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Abstract

When long‐distance couples start living together, the decision about where to

co‐reside has important repercussions, as long‐distance moves often lead to the loss of

local ties. Drawing on Danish population register data on long‐distance opposite‐sex

couples and cross‐classified multi‐level statistical analyses, we explore each partner's

share in the total distance moved at the start of their co‐residence. We examine the

influence of local ties to family and gender asymmetries. Our findings indicate that

women tend to bridge the larger share of the distance when moving into co‐residence.

Living close to non‐resident children, parents or siblings and having resident children

lower one's share in the total distance moved. Men's local ties to non‐resident family

have more influence than women's, while women's resident children seem to exert

more influence. Our results suggest that traditional gender patterns shape couples'

decision‐making about where to live together and who migrates the greater share of

the distance.

K E YWORD S
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1 | INTRODUCTION

When two romantic partners decide to live together, one of the most

important decisions they have to make is where to live: who moves in

with whom, or where will the new destination for both of them be?

This decision has an especially pronounced effect on partners who

live long distances from each other. In these couples, one or both

partners will need to not only change residence but also change their

geography of daily life and leave behind their local ties to work, family

and friends. As such, those who move a long distance (i.e., migrate1)

to live with their partner are likely to experience losses in terms of

their career and social network.

The literature suggests that couples' migration decision‐making,

and the consequences of their decision for earnings and employment,

are likely to be gendered (see, e.g., Cooke, 2003; Vidal et al., 2017).

The common pattern is that of women being ‘tied migrants’ to their

male partners, whose careers tend to drive the migration and gain

from it (Boyle et al., 2001; Cooke, 2008a; McKinnish, 2008). Although

some studies suggest that this pattern has weakened since the rise

of dual‐career couples (Cooke, 2013; Lundholm, 2007; Smits et al.,

2004), traditional gender structures still operate across a range of

countries (Vidal et al., 2017).

While there is ample research on family migration (reviewed by

Cooke, 2008b), very few studies have investigated migration to form

a joint household. Yet, these studies show a gendered mobility

pattern too. In Sweden, women were more likely to move—and over
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longer distances—than men at the start of co‐residence, especially

when the partners lived far apart before co‐residing (Brandén &

Haandrikman, 2018). In Belgium, it is more common for women to

move to the municipality of their male partner at the start of co‐

residence than vice versa (Schnor & Mulder, 2018). However, Krapf

et al. (2021) did not find evidence of women in Germany being more

likely to move for co‐residence than men; they explain this

contradictory finding on the basis of their relatively young and

mostly childfree sample.

Important predictors of family migration (Mulder & Malmberg,

2014) as well as migration to form a joint household (Brandén &

Haandrikman, 2018; Krapf et al., 2021; Schnor & Mulder, 2018) are

people's ties to their current location. In addition to, for instance, ties

to work or a home, family members living nearby act as a strong

deterrent of migration (see Mulder, 2018 for more on the role of

family outside the household in internal migration and immobility).

Also in the context of starting co‐residence, living close to a parent

lowers the likelihood of migrating (Brandén & Haandrikman, 2018).

Generally, parents, children and siblings tend to be key figures in each

other's lives, who regularly exchange support across the life course

(e.g., Bengtson, 2001); geographic proximity facilitates these support

exchanges (e.g., Knijn & Liefbroer, 2006). Yet, the scarce literature on

migration for co‐residence does not deal with local ties to family in

much detail, ignoring, for instance, the role of non‐resident children,

siblings and children's age.

The current paper addresses the issue of whether the man or

woman, in opposite‐sex long‐distance couples, moves the longest

distance when starting co‐residence. We do so by looking at each

partner's share in the total distance moved by both partners in the

year of entry into co‐residence. Our aim is to explore the influence of

local ties to family members on who moves furthest, as well as

explore gender asymmetries in the influence of his and her local

family ties on moving for co‐residence, accounting for other relevant

factors.

We make three main contributions to the literature. First, we

uniquely model a couple‐level outcome that captures information on

both individual partners' mobility, allowing us to analyze their relative

contributions to bridging the distance between them. Second, we use

detailed measures of each partner's local ties to family, including

information on both resident and nearby non‐resident parents,

siblings and children. Third, we not only include independent

variables on the level of the individual, but also relative measures

at the couple‐level as well as information about both partners'

municipalities of origin (i.e., where they lived before co‐residence). As

such, our analytical approach allows us to examine the effects of both

partners' local ties to family on their joint mobility outcome, thereby

providing greater insight into the importance of geographic proximity

to family in migration decisions. We use data from the Danish

population register on all opposite‐sex couples who entered

co‐residence between 1 January 2009 and 31 December 2017 and

who lived 60 km apart or more within Denmark before co‐residence

(N = 72,659). In this way, we select couples in which at least one

partner had to move a long distance (≥30 km). We adopt a multi‐level

cross‐classified statistical framework to simultaneously account for

both partners' location of origin.

Denmark is one of few countries that offers detailed, longitudinal

and high‐quality data on geographical locations and family relations of

all registered individuals in the country (see Eurostat & Statistics

Denmark (1995) for more on the Danish population register). Mobility

levels in Denmark are fairly high, especially among young adults, with

approximately one‐sixth of the Danish population changing address

each year (Andersen & Nørgaard, 2018). In comparison to other

European countries, very few people in Denmark never move and

many move frequently (Bernard, 2017)2. About two‐thirds of all moves

occur within the same municipality and thus over fairly short distances

(Statistics Denmark, 2011–2019). Only 10% of moves are between

regions (Andersen & Nørgaard, 2018). Little is known about motives

for migrating and location preferences in the Danish context, but

generally speaking, long‐distance moves tend to be mostly for

education or employment reasons and short‐distances moves for

housing‐related reasons (Andersen & Nørgaard, 2018).

Similar to many other European countries, urban areas have

experienced greater population growth than rural areas in recent

decades (Kupiszewki et al., 2001; Statistics Denmark, 2016). Yet,

migration patterns in Denmark are complex and moves are not solely

oriented toward big cities (for more detailed information on migration

patterns in Denmark, see Andersen & Nørgaard, 2018; Kupiszewki

et al., 2001). In fact, a rather large share (43%) of the Danish

population lives in rural areas (the EU average is 24%; see Statistics

Denmark, 2016). Public service facilities, such as daycare for children

and education, are widely available in rural areas (Cefalo et al., 2020).

Denmark also ranks high in gender equality when compared with

other European countries. For instance, the gender gap in unpaid care

work and domestic work is among the lowest of Europe. Never-

theless, some economic inequality between men and women remains,

albeit less than in most other European countries (Eurofound &

Eige, 2021).

2 | BACKGROUND

2.1 | Long‐distance couples

Studies of household formation rarely focus on long‐distance

couples. Even though the average distance between partners has

increased over time, most partners still live relatively close to each

other before they move in together3 (Haandrikman, 2019). Yet, long‐

distance couples starting co‐residence make an interesting case, as

their joint location decision is in fact a migration decision with

considerable consequences for one or both partners' daily lives and

2Using SHARE survey data, Bernard (2017) showed that only 1% of individuals had never

moved between ages 17 and 50, while 49% had moved at least five times and 16% had

moved eight times or more.
3In Sweden, half of all couples lived within 9 km of each other before moving in together

(Haandrikman, 2019).
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local ties, depending on who migrates. Moreover, to study the

influence of local ties to family members, it is essential to focus on

long‐distance couples and thereby long‐distance moves, considering

that short‐distance moves can take place without affecting local ties.

