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ABSTRACT

The increasing predominance of the “beanpole” family, a structure characterized by multiple ties across generations but fewer
within one generation, has led most scholars to focus on parent-child (and grandparent-grandchild) relationships, overlooking
the relevance of the broader kinship network and its geographical spread. The geographical proximity between kin reveals
patterns of potential support networks and is associated with subnational heterogeneities in both family solidarity norms and
existing support needs. Using data on generations born between 1951 and 1966 (N = 20,744 anchor-kin dyads) from an Italian
nationally representative survey (Istat “Families, social subject and life cycle” survey 2016), we provide new evidence on how
geographical proximity is associated with kinship type (parents, children, or siblings) and the geographical location of the
anchor generation at the province level. Our results, from three-level random slope logistic regression models on the probability
of living within a 15 km radius, show that middle-aged Italians are more likely to live near their parents and children than to
their siblings, suggesting stronger family obligations in vertical ties compared to horizontal ties. There are substantial variations
across Italian provinces, with Southern areas generally characterized by closer proximity to kin, particularly to siblings and
parents, compared to Northern areas. The geographical spread of kin across Southern and Northern areas is partially explained
by traditional family norms and high unemployment rates.

1 | Introduction of family relations, i.e. relations between parents and their adult

children (e.g., Hank 2007) or between grandparents and their

In most high-income societies recent demographic trends, such
as declining fertility and mortality rates, have resulted in a
larger proportion of middle-aged and older adults with fewer
family members (Jiang et al. 2023; Verdery et al. 2019). This has
given rise to the “beanpole” family structure, where living kin
span multiple generations but with fewer members in each
generation (Bengtson 2001). As vertical relationships between
generations become increasingly significant compared to hori-
zontal relationships within the same generation, most studies of
kinship and family have concentrated on the vertical dimension

grandchildren (e.g., Albertini and Tosi 2022). However, this nar-
row focus overlooks the broader kinship network, which includes
a wider array of supportive and intimate relationships
(Furstenberg 2020; Kolk et al. 2023) and, most importantly,
it overlooks the role of horizontal relations, particularly those
between siblings. Although studies on sibling relationships (e.g.,
Artamonova and Gillespie 2023; Hank and Steinbach 2018) and
other kin relationships exist, the evidence remains incomplete
because these ties are typically examined in isolation from the
broader kinship network (see Leopold et al. 2024, for a
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discussion). Studying simultaneously the vertical and horizontal
dimensions of kinship can reveal how larger family network ties
remain resilient sources of social inclusion, emotional support,
and instrumental assistance in the 21st-century demographic
landscape, marked by declining fertility and smaller sibship sizes
(Arlotti et al. 2023; Furstenberg et al. 2020).

In recent years, there has been a growing research interest in
kinship, with an increasing number of studies describing its
demographic characteristics (Alburez-Gutierrez et al. 2021;
Andersson and Kolk 2024; Kolk et al. 2023; Minardi et al. 2024)
and examining the existence/absence of close kin ties and its
the implications among middle-aged and older people (Arpino
et al. 2022; Margolis et al. 2022; Pittavino et al. 2025; Tosi and
Van den Broek 2025). Apart from the existence of kinship
relations, geographical proximity to kin is an important mea-
sure of family's structural solidarity and often determines the
opportunity to rely on family members in times of need
(Bengtson 2001). Residential proximity both influences and is
influenced by the need for contact, support exchange, and the
reassurance that family members experience regardless of
immediate support needs (Grundy and Murphy 2018; Hiinteler
and Mulder 2020; Tosi and Grundy 2019). Given the importance
of geographical proximity for the wellbeing of family genera-
tions, several studies have examined residential closeness
between older parents and their adult children, indicating that
it remains rather stable throughout the life course while
depending on both children's needs, when these are young
adults, and parents’ needs, when the latter approach later life
and frailty (Malmberg and Pettersson 2007; Mulder and
Kalmijn 2006; Michielin and Mulder 2007; van der Pers and
Mulder 2013; van den Broek and Dykstra 2017). For instance,
Kolk (2017)'s recent study, examining proximity to multiple kin
simultaneously, reveals that in Sweden the geographical dis-
tances between adult children and parents and grandparents
remain remarkably small and stable over the life course, and
these patterns in residential closeness are strikingly similar for
both parent-child and sibling relationships.

Traditional kinship studies investigating cross-country differ-
ences in patterns of intergenerational co-residence, concep-
tualized as a proxy of family solidarity (e.g., Laslett 1988), find
that patterns found in southern Europe, where inter-
generational co-residence and close geographical living prox-
imity are common strategies for supporting family members,
are significantly different from those observed in northwestern
and central Europe, where family members live at greater dis-
tances (Bordone 2009; Hank 2007; Albertini and Kohli 2013).
Such cross-country regularities have been connected with many
different factors such as cultural traits and norms about family
solidarities, the diffusion of individualistic values, the degree of
economic development of a country, religious prescriptions, and
the generosity and comprehensiveness of public welfare provi-
sion (Kalmijn and Saraceno 2008; Reher 1998; Viazzo 2022).
Comparatively less is known about how geographical proximity
between kin varies according to cultural, economic and demo-
graphic factors within a single country (Monkediek and
Bras 2014). Using population-register data from Dutch muni-
cipalities, van der Pers and Mulder (2013) show that in areas
where more conservative attitudes prevail, people tend to have
stronger needs and preferences for living near their older

parents. If these results can be extended to different types of kin
ties, both normative and economic factors may explain within-
country variations in geographical proximity to children, sib-
lings, and parents.

This study extends previous analyses on residential kin prox-
imity by going beyond the parent-child dyad. We adopt a three-
generation perspective — considering the parental, anchor, and
child generations - in combination with horizontal ties by
including anchor-sibling relationships in the analysis (similar to
Kolk 2017). Next, we examine the variation of geographical
proximity not only by comparing heterogeneities connected
with the type of kin, but also by going beyond traditional
descriptions of national patterns and investigating subnational
variations at the province level. Examining the distance to
parents, siblings, and children provides insights into how
demographic dynamics (e.g., migration), social and cultural
traits interplay to shape kin relationships. Within the Italian
context, a south-north divide exists in terms of family norms
(Barbagli 1991; Bigoni et al. 2016), migration patterns
(Impicciatore and Panichella 2019), and structural opportuni-
ties related to the labor market (Ballarino et al. 2022). Thus,
living close to kin may vary across different settings from
Northern to Southern regions, which are associated with dif-
ferent cultural, normative, and economic traits, mirroring
findings from previous comparative research at the interna-
tional level (e.g., Brandt and Deindl 2013). Country-specific
territorial inequalities in life expectancy and fertility across Italy
may lead to a higher proportion of children and siblings but a
lower availability of older parents in the South -where kinship
ties are traditionally considered stronger than in the North
(Istat 2023). Hence, the research question addressed in this
paper is threefold: is there any systematic variation in geo-
graphical proximity across kinship type (i.e., parents, siblings,
and children)? Does geographical proximity to parents, siblings,
and children vary according to where - i.e. in which province
(county) - the anchor-respondents lives in Italy? Is this geo-
graphical heterogeneity (at least partly) explained by population
density (structural constraints/opportunities), family attitudes
(solidarity norms), and unemployment rates (support needs) at
the province level? To address these questions, we focus on the
anchor generation of middle-aged Italians - i.e. born between
1951 and 1966 (aged 50-65) - and analyze their residential
proximity to siblings, parents, and children in different geo-
graphical locations.

