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ABSTRACT  Recent research has analyzed how the geographical distance between 
moth­ers and adult daugh­ters influ­enced the daugh­ters’ fer­til­ity tran­si­tions. The inverse 
rela­tion­ship has received less atten­tion: that is, whether a daugh­ter’s fer­til­ity—her 
preg­nan­cies and the ages and num­ber of her chil­dren—is affected by her geo­graph­i­cal 
prox­im­ity to her mother. The cur­rent study helps to close this gap by con­sid­er­ing moves 
by either adult daugh­ters or moth­ers that lead them to live nearby again. We use Bel­gian 
reg­is­ter data on a cohort of 16,742 first­born girls aged 15 at the begin­ning of 1991 and 
their moth­ers who lived apart at least once dur­ing the observed period (1991–2015). 
Estimating event-his­tory mod­els for recur­rent events, we ana­lyzed whether an adult 
daugh­ter’s preg­nan­cies and the ages and num­ber of her chil­dren affected the like­li­hood 
that she was again liv­ing close to her mother and, if so, whether the daugh­ter’s or the 
mother’s move enabled this close liv­ing arrange­ment. The results show that daugh­ters 
were more likely to move closer to their moth­ers dur­ing their first preg­nancy and that 
moth­ers were more likely to move closer to their daugh­ters when the daugh­ters’ chil
dren were older than 2.5 years. This study con­trib­utes to the grow­ing lit­er­a­ture inves
ti­gat­ing how fam­ily ties shape (im)mobil­ity.
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Introduction

Geographical prox­im­ity rep­re­sents a good proxy for fac­tors that have been used to 
con­cep­tu­al­ize the strength of the par­ent–child rela­tion­ship, such as the fre­quency of 
con­tact, the amount of inter­gen­er­a­tional sup­port, and the per­ceived degree of close
ness (for a more detailed dis­cus­sion, see Kalmijn et al. 2019). Parent–child geo­graph
i­cal prox­im­ity fos­ters face-to-face con­tact (Grundy and Shelton 2001; Hank 2007), 
increases the like­li­hood that the par­ent pro­vi­des sup­port (Knijn and Liefbroer 2006), 
and dis­cour­ages the adult child from mov­ing far away (e.g., Ermisch and Mulder 
2019). Although new com­mu­ni­ca­tion tech­nol­o­gies allow dis­tant fam­ily mem­bers to 
main­tain affec­tive ties, par­ents and their daugh­ters might live or move closer to feel 
connected to each other (Fingerman et al. 2020). For instance, when an adult child 
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wants or needs paren­tal prox­im­ity dur­ing their child­bear­ing and child-rearing years, 
the par­ent and adult child may be moti­vated to move closer to each other (Michielin 
et al. 2008; Pettersson and Malmberg 2009).

Considering a per­spec­tive that views fam­ily ties as cru­cial fac­tors in (im)mobil
ity deci­sions (Mulder 2018), we inves­ti­gate the con­di­tions under which an adult 
daugh­ter and her mother move to be close to each other dur­ing the adult daugh­ter’s 
repro­duc­tive years. We focus on the mother–daugh­ter dyad because it ­max­i­mizes 
the asso­ci­a­tion between fer­til­ity and mobil­ity within the extended fam­ily net
work. First, the impact of child­bear­ing and child-rearing is greater for an adult 
daugh­ter than for an adult son (Benard and Correll 2010; Liefbroer 2005). Sec-
ond, women remain the main care­giv­ers within the fam­ily net­work (Bianchi et al. 
2012; ­Fingerman et al. 2020; Furstenberg 2020). Thus, the mother–daugh­ter dyad 
is usu­ally the stron­gest of par­ent–child ties in terms of inter­gen­er­a­tional exchanges 
(Swartz 2009). Third, women are more likely than men to move for fam­ily rea
sons (Gillespie and Mulder 2020). Thus, the mother–adult daugh­ter dyad also has 
the highest like­li­hood of mobil­ity events. Furthermore, because the mother gen
er­ally serves as a kin keeper (Fingerman 2001; Kalmijn 2007), mov­ing closer to 
the mother may pro­vide access to other extended fam­ily mem­bers (Kalmijn et al. 
2019). Fourth, an adult daugh­ter’s tran­si­tion to moth­er­hood brings new roles within 
the fam­ily (as does an adult son’s tran­si­tion to father­hood; in each case, the phe
nom­e­non of role iden­ti­fi­ca­tion con­nects the child with their respec­tive role model). 
When an adult daugh­ter becomes a mother and her mother becomes a grand­mother, 
the daugh­ter may feel hap­pier when her mother is close by (Arber and Timonen 
2012). The mother often enjoys supporting her daugh­ter by pro­vid­ing psy­cho­log
ical support or grandparental childcare and spending time with the grandchildren 
(Mueller et  al. 2002). Finally, women’s fer­til­ity his­to­ries are more reli­able than 
men’s (e.g., Joyner et al. 2012).

