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Europe’s migration policies and opportunities for internal cross-border mobility have 

evolved profoundly since the Second World War (Boswell & Geddes, 2011). Especially 

with the creation of the European Union, European citizens have been offered 

unprecedented opportunities to be mobile across member state borders, in this 

dissertation referred to as intra-EU mobility. EU policy makers have typically approached 

intra-EU mobility in a positive way, as a useful tool for European economic and social 

integration (McCormick, 2014). However, it could be suggested that intra-EU mobility 

may also interfere with the private lives of European citizens, by creating opportunities 

but also posing challenges for partner and family relationships. Nevertheless, there is 

limited research on family and partner relations from a specific intra-EU mobility 

perspective. To fill this gap in the research knowledge, in this dissertation I will look at 

selected topics on the intersection between family and partner relations and intra-EU 

mobility. Using insights from the life course paradigm (Elder, Johnson, Crosnoe, 2003), 

I study how and to what extent intra-EU mobility and partner and family relations are 

intertwined and which consequences this may have. 

The migration and mobility landscape in post-war Europe has been strongly determined 

by the European integration process. With the Treaty of Maastricht in 1993, the freedom 

of movement and residence for persons in the EU was introduced and became one of 

the cornerstones of the European Union (European Communities – Council, 1992; 

Koikkalainen, 2011; Recchi, 2015). The goals of the European free movement are 

twofold (Gaspar, 2009). On one hand, intra-EU mobility is an essential instrument for the 

creation of a European single market and thereby contributing to making the EU the 

“world’s most dynamic and competitive economy”, as formulated in the Lisbon Agenda 

2000. On the other hand, intra-EU mobility can also be seen as a way to reinforce 

European integration on an individual and social level and to create a higher 

identification with, appreciation of and political support for the European project (Favell 

& Recchi, 2009, Favell, Recchi, Kuhn, Jensen & Klein, 2011; Mazzoni et al. 2018; Gaspar, 

2010). The right of free movement stipulates that “Every citizen of the Union shall have 

the right to move and reside freely within the territory of the Member States, subject to 
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the limitations and conditions laid down in the Treaty and by the measures adopted to 

give it effect.” (Council of the European Communities, 1992, Article 8a). This free 

movement was innovative in the sense that migration was no longer exclusively 

formulated as focusing on labour migration, but also allowing mobility for a range of 

other reasons including education, pleasure, personal development, retirement, etc. 

(Gaspar, 2008). In this way, the EU can be seen as “world’s best research laboratory on 

legal, transnational migration” (Koikkalainen, 2011), resulting in “a new map of European 

migration” (King, 2002) with a more diverse intra-European mobility landscape. This has 

inspired me to go beyond studying intra-EU mobility from a labour market perspective 

but to apply a family perspective. The “open-border policy” within the EU still creates 

many opportunities for mobility of individuals and families to date and is often 

associated with positive attitudes and high appreciation by EU citizens. This strongly 

contrast with the much more restrictive “closed-border policy” towards migration from 

outside the EU and the related much more negative attitudes among the EU citizens 

about migration of third-country nationals (Eurostat, 2020d; Boswell & Geddes, 2011). 

Intra-EU mobility can be very diverse in terms of, among others, permanency of mobility, 

destination of mobility and drivers for mobility (Recchi, Salamońska, Rossi & Baglioni, 

2014). Although difficult to accurately measure, Recchi (2015) has shown that mobile 

Europeans, in diverse forms, are since the 1990s an important and continuously growing 

group. With 37% of all foreign-born inhabitants of the European Union (close to 66 

million people) originating from another EU member state in 2019 (Eurostat, 2020a), 

European mobile citizens are also a large share of the migrant population across 

Europe. Despite the context of an EU with open internal borders, mobility is not always 

'frictionless' and may even be disruptive (Koelet & de Valk, 2016). For example, being 

mobile within the EU can interfere with family life, as reported in the Special 

Eurobarometer (e.g. Special Eurobarometer 337 – Eurostat, 2014). Intra-EU mobility 

may challenge individuals to rethink and reorganise existing family relations or let new 

families develop, be it locally, transnationally or a combination of both. Or vice versa, 

family relationships may influence mobility decisions within the EU. Nevertheless, in 
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research there is a dominant focus on non-EU migrants when it comes to migration and 

families (Castro-Martin & Cortina, 2015; Bailey & Boyle, 2004; Gaspar, 2010; Braun & 

Recchi, 2008).  

Also in Belgium, although intra-EU mobile citizens account for 46% of the total foreign-

born population (Eurostat, 2020a), the research on migrants and their families tends to 

focus on those coming from outside the EU, such as the Moroccan and Turkish origin 

groups (e.g. Van Pottelberge & Lievens, 2018; Yilmaz, Van de Putte & Stevens, 2019; 

Dupont, Van Pottelberge, Van de Putte, Lievens, & Caestecker, 2017). Although these 

studies yield interesting and very relevant findings, they cannot necessarily simply be 

applied to EU mobile citizens, given the different context. Research that specifically 

investigates the impact of intra-EU mobility on families by taking into account the unique 

characteristics of intra-EU mobility is much needed now that intra-EU mobility is such a 

large share of all migrations that are taking place (Bailey & Boyle, 2004). Most existing 

studies on intra-EU mobility have predominantly focused on economy and labour-

market oriented aspects related to the move both in terms of reasons and outcomes of 

the mobility (e.g. Black, Engbersen, Okólski & Panţîru, 2010; Currie, 2007; Janta, Ladkin, 

Brown & Lugosi, 2011; Friberg 2012; Coyle, 2007). However, like all migration moves, it 

should be acknowledged that intra-EU mobility could equally have an important impact 

on the individual when it comes to family life and related challenges (e.g. Ryan & Sales, 

2013; Bell & Bivand Erdal, 2015; Koelet & de Valk, 2016; Moskal & Tyrrell, 2016; Kloc-

Nowak, 2018; Shmulyar Gréen & Melander, 2018). In this way, we aim to look at the 

private domain (partner relations, family) rather than the public domain (labour market) 

when talking about intra-EU mobility. The scarce existing literature on family life and 

partner relations of intra-EU mobile citizens starts from qualitative research methods 

(e.g. Ryan & Sales, 2013; Ryan, Sales, Tilki, Siara, 2009; Moskal, 2011; Moskal & Tyrrell, 

2016; Gaspar, 2010). These qualitative in-depth studies help to increase our awareness 

and knowledge, and they provide useful insights by exploring specific topics and cases. 