2 | Background
2.1 | Type of Kin Ties

Individual decision about living close to other family members
often depends on fulfilling own social and economic needs or
on meeting the needs of other family members. These needs can
be of an instrumental type (economic support, also via shared
consumption, or housework, etc.) or of a nonmaterial type
(such as keeping company etc.). Studies show that older par-
ents’ health problems (e.g., Artamonova et al. 2020) and/or the
need of support from parents in looking after (grand)children
(e.g., Kulu and Milewski 2007) play a considerable role in
decisions about moving away or staying nearby. Expectations
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for future support play a role as well, with parents and children
often choosing to live close to each other to facilitate the ex-
change of emotional and practical support in times of need (e.g.,
Albertini et al. 2020). However, support obligations are not
equally distributed across kin ties. While obligations between
parents and their adult children are particularly strong, those
between siblings or collaterals tend to be weaker and more
heterogeneous across time, space, and social groups
(Cherlin 2023; Finch and Mason 1991; Furstenberg et al. 2020).
Sibling relationships, characterized by their horizontal nature,
tend to be more egalitarian, emphasize sociability, and are often
more akin to friendships than other family ties
(Connidis 1989, 2001; Voorpostel and Van Der Lippe 2007;
White 2001). Voorpostel and Van Der Lippe (2007) show that
differently from relationships between parents and their adult
children, sibling ties do not always function as latent sources of
support that can be activated in times of need. These weaker
obligations to provide support may be associated with living at a
greater geographical distance, as the decision to move often
hinges on expectations for support exchanges and opportunities
for face-to-face contact (Michielin and Mulder 2007; Michielin
et al. 2008; Kalmijn 2021). In addition, siblings may negotiate
their relocation decisions based on their parental needs, and
studies indicate that when one child lives close to the parents,
the other siblings tend to move further away, increasing resi-
dential distance between them (Konrad et al. 2002; van den
Broek and Dykstra 2017). Hence, when dealing with our first
research question about a systematic variation in geographical
proximity across kinship type, we hypothesize that geographical
proximity is closer in vertical relationships (i.e., between par-
ents and their children) than horizontal relations (i.e., between
siblings) (Hypothesis 1).

2.2 | Geographical Variations Within Italy

The utilization of geographical proximity as a strategy to fulfill
individual needs varies across time and space. The modern-
ization theory (Parsons 1942) links directly living proximity
with the support needs of the different family generations.
Thus, for instance, the theory derives that the presence of a
generous welfare system decreases the need for relying on
family solidarity and, consequently, the need to maintain strong
family relations and residential proximity. More in general,
referring to individuals’ economic conditions, the moderniza-
tion theory posits that this variation is driven by the economic
affluence of people in a specific place, with more affluent
regions being associated with a lower need to live close to
family members. Thus, the growing economic affluence, along
with secularization and individualism processes, would have
fostered weaker kin ties in Western societies (Giddens 1993).
Results from previous empirical studies show that, in line with
the modernization hypothesis, geographical proximity between
parents and their children decreased during the second half of
the 20th century; a decline partly attributed to the expansion of
educational systems and the growth of urbanization, which
drew younger generations to urban areas (Chudnovskaya and
Kolk 2017; Kalmijn 2021). At the same time, it is worth noting
that modernization theory has been criticized both on theoret-
ical and empirical grounds. Thus, for instance, it has been
suggested that the historical determinism, forecasting a

generalized linear evolution of family forms and relations to-
wards the patterns observed in Northern and Western European
and North American societies is misplaced. Southern and
northern regions do not necessarily follow the same develop-
mental trajectories, resulting in divergent patterns of family
change (e.g., Thornton 2001). The irreversibility of the process
of transformation of family forms and the “necessary” trade-off
between welfare state and family support have been criticized
and, to some extent, disproved (Albertini and Kohli 2013;
Kohli 2007).

When comparing different contexts in one point in time, the
‘crowding out’ hypothesis suggests that in less affluent and
more traditional areas close proximity between kin serves to
protect each other against Socioeconomic risks associated with
high unemployment rates and little public welfare provision.
Conversely, in more affluent and individualistic regions, indi-
vidual choices aimed at achieving personal goals may compete
with the desire to maintain family solidarity and close geo-
graphical proximity. This tension in more developed contexts
between living proximity and personal goals, known as
‘crowding out’ hypothesis, suggests that economic development
and increasing individualism lead to weaker family relation-
ships and greater geographical distances between kin (Albertini
et al. 2020; Kiinemund and Rein 1999; Motel-Klingebiel
et al. 2005). Whereas this hypothesis has been rejected in
most empirical analyses comparing the exchange of support
between parents and their adult children across different Eur-
opean countries (Albertini and Kohli 2013; Brandt and
Deindl 2013; Motel-Klingebiel et al. 2005), there is scarce
information about sub-regional differences in kin proximity,
while internal differences of macro-regions bare the risk of
misclassifying sub-regions using a macro-approach (Monkediek
and Bras 2014; Kalmijn and Saraceno 2008).

We apply the ‘crowding out’ hypothesis to Italian provinces
with varying levels of economic development and family ori-
entation, noting that Northern regions and large cities are
generally more economically advanced than sparsely populated
areas and Southern regions and less family-oriented (Barbagli
et al. 2003). The south-north demographic difference is typi-
cally interpreted as the South lagging behind the North due to
delayed development in key aspects of modernization, such as
education, industrialization, and secularization (Impicciatore
and Dalla Zuanna 2017): in 2023, in Northern regions, the share
of people who had not attended a place of worship in the pre-
vious 12 months amounted to 37.4%, whereas the same per-
centage stopped to 20.7% in Southern ones. Southern regions
exhibit lower employment rates—in 2024 the rate was equal to
49.3% in the South/Islands, compared to 69.7% in the North of
Italy (Istat, 2025)—especially among women, and display
higher levels of gender differences in the division of housework,
along with more conservative and traditional attitudes toward
the family, compared to the rest of the country (Dotti and
Sani 2012; Naldini and Saraceno 2022; Tosi and Guetto 2024).
Studies suggest that these Southern Italian attitudes emphasize
loyalty and solidarity within the family while inhibiting public
trust and broader community solidarity (Banfield 1958; Bigoni
et al. 2016). Historically, such a ‘strong family’ system in the
South has been linked to simple neolocal families, or nuclear
families living close to kin, associated with an economy based
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on large estates and seasonal hired labor (latifundium). In
contrast, complex patrilocal families, characterized by higher
intergenerational co-residence but lower geographical proxim-
ity, were more common in the sharecropping systems of the
Northern and Central regions (Castiglioni and Dalla-
Zuanna 2014; Santarelli and Cottone 2009; Viazzo 2022). Some
of these patterns are presumably still present today, with closer
kin proximity among southern Italians who can have the
opportunity to maintain frequent face-to-face interaction and
exchange various forms of support. Hence, when dealing with
the second research questions about geographical variation of
proximity to parents, siblings, and children across Italian
provinces, we hypothesize that regardless of the type of kin,
proximity to kin is closer in the South than in the North,
because southern areas are generally characterized by lower
population density, more traditional family norms, and less
advanced economies (Hypothesis 2a).

