows that the age groups 35-54 which had the highest 
homeownership rates in 1993 pushed up the homeownership rate of the age groups of 
55-74 by 2003. One probably can expect a similar effect for the age group 75+ several 
years from now, especially because this cohort-time effect as Alessie, Lusardi & 
Aldershof (1997) describe it, is an ongoing phenomenon. For 1967 they report that for 
households whose head was younger than 30 years of age the homeownership rate 
was 19%, while it reached 28% in 1987. For the age group 40-50 the rate almost 
doubled from 33 to 61%; for the age group 50-64 the rate increased from 35% to 48%.  
 On average there is no mortgage loan for about one fifth of the stock, as Graph 1 
also shows. This share is lower for younger age groups and higher for older age groups 
in both years that are observed (see also Table 2). For the younger age group 35-54 
one can observe that between 1993 and 2003 the share of mortgage loans decreased 
slightly, while for the age group 55 and over the opposite –larger– effect can be found. 
This finding seems to suggest that the elderly increasingly are keeping their home 
financed with a mortgage. If this trend were to continue, it might signal dissaving when 
the wealth of the owner-occupied dwelling is concerned. 
 The right side of Table 2 presents the average wealth holdings per asset or debt 
component by age. It appears that for most age groups and most years, not only is the 
type of wealth most-held within an age group the owner-occupied dwelling, but also is 
the amount of positive wealth associated with the owner-occupied dwelling on average 
the largest wealth component for households. In some years and mainly for the middle 
to older age groups the average amount of stock held is higher than the average 
amount of positive wealth held in the owner-occupied dwelling. The on average next-
largest wealth component usually is the mortgage debt.  



 
 

 7

 What table 2 also shows is that for most age groups and most years the positive 
equity contained in the owner-occupied (wealth minus the mortgage debt) on average is 
the largest component of wealth for most households. For the age group 25-55 it is 
(much) more than 50% of total net wealth in 2003, while for the older age groups (65 +) 
it is generally less than 50% of total net household wealth on average. 
 Graph 2 presents the average values of the owner-occupied dwellings according 
to age groups in the years 1993 and 2003. The most important observation from Graph 
2 is the one about the enormous increase in dwelling values. Even though many home 
buyers at the moment of acquisition have very high loan-to-value ratio’s, in the past 
years house prices have risen tremendously (some years 15% or more per year) that 
positive equity in the owner-occupied dwelling has increased enormously.  
 The cohort effect, which we indicated for Graph 1, can also be noticed in Graph 
2. The increase in amount of mortgage loan (necessary) between 1993 and 2000 is 
especially visible for the age groups up until 35 and 65-74 in Graph 2. Generally, the 
house prices have risen more on average than the increase in mortgage loan. 
 For 2003 the loan sum falls with age, even though the elderly (65+) have at least 
doubled their average loan sum. In 1993 the younger age group (below 35 years of age) 
on average had a smaller loan sum than the age group 35-44. For people older than 35 
years of age the average sum decreased with age. 
 
Graph 1 Homeownership rate, share with and without mortgage loan by age, 

1993, 2003. 

 
Source: 2003 DNB Household Survey / OTB calculations. 

0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

100

tot
al 

19
93

tot
al 

20
03

< 3
5, 

19
93

< 3
5, 

20
03

35
-44

, 1
99

3

35
-44

, 2
00

3

45
-54

, 1
99

3

45
-54

, 2
00

3

55
-64

, 1
99

3

55
-64

, 2
00

3

65
-74

, 1
99

3

65
-74

, 2
00

3

75
+, 

19
93

75
 +,

 20
03

with mortgage loan without mortgage loan



 
 

 8

Table 2 Number of households per age group (*1000), share of households 
with certain wealth holdings by age group, and average wealth 
holdings of households by type of wealth and age group, 1993, 1996, 
2000. 

 
 Share of households (%) Average wealth holdings of 

households (*1000 euro)
 1993 1996 2000 1993 1996 2000
Younger than 25 (*1000 households) 482,0 404,0 398,0 17 18 19
 Checking and savings accounts 95,9 94,3 90,7 5 6 7
 Stocks 2,3 6,4 6,7 173 57 48
 Owner-occupied dwelling1 10,8 10,2 11,0 81 104 136
 Mortgage debt2 9,2 8,9 10,4 43 62 92
 Other debt 32,6 33,9 33,2 5 6 6
 Wealth, excl. dwelling3 100,0 100,0 100,0 12 13 14
25 – 34 (*1000 households) 1437,0 1468,0 1433,0 28 34 37
 Checking and savings accounts 96,1 96,1 94,8 8 9 11
 Stocks 5,3 7,8 11,9 43 49 42
 Owner-occupied dwelling1 38,6 41,4 45,1 86 110 152
 Mortgage debt2 37,6 40,5 45,2 52 68 110
 Other debt 34,8 35,8 40,5 7 9 10
 Wealth, excl. dwelling3 100,0 100,0 100,0 14 17 18
35 – 44 (*1000 households) 1.323 1.366 1.452 50 63 95
 Checking and savings accounts 96,4 96,9 96,8 10 12 16
 Stocks 8,4 10,8 17,9 79 91 113
 Owner-occupied dwelling1 55,6 57,2 60,2 98 123 185
 Mortgage debt2 53,0 54,9 58,8 54 67 102
 Other debt 36,7 35,0 37,3 11 13 15
 Wealth, excl. dwelling3 100,0 100,0 100,0 25 29 44
45 - 54 (*1000 households) 1.065 1.181 1.288 73 95 142
 Checking and savings accounts 97,4 97,3 98,1 15 17 20
 Stocks 11,0 15,6 21,3 120 144 169
 Owner-occupied dwelling1 55,6 58,9 62,0 107 133 201
 Mortgage debt2 50,1 54,1 58,6 53 63 88
 Other debt 37,5 36,6 38,4 15 18 21
 Wealth, excl. dwelling3 100,0 100,0 100,0 40 51 68
Definitions: 
1 Market value of the unoccupied first and second home.  
2 (Mortgage) loans used for the acquisition, the improvement or maintenance of the first and 

second home. 
3 Net wealth minus the owners’ net equity of the first and second home. 
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Table 2 Continued 
 