Using quantitative datasets may further contribute and extend what we know by aiming 

to identify more generalisable trends and unravel the related mechanisms. With this 
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dissertation, I aim to contribute to the growing body of quantitative studies on this topic 

(e.g. Kleinepier, de Valk & van Gaalen, 2015). 

As indicated in the previous paragraphs, the impact of intra-EU mobility on European 

citizens and their family and partner relations is still insufficiently studied and largely 

ignored in earlier research. Therefore, the central research question in this dissertation 

is: How are family and partner relations shaped and challenged in a context of intra-EU 

mobility? By using the term intra-EU mobility, I explicitly refer to a broad range of 

situations where persons undertake their right of free movement, not being limited to 

long term or permanent migration (cf. definition by European Commission – Migration 

and home affairs), taking different types of movement, duration and temporality into 

account. The aim is to get a better insight in the relations between intra-EU mobility and 

partner and family relations. I will do so by using a quantitative research approach in 

order to obtain knowledge that is representative for and generalisable to broader 

contexts in society. Starting from a life course perspective, I acknowledge the complex 

dynamics of contextual influences in which individuals take decisions and actions 

throughout their lives. In this dissertation, I will mainly focus on Belgium which is a good 

case study as an EU member state with high numbers of European migrants and with a 

long history in the European integration project (cf. infra). 

This dissertation consists of four empirical chapters. Each chapter focuses on a specific 

research question derived from the main research question. In the first chapter, I will 

look at the effect of intra-EU mobility on partner choice, more specifically I will examine 

whether student mobility, such as an Erasmus stay abroad, influences the probability of 

engaging in a European binational relationship, which is defined as a couple where 

partners were born in different EU member states. The second chapter again focusses 

on European binational couples and analyses where partners in these binational couples 

meet and how this meeting context might be related to their intra-EU mobility. The third 

empirical study investigates whether partnership relations and study motivation, affect 

the probability of aspirations of studying abroad among students. In the fourth and last 
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empirical chapter, the focus is on a later stage in the life course. When being mobile 

within the EU, people are challenged to manage family relations transnationally. 

Therefore, this final empirical chapter investigates the differences between non-migrant 

and different EU and non-EU migrant groups in intergenerational communication 

frequencies. 

In what follows, I will describe (1.1) the policy context that has created the current intra-

European mobility opportunities and present some descriptive facts and figures on the 

current intra-EU mobility, (1.2) the introduction of the theoretical and conceptual 

framework used in this dissertation, followed by (1.3) an outline of the empirical 

chapters and the data used. 

1.1. Study context: Mobility within the European Union 

In this section, I first provide an overview of the historical and policy background of 

European integration and what this means for intra-EU mobility policy, followed by some 

statistical setting-the-scene of the current intra-EU mobility. 

1.1.1. The first steps of the European integration process  

European integration can be defined as “the product of the selective pooling of national 

sovereignty, or ultimate jurisdiction over a body politic, by post-war European nation-

states” (Peterson, 2001, p.4923). In practice, this European integration has been a 

process that started in the 1950s and which is continuing to this day. Although different 

political visions exist on how European integration should be implemented and 

developed, Reho (2017) identifies four goals of EU integration: peace (political goal), 

security (geopolicital goal), prosperity (economic goal) and identity (cultural goal). The 

European integration has developed through a number of successive treaties between 

the Member States, gradually constructing the juridical and institutional framework of 

the European Union as we know it today. To understand the current intra-EU mobility 
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policy situation, it is necessary to understand how it is linked to the different initiatives 

taken in this step-by-step integration process. 

The first steps towards a more integrated Europe, also referred to as ‘the European 

project’, were taken in post-war Europe in the 1950s. They resulted from a need for 

economic development and were perceived as a way to establish long-term political 

stability and peace on the European continent after World War II and a continuing threat 

of East-West confrontation (McCormick, 2014). This would be done through first of all 

intensified international cooperation and later on also the development of a 

supranational policy level, resulting in increasingly blurred national borders (McCormick, 

2014). With the Treaty of Paris in 1951, the European Coals and Steel Community 

(ECSC) was founded. Although limited to the specific domain of the coal and steel 

industries in six member states (Germany, France, Belgium, the Netherlands, 

Luxembourg and Italy), it was the first successful European integration initiative. The 

ECSC included the opportunity for specialised workforce recruitment across national 

borders and consequently already provided opportunities for specific groups of workers 

to participate in the labour market in another participating country (article 691, Treaty 

establishing the European Coal and Steel Community, 1951; Recchi, 2005; Favell & 

Recchi, 2014). In 1957, the Treaty of the European Economic Community (Treaty of 

Rome) was signed. With this treaty, a much more ambitious step in European integration 

was taken by founding the European Economic Community (EEC)2. The EEC mainly 

focused on the creation of a common market for all participating countries. This 

included free movement of goods, persons, capital and services. Although Article 48 of 

this treaty referred to freedom of movement of persons for the first time, these persons 

were in fact defined as exclusively those active on the labour market3. This perfectly 

 
1 Article 69: “Member States undertake to remove any restriction based on nationality upon the employment in the coal and steel 
industries of workers who are nationals of Member States and have recognised qualifications in a coalmining or steelmaking 
occupation, subject to the limitations imposed by the basic requirements of health and public policy.“ 
2 Also the European Atomic Energy Community (EAEC), also known as Euratom was founded, but remained a much smaller initiative 
in scope than the ECC 
3 “This shall involve the abolition of any discrimination based on nationality between workers of the Member States, as regards 
employment, remuneration and other working conditions. 3. It shall include the right, subject to limitations justified by reasons of 
public order, public safety and public health: (a) to accept offers of employment actually made; (b) to move about freely for this 
purpose within the territory of Member States; (c) to stay in any Member State in order to carry on an employment in conformity 
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fitted within the market-oriented approach of European integration at that time. In the 

following years, the implementation of a European common market, including the 

freedom of movement, was systematically further elaborated (See Recchi, 2005 for a 

more detailed description of the process). By the end of the 1980’s, the European 

Economic Community had also grown, to twelve member states: Belgium, France, West 

Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Denmark, Ireland, United Kingdom, Greece, 

Portugal and Spain. With the Single European Act (SEA) in 1986, the next ambitious goal 

was set to remove all barriers for the creation of a single market by 1992. Around the 

same time, the Schengen Area also came into practice (1985), removing internal border 

controls and harmonising external border control. As a result, the ‘debordering’ within 

the EU coincided with a ‘rebordering’ of the external border of the EU and its surveillance 

(Yndigegn, 2011). In 2004, the EU saw its largest expansion of member states in its 

history. With the accession of 10 mainly Central and Eastern European countries to the 

existing union of 15. The population size of the EU increased with about 20% (Databank 

World Development Indicators, 2020). Despite some transitional measures to limit 

disturbances of national labour markets, the enlargement immediately impacted intra-

EU mobility, with a new strong East-to-West migration flow (Recchi, 2016). 