During the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s, Italy has experienced sig-
nificant internal migration from the South to the North, involv-
ing over nine million people (Impicciatore and Strozza 2016).
Internal migrants were predominantly low-educated men from
less populated areas in the South who moved to industrial cities
in the North, though a notable number of highly educated in-
dividuals also migrated to enroll in northern universities
(Impicciatore and Panichella 2019; Panichella 2014). These
migration patterns affect kin proximity differently depending on
which generation one considers (Mulder and Kalmijn 2006).
Among individuals from our anchor generation (born between
1950 and 1966, aged 50-65) who reside in the North, a consistent,
although minority, part has been born in the South and tend to
live at greater distances from their parents compared to those
who remained in the South. More generally, when these gener-
ations moved from less populated areas to densely populated
areas (usually in the North), parents in small cities were often
“left behind” by their children, while those in urban areas were
not (Kalmijn 2021). Conversely, many children of the anchor
generation residing in the North are more likely to remain close
to their parents due to the educational and labor market
opportunities available in those areas. Consistent with this,
Castiglioni and Dalla-Zuanna (2014) show that parent-child
proximity is at its highest in Lombardy, one of the most eco-
nomically dynamic area of Italy. With regard to the siblings of
the anchor generation, migration patterns suggest that siblings
often move to similar destinations due to educational and job
opportunities in urban centers. Siblings are age peers and may
serve as role models influencing each other's decisions of moving
at greater distances (DaVanzo 1981). Having a sibling living away
from the parental home functions as “location-specific social
capital”, which reduces the costs of moving to the same desti-
nation (Leopold et al. 2012). Previous studies reported some
evidence for geographical attraction among migrant siblings in
the United States and Finland (e.g., White 2001; Ghosh
et al. 2019). Thus, one can expect that also Italian siblings live
close to each other to share the opportunities and costs of the
migration destination while are more likely to have parents left
behind in the less economically advanced areas of the South. As a
competing hypothesis to the hypothesis 2a, we postulate that
anchor-respondents living in the North have closer proximity to
children and siblings, while proximity to parents is closer for
those living in the South, because population density, traditional

family norms, and unemployment rates are negatively associated
with geographical proximity to kin (Hypothesis 2b).

Italian provinces located in the Centre are typically considered
in-between Northern and Southern regions in terms of eco-
nomic performances and cultural traits. Although we do not
formulate specific hypotheses for the Central parts of the
country, the use of granular province-level data allows us to
distinguish different Italia areas characterized by varying levels
of population density, employment, and traditional family
norms. We consider these three province-level indicators to
capture demographic, economic, and cultural diversity across
Italian provinces, as these summarize both fertility and mor-
tality levels as well as labor market characteristics and long-
standing family orientations.

3 | Data and Methods
3.1 | Data and Sample

Data are drawn from the “Families, social subject and life
cycle” (FSS) survey conducted by the Italian National Sta-
tistical Office (ISTAT) in 2016. The FSS is a cross-sectional
survey representative of the Italian population and contains
information on 24,753 households. One family respondent for
each household was randomly selected to answer questions
on a range of demographic and Socioeconomic character-
istics, including current information on sibling, parents, and
children. We define these randomly selected respondents as
“anchor” in anchor-kin dyads. The response rate is approxi-
mately 80%.

The sample selected for this study includes anchor-respondents
aged 50-65 who had at least one kin (i.e., parents, sibling, or
children) aged 18 or older, living outside the household at the
time of the interview. From a sample of 6758 respondents aged
50-65, we exclude 99 (1.5%) cases with no living children, sib-
lings, and parents, 9 cases with only minor kin, and 256 (3.8%)
cases with no children, siblings, and parents living outside the
respondents’ households. We chose to exclude kin living in the
same household, as geographical proximity and co-residence
have two different cultural and economic meanings and history
in Italy. Historically, co-residence was the most common among
families living in those areas, mainly located in the Northern
and Center Italy regions, characterized by a labor-intensive
agricultural economy, organized by means of sharecropping
contracts. The formation of multigenerational, agricultural
families was implemented via the patrilocal tradition. On the
contrary, both the urbanized and rural population in Southern
regions was historically organized around a nuclear family; as a
matter of fact, land ownership was largely based on latifun-
dium, organized by means of day laborer relations (Castiglioni
and Dalla-Zuanna 2014). Such a pattern has left a quite per-
sistent trace in the contemporary co-residence arrangements of
Italian families, a pattern that tends to offset North-South dif-
ferences in residential proximity. Additionally, from an ana-
lytical point of view, co-residence is not equally distributed and
comparable across different anchor-kin dyads: it is uncommon
between individuals aged 50+ and their older parents and is
very rare among adult siblings. Therefore, we consider anchor-
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child co-residence as a supplementary result* (see Table 1A and
Figure 1A in Appendix).

The choice of the age range (50-65) is driven by the need to
maximize the number of respondents with both ascendant and
descendant kin. Of course, the experience of kinship is condi-
tional on demographic patterns across generations, including
the timing of fertility and mortality. Differential fertility and
mortality patterns introduce selectivity into the observed kin
relationships, which means that our estimates of kin proximity
are based on a subsample of respondents with living parents,
siblings, or children (see Table 1). Anchor-respondents are
asked to answer questions on their kin relationships with their
parents (i.e. mother and father), siblings (up to three) and
children (up to three). Thus, we use kin-respondent dyads
(N =20,744) as the unit of analysis: each observation is a rela-
tion that respondents have with their children, siblings, and
parents. These dyads are nested in respondents (N =6394),
nested in Italian provinces (N = 105). Provinces with less than
ten individuals were grouped together with the closest province
of the same region to ensure a suitable cell size for the esti-
mates.” In line with the standards for fitting multilevel models
(Moineddin et al. 2007), the average number of respondents in
each province is equal to 103.8, ranging from 10 to 332, while
the average number of dyads within each respondent is 2.5
ranging from 1 to 8.

3.2 | Measures

Our dependent variable is geographical proximity between
the anchor and his/her non-coresident parents, siblings and
children. The original answer categories, ranging from “liv-
ing in a different apartment of the same building” to
“abroad”, are grouped in a dummy variable: living nearby
(including “living in a different apartment of the same
building”, “less than 1km”, “between 1 and 5km” and
“between 5 and 15km”) and living at distance (including
“between 15 and 507, “more than 50 km” and “abroad”). The
threshold of 15 km is chosen on the basis of previous studies
indicating close geographical proximity between parents and
their adult children in Italy (Hank 2007). Our data allow us
to create a proximity measure at anchor-kin dyad level, thus
capturing distances between the respondent and his/her
parents, siblings and children.

The main independent variable is the type of kin distin-
guishing between anchor-child, anchor-sibling and anchor-
parent dyads. We control for both individual-level (i.e., age,
gender and the number of children, siblings, and parents
alive) and dyadic-level characteristics (i.e., kin age and
gender). We also add three province-level indicators to
capture the heterogeneity of kin proximity across Italian
provinces. Given that the decision to move away or stay close
to kin was taken before the actual date of the survey, we rely
on Census data in 2011 to derive two variables regarding
population density per km? to account for the rural-urban
nature of the province, and unemployment rates to rely on
its economic prosperity and labor market possibilities. Pop-
ulation density varies from 31 inhabitants per km? in Aosta
(close to Alps) to 2590 in Monza-Brianza (Lombardy), while

unemployment rates vary from 2% in Bolzano to 36% in
Naples (see Table 1). Then, we create a third indicator of
traditional family norms based on twelve items available in
the used data, asking respondents on a five-point scale
whether they (1) totally agree or (5) totally disagree with
regard to the following claims: (1) ‘Marriage is an outdated
institution’, (2) ‘People can cohabit without marriage’, (3)
‘Women can have a child without a stable union’, (4)
‘Unhappy couples can interrupt their marriage when they
have children’, (5) ‘A woman is realized only if has children’,
(6) “‘When parents need care, daughters should take care of
them more than sons’, (7) ‘Being a homemaker allows a
woman to fulfill herself as much as a paid job’, (8) ‘A same-
sex couple in a civil union should have the same rights as a
married couple’, (9) ‘A man is fulfilled only if has children’,
(10) ‘A child needs loving parents regardless of their gender
to grow up happily’, (11) ‘A working mother can establish a
good relationship with her children as much as a mother
who does not work’, (12) ‘A child needs to live with a mother
and a father to grow up happily’. We run a Principal Com-
ponent Factor analysis on the overall sample (including
respondents of any age) to extract a latent dimension and
construct a measure of traditionalism (Cronbach's
alpha=0.75). We consider these 12 items, since the exclusion
of one or more items would reduce the internal consistency
of the scale. By using a regression technique, scores were
calculated for each individual in the overall sample in such a
way that high scores indicate high levels of traditional family
norms. Then, we use the average level of the scale calculated
within each province as a macro-level indicator of traditional
family norms.