 Share of households (%) Average wealth holdings of 

households (*1000 euro
 1993 1996 2000 1993 1996 2000
55 - 64 (*1000 households) 787 826 890 82 103 171
 Checking and savings accounts 98,2 98,0 98,1 21 22 26
 Stocks 12,1 19,5 26,0 120 102 174
 Owner-occupied dwelling1 44,0 48,3 55,3 105 134 211
 Mortgage debt2 31,8 37,2 46,1 37 48 70
 Other debt 29,0 30,3 33,8 18 18 25
 Wealth, excl. dwelling3 100,0 100,0 100,0 48 57 86
65 + (*1000 households) 1.226 1.303 1.395 82 99 148
 Checking and savings accounts 99,4 99,5 99,5 25 27 33
 Stocks 12,1 15,3 20,5 138 162 198
 Owner-occupied dwelling1 28,9 31,1 33,7 104 130 209
 Mortgage debt2 10,4 12,0 15,7 27 34 47
 Other debt 16,4 15,3 15,4 27 31 37
 Wealth, excl. dwelling3 100,0 100,0 100,0 55 62 85
 65 – 74 (*1000 households) 694 731 754 86 101 151
 Checking and savings accounts 99,5 99,4 99,2 25 26 33
 Stocks 13,0 16,5 22,8 134 145 152
 Owner-occupied dwelling1 33,4 35,9 40,1 106 132 210
 Mortgage debt2 14,9 17,2 22,7 28 36 49
 Other debt 18,3 17,7 18,5 30 32 27
 Wealth, excl. dwelling3 100,0 100,0 100,0 55 60 78
 75+ (*1000 households) 532 572 641 76 95 144
 Checking and savings accounts 99,3 99,6 99,7 25 27 34
 Stocks 11,9 13,8 17,8 143 188 267
 Owner-occupied dwelling1 23,0 24,9 26,0 101 124 206
 Mortgage debt2 4,4 5,3 7,4 23 28 37
 Other debt 14,0 12,2 11,8 22 30 58
 Wealth, excl. dwelling3 100,0 100,0 100,0 54 66 93
Source:  CBS, Statline 2004, Vermogensstatistiek. 
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Graph 2  Average values (in euro) per dwelling by age group, 1993, 2003 
 

 
Source: 2003 DNB Household Survey / OTB calculations. 
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rises make a bigger impact on the consumption of the elderly than on that of the 
‘youngsters’. 
 Two other Dutch studies also find this relationship between house prices and 
equity release from the home, but they are not specifically focused on the elderly. 
Rouwendal & Alessie (2002) find that home owners with less financial wealth and more 
positive equity on the home are more inclined to take out a second mortgage in the late 
eighties to early nineties. On the other hand if homeowners already have a large 
mortgage loan, chances are smaller that a second mortgage loan is taken out. Van den 
End, Kakes, van Rooij & Stokman (2002) also find that one third of homeowners from 
the mid-nineties on capitalized on their capital gain by taking out a mortgage. Generally, 
less than half of the positive equity was liquidated. Most of the households (84%) used 
these extra funds for home improvements. A quarter of the households also used the 
funds for consumption. 
 
4 Dutch elderly and their intended spending aims of housing wealth 
 
The previous section presented some data and results from literature on the wealth of 
households in the Netherlands and what is known about how it is distributed across e.g. 
age groups. This section focuses now on how this wealth, and especially the wealth that 
is embodied in the owner-occupied dwelling, is used or how Dutch elderly intend to use 
this wealth.  
 As there is no data available from the fiscal authorities on estate taxes or gift 
taxes, the information on how the elderly behave has to be found elsewhere. Section 
4.1 reviews the literature. In Section 4.2 the results of the analysis with the DNB 
Household Survey are presented. Finally, in Section 4.3 the results of interviews with 23 
elderly aged 70 and over about their plans with their housing wealth are presented. 
 
4.1 Literature 
 
Alessie, Lusardi and Kapteyn (1995) studied saving and wealth holdings of the elderly 
with the help of the DNB Household Survey (DHS), which was formerly known as the 
CentER Savings Survey (CSS), a panel of about 2.000 households. They conclude that 
in the late eighties to early nineties the inequality of wealth holdings of the elderly in the 
Netherlands increased with age and that dissaving did not take place until a very old 
age was reached. This different rate of wealth accumulation indicates the existence of a 
bequest motive (Alessie, Lusardi & Aldershof, 1997). This could be confirmed by using 
self-reported information of households: especially individuals with considerable wealth 
report leaving a bequest as a reason for continuing to save even when they are old.  
 Alessie et al. (1995) also conclude that the asset holdings of the elderly were 
relatively low (on average between 65000 and 91000 guilders for four age groups of the 
elderly 65+1) and existed because of a precautionary saving motive2. For any kind of 
income smoothing the levels of wealth are considered to be too low. For the 