1.1.2. Free movement of citizens: one of EU’s cornerstones 

Following on the various preceding European treaties, the European Union was formally 

established in 1992 with the Treaty on the European Union (Maastricht Treaty, coming 

into force on 1st November 1993), an important step in the European integration 

process. In the light of European mobility, a major novelty was the introduction of 

European citizenship. Each person with the nationality of one of the Member States 

automatically also received European citizenship (Article 8; Council of the European 

Communities, 1992). This European citizenship, being supplementary to the national 

citizenship, came with a number of rights. One of these rights, and cornerstones of EU 

 
with the legislative and administrative provisions governing the employment of the workers of that State; and (d) to live, on conditions 
which shall be the subject of implementing regulations to be laid down by the Commission, in the territory of a Member State after 
having been employed there. 4. The provisions of this Article shall not apply to employment in the public administration.” 
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citizenship (Favell & Recchi, 2014), is that “Every citizen of the Union shall have the right 

to move and reside freely within the territory of the Member States, subject to the 

limitations and conditions laid down in this Treaty and by the measures adopted to give 

it effect.” 4(Council of the European Communities, 1992, Article 8a). This right of free 

movement in the EU was unprecedented in scope and scale and is still in many ways 

unique in the world (Favell & Recchi, 2014; Koikkalainen, 2011; Barbulescu, Lafleur & 

Stanek, 2015). In 2004, the different regulations and conditions for the free movement 

were consolidated in directive 2004/38/EC on ‘the right of citizens of the Union and their 

family members to move and reside freely within other member states’ (European 

Parliament & Council of the European Union, 2004; Marzocchi, 2020). EU citizens have 

“the right of residence on the territory of another Member State without any conditions 

or any formalities other than the requirement to hold a valid identity card or passport”, 

although for periods longer than three months, some extra conditions may apply 

(Chapter III, European Parliament & Council of the European Union, 2004). Important 

in this directive is that the right of free movement does not only include individuals, but 

also entails their close family members 5 . Despite the freedom of movement and 

residence, there are also a number of additional conditions that apply to mobile 

Europeans. For example, if not working or being self-employed, EU citizens and their 

families should have a health insurance and sufficient resources to ‘not become a 

burden on the host member state’s social assistance system’. However, after five years 

of uninterrupted legal residence, EU citizens get the right of permanent residence in the 

host member state without additional conditions6. 

 
4 This right is since the Treaty of Nice also part of the Charter of fundamental rights of the European Union (Article 45; European 
Parliament, 2000). In this charter, free movement is defined as “the right of EU citizens and legally resident third-country 
nationals (in accordance with the Treaty establishing the European Community) to move and reside freely within the territory of the 
EU Member States”. 
5 Family members are defined as “the spouse (also of the same sex), the registered partner, direct descendants who are under the 
age of 21 or are dependants and those of the spouse or registered partner; and dependent direct relatives in the ascending line and 
those of the spouse or registered partner” (Article 2; European Parliament & Council of the European Union, 2004; Marzocchi, 
2020). 
6 which they might lose again when staying two successive years outside the host member state. EU citizens can also be refused 
the right of entry or residence based on public health, public security or public policy. 
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Since its introduction, free movement of citizens has been very instrumental to the 

European integration process, as can be found in several policy strategies and goals 

formulated by the European Commission in recent years.  

First of all, free movement of citizens is a crucial element in the economic conception 

of the EU, by contributing to the creation of a competitive single market. In the Lisbon 

Agenda (March, 2000; see Gaspar, 2008; Gaspar, 2009) the EU formulated the aim to be 

the most “competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world able to 

maintain economic growth and optimal levels of social cohesion” (Rodriguez, 

Warmerdam & Triomphe, 2010, p.11). Intra-EU mobility was seen as an important tool 

to reaching this ambitious goal. The same is true for the Europe 2020 strategy, setting 

out a vision of Europe's social market economy for the 21st century, that formulated 

strategies for an economy that aimed for ‘smart, sustainable and inclusive growth’, 

including a number of goals that are linked to intra-EU mobility (European Commission, 

2010). 

In addition to its economic function, intra-EU mobility is also believed to contribute to 

the social and cultural EU integration. In the 1970’s, the concept of a People’s Europe 

was introduced to bring the people closer to the European project, making the European 

project more tangible and aiming to create a European identity and culture (Adonnino, 

1985; Shore, 2001). Although the term ‘People’s Europe’ is not in use anymore in official 

EU communications, it was the start of the development of the cultural and social 

element of European integration. European policy makers have understood that intra-

EU mobility could have an influence on attitudes towards the EU and European 

identification. Citizens who are mobile are believed to identify themselves more as 

European citizens and thereby reinforce European social integration (e.g. Fligstein, 2008; 

Gaspar, 2010; Recchi, 2012). Several researchers have also found a link between 

mobility experiences and stronger European identifications (e.g. Recchi, 2015; Mazzoni 

et al., 2018), even in the case of relatively short periods abroad such as Erasmus 

exchanges (Van Mol, 2014).  Therefore, the integration of individuals and creating 
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European citizens is not only a result of European integration but also a tool to increase 

further support for this European integration process (Baldoni, 2003). 