Compared with those who live in close proximity, long‐distance

couples are more geographically mobile before co‐residence and

have fewer local ties (Brandén & Haandrikman, 2018; Haandrikman,

2019). For example, they live further from their parents than

individuals in short‐distance couples (Krapf et al., 2021). Additionally,

men living in rural areas, those moving directly from the parental

home into a co‐residential union, higher‐educated individuals, and

students are all more likely to have a partner at a longer distance

(Haandrikman, 2019). Arguably, migration for co‐residence might be

more easily undertaken by those with a history of geographic

mobility, especially if it means they have fewer ties to their current

location than those without a history of long‐distance moving. It is

therefore important to account for individuals' mobility history and

other location‐specific ties to the area.

2.2 | Individual migration, couple decision‐making

When long‐distance couples wish to form a joint household, they

have to agree on where to live together and, as a consequence, who

moves to do so. There are a few scenarios, two of which are that she

moves in with him or that he moves in with her. Alternatively, they

could both move into a new house that is close to him or to her,

somewhere in the middle, or at a new location that is far away for

both. Wherever they decide to live, one or both will need to migrate.

Conceptually and theoretically, migration to start co‐residence is

a special case, similar only to migration at union dissolution. That is,

while the decision about the migration as well as the outcome are at

the couple level, it is not a couple but individuals who move—some

individuals alone, others with resident children from a previous

relationship. Following Mincer (1978), a household's decision to

migrate or stay is based on the balancing of the monetary and non‐

monetary costs and benefits of migrating for all members of the

household. In this particular case, however, the partner, who is not

yet a member of the household, has a direct influence on the

migration decision too. That is, if one's partner is willing or unwilling

to migrate to live together, one may or may not need to migrate

oneself. Moreover, one cannot decide independently to move in with

one's partner without their agreement.

In general, migration is a costly endeavour that is not undertaken

lightly, not least because of the emotional costs involved with

severing ties to a location. Therefore, people are generally inclined to

stay in place unless a clear trigger motivates a move and the pressure

to move is greater than the resistance to moving (Huff & Clark, 1978).

While starting co‐residence is a clear trigger, co‐residence and the

associated benefits can also be achieved without migrating oneself,

namely if one's partner migrates instead. For most, there will be few

other benefits of migrating (e.g., job‐related), assuming that the sole

reason to migrate is to start co‐residence. In fact, it is not unlikely

that both individuals prefer to stay in their current home or to find a

new joint home nearby and have their partner migrate in their

direction.

Given that migration decisions are made by the couple rather

than the individual and the costs of migrating may be high for both

individuals, the decision about who migrates depends not only on

individual costs, but also on whose costs are higher and whose costs

carry more weight. We therefore take both an individual‐level and a

couple‐level perspective, focusing on the costs of migration related

to family ties.

2.3 | Family ties from the individual and couple
perspective

An individual's migration costs depend largely on their local ties:

human, economic, and social capital that cannot, or cannot easily, be

relocated4. Family and friends living nearby are one type of local ties,

as individuals are often inclined to live near their parents, siblings and

children (see, e.g., Kolk, 2017 on Sweden; Mulder & Kalmijn, 2006 on

the Netherlands). Distances between parents and minor non‐resident

children are particularly small—in Denmark, 41% lived within a 5 km

distance of each other in 2018 (Statistics Denmark, 20182018).

Geographic proximity is crucial in facilitating frequent face‐to‐

face contact and support exchanges (e.g., Knijn & Liefbroer, 2006).

For many, there is an inherent value in living close to family and so,

local family ties represent costs of migrating and benefits of staying

(see Mulder, 2018). Indeed, Danes' desire to live close to parents and

siblings appears an important factor in their location choices (Dahl &

Sorenson, 2010). Living near non‐resident family can form a common

motive for staying or a deterrent to moving (Thomassen, 2021) and

having parents, siblings and/or children living nearby reduces the

likelihood of moving away (e.g., Brandén & Haandrikman, 2018; Clark

et al., 2017; Mulder & Malmberg, 2014; Spring et al., 2021; van der

Wiel et al., 2021). We therefore hypothesise that living close to family

—parents, siblings, or children—is associated with a lower share in the

total distance moved for co‐residence by both partners (H1).

Furthermore, resident children implicate high costs of migrating,

as parents generally wish to protect their children's local ties to

school, friends and home (Bailey et al., 2004; Mincer, 1978). Brandén

and Haandrikman (2018) reported a negative effect of having

children in the household on the likelihood of moving for co‐

residence. Similarly, Mulder and Malmberg (2014) showed that

families with school‐aged children were less likely to migrate than

those without. Hence, our second hypothesis is that having resident

children, especially school‐age children, is associated with a lower share

in the total distance moved for co‐residence by both partners (H2).

From a couple perspective, the decision where to live together is

likely affected by within‐couple differences in ties to the current

location, in both number and strength, and in bargaining power,

4The term ‘local ties’ is used as a synonym for location‐specific capital (DaVanzo, 1981).
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resulting from a relative resource advantage as well as gender

structures. Arguably, the partner with more local ties will have a

greater desire to stay in place. In this light, having family living nearby

and/or resident children, who have local ties of their own, may be

used to justify wanting to stay and to argue that the partner should

migrate if he/she has less to lose from migrating. Therefore, we

hypothesise that having more local family ties than one's partner

is associated with a lower share in the total distance moved for

co‐residence by both partners (H3).

While H3 is gender neutral, there is good reason to expect

gender differences in whose local ties to family are more influential.

On the one hand, family ties may be valued more strongly by women

than men and as such represent higher costs of migrating to women.

Even though men actually tend to live closer to their parents than

women (Blaauboer et al., 2011 for the Netherlands; Løken et al.,

2013 for Norway; Malmberg & Pettersson, 2007 for Sweden;

opposite results in the United States—Compton & Pollak, 2009),

women typically have stronger family relationships (Fingerman et al.,

2020; Rossi & Rossi, 1990) and stronger intergenerational caregiving

ties (see, e.g., Cox, 2003). Correspondingly, Krapf et al. (2021) found

that living close to parents reduced women's but not men's likelihood

of moving for co‐residence in Germany. Children, too, seem to be a

more important factor in women's than in men's migration

propensities (see Fischer & Malmberg, 2001). As such, women's

resident children may take preference over men's resident children.

Overall, this perspective leads us to hypothesise that the negative

association between having local family ties and one's share in the total

distance moved for co‐residence is stronger for the female partner than

for the male (H3a).

On the other hand, established gender roles shape within‐couple

bargaining power and dictate that men's interests take priority in

family migration decisions (see Bielby & Bielby, 1992). In this case,

the man's local ties to family may carry more weight than the

woman's. This male‐dominance perspective has been supported by

prior research on couples' local ties to work (see, e.g., Cooke, 2003)

and leads us to the alternative hypothesis that the negative association

between having local family ties and one's share in the total distance

moved for co‐residence is stronger for the male partner than for the

female partner (H3b).

2.4 | Other factors

An important source of within‐couple bargaining power is

having more resources than one's partner. The person with more

resources has a stronger safety net were the relationship to

dissolve, while the one with fewer resources is more dependent

on their partner (Blood & Wolfe, 1960). Consequently, the partner

with a resource advantage has more influence in decision‐making,

including decisions about where to live. As such, they are in a

better position to bargain that their partner should migrate in their

direction, thereby reducing their own share in the total distance

moved for co‐residence.

Indeed, previous research has shown that women's higher

likelihood of moving for co‐residence (and over longer distances) is

partly the result of a relative bargaining disadvantage (Brandén &

Haandrikman, 2018). In the context of divorce, individuals with a

resource advantage are less likely to move than their ex‐partner

(Mulder et al., 2012). Two indicators of relative resource differ-

ences within a couple are age and income. The older partner has

typically acquired more resources, having had more time and

opportunity to make a career and accumulate savings (see Mulder

& Wagner, 2010). Homeownership versus rental accommodation

represents another resource advantage, which, in addition to

conveying bargaining power, also makes it more appealing to move

into the owner‐occupied home. Having completed more formal

education than one's partner also matters in the context of family

migration decision‐making (Åström & Westerlund, 2009) and

reduces the likelihood of moving for co‐residence among long‐

distance couples in Germany (Krapf et al., 2021).