This study con­trib­utes to the grow­ing lit­er­a­ture on the role of fam­ily ties in shap
ing (im)mobil­ity by con­sid­er­ing moth­ers’ and daugh­ters’ mobil­ity per­spec­tives and 
by focus­ing on the spe­cific life course effects of child­bear­ing and child-rearing phases 
on the geo­graph­i­cal prox­im­ity of moth­ers and their adult daugh­ters. Specifically, we 
ana­lyze how the geo­graph­i­cal close­ness of an adult daugh­ter and her mother might 
change in response to, or even in antic­i­pa­tion of, the daugh­ter’s preg­nan­cies or the 
ages and num­ber of her chil­dren.

Most research on this topic has focused pri­mar­ily on only one gen­er­a­tion’s moves: 
the adult child’s (e.g., Michielin et al. 2008; Pettersson and Malmberg 2009). Few 
stud­ies have exam­ined par­ents’ moves (van Diepen and Mulder 2009). In some cases, 
one per­son’s needs and pref­er­ences might trig­ger a move by either the per­son in need 
or the poten­tial pro­vider of emo­tional and instru­men­tal sup­port. Properly addressing 
these dynam­ics requires us to study the adult daugh­ter’s and her mother’s mobil
ity jointly. To our knowl­edge, only one study con­sid­ered both par­ent and child per
spec­tives in ana­lyz­ing the rela­tion­ship between fer­til­ity and prox­im­ity. Smits (2010) 
ana­lyzed the moves of both par­ents and their adult chil­dren that occurred within 12 
months of var­i­ous life course events, such as a sep­a­ra­tion, mar­riage, or recent birth. 
However, this study did not con­sider the impact of repeated events, such as a first 
ver­sus higher order child­birth, and it did not pro­vide a life course anal­y­sis of mobil­ity 
in response to demo­graphic events (Smits 2010).
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Adopting a lon­gi­tu­di­nal approach is essen­tial because mother–daugh­ter and 
grand­mother–grand­child rela­tion­ships change and evolve with age (Mueller and Elder  
2003; Silverstein and Marenco 2001). Furthermore, the mother’s and daugh­ter’s 
needs and pref­er­ences might change with the birth of each (addi­tional) child and over 
time (Silverstein and Marenco 2001), and their geo­graph­i­cal prox­im­ity might change 
in response to, and in antic­i­pa­tion of, the daugh­ter’s fer­til­ity (Kulu and Steele 2013; 
Pink 2018; Vidal et al. 2017). Finally, the mother’s and daugh­ter’s indi­vid­ual cir­cum
stances over the life course might make it eas­ier or harder for them to move closer to 
each other. Thus, a bet­ter under­stand­ing of the role of fam­ily ties dur­ing child­bear­ing 
and child-rearing phases requires exam­in­ing moth­ers’ and their adult daugh­ters’ geo
graph­i­cal prox­im­ity through a life course per­spec­tive.

Taking advan­tage of full pop­u­la­tion data for 1991–2015 from Belgium, we con-
structed a lon­gi­tu­di­nal data set fol­low­ing daugh­ters from their teen­age years to age 
39. We fol­low 16,742 dyads consisting of a mother and her first daugh­ter as they enter 
our obser­va­tional win­dow after hav­ing lived in dif­fer­ent munic­i­pal­i­ties. By adopting 
a lon­gi­tu­di­nal approach, we can dif­fer­en­ti­ate in more detail than prior research the 
var­i­ous phases of the daugh­ter’s child­bear­ing and child-rearing. Specifically, we dis
tin­guish the fol­low­ing five childbearing and child-rearing phases: child­less­ness; the 
year before the first con­cep­tion; first ver­sus higher order preg­nan­cies; and ­hav­ing 
one or more chil­dren of tod­dler ages (0–2.49 years), kin­der­gar­ten ages (2.5–6 years), 
and school ages (7+ years). Using event-his­tory mod­els for recur­rent events, we ana
lyze the rela­tion­ships between the daugh­ter’s child­bear­ing and child-rearing phases 
and moves that increased the geo­graph­i­cal prox­im­ity of the mother and the daugh
ter. In the first step, we con­sider close geo­graph­i­cal prox­im­ity as the out­come of 
the adult daugh­ter’s or the mother’s joint mobil­ity, regard­less of who moved. In the 
sec­ond step, we inves­ti­gate whether these dynam­ics dif­fered depending on whether 
the mother or her adult daugh­ter moved. Thus, we ana­lyze sep­a­rately whether the 
daugh­ter’s child­bear­ing and child-rearing phases increased the like­li­hood that (1) the 
mother moved to the munic­i­pal­ity where her adult daugh­ter was liv­ing or (2) the adult 
daugh­ter moved to the munic­i­pal­ity where her mother was liv­ing.