3.3 | Analytical Strategy

Our analytical strategy consists of a set of three-level logistic
models on the likelihood of living within 15 km radius from
children, siblings, and older parents in different Italian
provinces. We, first, present three-level random intercept
models to test our hypothesis 1 — which consists on the
comparison between horizontal and vertical kin ties - while
accounting for the nested nature of dyadic data within in-
dividuals and within provinces (Model 1). The intercepts are
estimated for each individual and province in the sample and
vary around the overall mean (Snijders and Bosker 2011).
We, then, estimate three-level random intercept and slope
models to analyze cross-province heterogeneity in the effect
of kin type (i.e., children, siblings and parents) on the
probability of living within 15km (Model 2). To describe the
pattern of kin proximity across Italian provinces and provide
evidence on the hypotheses 2a and 2b, we calculate the pre-
dicted probabilities of living within a 15km radius from
children, siblings and parents from the fixed part of the
model (and the coefficient related to the type of kin) added to
the random variance at province level (Figures 1-3). To
further explore these hypotheses, we include province-level
indicators, i.e. population density, traditional gender norms,
and unemployment rates in random-intercept (Models 3)
and random-slope (Model 4) models. Our final model with
anchor-kin dyads (d), anchor-respondent (r), and province
(p) levels can be described by the following equation:
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TABLE 1 | Sample characteristics.

% or mean N.
Dyad-level variables:
Proximity to kin 47.3 9812
(within 15 km)
Type of kin
Children 22.7 4718
Siblings 57.3 11,894
Parents 19.9 4132
Gender of kin 53.7 11,153
(women)
Age of kin 57.2 (S.D. = 17.8)
N. of anchor-kin 20,744
dyads

Respondent-level
variables:

Gender of anchor 51.4 3291

(women)

Age of anchor 57.2 (S.D. = 4.4)

Education
Lower than upper 47.9 3064
secondary
Upper secondary 40.6 2596
Tertiary 11.5 736
N. of children
0 15.4 983
1 23.0 1472
2 42.5 2716
3 or more 19.1 1225
N. of siblings
0 8.1 517
1 29.7 1900
2 25.2 1612
3 or more 37.0 2367
N. of parents
0 45.3 2900
37.7 2414
2 16.9 1082
N. of respondents 6396
Province-level
indicators:
Population density 257.9
per km? (range = 31-2590)
Traditional family 0.00 (range = —0.32
norms - 0.60)
Unemployment rates 13% (range= 2-36%)
N. of provinces 105

Logit {Pr.(Proxqy, <15)} = f, + 3, (KinT, KAge, KGender )qy,
+ B, (KinN, Age, Gender, EDUC),,
+ B;(Density, Unemp, Norms), + [,

+ Vp + le(KinT)d,p

Where the probability of living within a 15km radius (Prox
< 15 km), measured at the dyadic level, is a function of the dyad
(i.e., the type of kin ‘KinT’, age of kin ‘KGender’, and gender of
kin ‘KGender’), the respondent (number of kin ‘KinN’, ‘Age’,
‘Gender’, and education ‘EDUC’), and province-level
(Population density ‘Density’, unemployment ‘Unemp’, and
traditional family norms ‘Norms’) characteristics. Three ran-
dom residual error terms and their corresponding variances are
included in the equation:  v,, which is the province-level error
term (or the deviation from the province-level mean); B
which is the respondent-level error term; and the slope of the
type of kin,  vyp, which varies by province and within prov-
inces and thus depends on the province-level variability from
the grand slope estimated on the overall sample. We control for
basic demographic indicators, age, gender and kin type, at
dyadic level, as the factors included in the model should be
antecedents of anchor-kin residential choices. Individual-level
variables also include anchors’ educational level, given that
geographical proximity is socio-economically stratified. The
three province-level variables (i.e., population density,
unemployment rates, and traditional family norms) capture
economic, cultural and demographic heterogeneity of Italian
context.

4 | Results
4.1 | Descriptive Results

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for our sample of anchor-
kin dyads, which are nested within anchor respondents and
further nested within Italian provinces. At the dyad level, 47%
of kin, including children, siblings, and parents, live within
15 km of the anchor's location. The majority of dyads (57%) are
sibling relationships, while only 20% involve the anchor's re-
lationships with their older parents. Due to mortality among
parents of individuals aged 50-65, 45% of respondents have no
living parents. Additionally, 15% of respondents are childless,
and approximately 8% have no living siblings. Among those
with children or siblings, 42% have two children, and 37%
report having three or more siblings.

4.2 | Anchor-Kin Proximity

Table 2 presents results from multilevel logistic regression
models on the probability of living within a 15 km radius from
children, siblings and parents among middle-aged Italians. In
Model 1, we focus on differences in geographical proximity
according to the type of kin by including random intercepts at
individual and province levels. On average, the probability of
living within a 15 km radius from siblings is lower than the one
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FIGURE1 | Predicted probabilities of living close (within a 15 km radius) to children according to anchor-respondents’ location (province).

of living close to children (Coef.=—0.37; S.E. = 0.11). The
related odds ratio (exp(—0.37)) indicates that the odds of living
within a 15 km radius from siblings is 69% lower than the odds
of living close to children. Conversely, there are no significant
differences between the relationships that the anchors have
with their children and their parents, indicating that geo-
graphical proximity to parents and children is higher than
proximity to siblings.

In Model 2 we add random slopes for the type of kin at province
level to investigate whether the geographical location of anchor-
respondents plays a role on the probability of living within
15km from children, siblings, and parents. We find significant
variations in residential proximity to children, siblings and
parents according to the respondents’ province. Figures 2 and 3
present predicted probabilities (based on Model 2) of living
close to kin for each Italian province and they show a clear
north-south divide: middle aged Italians living in northern
areas are less likely to live close to kin compared to those living
in the South. More specifically, in the North of the country the
probability of living within a 15 km radius of one's children (see
Figure 1) is generally below 50%, with a few exceptions espe-
cially in the Northern-East of the country (e.g., Trieste with 68%
in Friuli Venezia Giulia) and some provinces in Emilia-
Romagna (e.g., Piacenza with 57%). On the contrary, in the
South more than half of middle-aged parents reside near their
children, with the highest level of proximity around 70% in

South-east parts of the country (e.g., Apulia). Some exceptions
exist also in the South, particularly in the South-west, where
some provinces in Calabria exhibit levels of parent-child prox-
imity below 50%. Provinces belonging to the two islands are
similar to the South but more mixed in terms of geographical
proximity to children, having both areas with parent-child
proximity levels around 70% and those with proximity levels
around 45%. Italian provinces in the Centre fall somewhere in
between the South and North, with the highest level of prox-
imity in Umbria (approximately 55%) and Tyrrhenian areas
(e.g., Lazio with about 60%) and the lowest in some inner
provinces of Tuscany (e.g., Florence with about 31%) and
Adriatic areas (e.g., Marche and Abruzzo ranging between 40
and 45%). Notably, the results reveal no clear differences
between large cities, particularly Milan (Lombardy), Rome
(Lazio) and Naples (Campania), and close areas in the
countryside.

Differences between northern and southern provinces are much
more marked in the second and third maps regarding geo-
graphical proximity to siblings and parents, respectively
(Figures 2 and 3). In fact, the random coefficients related to the
type of kin are significant for siblings (Coef. = 0.29, S.E. = 0.08)
and parents (Coef. = 0.14, S.E. = 0.07; see Table 2, Model 2).
Figure 2 presents the average probability of living within a
15km radius from siblings according to Italian provinces and
shows that Northern provinces ranges from approximately 20%
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FIGURE 2 | Predicted probabilities of living close (within a 15 km radius) to siblings according to anchor-respondents’ location (province).

of middle aged people living close to their siblings in the
provinces of Piedmont to 45% in the north of Lombardy, while
provinces in the South of Italy ranges from approximately 40%
in Abruzzo to 75% in Apulia and Sicily. Some exceptions exist in
both the North and the South: in the South, the lowest level of
sibling proximity is found in Abruzzo and Campania (about
40%) and in the North the highest level of siblings living nearby
is in Emilia-Romagna and Lombardy (55%).