Apart from the impact of relative resources, absolute resources

are likely to have a separate impact on migration for co‐residence.

Income and level of education are known to be relevant predictors in

studies on migration (see, e.g., Faggian et al., 2015; Lundholm, 2007),

but the expected direction of the effects is not obvious. On one hand,

those with higher income may be better able to afford migration than

those with lower income. Also, the higher educated may gain more

(or lose less) from migrating than the lower educated, because of the

higher geographic ubiquity and greater potential for earnings growth

associated with their occupations (see Brandén, 2013; Fischer &

Malmberg, 2001). On the other, these resources convey power,

which a person may use to bargain that their partner should migrate,

not them.

In addition to family ties, many other local ties can increase the

costs of migration and would therefore expectedly lower one's share in

the distance moved for co‐residence. In general, the longer one's history

at a residential location, the more ties to that location one will have

likely formed (e.g., Fischer & Malmberg, 2001; Mulder & Malmberg,

2014). Duration of residence, living in one's municipality of birth and

being a native to the country can therefore be seen as general indicators

of a person's local ties, as well as how mobility‐prone one is. It may be

that the person has ties to the partner's location, too, if one has lived

there in the past. Homeownership (e.g., Fischer & Malmberg, 2001) and

having a job close to home (Mulder & Malmberg, 2014) also constitute

ties to a location. Self‐employment is another indicator, as having one's

own business frequently implies local investments. The argument

behind Hypothesis 3 on family ties can be extended to other local

ties, in that having more local ties than one's partner could result in a

lower share in the total distance moved for co‐residence.

Several other factors may influence migration at the start of

co‐residence. To begin, migration is highly age‐specific (Bernard et al.,

2014; Fischer & Malmberg, 2001). One's previous union history is a

relevant factor, as separation or divorce leads to some people becoming

more protective of their own residence and interests in a new romantic

partnership (van der Wiel et al., 2018). Further, the geographical context

of opportunities and constraints might affect one's need or desire to
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migrate. Some relevant features of the partners' municipalities of origin

are the degree of urbanisation (Mulder & Malmberg, 2014), average

income and employment opportunities (Thomas et al., 2017).

3 | DATA, MEASURES AND METHODS

3.1 | Data set and study population

We used data from several Danish population‐based national registers,

which provide longitudinal information on the entire population of

Denmark, including information on locations and family ties (Eurostat

& Statistics Denmark, 1995). Information at the municipality level, used

to account for partners' geographical context, was collected from

StatBank Denmark.

Our study population was comprised of opposite‐sex couples aged

18–705 who entered co‐residence between 1 January 2009 and

31 December 20176 and who were living apart 60 km or more before

co‐residence (about 15% of all new couples). We selected long‐distance

couples, living 60 km or more apart, because of the implication that at

least one of the partners had to move a long distance (i.e., migrate), over

30 km or more, at the start of co‐residence. Moves over such a distance

are likely to have a serious impact on one's own and any resident

children's daily lives and on the frequency of face‐to‐face contact

between non‐resident family members. In Section 4.5, we report the

results of sensitivity checks using other distance thresholds.

The Danish population register classifies two people of the

opposite sex sharing an address as a co‐residing couple, on the

condition that they are not family members, that the age difference

between them is less than 16 years, and that no other adults live at

the same address. As a result of this classification, it is likely that

some co‐residing people are misclassified as being a couple.

Misclassification will likely be most common among young people

and students—those who regularly live with a roommate or friend.

However, such misclassifications do not seem to cause any significant

bias in our analyses (see Section 4.5).

Our final data set contained 72,659 couples and co‐residence events,

after excluding some observations due to missing location and/or

distance data. Approximately 4.5% of men and women in our population

experienced entry into co‐residence with a long‐distance partner multiple

times within the window of observation, thereby contributing more than

one event (see Section 4.5 for a sensitivity check).

3.2 | Dependent variable

Our dependent variable is the female partner's share in the total

distance moved by both partners in the year of entry into

co‐residence, with the male partner's share being the complement.

This couple‐level measure reflects each partner's relative contribu-

tion to bridging the distance between them and allowed us to

examine the effects of both partners' local family ties and other

characteristics on their joint mobility outcome. Thus, our dependent

variable reflects the proportional distance moved by the woman. For

example, if she moved in with him and they lived 70 km apart, then

Y = 70/(70 + 0) = 1. If both partners moved to a new location that was

60 km away from her residence and 40 km away from his residence,

then Y = 60/(60 + 40) = 0.6. Naturally, the man's share in the total

distance moved would be 0.4 in this case. A high value of Y thus

implies that the woman moved towards her male partner7. Given our

selection of long‐distance couples (≥60 km apart), the minimum total

distance moved by both partners together is 60 km and at least one

partner moved a distance of 30 km or more.

We used yearly address data to determine the year of entry into

co‐residence. When a man and woman lived at separate addresses on

1 January of year t and shared an address 1 year later, year t was

identified as the year of entry into co‐residence. To determine whether a

person moved, we checked whether the person was registered at the

same address in year t + 1 as in year t. If the person had moved, we

approximated the distance of the move using the straight‐line distance

between the centre points of the parishes in which the person's previous

and new address were located8. Since we use yearly data, we do not

account for multiple moves within 1 year. We thus assume that any

move that occurs during the year is related to the event of co‐residence.

Also, any distance between the addresses of 1 January of year t and t + 1

is assumed to be the result of one move, not multiple moves9.

3.3 | Independent variables

Our key independent variables are measures of nearby family ties. To

start, two variables convey information on children born before the

current relationship: one variable concerns resident children (i.e., living

in the same household), and distinguishes between those of school‐

going age (6–17), those below school‐going age (<6) and adult

children (18–35)10; the other variable concerns non‐resident children

5We set the upper age limit to 70 because very few individuals above that age started a new

co‐residential relationship.
6The selection of time period 1 January 2009 to 31 December 2017 was based on data

availability.

7A value of Y around 0.5 could indicate that both partners moved halfway, but it could also

mean that they moved to a new location that is far away for both. However, as we aim to

explore each partner's share in the burden of moving for co‐residence, both situations are

qualitatively the same.
8Data access practicalities precluded our ability to look at road network distances and exact

straight‐line distances between addresses. Available to us were anonymized identifiers of

people's address (street, house number, sometimes house letter and/or floor), which together

with the municipality identify a unique location and dwelling. However, because addresses were

anonymized and we did not have coordinates, we could not calculate distances between

locations. Straight‐line distances between the centre points of parishes were the most fine‐

grained geographical data available to us. These distance calculations were made on

geodatabase Map10 (2017) as provided by the Danish Agency for Data Supply and Efficiency.

There were 2,083 parishes in 2018 with a median population size of 1,100.
9In the full population of Denmark, 83% of those who changed address between 2010 and

2018 moved only once within the year (Statistics Denmark, 2011–2019).
10Couples were excluded from the analyses if one or both partners had a resident child over

35 years old, thereby reducing the sample of long‐distance couples by 102. Rather than the

child still living in the parental home, it is not unlikely that the parent lived with his or her

child (e.g., to provide or receive care).
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living nearby and distinguishes between minor and adult children.