Many initiatives have been taken over the past decades to stimulate and increase intra-

EU mobility for different identified target groups, such as the Comenius programme7, 

the Leonardo da Vinci programme8, the Marie Skłodowska-Curie Actions research fellow 

programme9 and the EURES programme10. However, the best and most well-known 

example is the Erasmus programme, that, together with the Bologna process 11 , 

contributes to the internationalisation of higher education in the EU. Erasmus, which 

stands for ‘European Action Scheme for the Mobility of University Students’, started in 

1987 and aimed to “achieve a significant increase in the number of students from 

universities […] spending an integrated period of study in another Member State” (Article 

2; Council of the European Communities 1987). Although the original founding 

documents contained a strong economic motivation 12, framing student mobility in an 

employability and adaptability context, the social integration aspect of Erasmus was 

also mentioned: “to strengthen the interaction between citizens in different Member 

States with a view to consolidating the concept of a People’s Europe”. Since the Erasmus 

programme started in 1987, it has always had a prominent place within the EU policy as 

it perfectly fits in the different objectives formulated in policy strategies such as Europe 

2020 Strategy and the Strategic Framework for European Cooperation in Education and 

 
7 “The Comenius programme supported cooperation among all those active in pre to secondary school education in Europe with 
the objective to increase mobility, build partnerships between schools in different Members States, encourage language learning, 
enhance teacher training and improve pedagogical approaches.” (European Commission, 2020aa). The Comenius programme 
started in 2007, and is part of the Erasmus+ programme since 2014. 
8 “Leonardo da Vinci focused on vocational education and training. It addressed both the learning and teaching needs in the sector, 
namely trainees in vocational education, teachers and trainers, institutions and educational bodies, enterprises, associations, social 
partners and bodies relating to either lifelong learning or the labour market.” (European Commission, 2020b). The Leonardo Da Vinci 
programme ran from 2007 until 2013. From 2014 it was integrated in the Erasmus+ programme. 
9 “The Marie Skłodowska-Curie actions support researchers at all stages of their careers, regardless of age and nationality. The 
MSCA also support cooperation between industry and academia and innovative training to enhance employability and career 
development.” (European Commission, 2020c). 
10 “Launched in 1994, EURES is a European cooperation network of employment services, designed to facilitate the free movement 
of workers.” (European Commission, 2020s) 
11 "Under the Bologna Process, European governments engage in discussions regarding higher education policy reforms and strive 
to overcome obstacles to create a European Higher Education Area. Bologna reform is key to building the necessary trust for 
successful learning mobility, cross-border academic cooperation and the mutual recognition of study periods and qualifications 
earned abroad. " (European Commission, 2020e). 
12 “in order that the Community may draw upon an adequate pool of manpower with first-hand experience of economic and social 
aspects of other Member States”; “with a view to securing the competitiveness of the Community in the world market”), 
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Training (ET2020). From the beginning of the programme till its 30th birthday in 2017, 

more than 4,400,000 higher education students had made use of the programme to 

study abroad (European Commission, 2019). Since 2014, the Erasmus programme 

continues under the name Erasmus+. 

1.1.3. Intra-EU mobility in numbers 

It is often argued that migration and cross-border mobility is difficult to grasp in 

numbers in a complete and accurate way, and thereby tends to be underestimated 

(Poulain, 2008). Especially intra-EU mobility suffers from this problem (Recchi, 2005). 

With the freedom of movement in the EU, many moves are not registered as an official 

registration (or visum/work permit) is often not required (Castro-martin & Cortina, 2015). 

Additionally, due to the flexibility of intra-EU mobility regulations, the mobility is 

potentially also very volatile or, as Recchi (2005, p.17) calls it, “bite–and–go migration", 

making it even more difficult to describe in statistics. As such the available statistics are 

indicative and most likely underestimate or undercount the actual number of moves. 

Looking at administrative population/census data available via Eurostat, we see that at 

the start of 2018, 12% of all inhabitants of the European Union were first generation 

migrants, i.e. those born in a country other than the country of residence. With 36% of 

them born in another EU Member State, intra-EU migrants are a substantial share of the 

total migration landscape in the EU (Van Mol & de Valk, 2016). In absolute terms this 

refers to about 21 million individuals on a total population of more than 500 million that 

can be categorised as intra-European migrants, when using country of birth to define EU 

mobile citizens (Eurostat, 2020a). In Belgium, the share of intra-EU migrants among the 

foreign-born population is even larger, with 46% being born in another EU Member State 

(Eurostat, 2020a). Immigration and emigration flow statistics also show similar 

patterns; 30% of all immigrants in 2017 originated from another EU Member State 

(Eurostat, 2020b). For Belgium, this percentages was 42% of all inward migrants. When 

people from EU Member States emigrate, a majority of them (58%) move to another 



 

26 

Member State (Eurostat, 2020c). For Belgium, this percentage is even higher with 70 % 

of all those leaving the country emigrating to other EU Member States (Eurostat, 2020c).  

Based on Labour Force Survey (LFS) data (European Commission, 2018), we get a first 

idea on the partner and family relations of intra-EU mobile citizens13. In general, the 

household size and composition of nationals and mobile citizens do not show large 

differences, but an overall variation is found between the EU Member States. In terms 

of marital status, we find half of the intra-EU mobile citizens in the LFS to be married 

(53%), while 37% is single and the other 10% is divorced, separated or widowed. For 

those mobile Europeans living with their partner in the same household (93% of the 

couples), 30% live with a national of the country they moved to (European binational 

couples, based on nationality), whereas 65% lives with another intra-EU mobile citizen 

(‘mover couple’). The European binational couples are found to be typically higher 

educated than the uninational couples or ‘mover couples’, while in general intra-EU 

mobile citizens are typically lower educated than nationals. 

Using representative survey data from the Eurobarometer, we also get an indication of 

past or aspired future mobility. About 10 percent of Europeans has some direct 

experience of living and working abroad in the past (inside or outside the EU) (Special 

Eurobarometer 337, Eurostat, 2014). This percentage raises to 17% for those who 

completed their education after age 20. Although these numbers do not show a high 

prevalence of intra-EU mobility, as also Favell & Recchi (2009, p.3) suggest, it is of high 

symbolic importance given that EU movers can be considered the prototype of “highly 

Europeanised citizens [that are] the human face of EU integration”. About 17% of the 

respondents indicated envisaging working abroad at some point in the future. Besides 

direct mobility experience, many Europeans (41%) had a friend or relative that 

experienced living and/or working abroad. In this way, intra-EU mobility is present in the 

lives of many EU citizens (Special Eurobarometer 337, Eurostat, 2014). Nevertheless, 

 
13 Most analyses in the Labour Force Survey focus on working-age individuals (age 20 – 64). Analyses on couples focus on those 
aged 30-50. 
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despite the opportunities to be mobile, the majority of all Europeans are not mobile. But 

the group of mobile Europeans is significant and is theoretically interesting from a 

European integration perspective. Based on the limited information we have on family 

and partner relations of mobile Europeans, it may be valuable to better understand the 

link between being mobile in Europe and these family and partner relations.  