                                        
1 The medians are between 10000 and 25000 guilders for the elderly 65+. 
2 Alessie, Lusardi & Aldershof (1997) find that individuals report most often (one in five) that they save 
because of a precautionary motive. 
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respondents with considerable wealth, it was found that the home was a very important 
wealth component and stayed it in old age, because wealth is not withdrawn from it until 
age reaches more than 70. 
 Alessie & Kapteyn (2001: 65/6) studied bequest motives of households with the 
help of the DNB Household Survey (DHS), a panel of about 2.000 households. This 
survey contains a question (translated) that is put before households with children to 
test for different bequest motives: 
 
 Please indicate which of the following four statements about parents leaving a bequest to 

their children would be closest to your own opinion about this. 
1. If our children were to take good care of us when we get old, we would like to leave 

them a considerable bequest. 
2. We would like to leave our children a considerable bequest, irrespective of the way 

they will take care of us when we are old. 
3. We have no preconceived plans about leaving a bequest to our children because we 

want to enjoy our own lives. 
4. We do not intend to leave a bequest to our children, because we do not want to do 

that. 
5. None of the above. 

 
In the 1998-wave of the panel more than 60% of the respondents reports that statement 
3 is closest to their own opinion: accidental bequest motive. Second comes statement 2 
with 16%. This suggests that one out of five respondents has an altruistic or egoistic 
motive for leaving a bequest. Only three percent of the respondents report that 
statement 1 is closest to their own opinion. The exchange bequest motive thus appears 
not to be very popular. 
 
4.2 DNB Household Survey 
 
The DNB Household Survey (with almost 2000 households in 2003, and more than 
2600 households in 1993) does not only ask the just-discussed question to test the 
bequest motives of households, but also asks some other questions on bequests. The 
results of these analyses by age, income groups (quartiles) and wealth groups 
(quartiles) are weighted to be representative for the Dutch population and are presented 
in Tables 3 through 5. 
 Several (expected) results on bequests are:  

 The older, the more income, the more wealth people have, the larger the share of 
respondents which has thought about leaving a bequest and which think that leaving 
a bequest is important. These two shares are higher for 2003 than for 1993; 
especially the one about the importance increased with almost a quarter on average. 

 More than 60% of the respondents want to leave a bequest to children and the 
partner in both years. Family and friends score better, the younger the respondent 
is. One out of five wants to leave a bequest to charitable organizations. 

 The intention to leave a dwelling increases with income and wealth in both years. 
 The intention to leave money increases with wealth only, in both years. 
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Table 3 Aspects of bequest leaving by age of head of household, 1993 and 
2003. 

 
 < 35 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74  75+ Total
1993  
Thought about bequest 19 31 41 40 45 45 33
Bequest important 33 28 31 35 33 44 32
Exchange motive for bequest - 4 3 - 6 - 4
 Affective/egoistic motive 16 14 17 16 26 30 18
 Accidental motive 52 56 59 58 37 30 53
Bequest to children 53 56 75 75 71 45 66
 To partner 75 71 80 65 55 39 68
 To family/friends 36 25 10 14 18 42 21
 To charities 16 23 15 14 17 49 19
Bequest of money 71 71 62 67 84 90 71
 Of home 63 69 73 64 50 55 64
 Of antiques/art etc. 39 28 39 35 32 52 35
 Of annuity income 43 37 34 15 9 0 27
Average amount to be bequeathed 118 129 149 120 118 139 129
  
Expects bequest/gifts 12 17 15 4 - - 11
Received bequest/gift last year 3 6 7 4 2 - 4
Average amount received 5 10 19 4 4 - 11
  
2003  
Thought about bequest 20 29 38 39 49 55 35
Bequest important 53 50 34 38 46 32 41
Exchange motive for bequest - 4 - - - - 2
 Affective/egoistic motive 17 13 11 13 22 23 15
 Accidental motive 60 66 60 58 53 40 58
Bequest to children 52 50 54 71 71 81 62
 To partner 69 54 44 60 71 43 56
 To family/friends 36 33 33 13 14 11 25
 To charities 22 21 19 25 11 24 20
Bequest of money 74 60 68 70 75 92 71
 Of home 72 48 56 73 75 46 62
 Of antiques/art etc. 35 30 24 35 23 20 28
 Of annuity income 38 45 18 11 - - 20
Average amount to be bequeathed 218 190 186 262 288 212 224
  
Expects bequest/gifts 13 19 18 10 4 - 13
Received bequest/gift last year 4 3 5 2 - 0 3
Average amount received 4 16 14 - - 0 11
Source: 2003 DNB Household Survey / OTB calculations; percentages and amounts are rounded off; 

amounts *1000 euro; - means five or less observations. 
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Table 4 Aspects of bequest leaving by households grouped according to 
quartiles of calculated net household income, 1993 and 2003. 