Geographical proximity to parents (Figure 3) varies from 50%
(e.g., some provinces in Abruzzi) to 85% (e.g., some provinces in
Apulia, Sicily and Sardinia) in the South of Italy and Islands,
while it ranges between approximately 30% (e.g., some provinces
in Piedmont) and 65% (e.g., Venice and Trieste in Veneto and
Friuli Venezia Giulia) in the North. The North of the country is
more mixed in terms of proximity to older parents, with some
areas of Liguria reaching high percentages of geographical prox-
imity (70%). Apart from the north-south divide in geographical
proximity to siblings and parents, we find no clear patterns when
comparing inner versus coastal areas or large cities versus smaller
cities. For instance, proximity levels are around 50-52% for par-
ents and 42-49% for siblings in both Rome and its surrounding
smaller provinces. Geographical differences between eastern and
western areas in the North are small, although proximity to sib-
lings tends to be slightly closer in the north-east (provinces in
Veneto and Trentino) than in north-western areas of Italy
(provinces in Lombardy and Piedmont).

In Model 3 we add province-level indicators to provide an
explanation of why kin proximity varies according to Italian
provinces. Population density is not associated with closer
proximity, suggesting no differences between the more or
less densely populated provinces (see Table 2, Model 3).
Conversely, our province-level indicators regarding tradi-
tional family norms and unemployment rates are correlated
with higher probabilities of living within a 15km radius
from children, siblings and parents, partially explaining the
variability at the province level. In fact, the random
parameter changes from 0.50 in Model 1 to 0.21 in Model 3.
In Model 4, we distinguish the random parameters for chil-
dren, siblings and parents to analyze whether our province-
level indicators explain the wvariability of geographical
proximity to a specific kin type. Compared to the random
slopes reported in Model 2 (Coef. = 0.35 for children, 0.29 for
siblings, and 0.14 for parents), those observed in Model 4 are
substantially smaller, with factors equal to 0.18 for children,
0.20 for siblings, and 0.9 for parents. This change is mainly
driven by the association between unemployment rates and
geographical proximity to kin (Coef. = 0.05, S.E. = 0.01),
which suggests that the variability of proximity across Italian
regions is partly explained by labor market opportunities.
Notably, when excluding unemployment rates from the
models the coefficients related to traditional family norms
increases to 1.8 (S.E. = 0.37), indicating that economic and
cultural aspects tend to overlap across Italian provinces.
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Finally, in Table 2 we reported estimated coefficients for all
control variables. In our sample, the likelihood of geographical
proximity decreases as the anchor's educational level increases
(but only the coefficient for tertiary educated is significant).
Then, the kin's and anchor's gender play differently, with only
being a female anchor being negatively associated with the
likelihood of living within a 15km radius (Coef. = —0.29, S.E.
=0.07). A different picture emerges for the number of children,
siblings and parents according to the type of kin: whereas the
number of children is not significant in affecting the likelihood
of living within a 15 km radius, having a numerous family with
at least two siblings is negatively associated with closer prox-
imity, and having only one parent alive increases the likelihood
of close proximity.

5 | Discussion

The geographical location of kinship networks represents an
essential element of an individual's support-opportunity struc-
ture, which is important for the wellbeing of middle-aged
adults. It also serves as a vital resource in welfare systems that
are less generous and operate on a family-by-default model
(Hiinteler and Mulder 2020; Leitner 2003). This is particularly
relevant in societies like Italy, where rapid population aging has
led to a reduction in the size of kinship networks. Studies show
that contemporary demographic and family changes are
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Predicted probabilities of living close (within a 15 km radius) to parents according to anchor-respondents’ location (province).

creating an increasingly large gap between the need for care and
the ability to receive it in later life (Wu et al. 2024). Given that
the extent of this gap may depend on the availability of kin, this
study has focused on the geographical spread of kinship net-
works by examining residential proximity to children, siblings,
and parents simultaneously.

The current study makes several contributions to the existing
research on kin ties. First, it examines the relationships
respondents have with multiple kin spanning both vertical and
horizontal connections, including children, siblings, and par-
ents. The results show that, consistent with hypothesis 1, resi-
dential proximity is closer in vertical (i.e., between parents and
children) than horizontal (i.e., between siblings) ties. Although
“a surprisingly strong bond exists among siblings even in
adulthood” (Furstenberg 2020:374), parent-child relationships
are often considered as the most important ties in the exchange
of support and care (Albertini et al. 2020). Sibling relationships
tend to be more egalitarian, as friendships, and are less likely to
be governed by obligations of living nearby and providing
support in times of need, compared to those between adult
children and older parents (Connidis 2001; Voorpostel and Van
Der Lippe 2007). In turn, weaker obligations to maintain con-
tact and provide support seem to translate into greater geo-
graphical distances between siblings than between parents and
children. Moreover, having no siblings and only one living
parent may affect the strength of kin relationship, as the child
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TABLE 2 | Multilevel logistic regression models on the likelihood of living within a 15 km radius from children, siblings and parents.
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E.
Type of kin (Ref. Children)
Sibling —0.37%  (0.11) —0.37* (0.13) —0.38** (0.11) —0.37** (0.13)
Parents 0.28 (0.23) 0.26 (0.23) 0.26 (0.23) 0.26 (0.23)
Gender of anchor (Ref. men) —-0.29**  (0.07) =0.30**  (0.07) —0.29** (0.07) —0.29** (0.07)
Gender of kin (Ref. men) 0.04 (0.04) 0.04 (0.04) 0.05 (0.04) 0.04 (0.04)
Age of anchor 0.27 (0.21) 0.28 (0.21) 0.27 (0.21) 0.28 (0.21)
Age of anchor? —0.00 (0.00) —0.00 (0.00) —0.00 (0.00) —0.00  (0.00)
Age of kin 0.01*  (0.00)  0.01*  (0.00) 0.01*  (0.00) 0.01*  (0.00)
N. of children (Ref. 0)
1 -0.03 (0.12) —0.04 (0.12) —0.01 (0.12) —0.02 (0.12)
2 —0.03 (0.11) -0.05 (0.11) —0.04 (0.11) —0.05 (0.11)
3+ -0.14 (0.13) -0.15 (0.13) —0.17 (0.13) —0.18  (0.13)
N. of siblings (Ref. 0)
1 -0.10 (0.16) —0.07 (0.16) —0.10 (0.16) —0.08  (0.16)
2 —0.44%  (0.16) —0.41* (0.16) —0.46* (0.16) —0.44*  (0.16)
3+ —0.51%  (0.16) —0.49* (0.16) —0.56** (0.16) —0.54**  (0.16)
N. of parent (Ref. 0)
1 0.15" (0.08) 0.15% (0.08) 0.16* (0.08) 0.17* (0.08)
2 0.02 (0.11) 0.02 (0.11) 0.01 (0.11) 0.02 (0.11)
Education (Ref. Lower than upper secondary)
Upper secondary -0.13%  (0.08) —0.14" (0.08) —0.11 (0.08) —0.12  (0.08)
Tertiary —0.56**  (0.12) —0.56** (0.12) —0.54** (0.12) —0.55**  (0.12)
Province-level indicators
Population density —0.00 (0.00) —0.00 (0.00)
Traditional family norms 0.57% (0.36) 0.39 (0.37)
Unemployment rates 0.06** (0.01) 0.05** (0.01)
Constant -738  (6.02) —7.68 (6.07) —8.09  (6.00) —823  (6.05)
Random Paraments at individual level
Intercept variance 4.62%* (0.22) 4.71%* (0.22) 4.60** (0.21) 4.68** (0.22)
Random Paraments at province level
Intercept variance 0.50** (0.10) 0.35%* (0.08) 0.21** (0.05) 0.18** (0.05)
Slope variance for siblings 0.29%* (0.08) 0.20** (0.06)
Slope variance for parents 0.14* (0.07) 0.09 (0.05)
N. of anchor-kin dyads 20,744 20,744 20,744 20,744
N. of anchor-respondents 6396 6396 6396 6396
Number of groups 105 105 105 105

Note:
*p-value < 0.05; **p-value < 0.01.
*p-value <0.1.

can no longer rely on the other parent and/or siblings for
support in times of need. This may lead to increased geo-
graphical proximity between the surviving parent and the child.