1.2. Theories and concepts: A life course approach to 
intra-EU mobile citizens and their family relations 

In this dissertation, I will use the Life Course Paradigm (LCP) as a theoretical conceptual 

framework to explore the intersection of family and partner relations with intra-EU 

mobility (Elder, Johnson & Crosnoe, 2003; Macmillan & Copher, 2005). Understanding 

intra-EU mobility and its link with partner and family relationship is crucial to exploring 

the role of the EU as laboratory for accessible mobility. The LCP framework 

acknowledges the complexity of the numerous interpersonal, structural, and historical 

context factors that influence and shape individual behaviour in life through a number 

of principles “that collectively define the primary analytic and conceptual themes of life 

course studies” (Elder, Johnson & Crosnoe, 2003, p.4). The Life Course Paradigm can 

help us understand the very diverse and complex relations between family and partner 

relations and intra-EU mobility. In the following two sections I present two principles of 

the Life Course Paradigm that may be relevant for studying and understanding the 

potential link between intra-EU mobility and partner and family relations, and contribute 

to the structure of this dissertation. Firstly, I will cover the potential opportunities related 

to intra-EU mobility by showing how intra-EU mobility could influences partner choice. 

Second, I will look at potential challenges in partner and family relations that can be 

linked to intra-EU mobility. 

1.2.1. Opportunities for partner relations in an intra-EU mobility context 

The principle of ‘Time and place’ in the Life Course Paradigm can be understood as the 

fact that the behaviour and decisions of individuals throughout their lives are always 
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embedded in historical times and places that create a context of opportunities and 

constraints. Applied to the research in this dissertation, it is mainly the unique mobility 

context that exists within the juridical and political framework of the EU that sets a 

specific context for partner and family relations. Therefore, I believe intra-EU mobility 

may influence partner choice, as I will elaborate further in the next paragraphs. 

There is a long tradition in the social sciences to study the partners people choose for 

intimate relationships, how this partner choice process takes place, and what the effects 

are of specific partner choices (Merton, 1941; Kennedy, 1944; Marcson, 1950; Eckland, 

1968; Kiesler & Baral, 1970; Rosenthal, 1970; Murstein, 1971; Blau, 1977; Blau, Blum & 

Schwartz, 1982; Mare, 1991; Stephan & Stephan, 1991; Kalmijn, 1993; Schoen & Weinick, 

1993; Qian, 1998; Schwartz & Mare, 2005; Kalmijn, De Graaf, Janssen, 2005; Blossfeld, 

2009; Schwartz, 2013; Furtado & Trejo, 2013; Tegunimataka, 2020). People typically 

choose a partner within the own social group (endogamy) that shows similarity on the 

basis of origin, religion, ethnicity, educational level, language, etc (homogamy). This 

would increase the probability of having a common worldview, similar interests and 

similar ideas about life (Kalmijn, 1998). Even though endogamy is the norm, there are 

also couples formed where partners are distinctly different at some of these points, i.e. 

heterogamy. These so-called mixed couples are interesting to study as they show how 

boundaries between social groups dissolve over time. They are especially relevant in a 

migration and mobility context as they are highly valued because they are closely linked 

to the integration of migrants (Kalmijn, 1998), or as Kalmijn (1998, p. 397) states: “It is 

not just a reflection of the boundaries that currently separate groups in society, it also 

bears the potential of cultural and socioeconomic change”. They could be seen as “the 

litmus test of immigrants’ integration into the mainstream society” (Rodríguez-García, 

2015, p. 13). These ‘barrier-breaking’ relationships cross boundaries between different 

social and cultural groups in society (González-Ferrer, 2006; Hooghiemstra, 2001; 

Lucassen & Laarman, 2009; Rodríguez-García, 2015). Numerous studies have 

confirmed associations between mixed couples and (social and economic) integration 

of migrants, and even their children (e.g. Gordon, 1964; Rodríguez-García, 2015; Kalmijn, 
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1998; Kalmijn, 2010; Dribe & Lundh, 2003; Meng & Gregory, 2005). The relationship 

between intermarriage and integration is, however, multidimensional and therefore 

complex (Rodríguez-García et al., 2015).  

Many studies on mixed unions in Europe have focused on relationships between 

European natives and non-EU migrants (Gaspar, 2010). However, in an intra-EU mobility 

context, intermarriage is usually applied by studying European binational couples, 

referring to (marital) unions between citizens from different member states inside the 

EU (Gaspar, 2008; Gaspar, 2009; Gaspar, 2010; Koelet, et al., 2012, Van Mol & de Valk, 

2016; Koelet & de Valk, 2014; Haandrikman, 2014). Similar to studies in interethnic 

unions, intra-EU marriages are also seen as symbols of social integration as they show 

how the European integration process is happening “from below” through formation of 

intimate relationships of its citizens (Gaspar, 2008; Gaspar, 2009; Gaspar, 2010). Despite 

the vastness of literature on mixed couples as proof and symbol of successful 

integration between different social groups in societies (e.g. Carol, 2016; Esteve & 

Bueno, 2012; Huschek, Liefbroer & de Valk, 2012; Hartung, Vandezande, Phalet & 

Swyngedouw, 2011; Hooghiemstra, 2003; Lievens, 1998; Hannemann et al, 2018), 

European binational couples only received limited attention and comparative European 

studies are scarce (Castro-martin & Cortina, 2015). Our knowledge on EU binational 

couples is fragmented and limited to a number of nation-specific studies (Slany & 

Zadkowska, 2017). 

To understand how intra-EU mobility may influence partner choice and the choice for a 

European binational partner, I use the concepts described by Kalmijn (1998). He 

describes marriage patterns in terms of the interplay of three general factors: structural 

opportunities and constraints of meeting potential partners, the role of ‘third parties’ in 

influencing the partner choice and individual preferences to partner with specific 

characteristics. We may apply these factors to explain how intra-EU mobility could 

influence partner choice. 
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The first factor, meeting opportunities, refers to the ‘supply side’ perspective of partner 

choice: only those individuals who are structurally available to meet can be chosen as a 

partner. In these meeting opportunities, a distinction can be made between a micro-level 

and macro-level approach (Kalmijn & Flap, 2001). Whereas the macro-level approach 

focuses on the ‘marriage market’ in terms of the demographical and geographical 

availability of potential partners (group size, sex-ratio and residential segregation of 

different origin groups in society) (e.g. Gonzalez-Ferrer, 2006; Haandrikman et al., 2008; 

Kalmijn & Van Tubergen, 2006; Van Tubergen & Maas 2007; Kalmijn & Van Tubergen, 

2010; Blau & Schwartz 1984; Kalmijn, 1998), the micro-level approach looks at specific 

social settings and places where partners meet, such as school and the workplace (e.g. 