 
 Income 

unknown
Quartile 

1
Quartile 

2
Quartile 

3 
Quartile 

4 
Total

1993   
Thought about bequest 29 27 24 37 50 33
Bequest important 32 30 27 34 35 32
Exchange motive for bequest 4 6 5 3 2 4
 Affective/egoistic motive 18 13 13 17 24 18
 Accidental motive 46 40 48 60 64 53
Bequest to children 61 61 53 62 79 66
 To partner 47 60 56 72 87 68
 To family/friends 24 27 29 21 11 21
 To charities 25 22 18 18 14 19
Bequest of money 77 65 69 71 73 71
 Of home 55 39 43 73 87 64
 Of antiques/art etc. 31 41 34 34 36 35
 Of annuity income 16 21 26 26 36 27
Average amount to be bequeathed 101 72 85 119 204 129
   
Expects bequest/gifts 7 10 8 10 20 11
Received bequest/gift last year 6 1 2 3 11 4
Average amount received 5 - 4 3 16 11
   
2003   
Thought about bequest 31 29 30 39 51 35
Bequest important 50 29 39 43 36 41
Exchange motive for bequest 3 - - 4 - 2
 Affective/egoistic motive 15 13 13 16 19 15
 Accidental motive 48 54 65 64 66 58
Bequest to children 58 56 54 65 74 62
 To partner 52 34 59 60 70 56
 To family/friends 26 36 26 22 17 25
 To charities 18 33 22 18 15 20
Bequest of money 67 79 75 69 73 71
 Of home 53 39 53 71 85 62
 Of antiques/art etc. 28 42 21 20 29 28
 Of annuity income 24 - 21 20 20 20
Average amount to be bequeathed 176 251 169 194 334 224
   
Expects bequest/gifts 14 7 14 13 20 13
Received bequest/gift last year 3 - - - 8 3
Average amount received - - - - 17 11
Source: 2003 DNB Household Survey / OTB calculations; percentages and amounts are rounded off; 

amounts *1000 euro; - means five or less observations. 
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Table 5 Aspects of bequest leaving by households grouped according to 
quartiles of household wealth, 1993 and 2003. 

 
 Wealth 

unknown
Quartile 

1
Quartile 

2
Quartile 

3 
Quartile 

4 
Total

1993   
Thought about bequest 28 17 26 37 56 33
Bequest important 34 33 19 27 41 32
Exchange motive for bequest - - 4 6 4 4
 Affective/egoistic motive 12 11 13 13 31 18
 Accidental motive 60 40 44 65 54 53
Bequest to children 63 52 54 68 74 66
 To partner 87 47 53 70 75 68
 To family/friends 10 36 27 21 16 21
 To charities 17 25 25 17 15 19
Bequest of money 65 60 65 69 81 71
 Of home 64 36 25 73 86 64
 Of antiques/art etc. 52 24 37 32 36 35
 Of annuity income 27 23 24 31 27 27
Average amount to be bequeathed 96 83 30 95 222 129
   
Expects bequest/gifts 15 6 7 11 18 11
Received bequest/gift last year 5 - 2 5 9 4
Average amount received 11 - 5 6 15 11
   
2003   
Thought about bequest 33 19 25 39 59 35
Bequest important 47 48 24 39 45 41
Exchange motive for bequest - - - - 4 2
 Affective/egoistic motive 17 - 8 17 25 15
 Accidental motive 56 46 58 65 60 58
Bequest to children 58 46 51 56 78 62
 To partner 60 46 37 55 66 56
 To family/friends 33 26 34 27 14 25
 To charities 18 15 30 26 14 20
Bequest of money 80 47 63 75 76 71
 Of home 58 25 21 67 90 62
 Of antiques/art etc. 30 37 35 20 25 28
 Of annuity income 26 29 22 22 10 20
Average amount to be bequeathed 273 45 64 162 365 224
   
Expects bequest/gifts 16 11 12 15 14 13
Received bequest/gift last year 4 - - 3 6 3
Average amount received 10 - - 16 15 11
Source: 2003 DNB Household Survey / OTB calculations; percentages and amounts are rounded off; 

amounts *1000 euro; - means five or less observations. 
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The results about the bequest motives can be summarized as follows. 
 As found by Alessie & Kapteyn (2001: 65/6) for 1998, the exchange motive for 

bequest does not hold for 1993 and 2003 either: on average four percent (in 1993 
and two percent in 2003) of respondents agrees most with this statement.  

 The accidental bequest motive scores highest with 53% in 1993 (58% in 2003) on 
average, while on average 18% in 1993 (15% in 2003) choose the statement, which 
articulates the affective or egoistic motive. 

 The affective/egoistic motive is highest for the highest income and wealth decile in 
both years, while it also tends to increase with age. 

 The accidental bequest motive tends to decrease with age, and increase with 
income and wealth. One probably could pose: the more income and wealth there is, 
the bigger the chance that any wealth will be leftover. 

 
For some other variables such as ‘to be expected gift/bequest’ (more than one in ten) 
and a ‘received gift/bequest last year’ (three percent) age, income and wealth do not 
seem to play a role in these results.  
 
4.3 Interviews 
 
As not much information is available on the plans of Dutch elderly with the wealth stored 
in their owner-occupied dwelling, it was decided that interviews were the solution to start 
filling this gap of knowledge. One of the federations of elderly in Delft was willing to co-
operate. The elderly were asked with a letter in their monthly Newsletter to present 
themselves as candidates for the interviews. Thirty-two of them did. Twenty-three of the 
interviews were successful. There were 22 owner-occupiers and 1 tenant that moved 
from the owner-occupied dwelling/own business in order to supplement the general old 
age pension because no other income, such as an occupational pension and/or another 
annuity is available to this respondent. The subjects covered during the interview were: 
characteristics of households and dwellings, intention to move, eating into one’s home 
wealth, mortgage loans, home as bequest, relationship between other wealth, home 
and mortgage, received and to be expected bequests. The results of the interviews will 
now be discussed, following the mentioned subjects. 
 