Only those minor non‐resident children of whom the individual has

legal custody are included. Living nearby is operationalized as living

less than 5 km away, as previous research in the Netherlands showed

that parents and children are more likely to exchange instrumental

support when living within 5 km of each other rather than further

away (Knijn & Liefbroer, 2006). Next, we include information on local

ties to parents and siblings11, distinguishing those who co‐reside from

those who live nearby (<5 km). As with the dependent variable,

distances to family members are measured as straight‐line distances

between the centre points of parishes in which addresses are located.

As a control variable, an indicator of one's most recent union

experience refers to any prior co‐residential partnerships observed

since 1986, with the following categories: never in a union before; in

a union on 1 January; separated or divorced12; widowed and

unknown13. Within the groups of separated, divorced and widowed

persons, we distinguish between those who stayed in the prior joint

home and those who moved out in the year of separation/divorce/

widowhood.

We also controlled for age and the individual's disposable

personal income of the previous year, net of interest and taxes

(DKK/10,000). A categorical variable indicates individuals' highest

level of completed education (up to secondary, short cycle tertiary,

Bachelor's or equivalent, Master's or above, unknown). It is mostly

immigrants for whom the level of education is unknown (this is the

case for 27% of all immigrants in our data set), because education

obtained abroad is not included in the Danish register. Individuals

who are enroled as students are identified in the categorical variable

on employment status, which further distinguishes between those

who are employed, self‐employed (with or without employees),

pensioned, not in the labour force and other. This classification is

based on the person's main source of income in a given tax year. If a

person is employed but also enroled as student, the person will be

classified as student if they worked less than 950 hours that year.

An additional control variable marks the shortest road‐distance

between one's home address and workplace address14 (<10 km,

10–49 km, ≥50 km, unknown). Relatively many people fall in the

category unknown; firstly, not everyone has a workplace; secondly, the

distance to the workplace is unknown for those who work abroad or,

for example, on a ship. For those working for a company with several

local branches, the workplace is the specific location of their

employment, not the company's headquarters. Housing tenure indi-

cates whether someone lives in rental or owner‐occupied housing, or if

tenure is unknown. What was unknown to us was who owns the

home; for those living with a parent, this classification is likely more

indicative of parental homeownership rather than the individual. A

dummy variable indicates whether someone lives in one's municipality

of birth and a categorical variable marks the number of consecutive

years lived in the current municipality (0–2 years, 3–5 years, 6 years or

more). Looking back as far as 1986, a categorical measure identifies

whether someone has ever lived in his or her partner's municipality

before co‐residence (yes, no or unknown). A dummy indicates whether

someone is a native to Denmark or an immigrant. Two additional

variables indicate a relative resource advantage. One indicates which

partner has an age advantage of 3 years or more (he, she, neither). The

other is the male income advantage, calculated as the man's share in the

total couple income minus the woman's share. This variable ranges

from −1 (the woman contributes all of the total couple income) to 1

(the man contributes all of the total couple income). Information about

each partner's municipality of origin includes population density (people

per km2/1,000), average yearly disposable family income (DKK/

10,000), and percent long‐term unemployment.

The long‐distance couples we selected were very similar to the

overall population of couples with respect to the independent

variables. Several small differences were that, before co‐residence,

individuals in long‐distance couples were somewhat less likely to live

close to parents, more likely to live with parents, had a slightly higher

average commuting distance, and women were more often students.

The independent variables were measured before a potential

move and updated annually—most on 1 January, with exception of

distance to the workplace (last working day of November of the year

before) and educational attainment (1 October of the year before).

See Table 1 for summary statistics for the individual‐level variables

and Table 2 for the couple‐level variables.

3.4 | Analytical strategy

A couple's choice of location for co‐residence likely depends, at least

in part, on how attractive their current places of residence are (i.e.,

their places of origin before co‐residence). Therefore, we applied a

multi‐level modelling approach, with couples geographically nested

simultaneously within men's and women's municipality of origin

before co‐residence. Municipalities are a relevant geographic unit in

people's daily lives, providing local infrastructure, such as schools.

Denmark comprises 98 municipalities with a median area of 360 km2

and a median population of 43,000 in 2018. Our cross‐classified

multi‐level model (Fielding & Goldstein, 2006) properly accounts for

both partners' geographical contexts as sources of variation and

clustering and ensures a correct estimation of the standard errors of

the municipality‐level controls15.

Because the data structure is non‐hierarchical, we refer to

the two municipalities of origin not as levels, but as classifications—

the two contexts operate at the same higher level. The effects of the

11Included are both full and half siblings, adopted or biological; stepsiblings are not included.
12Those whose cohabiting partner died are also included in this category—‘widowed’ only

applies to married partners.
13If the person was previously not in the population register, most likely because of living

abroad, this information was classified as unknown.
14The distance between someone's home and workplace is specified as the road‐distance

between the two addresses. This measure differs from our other distance measures because

it was a ready‐made variable that was available to us from Statistics Denmark.

15For a similar application of this technique, see Thomas et al. (2015) who used a multi‐level

cross‐classified framework to simultaneously model origin and destination contextual

variations in moving.
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man's and woman's municipality might interact, such that the effect

of where she lives depends on where he lives, and vice versa. We

therefore included random interaction effects between both

partners' municipalities. It was not possible to include couples'

municipality of destination as a fourth higher classification, because

the municipality of origin and destination are not independent; rather,

in many couples, one partner stays in the same municipality while the

TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics of independent variables on the
individual level, column percentages

Individual variables Women Men

Resident child(ren)

None 80.7 94.0

A school‐going child (age 6–17) 12.3 3.4

A child aged <6, no school‐going child 4.6 1.1

Only child(ren) aged 18–35 2.5 1.5

Local ties to custodial, non‐resident child(ren)

None nearby 94.8 93.4

A minor child nearby 0.9 3.6

Only adult child(ren) nearby 4.3 3.0

Local ties to parents

None nearby or resident 69.4 67.9

At least one resident parent 14.6 15.4

A parent nearby 16.1 16.7

Local ties to siblings

None nearby or resident 70.3 71.5

At least one resident sibling 18.6 18.3

Sibling nearby 11.2 10.2

Most recent union experience

Never in union before 36.9 38.1

In union on 1 January 9.1 8.2

Separated/divorced—moved out 32.3 26.8

Separated/divorced—tayed 13.9 20.1

Widowed from spouse—moved out 0.3 0.1

Widowed from spouse—stayed 1.2 1.0

Unknown 6.36 5.67

Mean age 30.4 32.4

Mean personal disposable income (DKK/10,000) 15.2 18.7

Completed education

Up to secondary 73.6 77.2

Short cycle tertiary 3.1 4.4

Bachelor's or equivalent 15.1 9.9

Master's or above 4.8 5.8

Unknown 3.4 2.7

Employment status

Employed 50.2 63.3

Self‐employed without employees 1.4 3.2

Self‐employed with employees 0.3 0.7

Unemployed 7.0 5.8

Student 30.6 18.5

(Continues)

TABLE 1 (Continued)

Individual variables Women Men

Pensioned 1.0 1.2

Not in labour force 4.6 3.2

Other 5.0 4.2

Distance to workplace

<10 km 34.6 33.3

10–49 km 17.4 21.0

≥50 km 9.1 15.5

Unknown 39.0 30.2

Housing tenure

Rental housing 66.4 55.8

Owner‐occupied home 29.2 39.5

Unknown tenure 4.4 4.7

Living in municipality of birth

No 97.8 97.6

Yes 2.2 2.4

Years lived in municipality

0–2 years 33.9 31.5

3–5 years 18.9 18.4

6+ years 47.3 50.2

Has ever lived in partner's municipality before

No 68.2 68.2

Yes 17.6 17.1

Municipality unknown 14.2 14.7

International migrant status

Native 89.4 91.3

Immigrant 10.6 8.7

Mean population density in municipality
(people per km2/1,000)

1.3 1.2

Mean disposable income for all families in
municipality (DKK/10,000)

32.3 32.3

Mean percentage long‐term unemployment in
municipality

1.1 1.1

Note: These are the independent variables of model 2, Table 5.