Blau, 1977; Feld, 1982; Blau & Schwartz, 1984; Bozon & Héran, 1989; Kalmijn & Flap, 

2001; Lampard, 2007; Haandrikman, 2010; Bozon & Rault, 2012). As many meeting 

places for potential partners are socially segregated, meeting places as such may 

influence endogamy and homogamy patterns. It could be argued that the opportunities 

for intra-EU mobility may influence partner choice through the structural aspect of 

partner choice by extending local marriage markets to international, cross-border 

marriage markets, especially when the mobility is undertaken at an age when family 

formation is likely to occur (cf. Gaspar, 2010; Kofman 2004; Braun & Recchi 2008). 

Increased intra-EU mobility would then in the long run result in less borders between 

European nationals, through an increase of the opportunities for the formation of 

European binational couples (Gaspar, 2008). 

A second factor that influences partner choice refers to the personal preferences of the 

individual (Kalmijn, 1998). This is what Kalmijn & Flap (2001) also refer to as ‘the 

demand-side perspective’ of partner choice. Kalmijn (1998) mainly defines personal 

preferences in terms of socioeconomic and cultural resources a potential partner has 

to offer. More specifically, socioeconomic resources refer to a preference that potential 

partners with higher education, high status jobs and higher income would be perceived 

as more attractive. Cultural resources then refer to language, cultural capital, attitudes, 

values, life styles, on so on, where a partner who is more similar would be perceived as 
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more attractive (cf. homogamy). Cultural similarity “enables them to develop a common 

lifestyle (…) that produces social confirmation and affection” (Kalmijn, 1998, p. 400), and 

“enlarges opportunities to participate in joint activities, and similarity of knowledge 

creates a common basis for conversation, which enhances mutual understanding” 

(Kalmijn, 1998, p. 399). When looking at the cultural resources that form the basis of 

personal preferences towards European binational couples, we argue that intra-EU 

mobility contributes to the accumulation and developments of ‘mobility capital’, defined 

as “a subcomponent of human capital, enabling individuals to enhance their skills 

because of richness of the international experience gained by living abroad” (Murphy-

Lejeune, 2002, p. 51) or “the knowledge amassed through international mobility that 

increases one’s potential ability to move abroad and to assimilate into national and 

transnational structures. It may relate to the modification of existing forms of capital 

(social, cultural, linguistic, economic, or human) or it may involve the acquisition of a new 

type of capital resource altogether (mobility capital)” (Scott & Cartledge, 2009, p 76). This 

‘internationalness’ or ‘cosmopolitan attitudes’ can be linked to own previous mobility 

experiences (Mau, Mewes & Zimmermann, 2008), but also influences from parents 

(Weenink, 2008) and linguistic skills (Scott & Cartledge, 2009). In the literature, several 

authors have described the emergence of a new group of highly educated, highly skilled 

intra-EU mobile citizens with international ‘European lifestyles’ (Gaspar, 2009; Braun & 

Recchi, 2008) that strongly differ from the low-skilled labour migrants typically studied. 

A third factor in partner choice is the potential influence of so-called ‘third parties’, 

broadly referring to the influence of other people than the partners, by creating social 

and cultural norms and expectations through group identification and group sanctioning 

(Kalmijn, 1998; Kalmijn & Van Tubergen, 2006). Also ‘third parties’ are believed to 

contribute to in-group union formation. These can be expressed and passed on via 

different mechanisms; through group identification, direct control and group 

sanctioning, or more implicitly, via socialisation of attitudes during childhood (e.g. Carol, 

2016; Carol, Ersanilli & Wagner, 2014; Carol, 2014; Lucassen & Laarman, 2009; Kalmijn, 

1998). Parents are typically seen as a potentially important influencing factor in partner 
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choice through socialisation and parental involvement, reinforcing endogamous unions 

for their children (Van Zantvliet & Kalmijn, 2013; Huijnk and Liefbroer 2012; De Valk and 

Liefbroer 2007; Kalmijn & Van Tubergen, 2006). In the context of intra-EU mobility, we 

believe that parents may influence the choice of a European binational partner through 

socialisation during childhood. As personal preferences and third parties are difficult to 

differentiate in practice and as they influence each other, Kalmijn & Van Tubergen (2010, 

p.461) have argued to speak about “cultural arguments” in partner choice, in contrast to 

the “structural arguments” such as meeting opportunities. 

1.2.2. Constraints for family relations in an intra-EU mobility context 

The second principle from the life course paradigm that I will use in my empirical studies 

is the principle of ‘linked lives’ (Elder, Johnson & Crosnoe, 2003). This principle stresses 

the interdependency of individuals through networks of shared relationships. It refers to 

the idea that individual’s actions and decisions are embedded in a network of social 

relations rather than being isolated acts (Fischer and Malmberg, 2001; Hagen-Zanker, 

2008; Haug, 2008; Ryan & Sales, 2013; Souto-Otero et al., 2013; Williams et al., 2018). 

These linked lives can range from the closest and most intimate relationships, such as 

partners and family members, to friends, acquaintances, and colleagues. Several 

researchers have, on the one hand, pointed out that linked lives can have a positive effect 

on migration, and by extension also intra-EU mobility. For example, social networks may 

help individuals to inform and organise their own migration (e.g. White & Ryan, 2008; 

Ryan, 2009; Bell, 2012). Many researchers also acknowledge the potential challenges 

linked lives pose to individuals in a migration context (e.g. Carling & Collins, 2018; 

Williams et al., 2018). I will investigate two specific cases where linked lives challenge 

intra-EU mobility. First, I will look at how having a romantic partner relationship is related 

to study abroad aspirations among students, and second I will study intergenerational 

care among intra-EU migrants. 