Characteristics of households and dwellings  
 
A quick characterization of the households that were interviewed and their dwellings can 
be found in Table 6. The youngest respondent is 70 years of age. In general though, 
they have very divers characteristics: high and low incomes, high and low education, 
high and low house prices, etc. Three quarters of the interviewees are married and have 
children, which are financially independent of the parents. Two respondents are still 
working, although they have passed the official retirement age (65): one because of 
necessity (former self-employed person), the other because of pleasure. 
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Table 6 Characteristics of households that were interviewed and dwellings, 
2004. 

 
Household 15  married 6  widowed 2  never married   
Year of birth 5  1917-1922 5  1922-1926 5 5  1926-1930  8  1930-1935  
Stopped working     
* By age 6 < 60 11 60-64  4  64-66  2  working  
* By year 1  at marriage  15  1980-1990  5  1990-2000   
Education 2  lower  7  middle  10  higher 4  university  
Children 19 Grandchildren 18 1  from partner  
Net household income 

per month 
9  1000-2000 5  2000-3000 4  3000-4000 5  4000 + 

Lives in home since 6  before 1970  8  1970-1980  4  1980-1990  5  after 1990  
Type of dwelling 11  terraced 7  apartment 

with elevator  
5  other  

Estimated house price 
(*1000 euro) 

5  < 200 10  200-300 7  300 + 1 tenant 

Source: OTB-interviews, 2004. 
 
 
Intention to move  
 
The question about the intention to move was asked to find out whether there would be 
or whether there had been opportunities where the interviewees could extract some of 
the equity stored in the home. It turned out that most respondents (18) did not intent to 
move house. They wanted to continue living where they did as long as possible. 
 It also turned out that seven interviewees have already adapted their home or 
surroundings to old age: domestic help, help for the garden, shower instead of bath tub, 
bed in the living room (first floor), etc. Three interviewees thought about the possibility of 
installing an elevator for the stairs. Three interviewees thought about a constructional 
adaptation to the house for old age. The general opinion among the interviewees was 
that as much help as possible will be bought, before moving becomes a question of the 
day. 
 Six of the interviewees had already thought about old age during their last move, 
it appeared. All of them moved to an apartment (one-floor home) with an elevator in the 
building. The reasons mentioned were: a new married start, children left the house, 
moving smaller, easier upkeep, easier maintenance, bigger outside area, elevator, 
wheelchair access, being able to get old in one place, in ten years time still possible to 
live, to live there very long, nice view, returning to Delft near the children. Thus many 
reasons were mentioned, and old age is one of the important ones, it seems. It 
appeared that once people turn seventy-one, chances that they move voluntarily got 
slimmer. Five moved voluntarily before that age (two even before they turned sixty) and 
one was older when moving house. Then most did not want to move voluntarily any 
longer. 
 The reason of freeing capital from housing wealth was not mentioned as a 
reason to move by these respondents. But in three cases capital was freed and in one 
case it was used as supplement to the small income. The bigger outlays (vacation, road 
tax, and other extras) are being financed by this capital that came out of the sale of the 
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home. The expectation is that it will last another seven years, if the expenditure pattern 
stays stable. 
 The second respondent used the capital that fell free for the new interior of the 
new house, precautionary savings and presents for the children (without informing the 
fiscal authorities). 
 The third case is a special one. The capital that was not invested in the new 
apartment was put into a savings account, until the respondent decided to buy another 
apartment in the same building that was accessible to wheelchairs and had bigger 
balcony than his own apartment. Because these apartments were subsidized, if they 
were sold within ten years, no profit could be made by the seller, but only by the local 
authority that had provided the subsidy. As house prices had risen like crazy in the 
nineties, this respondent decided to wait three more years before the period ends. The 
result was that all his saving had to go into the new apartment, as well as another 
mortgage. All his general old age pension is paying the interest for the two mortgages 
(one for each apartment). Also the rent that he receives for his first apartment goes 
directly to the bank. This respondent is living off 500 euro per month for a little over 
three years. That is a very limited budget (general old age pension is some 900 euro 
per month), just for the possibility of making a capital gain when selling the first 
apartment. The respondent takes it as a game, and enjoys finding new ways to live as 
cheaply as possible. 
 During the interview period three respondents were actively looking for new 
housing. One widower was planning to move in with another widow in the family. They 
intend to move to a greener area in the Netherlands. He expected that the revenue of 
the sale of both of their houses would go into their new residence. No mortgage loan 
would be necessary was the expectation. If some capital were to fall free, it would be 
used for decorating the new home, this respondent expects. 
 Another interviewee was actively looking for a service flat because of health 
reasons. He was searching in another area of the Netherlands near his children 
because choice in Delft was limited. Buying or renting were both acceptable for this 
interviewee. If he were to buy a service flat, he expected the owner’s equity of his 
present dwelling to be enough, so that no new mortgage would be necessary. In case of 
renting the service flat, he planned to get some financial advise on investment in stocks 
and bonds and he would probably buy a new car. 
 The third household that was actively seeking a new place to live wanted to move 
because their home is getting too big. The income of this household is the bottleneck for 
buying a newly constructed apartment, as it is impossible to make mortgage payments. 
But this household would prefer something newly-built, as the older apartments for the 
elderly with two rooms are perceived as too small for this household. Renting would 
also be an option for this household, but then the wealth from the home would have to 
used for the rent, is the expectation: the children would not profit from this option, 
neither from presents nor from a bequest. 
 