Source: Danish population register & StatBank Denmark; own calculations.
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other partner migrates. The model notation, expressed using the

classification of Browne et al. (2001), is:

y Xβ u u u e= ( ) +
*

+ + +i i F M mun F mun M mun i
(4) (3) (2)

( )u N σ
*

~ 0,F M mun u
(4)

(4)
2

( )u N σ~ 0,F mun u
(3)

(3)
2

TABLE 2 Descriptive statistics of independent variables on the
couple level, column percentages

Couple variables

Resident child(ren)

Man only 3.1

Woman only 16.5

Both partners 2.9

Neither partner 77.6

Custodial, non‐resident child(ren) living nearby

Man only 5.7

Woman only 4.3

Both partners 0.9

Neither partner 89.1

Sibling or parent living nearby

Man only 21.7

Woman only 22.2

Both partners 14.3

Neither partner 41.9

Resident sibling or parent

Man only 13.4

Woman only 12.7

Both partners 6.5

Neither partner 67.4

Ever lived with a partner before

Man only 11.0

Woman only 11.9

Both partners 42.4

Neither partner 24.2

Either partner missing data 10.5

Age advantage ≥3 years

He 39.8

She 10.9

Neither 49.3

Mean male income advantage 0.1

Tertiary education

Man only 9.1

Woman only 12.2

Both partners 10.4

Neither partner 63.1

Either partner missing data 5.3

Employed

Man only 26.3

TABLE 2 (Continued)

Couple variables

Woman only 13.2

Both partners 37.1

Neither partner 23.5

Self‐employed

Man only 3.7

Woman only 1.5

Both partners 0.2

Neither partner 94.7

Workplace nearby

Man only 8.7

Woman only 12.3

Both partners 6.7

Neither partner 19.3

Either partner missing data 53.0

Owner‐occupied home

Man only 25.6

Woman only 15.6

Both partners 12.3

Neither partner 46.5

Duration of residence in municipality ≥6 years

Man only 25.3

Woman only 22.4

Both partners 24.9

Neither partner 27.5

Native

Man only 5.4

Woman only 3.5

Both partners 85.8

Neither partner 5.2

Note: These are the independent variables of model 3, Table 6. SeeTable 1
for the descriptive statistics of the three municipality‐level variables,
which are also part of model 3.

Source: Danish population register; own calculations.
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( )u N σ~ 0,M mun u
(2)

(2)
2

( )e N σ~ 0, ,i e
2

where yi is the female partner's share in the total distance moved by

both partners at the start of co‐residence for the i th woman, which is

a function of Xβ( )i , representing the fixed part of the model. The

random part of the model shows the remaining residual variation,

where uM mun
(2) is the effect of men's municipality of origin, uF mun

(3) is the

effect of women's municipality of origin, u
*F M mun
(4) is the interaction

effect of the combinations of women's and men's municipalities, and

ei is the couple‐level residual error term. All parameters in the

random part of the model are assumed to follow normal distributions

with zero means and constant variances. The models were fit using

maximum likelihood estimation. To compare model fit, we use the

log‐likelihood and the Akaike information criterion (AIC).

We estimated two separate main models using two alternative

specifications of the independent variables in the fixed part of the

model (see Mulder & Malmberg, 2014 who used a similar approach

for studying the effect of local ties on family migration). The

individual‐level model includes separate detailed measures of local

ties and resources for the female and male partner. The couple‐level

model uses relative measures of local ties and resources, indicating

which partner(s) has/have the specific tie: he, she, both or neither.

This last model is less detailed in its measures but still conveys

information about the individuals while providing better opportuni-

ties to assess both partners' circumstances jointly and to compare the

situations where both, neither or only the male or female partner has

a specific tie or resource. We present separate individual‐level and

couple‐level models as combining them would naturally result in

multicollinearity. As base levels for the categorical variables, we used

categories that indicate the absence of a local tie. Analysis of the

correlation matrix (not shown) indicated that there were no serious

issues with multicollinearity (average VIF is 1.85 for the individual‐

level model and 1.48 for the couple‐level model).

Significance testing with full population data is subject to

ongoing discussion. We view our study population as a sample, or

snapshot, from a larger theoretical 'super‐population' over time and

geography that is always evolving and subject to stochastic processes

(Thygesen & Ersbøll, 2014). Even though there is no sampling error

and chance has a limited influence on the outcome (due to the large

number of observations), the values we observe are in part a result of

chance and coincidence. Unobserved variables introduce further

potential error. Therefore, we argue that significance testing is both

appropriate and necessary in this study. We do, however, recognise

that even trivial differences might be statistically significant when

using very large datasets. Therefore, for findings not directly linked to

our research question (e.g., controls), we focus on statistically

significant results with an absolute effect size of 0.04 or larger (for

categorical variables), representing a 4% point difference.

4 | RESULTS

4.1 | Descriptive statistics

Table 3 presents descriptive statistics for moving patterns at the

start of co‐residence in Denmark. To provide a general context, we

present descriptive statistics for all 18–70‐year‐old individuals/

couples in the population (regardless of the initial distance between

them) in the left column but do not discuss these summary statistics

further.

TABLE 3 Moving patterns at the start
of co‐residence in Denmark All couples

Long‐distance
couples

N 464,674 72,557

Who moves in with whom (%)

She moved in with him 33.3 31.2

He moved in with her 26.0 23.6

Both moved to a new joint home, neither >30 km 25.7 n.a.

Both moved to a new joint home, she >30 km 5.1 18.7

Both moved to a new joint home, he >30 km 4.9 17.8

Both moved to a new joint home, both >30 km 5.0 8.7

Avg female share in total distance moved by both partners (%) 53.6 54.2

Median distance between partners (km) 8.8 119.4

Median distance moved (km)—movers only

Women 7.5 89.7

Men 7.1 84.4

Source: Danish population register; own calculations.
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First, the average female partner's share in the total distance

moved is slightly more than half (54.2%), and the median moving

distance is higher for women (89.7 km) than for men (84.4 km). This

gender asymmetry can be traced back to it being more common for

her to move in with him (31.2%) than for him to move in with her

(23.6%). This pattern is in line with the findings of Brandén and

Haandrikman (2018) for Sweden and Schnor and Mulder (2018) for

Belgium. Table 3 further shows that if both partners in a long‐

distance couple move to a new joint home, it is more common for

either him (17.8%) or her (18.7%) to move a long distance (>30 km) in

the direction of their partner than for both partners to migrate

towards a location that is far away for both (8.7%). That is, one

partner usually stays in the same area while the other migrates.

4.2 | Random effects

Table 4 shows the random intercept estimates of the constant‐only

model (model 1) and the two final models (models 2 and 3), for

couples nested within a unified cross‐classification of the female

partner's and male partner's municipality.

Model 1, the constant‐only—or variance components—model

decomposes the total variability in the woman's share in the distance

moved across the different classifications. Because none of the

variability in the outcome is explained by independent variables in

this model, σe
2 represents the total between‐couple variance.

Similarly, σu (2)
2 , σu (3)

2 and σu (4)
2 together represent the contextual

variance. In model 1, between‐couple variation is estimated to

account for around 97% of the total variation in the outcome16. The

other 3% is contextual variation, attributable to where the partners

lived before co‐residence. We estimated these effects for all 98

municipalities of Denmark (results not shown but available upon

request). The predicted effects of women's municipality on their own

share in the total distance moved range from −0.160 to 0.086; the

effects of men's municipality on their distance share range from

−0.124 to 0.063. Of all municipalities, living in Copenhagen or

Frederiksberg is associated with the strongest reduction in one's own

share in the distance. In other words, living in these places made it

more likely that one's partner would move in with, or towards, them

than vice versa. Overall, however, geographical context seems to play

a modest role in a couple's decision where to live together and who

moves or migrates.