Second, we document significant heterogeneities in geographi-
cal proximity to kin across Italian provinces. Consistent with

the “crowding out” theory and our hypothesis 2a, kinship net-
works are geographically closer in the South, and in particular
in those provinces characterized by higher unemployment rates
and more traditional family norms. Southern Italy is typically
considered a ‘strong family system’ in which conservative and
traditional attitudes toward the family coupled with less
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affluent average economic conditions tend to foster high levels
of solidarity and informal support between kin (Barbagli
et al. 2003; Impicciatore and Dalla Zuanna 2017). While in more
traditional and less economically advanced areas close kin
networks represent essential sources of protection against
socioeconomic risks, in more affluent areas family members are
less in need of living close by to provide support in times of
need. Our findings resonate with those by van der Pers and
Mulder (2013) who show that in Dutch municipalities where
more traditional attitudes prevail, people have stronger feelings
of responsibility for living near their parents. This subnational
variation also resembles the results reported in the classical
studies by Laslett (1988) and Reher (1998), where ‘strong family
ties’ between parents and their children are interpreted as
sources of support, which is less common in economically
advanced welfare systems. Our results show a larger ex-
planatory power of province-level unemployment rates, which
capture a level of support needs (structural constraints/oppor-
tunities), compared to population density and the degree of
traditionalism toward the family. While the ‘crowding out’
hypothesis has been rejected in several previous studies com-
paring different European countries (Albertini and Kohli 2013;
Brandt and Deindl 2013), our findings show the importance of
considering sub-regional differences in kin proximity when
testing its association with family norms and the labor market
condition.

Notably, results for children reveal a less marked north-south
difference in proximity compared to parents and siblings, sug-
gesting that various factors, such as family norms, employment
rates and migration, may counterbalance one another. For
instance, economic affluence in the north may encourage young
adult children to live nearby, while less traditional orientations
promote the importance of self-realization, which is often
associated with increased geographical mobility. Conversely, a
larger proportion of children born in the South remain living
close to their family members, although migration patterns
typically involve young adults moving from the south to the
north (Impicciatore and Panichella 2019). Moreover, demo-
graphic dynamics in fertility and life expectancy may differently
affect the availability of kin across Italian provinces, with those
in the South having fewer older parents but a larger proportion
of children and siblings (Istat 2023).

When interpreting the results of this study three main limi-
tations should be acknowledged. First, demographic
dynamics related to fertility and mortality are likely to
introduce a selection bias into the observed parent-child and
sibling relationships. Thus, the estimates of respondents’
proximity to their parents are based on a selected subsample,
representing those who have living kin residing outside the
household by age 50-65. Second, unlike previous studies on
kin proximity that utilized register data on the overall pop-
ulation (Ghosh et al. 2019; Kolk 2017), our analysis relies on
survey data, which results in smaller sample sizes within
each province. Consequently, our estimates may lack preci-
sion, so we interpret the general patterns of geographical
proximity across southern and northern Italian provinces and
present these estimates as illustrative examples of broader
trends. Third, we investigate kin proximity measured through
a 15km radius, which can hardly capture long-distance

moves. In our data, however, only a small proportion of
respondents live at more than 50 km from children, siblings
and parents.

Despite these limitations, this study offers several key contri-
butions to the literature on residential kin proximity. First, it
moves beyond the traditional focus on the parent-child dyad by
adopting a three-generation perspective that includes the
parental, anchor, and child generations. In addition, it incor-
porates horizontal kin ties by analyzing relationships between
anchors and their siblings. Second, the study advances under-
standing of kin proximity by examining not only differences
related to kin type, but also spatial heterogeneity at the sub-
national level, using province-level data. Finally, by analyzing
distances to parents, siblings, and children, the study sheds light
on how demographic processes, along with social and cultural
factors, interact to shape intergenerational family ties. Overall,
our empirical findings shed light on the complexity of kin
relations in the context of shrinking family sizes, rapid popu-
lation aging and a Southern European welfare regime. Con-
temporary Italian society faces both increased longevity and
declining fertility, with a welfare system based on the principle
of “family by default” (Leitner 2003; Saraceno and Keck 2010).
In this setting, living close to family members is essential for
receiving informal support during times of need, whether in
later life, when long-term care needs are greatest, or in young
adulthood, where family support often compensates for insuf-
ficient welfare provisions, such as unemployment protection.
The geographical availability of intergenerational relationships
appears to be more prevalent than the intra-generational one,
but there are remarkable variations across Italian provinces. In
areas with higher unemployment rates and traditional family
norms, kinship networks tend to be geographically closer,
which provides a portrayal of kinship as representing still an
essential element of the Italian welfare safety net, and thus an
adaptable source of support in response to the needs of its
members.
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Endnotes

"Moreover, we replicated our analyses including co-residence and
residential proximity in our unique model in Figure 2A in the
Appendix.

*Benevento was grouped with Caserta, Rieti with Viterbo, Lecco with
Biella, Massa-Carrara with Lucca, Rovigo with Padua.

References

Albertini, M., and M. Kohli. 2013. “The Generational Contract in the
Family: An Analysis of Transfer Regimes in Europe.” European
Sociological Review 29, no. 4: 828-840.

11 of 13

85UB017 SUOWILIOD 3A IO 3|gedldde aLy Ag pausenoh a8 saolie YO ‘SN J0 S3|NI 04 ARIq1T 8UIUQ /8|1 UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SLLBYWI0D" A3 1M A RIq 1 RUTIUO//SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWiB L 83U} 89S *[5202/60/2T] Uo AriqI aulluo Ao|1M eIl eueIL00D Aq €900, dsd/200T 0T/I0pW0D" A3 1M AIq 1 U1 UO//SARY WO14 papeo|umod 'S ‘G202 ‘ZSK8IrST



Albertini, M., and M. Tosi. 2022. “Grandparents, Family Solidarity and
the Division of Housework: Evidence From the Italian Case.” Genus 78,
no. 1: 21.

Albertini, M., M. Tosi, and M. Kohli. 2020. “Parents’ Housing Careers
and Support For Adult Children Across Europe.” In Housing Careers,
Intergenerational Support and Family Relations, 14-31. Routledge.

Alburez-Gutierrez, D., C. Mason, and E. Zagheni. 2021. “The ‘Sandwich
Generation’ Revisited: Global Demographic Drivers of Care Time
Demands.” Population and Development Review 47: 997-1023.

Andersson, L., and M. Kolk. 2024. “Kinship and Socio-Economic Status:
Social Gradients in Frequencies of Kin Across the Life Course in Swe-
den.” Population Studies 78, no. 3: 371-392.

Arlotti, M., E. Pavolini, and C. Ranci. 2023. “Family and State
Responsibility for Care for Older People.” In The Oxford Handbook of
Family Policy Over The Life Course, edited by Mary Daly, others. Oxford
Academic press.