Eating into one’s home wealth  
 
Most of the respondents expect that they will not have to touch the wealth embodied in 
their home in order to supplement the income. They assume that their income, which 
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mostly consists of general old age pension (for every one having lived in the 
Netherlands between 15 and 65 years of age) plus an occupational pension, will be 
sufficient. A minority of the interviewees expects that they will have to touch the wealth 
embodied in the home, for various reasons. Generally, it will be more the case, the 
more a household relies only on general old age pension, without much extra 
occupational pension. 
 Above, we have seen that one of the interviewees is actively eating up the wealth 
that fell free when buying a new home. We also saw that another household with low 
income and no other wealth intents to move. Some capital might fall free, if this 
household rented an apartment. This capital however would then be necessary to pay 
for the rent of the apartment. The other household that wanted to move to a service flat 
may consume part of that capital (car), if he were to rent a flat instead of buy one. Also it 
was mentioned before that the only tenant in the group of interviewees did sell his 
business building including the home in order to finance old age. The amount that fell 
free was supplied as loan to one of the children. The interest received is enough to 
supplement the income of the respondent. 
 One of the households that do not contemplate moving expects that if it does 
have to move to a service flat that the capital that falls free can be distributed among the 
offspring.  
 There are a couple of other respondents contemplating liquidating or even having 
to liquidate their home. Two of the respondents have a flexible mortgage and they intent 
to use it to the maximum amount possible: one for consumption, one for a renovation of 
the home.  
 A formerly self-employed respondent who is still working part-time at age 75 does 
not have the intention to move, but thinks that it will be necessary to sell the home in 
order to supplement the income, once he has to stop working. This respondent would 
prefer to rent the next dwelling in order to be able to use the wealth for consumption 
(rent), although a ‘cheaper’ owner-occupied apartment is not out of the question. This 
household has decided not to put any capital that falls free into an annuity income, 
because then there will be nothing left to the children. 
 This household would be interested very much in a construction where a social 
landlord buys the dwelling and rents it back to the present owner. They have written a 
letter to the social landlord offering this construction, but have not (yet) heard back from 
the landlord. Another interviewee mentioned that such a construction sounded very safe 
in the sense that everything would be arranged. 
 Generally, however, the respondents who mostly were familiar with this 
construction reacted more negative to this option than the two respondents just-
mentioned. They had the feeling that they either did not need to fall back on the capital 
embodied in the home or that such an option would be too expensive. Being boss in 
ones own home, wanting to move to a smaller and one-floor unit, maintenance being 
done by the association of apartment owners, were some of the reasons mentioned for 
not planning to sell the home to a social landlord and buy it back. Some respondents 
mention that they would rather go to the bank to get a (bigger) loan. Others mentioned 
their own favorite options: to sell the house on the market and invest the proceeds in an 
annuity income, and to rather sell the house to one of the children (three respondents) 
and rent it back from that child (in one of the cases). 
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Mortgage loans 
 
When asked whether there would be interest in increasing the loan sum or taking out a 
new mortgage loan, all but two of the respondents (see before) said not to be interested 
in this option in order to extract some capital otherwise staying embodied in the home. 
Some respondents however mentioned that they might consider this option, if the home 
had to be adapted to old age or if they had to move. 
 But interestingly enough, only eight of the owner-occupied dwellings were without 
a mortgage loan at the moment of the interviews. Reasons mentioned were: the 
mortgage interest deduction was not interesting for me, paying interest means making 
costs, paying interest was a bother, the aim was to have the mortgage loan repaid, 
when children were ready to go to university, and I do not like debt. Two of the dwellings 
were bought with only own funds (from a previous owner-occupied dwelling) and no 
extra loan. 
 In 13 of the 14 cases with a mortgage loan left it concerns interest-only mortgage 
loans. In one of those cases there is a second loan that will be repaid in due course. In 
the fourteenth case the loan will be repaid in two years’ time.  
 Two cases of the interest-only loans were interest-only loans from the beginning 
of the loan contract. The others were converted to interest-only loans at some point in 
time. Eight interviewees have no plans to repay the mortgage loan. Three may pay off 
(part of) the loan, only if they were to save up too much money or if they were to win the 
lottery. In one case the dwelling was already sold during the interview period. That 
interest-only loan will be repaid. For the next owner-occupied dwelling no new loan will 
be taken out because two people are providing funds. Another respondent is expected 
to pay off the interest-only loan for the most part as soon as the second dwelling is sold 
(see before). 
 The estimated loan-to-value (LTV) ratios were no higher than 56%, and that was 
in the case where the respondent was ‘forced’ to buy a second apartment. Within one 
and a half year the second apartment will probably be sold and the loan on the principal 
home will be repaid for the largest part. One other interviewee who intends to increase 
the loan will have an LTV of more than 35%. The others have an LTV of 26% at the 
most. If the situation remains stable, these elderly have withdrawn about a quarter of 
the estimated value of their dwelling for other purposes. 
 The reasons for having the popular interest-only loan are divers. But often it is 
reported that the interviewees were advised to do so. With a certain level of income the 
unlimited mortgage interest rate deduction (up until 2031) may be attractive, but for 
most of respondents it may just be for the fun of it (of not having to pay income tax or 
having to pay little income tax). Another tax reason was mentioned once: the mortgage 
loan decreased the owners’ equity to such an extent that no wealth tax (which existed 
up until 2001) had to be paid. Having extra (precautionary) saving was a reason that 
was mentioned often. Once it was mentioned that the aim was to dissave as much as 
possible. The intention in this case was not to leave a bequest for the children. 
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Home as bequest  
 