Table 4 further shows that by introducing the independent

variables (moving from model 1 to models 2 and 3), the

unexplained variability between couples (σe
2 ) is substantially

reduced17. The unexplained contextual variability is also consid-

erably lower in models 2 and 3 compared to model 1, as they

include variables on each partner's municipality of origin (e.g.,

population density). The individual‐level variables of model 2

seem to have more explanatory power than the couple‐level

variables in model 3 (this is also reflected in the superior

goodness‐of‐fit).

4.3 | Individual‐level and couple‐level family ties

Table 5 presents estimates of the individual‐level fixed effects of

model 2. For readability, we report the effects of the woman's

characteristics on the woman's share in the distance moved, and the

effects of the man's characteristics on the man's share. However,

both sets of coefficients were obtained from one and the same

model, which included both the woman's and man's characteristics as

independent variables. To show the effects of the man's character-

istics on his share of the distance, we simply used the opposite sign of

the original coefficients. For instance, the man's coefficient for age

was estimated as B = 0.006, as the effect on the woman's share is

positive, but we report it as B = −0.006 because the effect on the

man's own share is negative.

TABLE 4 Variance components for the woman's share in the total distance moved by both partners at the start of co‐residence

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3:

null full individual‐level full couple‐level
estimate SE estimate SE estimate SE

σe
2 couple‐level residual variance 0.2008 0.0011 0.1620 0.0009 0.1744 0.0011

σu (2)
2 men's municipality variance 0.0016 0.0003 0.0005 0.0001 0.0005 0.0002

σu (3)
2 women's municipality variance 0.0025 0.0005 0.0004 0.0001 0.0006 0.0003

σu (4)
2 men's * women's municipality variance 0.0019 0.0003 0.0018 0.0002 0.0019 0.0003

Log‐likelihood −45119.046 −37280.358 −39958.017

Akaike information criterion (AIC) 90248.090 74738.720 80030.030

Degrees of freedom 0 89 57

Source: Danish population register; own calculations.

16Using model‐1 estimates, the couple‐level variation is: σe
2 


 


σ σ σ σ/ + + +e u u u

2
(2)

2
(3)

2
(4)

2
=

0.2008/(0.0019+ 0.0025+0.0016+0.2008) = 0.9707.

17Between models 1 and 2, the unexplained between‐couple variation is reduced by

approximately 19%, calculated as (0.2008–0.1620)/0.2008*100.
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TABLE 5 Multi‐level cross‐classified model—the effects of each partner's individual characteristics on their own share in the total distance
moved by both partners at the start of co‐residence

Woman's characteristics and share
Man's characteristics and
share

B SE B SE

Resident child(ren) (ref. none)

A school‐going child (age 6–17) −0.145*** 0.005 −0.129*** 0.009

A child aged <6, no school‐going child −0.122*** 0.008 −0.111*** 0.015

Only child(ren) aged 18–35 0.002 0.010 0.023 0.013

Local ties to non‐resident child(ren) (ref. none nearby)

A minor child nearby −0.113*** 0.016 −0.133*** 0.008

Only adult child(ren) nearby −0.019* 0.008 −0.005 0.009

Local ties to parents (ref. none nearby or resident)

At least one resident parent 0.150*** 0.006 0.190*** 0.005

A parent nearby −0.040*** 0.005 −0.052*** 0.005

Local ties to siblings (ref. none nearby or resident)

At least one resident sibling 0.037*** 0.006 0.051*** 0.006

Sibling nearby −0.041*** 0.004 −0.043*** 0.004

Most recent union experience (ref. no prior union)

In union on 1 January 0.083*** 0.006 0.066*** 0.006

Separated/divorced—moved out 0.000 0.005 0.008 0.005

Separated/divorced—stayed −0.025*** 0.006 −0.059*** 0.005

Widowed from spouse—moved out −0.074** 0.027 −0.121** 0.042

Widowed from spouse—stayed −0.083*** 0.016 −0.087*** 0.016

Unknown 0.006 0.008 0.000 0.008

Age −0.007*** 0.000 −0.006*** 0.000

Disposable income (DKK/10,000) −0.004*** 0.000 −0.003*** 0.000

Completed education (ref. up to secondary)

Short cycle tertiary −0.008 0.009 −0.021** 0.007

Bachelor's or equivalent −0.006 0.005 0.017** 0.005

Master's or above −0.038*** 0.008 0.006 0.007

Unknown 0.002 0.010 0.020 0.011

Employment status (ref. unemployed)

Employed −0.003 0.007 −0.020** 0.007

Self‐employed without employees −0.056*** 0.014 −0.077*** 0.011

Self‐employed with employees −0.135*** 0.030 −0.190*** 0.020

Student −0.030*** 0.007 −0.014 0.008

Pensioned −0.080*** 0.019 −0.058** 0.017

Not in labour force −0.027** 0.009 −0.041*** 0.011

Other −0.005 0.009 −0.005 0.010

Distance to workplace (ref. ≥50 km)

<10 km −0.104*** 0.006 −0.155*** 0.005

(Continues)
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As expected, men and women who live close to family move a

considerably smaller share of the total distance than those without

nearby non‐resident family (H1). This finding signifies how local

family ties increase the costs of migrating and the benefits of staying.

Of all non‐resident family, having a minor child living nearby has the

largest effect on lowering one's share in the distance moved

(B = −0.113 for women and B = −0.133 for men). We can assume

that most of these parents have regular face‐to‐face contact with

their child(ren) and share childcare responsibilities with the other

parent, in which case geographical proximity is critical (see also van

der Wiel et al., 2021). Compared to minor children, the effect of

having an adult child living nearby is negligible for women

(B = −0.019) and neither statistically nor substantively significant for

men. Having a nearby non‐resident parent or sibling is associated

with a lower share in the distance moved for both men and women,

with effect sizes in the range of −0.040 to −0.052.

In contrast, having a resident parent increases one's share in the

distance moved for co‐residence substantially and even more for

men than for women (women: B = 0.150; men: B = 0.190). For most

individuals in our study, living with a parent likely signals an adult child

living in the parental home (rather than of an elderly parent living with

the adult child). As these individuals do not live independently but with

their parents, moving in with their partner will be a more logical option

than their partner moving in with them, into the parental household.

Living with a sibling has a similar effect as living with a parent, but

much smaller (women: B = 0.037; men: B = 0.051). Of course, there is

also a bit of correlation here, as most who live with a sibling also live

with a parent.

In line with H2, having resident school‐age children has a large

effect, lowering parents' share in the total distance moved for

co‐residence (women: B = −0.145; men: B = −0.129). This finding

probably reflects parents' desire to avoid disrupting their children's

local ties to school, friends, and home (Mincer, 1978). The negative

effect of younger resident children who are not yet school‐going age

is more modest than that of children aged 6–17 (women: B = −0.122;

men: B = −0.111). In contrast, resident adult children (ages 18–35)

have a negligible positive effect on men (B = 0.023) and no

statistically nor substantively significant effect on women.