Family relations have been found to have a potential retaining effect on migration and 

mobility due to ‘social embeddedness’ or ‘location-specific social capital’ (Haug, 2008; 
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Fischer & Malmberg, 2001). This means that being more linked and socially embedded 

in one location, for example through family bonds, having a partner or children, is 

typically believed to impede migration as moving or migrating would imply the 

disturbance of these local social ties (Cairns & Smith, 2009; Vidal and Kley, 2010). Most 

existing studies focus on couples that are already well established and have a registered 

cohabitating union or are married, or who have children together. As a result, these 

studies focus on the later stages in the life course where union and family formation is 

clearly shaped. This implies that it can be questioned whether this constraining effect 

also applies to other (earlier) life course moments or for other types of migration, for 

example to student mobility among higher education students who are at a stage in life 

where partner relationships are typically early and have not yet been officialised or 

registered. Research on student mobility decisions has often identified the lack of 

financial resources as a crucial obstacle for student mobility. Due to the focus on this 

economic aspect of student mobility, the potential influence of linked lives on student 

mobility seems to be overshadowed. While a push-pull approach is still very common in 

research on student mobility, we will introduce the aspirations/ability model to 

investigate student mobility and as such bring in also the linked lives in private life that 

may influence mobility decisions (Carling, 2002). The aspiration/ability model starts 

from the premise that “people migrate because they have the aspiration to and the ability 

to do so.” (Carling, 2018, p.1). In the model, aspirations refer to “a conviction that 

migration is preferable to non-migration; it can vary in degree and in the balance between 

choice and coercion” 14  (Carling & Schewel, 2018, p. 946). Ability then refers to the 

practical feasibility, and the obstacles and opportunities that can occur when aiming to 

realise migration. In a general migration context, immigration policies typically are 

considered as the most important obstacles under the concept of ‘ability’ (Carling, 2002; 

Carling & Schewel, 2018). In the context of intra-EU mobility, we argue that the existing 

policies are facilitating student mobility mainly through affecting ‘ability’, for example 

 
14 Following this definition, the concept of aspirations can be linked to related concepts as preference, desire, wish, positive 
inclination, attitudes, etc. 
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through the provision of grants. By focusing on study abroad aspirations, we take a step 

back and investigate how linked lives may affect these aspirations through cognitive 

and social mechanisms. The aspiration/ability model states that both aspiration and 

ability can be influenced at different levels. For aspirations, two levels are distinguished. 

At the macro level, the emigration environment is the societal context that is similar to 

everyone and that sets the scene for people to aspire to mobility, and more specifically 

to evaluate the understanding of individuals of this emigration context. In terminology 

of the life course paradigm, this would be the ‘Time and place’ principle, the EU as 

supranational policy level encouraging student mobility. At the micro level, we would 

look at individual characteristics to explain the difference between those aspiring 

mobility versus those aspiring immobility. Carling (2002) suggests the importance of 

social relationship in both the micro and macro level. In this way, also the LCP concept 

of ‘linked lives’ is present in this model, although not explicitly elaborated. 

Linked lives may not only affect intra-EU mobility decisions, but also have an impact 

during the mobility or after migration and may influence the way intra-EU mobility is 

experienced. A second topic of challenges in family relations in an intra-EU mobility 

context is providing intergenerational care, another important aspect of family life next 

to partner relationships (Smith, 1998). Irrespective of origin of migrants and 

geographical distance between generations, most people perceive strong family 

relations and responsibilities. Parent-child relations are often strong and 

intergenerational care is often perceived important, also in a migration context (Bordone 

& de Valk, 2016; Bucx et al., 2008; Dykstra and Fokkema, 2010; Fokkema et al., 2008; 

Treas and Gubernskaya, 2012; Baldassar, 2008; de Jong Gierveld et al., 2012; 

Rooyackers et al., 2014; Baldock, 2000; Zechner, 2008). Intergenerational relations, and 

specifically care, are ideally organised in geographical co-presence (Baldassar, 2008). 

Overall, it is indeed shown that among the majority population, the geographic distance 

between adult children and their elder parents is typically relatively small even though it 

depends on the life course stage that influences the need for support and the resource 

to support (Smith, 1998). Among international migrants, geographical distance is 
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usually greater and may thus create an extra challenge to intergenerational care 

provision and a need to organising it differently (e.g. Falicov, 2005; Rooyackers et al., 

2014). As regular visits are not always possible due to geographical distance, time 

limitations and financial restrictions, new forms of intergenerational relations and care 

are shaped. As the geographical distance to parents inhibits frequent face-to-face 

contact, it thereby may also decrease the possibilities to provide practical support. 

Rooyackers et al. (2014) however confirmed that emotional support, regardless whether 

practical support is provided, remained important in mother-child relations across the 

life course and among immigrants of diverse origin, even when the conditions are 

sometimes challenging (e.g. Hondagneu-Sotelo & Avila, 1997; Peng & Wong, 2013). 

While frequent visits home remain the most important way in which transnational kin 

connections are kept (e.g. Bell & Erdal, 2015), the easiest and most frequent way in 

which ‘caring about’ is articulated is through letters and telephone calls (Baldock, 2000; 

Reynolds and Zontini, 2006; Wilding, 2006). In this context, intergenerational contact 

frequency is an important proxy for intergenerational care and any giving and receiving 

of support or identifying the need for support (e.g. Bengtson and Roberts, 1991; 

Tomassini et al., 2004; De Vries and Kalmijn, 2008; Glaser and Tomassini, 2000), even 

though high contact frequencies do not necessarily reflect a high relationship quality or 

high levels of intimacy (e.g. Fokkema et al., 2008; Walker and Thompson, 1983). We 

argue that the effect of intra-EU mobility is dual. On one hand, the intra-EU mobility policy 

may facilitate the management of intergenerational context transnationally. On the 

other hand, providing intergenerational care transnationally remains a challenge for all 

migrants, both EU and non-EU. 

1.3. Research outline & data 

In this section, I introduce the empirical studies that will be elaborated in chapters 2 

through 5. All four studies aim to contribute to the overarching research question of this 

dissertation: How are family and partner relations shaped and challenged in a context 

of intra-EU mobility? I do so by formulating four sub-questions, each being the focus of 
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one empirical chapter. Large scale quantitative data covering EU mobility are scarce, 

especially when focusing on the aforementioned topic of family and partner 

relationships. Therefore, I have selected and used a number of different datasets to 

answer each specific sub-question. I would argue that the combined use of multiple 

datasets in this dissertation is necessary for a rich and detailed insight in the complex 

reality of family and partner relations in an intra-EU mobility context throughout the life 

course. 

Each chapter is elaborated as a self-contained journal article and thus is structured with 

its own introduction, theoretical background, data and methods section, overview of 

results, and concluded with a discussion and conclusion section. Hereafter, I briefly 

introduce the empirical studies, complemented with a concise description of the data 

used. 