Not to leave a bequest for the children, if there are any and if there is any wealth left at 
the end of life, is a unique vision offered among the 23 interviewees. This respondent 
feels that his obligation towards the children stopped, when they were sent into the 
world with a good education. It is their own job to make it! When any capital were to fall 
free because of moving house, this respondent thought about turning it into an income 
annuity as a luxury supplement to his income. When confronted with the fact that his 
point of view was relatively unique, this respondent disagreed with this statement, 
because he knew many more people who had the same viewpoint. He also mentioned 
that the children agreed with his ideas.  
 Among the interviewees, however, we find the more traditional ‘way’ (17 of the 18 
households with children) of leaving an inheritance to the children, and the children only 
(not the grandchildren or the partners of the children), even though the children 
apparently often stimulate their parents in words to consume their own wealth. Three 
times it was stated that leaving an inheritance to the children was regarded as ‘normal’ 
or as ‘an automatism’. It was also mentioned that the home was also the home of the 
children. In about half of the cases the respondents found it important to leave a 
bequest to the children that would suggest the significance of the affective or egoistic 
bequest motive. In one of these cases it was stated that the children did not insist on 
their child’s portions when the partner died, and that it was important that they would get 
their inheritance, when the respondent would come to die too. 
 Some respondents said that leaving a bequest was unimportant because the 
children were doing fine for themselves or did not want to live in the home of their 
parents. Almost all parents mentioned that the children were doing beautifully and were 
living in their own homes, but they would get their inheritance anyways, was the 
common opinion. One parent mentioned that a child was handicapped and had a low 
income and that the bequest was to be the supplement to the lifetime income of the 
child, as the annual gifts were the supplement for as long as the parents live.  
 A couple of interviewees declared that they should try to find out about the 
opportunities to transfer the dwelling to the children in a tax friendly way for the 
offspring. The eagerness to do something (go to the notary) appeared to be very low, 
however. One of the respondents said that he did not feel like it. 
 In most cases the parents wanted their children to receive equal parts of the 
wealth (after the partner had also died). They also thought this fair, even if one of the 
children were to buy the dwelling to live in it. Most parents did not make a will to 
determine who of the children would get what. They generally did not want to reign after 
death. Furthermore, they thought that the children had such good relations that they 
would do ok, even when dividing up an estate. Also, Dutch law gives each child an 
equal portion, if nothing has been put down in writing. That at least gives some security 
that the bequest allocation is not going to go completely wrong. 
 When asked whether the parents would want to leave a bigger bequest to a child 
who helped or cared more for the parents than the other children, most answered that 
they rather would either pay for the services supplied or compensate the services with 
gifts while still alive. Thus the exchange bequest motive does not appear to play a role 
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in the thought-process of these interviewees. Four respondents even mentioned that 
they did not want to be dependent on their children. 
 When asked a similar question on a worse financial position of one of the 
children than the other children (altruistic motive), the answer was also that the parents 
would try to help, after mature consideration, including advise and/or help of the other 
children. In the four situations where this already happened, parents had solved the 
situation by giving their children a loan, sometimes interest-free. Four other parents 
thought that they would help their child with a gift, if that situation were to occur. Several 
times it was mentioned that the children would help each other in those situations too. 
One other parent mentioned that it would be fair to give children with a lower education 
a bigger piece of the bequest pie. But as all children are doing well, this parent never 
put this thought into a will. 
 The four households without children all had made a will. Most of them wanted to 
leave their inheritance to charities, the church and/or some nephews and nieces with 
whom contact was good. In one case the inheritance in the dwelling is to be left to the 
grandchildren of the deceased husband in memory to their granddad. The testator has 
decided this, even though the contact with the grandchildren is not necessarily great. 
The grandchildren do not know of these plans. The other wealth (savings accounts and 
stocks) is to be left to charities, the church and some nephews and nieces. 
 
Relationship between other wealth-home-mortgage  
 
Table 7 reviews the characteristics of the wealth of the household that were interviewed. 
The total wealth (including the home) varies from 80000 euro to one million euro. The 
respondents are relatively evenly divided up in three classes. Other wealth (excluding 
the home) ranges from almost nothing up to a little over 300000 euro. Fourteen 
households own 50000 euros or less other wealth. This other wealth consists mostly of 
checking and savings accounts (including a funeral account), stocks (five), second 
homes (two), bonds (one) and a small piece of land (one).  
 For most of these households (18) the owners’ equity in the home is larger than 
the sum of other net wealth. For two of the interviewees where the situation is the other 
way around, a received bequest has helped to create this situation. 
 Other net wealth does not mean in all cases that it is positive other net wealth, if 
the interest-only mortgage loan is added into the picture. For six respondents the 
amount of other wealth is smaller than the loan sum. In fact, they are in the process of 
using the wealth stored in their home. 
 