Table 6 reports the couple‐level fixed effects of model 3. The

relative measures indicate whether only she, only he, both or neither

of them have a certain local tie. Importantly, the presentation of

results here differs from those of model 2 in Table 5. For ease of

TABLE 5 (Continued)

Woman's characteristics and share
Man's characteristics and
share

B SE B SE

10–49 km −0.110*** 0.006 −0.162*** 0.005

Unknown 0.016** 0.006 −0.006 0.005

Housing tenure (ref. rental)

Owner‐occupied −0.028*** 0.004 −0.070*** 0.004

Unknown tenure 0.052*** 0.008 0.046*** 0.007

Living in municipality of birth 0.021 0.012 −0.024* 0.012

Years lived in municipality (ref. 0–2 years)

3–5 years 0.023*** 0.004 −0.003 0.005

6+ years 0.008 0.004 −0.035*** 0.004

Ever lived in partner's municipality before (ref. no)

Yes 0.040*** 0.004 0.076*** 0.005

Municipality unknown 0.008 0.004 0.008 0.004

Native (ref. immigrant) −0.038*** 0.006 0.024*** 0.007

Population density in municipality (people per km2/1,000) −0.014*** 0.002 −0.014*** 0.002

Avg. disp. family income in municipality (DKK/10,000) −0.002*** 0.000 −0.001** 0.000

Percent long‐term unemployment in municipality −0.015* 0.006 −0.010 0.006

Constant 0.618*** 0.024

Note: Results obtained from one model with Y =woman's share, including variables on both the man's and woman's characteristics. The inverse was taken
for the effects of the man's characteristics on the man's share; see Table 4 for the random part of the model.

Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; SE, standard error.

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

Source: Danish register data, own calculations.
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interpretation, we report the results as effects on the woman's share

of the total distance moved for co‐residence. (The effects on the

man's share are simply the opposite sign.) To start, in line with H3,

having more local family ties than one's partner is associated with a

lower share in the total distance moved. The woman's share in the

distance is higher when the man alone has a resident child (B = 0.062)

or lives close to a sibling or parent (B = 0.075) or child (B = 0.086), as

opposed to neither partner, and lower when she alone has a resident

child (B = −0.133) or lives close to a sibling or parent (B = −0.049) or

child (B = −0.062). These findings suggest that the partner with more

TABLE 6 Multi‐level cross‐classified model—the effects of
couple characteristics on the woman's share in the total distance
moved by both partners at the start of co‐residence

Woman's share
B SE

Resident child(ren) (ref. neither)

Man only 0.062*** 0.01

Woman only −0.133*** 0.00

Both partners −0.022* 0.01

Non‐resident child(ren) living nearby (ref. neither)

Man only 0.086*** 0.01

Woman only −0.062*** 0.01

Both partners −0.016 0.02

Sibling or parent living nearby (ref. neither)

Man only 0.075*** 0.00

Woman only −0.049*** 0.00

Both partners 0.024*** 0.01

Resident sibling or parent (ref. neither)

Man only −0.250*** 0.01

Woman only 0.184*** 0.01

Both partners −0.043*** 0.01

Ever lived with a partner before
(ref. neither)

Man only 0.004 0.01

Woman only 0.020** 0.01

Both partners 0.008 0.01

Either partner missing data 0.010 0.01

Age advantage ≥3 years (ref. neither)

He 0.040*** 0.00

She −0.049*** 0.01

Male income advantage 0.129*** 0.01

Tertiary education (ref. neither)

Man only −0.004 0.01

Woman only −0.028*** 0.01

Both partners −0.035*** 0.01

Employed (ref. neither)

Man only 0.036*** 0.01

Woman only −0.010 0.01

Both partners 0.022*** 0.00

Self‐employed (ref. neither)

Man only 0.151*** 0.01

Woman only −0.106*** 0.01

Both partners 0.021 0.04

(Continues)

TABLE 6 (Continued)

Woman's share
B SE

Workplace nearby (ref. neither)

Man only 0.053*** 0.01

Woman only −0.016** 0.01

Both partners 0.023** 0.01

Owner‐occupied home (ref. neither)

Man only 0.087*** 0.00

Woman only −0.013** 0.01

Both partners 0.024*** 0.01

Duration of residence in municipality ≥6 years (ref. neither)

Man only 0.058*** 0.00

Woman only −0.022*** 0.00

Both partners 0.033*** 0.00

Native (ref. neither)

Man only −0.026** 0.01

Woman only −0.054*** 0.01

Both partners −0.075*** 0.01

Population density in municipality (people per km2/1,000)

Woman −0.017*** 0.00

Man 0.015*** 0.00

Avg. disp. family income in municipality (DKK/
10,000)

Woman −0.003*** 0.00

Man 0.002*** 0.00

Percent long‐term unemployment in municipality

Woman −0.017** 0.01

Man 0.010 0.01

Constant 0.587*** 0.02

Note: see Table 4 for the random part of the model.

Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; SE, standard error.

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

Source: Danish register data, own calculations.
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local family ties than the other has a greater desire to stay, has more

to lose from migrating and is less likely to be the one to migrate.

Based on effect size, there are some notable gender differences

in the effects of local ties to family. We find partial support for both

Hypotheses 3a and 3b. In support of the male‐dominance perspec-

tive (H3b), local ties to non‐resident family carry more weight when

they are the man's family as opposed to when they are the woman's

family. The association between women's share in the distance

moved and men living close to their family is somewhat stronger in

magnitude than it is for women living near their own non‐resident

family. The woman's share in the distance is also slightly higher when

both partners live close to a sibling or parent as opposed to neither of

them (B = 0.024), meaning a location decision is more favourable to

the man than the woman.

In contrast, the couple‐level results suggest that women's resident

children may carry more weight in the migration decision than men's

resident children. That is, the woman's share in the distance moved is

more strongly negatively affected by her alone having resident children

than it is positively affected by him alone having resident children (man

only: B = 0.062; woman only: B = −0.133). Also, when both partners

have a resident child—as opposed to neither—the woman's share in the

distance is slightly lower (B = −0.022). This finding lends some support

to the competing hypothesis H3a, which is grounded in the notion that

women attach more importance to family ties and their children's local

ties than do men.

Lastly, men seem to be especially driven to migrate towards their

female partner when they live with a parent or sibling. The woman's

share in the distance moved is higher when she alone has a resident

sibling or parent (B = 0.184) and lower when he does (B = −0.250), as

opposed to neither of them.

4.4 | Other factors

Several other local ties, resources, socio‐demographic characteristics

and contextual factors influence mobility at the start of co‐residence.

A comparison of the results of Tables 5 and 6 shows the relevance of

looking at these characteristics at the individual level as well as for

both partners jointly.

Prior union experiences affect people's location decision

with their new partner. Widow(er)s move smaller shares of the

distance than those without prior union experience. Separated or

divorced men who stayed in the prior joint home at the time of

dissolution also move smaller shares of the distance. Perhaps the

experience of a prior dissolution makes one keener to protect

one's local ties and interests (see van der Wiel et al., 2018 on

commitment and risk‐avoidance in non‐residential relationships).

Individuals who were still living with a different partner at the

start of the year bridged a relatively large share of the distance.

This is in line with earlier research showing that parents who

separate and re‐partner within the same year are particularly

likely to migrate (van der Wiel et al., 2021)—probably to move in

with their new partner.

Having a relative resource advantage conveys bargaining power

and makes it more likely for someone to stay local while their partner

migrates in their direction. Older age and a higher income, as well

having an age advantage or an income advantage over one's partner,

lowers one's share in the total distance moved by both partners.

We found no clear effect of educational attainment, with the

exception that women with a Master's degree or higher move a

somewhat lower share of the total distance than women with up to

secondary education, suggesting that education might function as a

resource that conveys bargaining power for women.

Self‐employed and pensioned men and women, as well as men

who are not in the labour force for other reasons, move, on average,

smaller shares of the total distance when compared with their

unemployed counterparts. Being self‐employed with employees has a

large negative effect.