Arpino, B., C. A. Mair, N. T. Quashie, and R. Antczak. 2022. “Loneliness
Before and During the COVID-19 Pandemic—Are Unpartnered and
Childless Older Adults at Higher Risk?” European journal of ageing 19,
no. 4: 1327-1338.

Artamonova, A., and B. J. Gillespie. 2023. “Geographic Proximity to
Siblings in Older Adulthood.” Demographic research 49: 143-156.

Artamonova, A., B. J. Gillespie, and M. Brandén. 2020. “Geographic
Mobility Among Older People and Their Adult Children: The Role of
Parents’ Health Issues and Family Ties.” Population, Space and Place
26, no. 8: €2371.

Ballarino, G., S. Colombo, N. Panichella, and M. Piolatto. 2022. “Human
Capital Dynamics: The Geographical Mobility of High-School Gradu-
ates Towards University in Italy.” Regional Studies 56, no. 6: 921-939.

Banfield, E. C. 1958. The Moral Basis of a Backward Society. Glencoe:
The Free Press.

Barbagli, M., M. Castiglioni, and G. Dalla Zuanna. 2003. Fare famiglia
in Italia. Un secolo di cambiamenti, 1-308. il Mulino.

Barbagli, M. 1991. “Three Household Formation Systems in Eighteenth-
and Nineteenth-Century Italy.” In The Family in Italy from Antiquity to
the Present, edited by D. I. Kertzer and R. P. Saller. New Haven, London:
Yale University Press.

Bengtson, V. L. 2001. “Beyond the Nuclear Family: The Increasing
Importance of Multigenerational Bonds.” Journal of Marriage and
Family 63: 1-16.

Bigoni, M., S. Bortolotti, M. Casari, D. Gambetta, and F. Pancotto. 2016.
“Amoral Familism, Social Capital, or Trust? The Behavioural Founda-
tions of the Italian North-South Divide.” Economic Journal 126, no. 594:
1318-1341.

Bordone, V. 2009. “Contact and Proximity of Older People to Their
Adult Children: A Comparison Between Italy and Sweden.” Population,
Space and Place 15, no. 4: 359-380.

Brandt, M., and C. Deindl. 2013. “Intergenerational Transfers to Adult
Children in Europe: Do Social Policies Matter?” Journal of Marriage
and Family 75, no. 1: 235-251.

van den Broek, T., and P. A. Dykstra. 2017. “The Impact of Siblings on
the Geographic Distance Between Adult Children and Their Ageing
Parents. Does Parental Need Matter?” Population, Space and Place 23,
no. 6: e2048.

Castiglioni, M., and G. Dalla-Zuanna. 2014. “Spread of Cohabitation
and Proximity Between Kin in Contemporary Italy.” Journal of Family
History 39, no. 4: 422-444.

Cherlin, A. 2023. “Evolutionary Influences on Assistance to Kin: Evi-
dence from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.” Sociological Science
10: 964-988.

Chudnovskaya, M., and M. Kolk. 2017. “Educational Expansion and
Intergenerational Proximity in Sweden.” Population, Space and Place
23, no. 1: e1973.

Connidis, 1. A. 1989. “Siblings as Friends in Later Life.” American
behavioral scientist 33, no. 1: 81-93.

Connidis, I. A. 2001. Family ties and aging. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

DaVanzo, J. 1981. “Repeat Migration, Information Costs, and Location-
Specific Capital.” Population and Environment 4, no. 1: 45-73.

Dotti Sani, G. M. 2012. “La Divisione Del Lavoro Domestico & Delle
Attivitd Di Cura Nelle Coppie Italiane: Un'analisi Empirica.” Stato &
Mercato 1: 161-193.

Finch, J., and J. Mason. 1991. “Obligations of Kinship in Contemporary
Britain: Is There Normative Agreement?” British Journal of Sociology 42:
345-367.

Furstenberg, F. F. 2020. “Kinship Reconsidered: Research on a
Neglected Topic.” Journal of Marriage and Family 82, no. 1: 364-382.

Furstenberg, F. F., L. E. Harris, L. M. Pesando, and M. N. Reed. 2020.
“Kinship Practices Among Alternative Family Forms in Western
Industrialized Societies.” Journal of Marriage and Family 82, no. 5:
1403-1430.

Ghosh, A., V. Berg, K. Bhattacharya, et al. 2019. “Migration Patterns of
Parents, Children and Siblings: Evidence for Patrilocality in Contem-
porary Finland.” Population, Space and Place 25, no. 5: €e2208.

Giddens, A. 1993. “Modernity, History, Democracy.” Theory and Society
22: 289-292.

Grundy, E., and M. Murphy. 2018. “Coresidence With a Child and
Happiness Among Older Widows in Europe: Does Gender of the Child
Matter?” Population, space and place 24, no. 3: €2102.

Hank, K. 2007. “Proximity and Contacts Between Older Parents and
Their Children: A European Comparison.” Journal of Marriage and
Family 69, no. 1: 157-173.

Hank, K., and A. Steinbach. 2018. “Intergenerational Solidarity and
Intragenerational Relations Between Adult Siblings.” Social Science
Research 76: 55-64.

Hiinteler, B., and C. H. Mulder. 2020. “Geographic Proximity to Parents,
Intergenerational Support Exchange, and Migration Within Germany.”
European Journal of Population 36, no. 5: 895-918.

Impicciatore, R., and D. Dalla Zuanna. 2017. “The Impact of Education
on Fertility in Italy. Changes Across Cohorts and South-North Differ-
ences.” Quality & quantity 51: 2293-2317.

Impicciatore, R., and N. Panichella. 2019. “Internal Migration Trajec-
tories, Occupational Achievement and Social Mobility in Contemporary
Italy. A Life Course Perspective.” Population, Space and Place 25, no. 6:
€2240.

Impicciatore, R., and S. Strozza. 2016. Lasciare il Mezzogiorno (1(2016),
125-132. 11 Mulino.

Istat (2023). Health. Report available at https://www.istat.it/wp-
content/uploads/2023/10/1.pdf.

Jiang, S., W. Zuo, Z. Guo, H. Caswell, and S. Tuljapurkar. 2023. “How
Does the Demographic Transition Affect Kinship Networks?”
Demographic research 43: 899-930.

Kalmijn, M. 2021. “Long-Term Trends in Intergenerational Proximity:
Evidence From a Grandchild Design.” Population, Space and Place 27,
no. 8: €2473.

Kalmijn, M., and C. Saraceno. 2008. “A Comparative Perspective on
Intergenerational Support.” European Societies 10, no. 3: 479-508.

Kohli, M. 2007. “The Institutionalization of the Life Course. Looking
Back to Look Ahead.” Research in human development 4, no. 3-4:
253-271.

12 of 13

Population, Space and Place, 2025

85UB017 SUOWILIOD 3A IO 3|gedldde aLy Ag pausenoh a8 saolie YO ‘SN J0 S3|NI 04 ARIq1T 8UIUQ /8|1 UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SLLBYWI0D" A3 1M A RIq 1 RUTIUO//SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWiB L 83U} 89S *[5202/60/2T] Uo AriqI aulluo Ao|1M eIl eueIL00D Aq €900, dsd/200T 0T/I0pW0D" A3 1M AIq 1 U1 UO//SARY WO14 papeo|umod 'S ‘G202 ‘ZSK8IrST


https://www.istat.it/wp-content/uploads/2023/10/1.pdf
https://www.istat.it/wp-content/uploads/2023/10/1.pdf

Kolk, M. 2017. “A Life-Course Analysis of Geographical Distance to
Siblings, Parents, and Grandparents in Sweden.” Population, Space and
Place 23, no. 3: €2020.

Kolk, M., L. Andersson, E. Pettersson, and S. Drefahl. 2023. “The
Swedish Kinship Universe: A Demographic Account of the Number of
Children, Parents, Siblings, Grandchildren, Grandparents, Aunts/
Uncles, Nieces/Nephews, and Cousins Using National Population
Registers.” Demography 60, no. 5: 1359-1385.