In Chapter 2, we focus on intra-European partnership formation in three European 

countries: Belgium, the Netherlands and Switzerland. Intra‐European mobility has been 

actively promoted and stimulated by the European Commission given that exchanges 

and relationships between Europeans of different descent are seen as a core indicator 

of the success of the European project. In this paper, we address the question of the 

extent to which intra-EU mobility fosters partnerships between Europeans of different 

descent. We suggest that intra-European mobility can create opportunities both to meet 

partners from other European countries and to accumulate the necessary capital 

(economic, cultural, linguistic, mobility) to engage in a relationship with a foreign 

European. We use the Belgian, Swiss and Dutch datasets of the EUMARR survey on 

European (binational) couples. The EUMARR survey data were collected in 2012 within 

the framework of the project “Towards a European Society: Single Market, Binational 

Marriages, and Social Group Formation in Europe (EUMARR)”, a research project 

supported by the European Science Foundation (grant no. EUI2010-04221). The 

EUMARR data are unique given its focus on European couples, with a strong 

representation of European binational couples, a group that is often underrepresented 
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in other general socio-demographic survey data. In this chapter, we study the choice of 

native men and women to engage in a relationship with either a foreign-born European 

partner or a partner from the own native country. In the analyses in this study, we use 

binary logistic regression models to estimate odds of engaging in a European binational 

couple, in which both partners are born in a different EU Member State, versus engaging 

in a uninational couple, in which both partners are born in the same EU Member State. 

Chapter 3 continues on the study of European binational couples. While in Chapter 2, we 

already looked into individual factors that contribute to the formation of European 

binational couples, in this chapter we focus on the ‘meeting and mating’ context of 

partners in European binational couples. Despite their importance from a European 

integration perspective, hardly anything is known on how and where European binational 

partners meet each other. Nevertheless, previous studies already highlighted the 

importance of opportunities for meeting a potential partner for the partner choice 

process (Kalmijn, 1998). The existing literature on meeting places and opportunities for 

romantic partners has two major gaps. First of all, the majority of these studies mainly 

focussed on partner choice patterns in the general majority group population. As a 

result, our knowledge on where European binational couples meet is limited. Secondly, 

many studies on meeting opportunities for partners have looked at the micro-level social 

context of meeting (e.g. bars, work, and school). As European binational couples are 

closely connected to European mobility – by definition, we expect at least one of the 

partners to have been mobile during their lifetime – we take a more geographical ‘places’ 

approach. We will look at the country of meeting, and the link with this country for both 

partners. Given our focus on European binational couples, we again use the EUMARR 

survey data from three EU member states: Belgium, the Netherlands and Spain. This 

unique dataset allows for a profound study of meeting context of partners in a European 

binational couple. Since the data also include uninational couples, we can make a 

comparison between both groups (binational and uninational couples). Logistic 

regression models are applied to investigate different meeting places and contexts. 
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In Chapter 4, we look at the study abroad aspirations of higher education students in 

Belgium. We argue that romantic partner relationships may have an impeding effect on 

study abroad aspirations. Additionally, we also include study motivations as another 

competing factor in this mobility decision process. As literature shows us that female 

students are more likely to study abroad compared to male students, and this gender 

difference is still largely unexplained, we pay special attention to gender differences in 

our analyses. The academic literature on study abroad has so far largely ignored the 

influence of romantic relationships and study motivation in the development of 

aspirations to participate in temporary learning experiences in another country. 

However, we argue that young adults might take considerations about investments in 

individual development (via academic training and thus study motivation) and romantic 

relationships into account in the study abroad decision-making process. Consequently, 

we apply a life course perspective analysing the relevance of a romantic partner and 

study motivation for study abroad aspirations among first year university students. We 

used data from the Vrije Universiteit Brussel Student Survey 2016 (‘VUB Student Survey 

2016’). The VUB Student survey is a cross-sectional dataset including 603 freshmen, 

collected in 2016 among recently started first year bachelor students in broad Social 

Sciences and Humanities15 . The survey covers a broad set of questions, including 

questions on the socio-demographic background of the students, education, religion, 

health, attitudes, media use, political attitudes, travel experience, etc. The data are 

collected very early in the higher education study trajectory of these adolescents, 

making them even more interesting for studying aspirations rather than behaviour. We 

use logistic regression analyses to estimate odds for study abroad aspirations of the 

respondents.  

In Chapter 5, we do not focus on intra-EU mobility as such, but on one of the 

consequences. When intra-EU mobile citizens reside in a country other than their home 

country, new challenges in relation to family develop. Similar to what non-European 

 
15 This includes bachelor students in political sciences, communication sciences, sociology, economy, law, psychology, 
educational sciences, criminology, and history. 
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migrants experience, European mobile citizens are also confronted with the challenge 

of maintaining and managing relations with their families, often across borders, and to 

meet the expectations of intergenerational care. This can be strongly impeded due to 

the geographical distance to their families as has been extensively documented for non-

western migrants across Europe. In this paper, we focus on contact frequencies that 

different origin groups in Belgium have with their biological mother, where contact is 

seen as a major precondition for further intergenerational care and solidarity. We do this 

by making comparisons between different groups of first generation European 

migrants, Belgian natives, and non-European migrants. In the analyses, we differentiate 

in the analyses between face-to-face and telephone contact. In this way, we account for 

communication that is linked to geographical proximity or travel opportunities (face-to-

face contact) and communication that is not hampered by distance. For the analyses in 

this study, we use the cross-sectional Generations and Gender Survey data from the 

Belgian GGS programme wave 1 (De Winter et al., 2011). The Belgian GGS is set up 

within the framework of the international Generations and Gender Programme (Vikat et 

al., 2007). The data for Belgium were collected between 2008 and 2010, and resulted in 

a representative sample of the Belgian non-institutionalised population and includes a 

total of 7,163 respondents (De Winter et al., 2011). The data cover information on both 

type and frequency of contact between individuals and their biological parents and 

include a wide range of individual and family background characteristics. 

In the last chapter of this dissertation, Chapter 6, I will summarise the empirical findings 

of the four previous chapters, and reflect on the consequences of these studies for the 

general research question and the implications for the existing literature. Additionally, I 

will also address some of the limitations of this dissertation in order to formulate 

recommendations for future research. I will conclude by formulating some policy advise 

based on the results of this study. 
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Table 1-1: Overview of the studies 

Chapter Research question Data 
2 Does intra-European mobility during 

childhood and (early) adulthood foster 
European binational partnerships? 

EUMARR survey 

3 Where and in which context do partners 
in European binational couples meet 
each other? 

EUMARR survey 

4 Does a romantic relationship and study 
motivation influence the study abroad 
aspiration of students? 

VUB Student Survey 2016 

5 How much contact do intra-EU 
migrants have with their mother in 
comparison to native Belgians and non-
EU migrants? 

Generations & Gender Survey 
Belgium (wave 1) 
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