Ties to the current location, and having more local ties than one's

partner, make it more likely for someone to stay local when starting

co‐residence. Those who live close to work move much smaller

shares of the total distance than those who live more than 50 km

from work. Living in owner‐occupied housing has a negative effect

for men, but no substantial effect for women. Overall, local ties to

work and housing tenure seem to carry more weight for men than for

women.

The results for duration of residence are mixed and mostly weak,

with some exceptions. If he alone has lived in the same municipality

for 6 years or more, she moves a larger share of the distance.

Furthermore, individuals who have previously lived in their partner's

municipality move a larger share of the distance, on average.

Intuitively, these individuals may be more willing to move towards

their partner, as they potentially still have a network in their partner's

locality. If the woman alone is a native to Denmark or both partners

are, the woman's share in the distance moved is smaller than when

both partners are immigrants. It is possible that immigrant status,

here, is an indicator of more traditional gender norms than are

dominant among the native population of Denmark.

Last, both models include variables about each partner's munici-

pality of origin. A higher population density and average income in the

municipality lower one's share in the distance moved. Densely

populated (i.e., urbanised) areas may be more attractive for couples

as a location to live together because of the greater availability of jobs

for both partners, in addition to amenities and housing. A higher

average income in a municipality may be seen as indicative of the

quality and desirability of local housing and the living environment.

4.5 | Additional analyses

We performed sensitivity analyses for the distance threshold used to

identify long‐distance couples and simultaneously define migration.

These analyses show very similar results for couples living 80 or

100 km apart compared with 60 km, although p‐values are higher

because the population is smaller. Furthermore, it seems that no

significant bias is caused by misclassifications of young people and
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students co‐residing with a roommate or friend as couples. Age and

being a student are controlled for in our models. Still, we ran

individual‐ and couple‐level analyses (models 2 and 3) selecting only

those aged 30+ and non‐students. Resulting from the smaller

population, the p‐values are higher, but the results are otherwise

similar. Last, because some individuals contribute more than one

co‐residence event to our data set, we performed a sensitivity check

selecting only the first co‐residence event observed since 2009

separately for women and men; these results are virtually the same as

our overall results.

5 | DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

When long‐distance couples decide to live together, one or both

partners will need to migrate and sever ties to their current location. In

this paper, we examined the influence of local ties to family on who

moves furthest at the start of co‐residence, he or she, exploring gender

asymmetries and accounting for other relevant factors. We modelled

each partner's share in the total distance moved by both partners in the

year of entry into co‐residence, using register data for all opposite‐sex,

long‐distance couples in Denmark aged 18–70, who started

co‐residence between 1 January 2009 and 31 December 2017.

Our study reveals that on average, women bridge the larger

share of the distance between partners in long‐distance couples. It is

more common for women to migrate towards their male partner than

the other way around and women move longer distances than men at

the start of co‐residence. These findings are consistent with those of

prior research on moving for co‐residence (Brandén & Haandrikman,

2018; Schnor & Mulder, 2018).

Local ties to family have a strong influence on couples' joint

mobility decisions at the start of co‐residence—who moves and how

far—or more specifically on the partners' relative contributions to

bridging the distance between them. Most prominently, living close

to a minor child or having a resident child of school‐going age or

younger is associated with a much smaller share of the total distance

moved. Living close to a parent or sibling has a similar but smaller

effect. These ties to family in one's current location increase the costs

of migrating for co‐residence and the benefits of staying. In contrast,

those who live with a parent move, on average, a much larger share

of the total distance—many will move in with their partner as they

move out of their parental home. On the whole, these findings

support previous research showing how local ties to family are a

major determinant of (im)mobility (e.g., Clark et al., 2017; Dahl &

Sorenson, 2010; Fischer & Malmberg, 2001; Spring et al., 2021). In

terms of broader local ties, living close to work and/or having a

business with employees are two other strong predictors of staying in

place while the partner migrates.

Furthermore, within‐couple differences in local ties affect

couples' location decisions. Having more local ties to family than

one's partner—along with other non‐familial local ties—is associated

with a lower share in the distance moved. Arguably, the person with

more local ties has a greater interest in staying.

However, his and her local ties are not equal considerations in the

couple's joint location and migration decision. The man's local ties to

non‐resident children, parents or siblings carry more weight than the

woman's local ties to non‐resident family. Similarly, his local ties to work

or an owner‐occupied home carry more weight than hers. Our findings

corroborate the idea from Løken et al. (2013) that men's preferences

for family proximity have more influence on young married couples'

location decisions and supports prior research findings on couples living

closer to the man's parents than to the woman's parents (Blaauboer

et al., 2011; Malmberg & Petterson, 2007). At the same time, women's

resident children seem to exert more influence than men's, suggesting

that women may be less willing than men to disrupt the lives of their

children through long‐distance moving.

Our results are indicative of men's ability to exercise more

bargaining power to sway the location decision in their favour. There

are two main reasons why men have a bargaining advantage. First,

men often have a resource advantage over women, as they tend to

be older and more established in the housing and labour market

(Brandén & Haandrikman, 2018). In line with relative resource theory

(e.g., Blood & Wolfe, 1960), our findings indicate that having a

resource advantage conveys bargaining power: the advantaged

partner, in terms of income or age, moves a smaller share of the

distance, on average. Second, traditional gender norms shape within‐

couple bargaining power and dictate that the man's interests are

more important than the woman's interests in family migration

decisions (see Bielby & Bielby, 1992). Indeed, our finding that men's

local ties carry more weight than women's ties—controlling for

relative resource differences—is indicative of this male dominance.

Our findings add to and are in line with the family migration

literature, which shows that the migration of couple households is

typically driven by and more favourable to men than to women

(literature reviewed by Cooke, 2008b).

While the population register provided us with rich data on the

entire population of Denmark, the data have some limitations. To

start, unmarried cohabitating couples are identified based on a set of

assumptions and some degree of misclassification is likely, particu-

larly among students, who commonly share housing. Further, we

cannot be certain that someone's motive for migration was to start

co‐residence. It is possible, for example, that during the year,

someone migrated for work‐related reasons, started a relationship

after migrating, and then entered co‐residence with their new

partner. Also, as we use yearly data and do not account for multiple

moves within 1 year, we cannot identify couples who moved on to a

new home after they initially entered co‐residence, all within the

same year. Any distance between the addresses of 1 January of year t

and t + 1 is assumed to be the result of one single move. As a result, it

may be that we somewhat overestimated the average distance of

moving for co‐residence.

Another limitation is that the data do not contain information

about the frequency of contact between family members, nor

about the residential arrangements for children of separated

parents. Even though previous research in the Netherlands

has shown that the registered address of children of separated
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parents corresponds by and large to their main place of residence

(van der Wiel & Kooiman, 2019), there will be some children

whose registered address incorrectly identifies which parent

they live with, as well as a significant number of children who live

half the time with each parent. Around 20% of post‐divorce

families in the Netherlands (Poortman & van Gaalen, 2017) and

around 37% in Denmark have a shared residence arrangement

for their children (Heide Ottosen et al., 2018). Last, the straight‐

line distance between locations might not always accurately

reflect the travel distance, particularly around the islands of

Denmark.

Notwithstanding these limitations, our results clearly point up

the importance of family ties in the context of migration for co‐

residence. Moreover, traditional gender patterns and asymmetries

seem to play a role not only in the migration of households, but also

migration to form a joint household. We encourage further research

on the topic of migration for co‐residence, as there is still limited

scientific understanding of couples' migration decision‐making

processes. In particular, it would be interesting to examine how

couples bargain over where to live together and explore how housing

quality and potential employment consequences influence these

decisions. It would also be valuable to investigate how our findings

apply in other contexts, for example, countries with greater gender

inequalities and different mobility patterns. Finally, we encourage

future migration research to move beyond a focus on households to

include non‐resident family members.
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