Table 7 Characteristics of wealth of interviewed households1, 2004. 
Total wealth (*1000 euro) 8  < 200 6  200-390 8  > 390 
Other wealth (*1000 euro) 14  < 51 3  51-101 5  101+ 
Owner-occupier 22   
Home as % of other wealth 6  40-70 6  70-90 9  90+ 
Number of mortgage loans  14   
(Interest-only) mortgage as % of other wealth 4  < 45 4  65-100 6  100+ 
Source: OTB-interviews, 2004. 
1) There is one missing. It is known that the net wealth embodied in the home is greater than the 

other wealth. The tenant is only included in total wealth. 
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 In general the plans with other wealth were no different than the plans that 
households had for the wealth in the home. The exception of course being that other 
wealth was mostly still being consumed. Generally households aimed to save a bit and 
then use the savings for replacements, unexpected expenses and extras (trips with the 
children). Some respondents did not want to have it grow beyond the tax-free amount 
for income tax. Some respondents mentioned that they had saved/received too much 
wealth too late.  
 When the interviewees were asked whether other wealth had a different meaning 
for them than the wealth embodied in the home or whether they wanted to use it 
differently, the answer mostly was no. Some however said, that the other wealth 
prevented them from having to use the wealth stored in their home. One respondent 
mentioned that the home went to the children, while other wealth was intended to go to 
family and charities. Another respondent said it more or less the other way around: 
other wealth had to be left to the children; wealth in the home could be consumed, as 
the children all owned their homes. One respondent offered that other wealth has a 
more risky character (inflation and speculation) than wealth in the home. When talking 
about bequests it was often mentioned that the households saw the bequest as a sum 
of money to which the dwelling after conversion, would be added up. One of the 
interviewees explicitly said as much: all the wealth will be converted to money! 
 
Received and to be expected bequests 
 
The idea behind the questions about the received bequests was to find out what people 
do with these extra funds. Are they considered a not-needed amount of capital for them 
or are they being used for their daily life? 
 Eighteen respondents declared that they had received a considerable bequest at 
some time in their life. In three cases it was (part of) a business including a dwelling; in 
eight cases it included an owner-occupied dwelling. If it was part of a dwelling that was 
received, because it was joint property, the surviving spouse continued to live in the 
dwelling (for a while). In the other cases the dwelling was sold and the inheritors 
received the money. In one case the bequest consisted of a loan on the own dwelling 
that was acquitted as a result of the inheritance. Having received some goods and a 
piece of land was mentioned once each. 
 Spending aims of the inheritances were diverse. Twice a second home was 
bought and three times a car. Twice (part of) the inheritance was spent on the own 
home, once on consumption, several times on gifts for the offspring or charities and 
short trips with the family. Four times the money was put into a savings account 
because it was not needed (too late). 
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5 Housing wealth: savings for old age? 
 
The homeownership rate of the Dutch elderly (65+) is with almost 34% still relatively low 
when compared to the national average of over 50%. Following the cohort effect (high 
homeownership rates in the middle age groups) one can expect that the wealth of the 
elderly embodied in the owner-occupied dwelling will increase in the future. 
 This wealth can either be extracted and consumed or given away during a 
lifetime or it can be bequeathed after death. The empirical part of the paper compiles 
the evidence that is available for the Netherlands on this choice. There is not much 
known, however, as there are no data on gifts and bequests from e.g. fiscal authorities 
made public. 
 On giving gifts little information is available. From the interviews one can 
conclude that it is not a very practical thing to do, when the wealth is stored in the home. 
Gifts based on this wealth will only be given, when the wealth somehow has been 
extracted, either by a move to a cheaper or rental dwelling or by taking out a mortgage 
loan. 
 Leaving an inheritance seems to be especially popular when there are children. 
All but one would like to leave an inheritance to the children. Half of the interviewees 
with children mentioned that they thought that leaving an inheritance to the children was 
important. This would support the affective or egoistic bequest motive (also one out of 
five in DNB Household Survey (DHS)). When asked whether they would leave more to 
children in a worse financial position than other children, the answer usually was no. 
That leaves the egoistic motive. The exchange bequest motive was not popular at all.  
 Only the accidental motive for bequest scored high (DHS). From the interviews it 
appeared that saving other wealth with the aim to leave an inheritance was not a 
general thing to do (contrary to other studies). Saving usually (when income was not 
high) had a precautionary and a fun element. Whatever will be left of other wealth, will 
be accidental. From the interviews it appeared also that moving house was not popular 
at a very old age (although it was at a not so old age). Thus whatever will be left in the 
end of the equity in the home will also be accidental. 
 Then it becomes crucial at looking whatever is left over from the wealth stored in 
the home. The interviews showed that quite a lot interest-only loans (13 from 22) were 
taken out on the home. Other data, such as more second loans, support this trend. But 
in the past decade house prices have risen more on average than the increase in 
mortgage debt. At most the loan to value ratio reached 26%. This confirms other 
interview results, which point to the direction that less than half of positive equity is 
extracted (with a second loan). This trend of taking out more interest-only loans (one in 
five in 2002 coming from one in 20 in 1994), if it pushes through, could be viewed as 
confirming the Life Cycle Model (LCM) hypothesis. Housing wealth will not have the 
function of saving for old age in this case. 
 But will this trend push through? That depends on a number of developments, 
e.g. a change in the income tax system. In 2001 the mortgage interest deduction was 
limited to thirty years. If people take out mortgages from their first principal home on –
while they are still young– and which is perfectly normal in the Netherlands, one can 
expect that the thirty years will have long passed before these homeowners reach 
retirement. Thus one may expect that the interest-only mortgage will be less popular 
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than it is nowadays. However, as the marginal tax rates of the elderly are relatively low 
anyways, as in the lower tax groups the elderly do no pay social security, the effect 
might not be as big as expected. Among the interviewees only one household reported 
having such a high income that the mortgage interest deduction was perceived as 
attractive (the marginal tax rate would be either 42 or 52%). Most other households said 
it was nice to have a bit of a tax advantage, but the reasons for taking out the mortgage 
loan, were different. And if one keeps in mind the ratio between the loan and other 
savings, one may expect that the group that uses the loan for precautionary saving will 
do so in the future as well, ceteris paribus. One may expect however that housing 
wealth for the most part will remain savings for old age. 
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