Konrad, K. A., H. Kiinemund, K. E. Lommerud, and J. R. Robledo. 2002.
“Geography of the Family.” American Economic Review 92, no. 4:
981-998.

Kulu, H., and N. Milewski. 2007. “Family Change and Migration in the
Life Course: An Introduction.” Demographic research 17: 567-590.

Kiinemund, H., and M. Rein. 1999. “There Is More to Receiving Than
Needing: Theoretical Arguments and Empirical Explorations of
Crowding in and Crowding Out.” Ageing & Society 19, no. 1: 93-121.

Laslett, P. 1988. “Family, Kinship and Collectivity as Systems of Support
in Pre-Industrial Europe: A Consideration of the ‘Nuclear-Hardship’
Hypothesis.” Continuity and Change 3, no. 2: 153-175.

Leitner, S. 2003. “Varieties of Familialism: The Caring Function of the
Family in Comparative Perspective.” European societies 5, no. 4:
353-375.

Leopold, T., C. C. Becker, Z. Buyukkececi, B. Cineli, and M. Raab. 2024.
“Kinmatrix: A New Data Resource for Studies of Families and Kinship.”
Demographic research 51: 789-808.

Leopold, T., F. Geissler, and S. Pink. 2012. “How Far Do Children
Move? Spatial Distances After Leaving the Parental Home.” Social
Science Research 41, no. 4: 991-1002.

Malmberg, G., and A. Pettersson. 2007. “Distance to Old Parents:
Analyses of Swedish Register Data.” Demographic research 17: 679-704.

Margolis, R., X. Chai, A. M. Verdery, and L. Newmyer. 2022. “The
Physical, Mental, and Social Health of Middle-Aged and Older Adults
Without Close Kin in Canada.” Journals of Gerontology: Series B 77, no.
7: 1350-1360.

Michielin, F., and C. Mulder. 2007. “Geographical Distances Between
Adult Children and Their Parents in the Netherlands.” Demographic
research 17: 655-678.

Michielin, F., C. H. Mulder, and A. Zorlu. 2008. “Distance to Parents
and Geographical Mobility.” Population, space and place 14, no. 4:
327-345.

Minardi, S., G. Corti, and N. Barban. 2024. “Historical Patterns in the
Intergenerational Transmission of Lifespan and Longevity: A Research
Note on US Cohorts Born Between 1700 and 1900.” Demography 61:
979-994.

Moineddin, R., F. I. Matheson, and R. H. Glazier. 2007. “A Simulation
Study of Sample Size for Multilevel Logistic Regression Models.” BMC
Medical Research Methodology 7: 34.

Monkediek, B., and H. Bras. 2014. “Strong and Weak Family Ties Re-
visited: Reconsidering European Family Structures from a Network
Perspective.” History of the Family 19, no. 2: 235-259.

Motel-Klingebiel, A., C. Tesch-Roemer, and H. J. Von Kondratowitz.
2005. “Welfare States Do Not Crowd out the Family: Evidence for Mixed
Responsibility from Comparative Analyses.” Ageing & Society 25, no. 6:
863-882.

Mulder, C. H., and M. Kalmijn. 2006. “Geographical Distances Between
Family Members.” Family solidarity in the Netherlands 34: 43-61.

Naldini, M., and C. Saraceno. 2022. “Changes in the Italian Work-
Family System and the Role of Social Policies in the Last Forty Years.”
Stato e Mercato 42, no. 1: 87-115.

Panichella, N. 2014. Meridionali al Nord. Migrazioni interne e societa
italiana dal dopoguerra ad oggi. Bologna: Il Mulino.

Parsons, T. 1942. “Age and Sex in the Social Structure of the United
States.” American Sociological Review 7: 604-616.

van der Pers, M., and C. H. Mulder. 2013. “The Regional Dimension of
Intergenerational Proximity in the Netherlands.” Population, Space and
Place 19, no. 5: 505-521.

Pittavino, M., B. Arpino, and E. Pirani. 2025. “Kinlessness at Older
Ages: Prevalence and Heterogeneity in 27 Countries.” Journals of
Gerontology, Series B: Psychological Sciences and Social Sciences 80, no.
1: gbael80.

Reher, D. 1998. “The History of the Family in Spain: Past Development,
Present Realities, and Future Challenges.” History of the family 3, no. 2:
125-136.

Santarelli, E., and F. Cottone. 2009. “Leaving Home, Family Support
and Intergenerational Ties in Italy: Some Regional Differences.”
Demographic research 21: 1-22.

Saraceno, C., and W. Keck. 2010. “Can We Identify Intergenerational
Policy Regimes in Europe?” European societies 12, no. 5: 675-696.

Snijders, T. A., and R. J. Bosker. 2011. Multilevel Analysis; An Intro-
duction to Basic and Advanced Multilevel Modeling. London: Sage
Publications.

Thornton, A. 2001. “The Developmental Paradigm, Reading History
Sideways, and Family Change.” Demography 38, no. 4: 449-465.

Tosi, M., and T. Van den Broek. 2025. “Kinlessness,” Social Connect-
edness, and Subjective Well-Being in Europe.” Journals of Gerontology,
Series B: Psychological Sciences and Social Sciences 80, no. 6: gbaf055.

Tosi, M., and E. Grundy. 2019. “Intergenerational Contacts and
Depressive Symptoms Among Older Parents in Eastern Europe.” Aging
& Mental Health 23, no. 6: 686-692.

Tosi, M., and R. Guetto. 2024. “The Social Stratification In Parent-Child
Relationships After Separation: Evidence from Italy.” Journal of Family
Research 36: 25-42.

Verdery, A. M., R. Margolis, Z. Zhou, X. Chai, and J. Rittirong. 2019.
“Kinlessness Around the World.” Journals of Gerontology: Series B 74,
no. 8: 1394-1405.

Viazzo, P. P. 2022. “Trasformazioni Demografiche E Trasformazioni
Della Parentela.” Rivista di antropologia contemporanea 3, no. 2:
201-220.

Voorpostel, M., and T. Van Der Lippe. 2007. “Support Between Siblings
and Between Friends: Two Worlds Apart?” Journal of Marriage and
Family 69, no. 5: 1271-1282.

White, L. 2001. “Sibling Relationships over the Life Course: A Panel
Analysis.” Journal of Marriage and Family 63, no. 2: 555-568.

Wu, H., R. Margolis, A. Verdery, and S. E. Patterson. 2024. “Changes in
Family Structure and Increasing Care Gaps in the United States,
2015-2050.” Demography 61: 1403-1426.

Supporting Information

Additional supporting information can be found online in the
Supporting Information section.

13 of 13

85UB017 SUOWILIOD 3A IO 3|gedldde aLy Ag pausenoh a8 saolie YO ‘SN J0 S3|NI 04 ARIq1T 8UIUQ /8|1 UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SLLBYWI0D" A3 1M A RIq 1 RUTIUO//SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWiB L 83U} 89S *[5202/60/2T] Uo AriqI aulluo Ao|1M eIl eueIL00D Aq €900, dsd/200T 0T/I0pW0D" A3 1M AIq 1 U1 UO//SARY WO14 papeo|umod 'S ‘G202 ‘ZSK8IrST



	Horizontal or Vertical? A Tale of Geographical Proximity in Italian Kinship Networks
	1 Introduction
	2 Background
	2.1 Type of Kin Ties
	2.2 Geographical Variations Within Italy

	3 Data and Methods
	3.1 Data and Sample
	3.2 Measures
	3.3 Analytical Strategy

	4 Results
	4.1 Descriptive Results
	4.2 Anchor-Kin Proximity

	5 Discussion
	Acknowledgements
	Conflicts of Interest
	Endnotes
	References
	Supporting Information