Background

The Mother–Adult Daughter Dyad

The mother–child rela­tion­ship has been con­sid­ered one of the stron­gest and long-­ 
last­ing ties in an indi­vid­ual’s life (Bengtson 2001; Birditt et al. 2019; Fingerman et al. 
2020). With some var­i­a­tion across fam­ily types and cohorts (Fischer and Kalmijn 
2021), most adult chil­dren main­tain con­tact with their moth­ers, despite the pos­si
ble con­flicts aris­ing from such rela­tion­ships (Fingerman 2001; Gilligan et al. 2015; 
Reczek and Bosley-Smith 2021). Relative to fathers, moth­ers are gen­er­ally more 
involved in inter­gen­er­a­tional rela­tion­ships and exchanges (Choi et al. 2020; Suitor 
and Pillemer 2007; Swartz 2009). Although the fre­quency of moth­ers’ con­tact with 
adult daugh­ters is higher than that with adult sons (Fingerman 2001; Fingerman et al. 
2020), moth­ers pro­vide instru­men­tal and emo­tional sup­port to their off­spring regard
less of their gen­der (Fingerman et al. 2020; Gilligan et al. 2015; Suitor et al. 2008). 
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However, the birth of a child has a greater impact on the adult daugh­ter’s life than on 
the adult son’s (Nomaguchi and Milkie 2020).

First, dur­ing their tran­si­tion to moth­er­hood, daugh­ters reor­der their rela­tion­ship 
with their moth­ers in light of their new roles as mother and grand­mother, respec­tively 
(Fischer 1981). The daugh­ter con­sciously or uncon­sciously con­nects with her mother 
as a role model for her own moth­er­ing style (Bojczyk et al. 2011; Shrier et al. 2004). 
This reordering might lead to estrange­ment, but in most cases, it will increase the 
strength and impor­tance of their bond (e.g., Blaauboer 2011). After child­birth, the 
adult daugh­ter increases the num­ber of daily con­tacts and exchanges with her mother 
to estab­lish con­ti­nu­ity of this tie for her­self and for her chil­dren (Fischer 1981). Moth-
ers and adult daugh­ters who live far from each other increase mutual daily phone con
tact, and adult daugh­ters report the desire to have their moth­ers live nearby (Fischer 
1981). Mothers are often will­ing and excited to take up their new grand­mother role 
and to spend time with their grand­child (Arber and Timonen 2012). Thus, a mother’s 
rela­tion­ship with the adult daugh­ter is reinforced by increas­ing exchanges with the 
grand­child(ren) (Mueller and Elder 2003; Mueller et al. 2002).

Second, the adult daugh­ter’s tran­si­tion to moth­er­hood rep­re­sents a period of 
increas­ing need for instru­men­tal sup­port. Women often need more sup­port than men 
in the tran­si­tion to par­ent­hood because of the unequal divi­sion of paid and unpaid 
work (Nomaguchi and Milkie 2020). Mothers still tend to do most of the childcare 
and house­hold chores, often while try­ing to rec­on­cile these respon­si­bil­i­ties with paid 
work (Nomaguchi and Milkie 2020). Because of the same mech­a­nism, grand­moth­ers 
tend to be more involved than grand­fa­thers in rais­ing their grandchildren (Hank and 
Buber 2009; Thomese and Liefbroer 2013). Thus, the mother–adult daugh­ter dyad 
rep­re­sents a spe­cial tie for which the need for sup­port and the like­li­hood of receiv­ing 
that sup­port is max­i­mized.

Furthermore, women seem to give more impor­tance to geo­graph­i­cal prox­im­ity to 
other kin than men (Niedomysl 2008). For women, prox­im­ity to other fam­ily mem
bers seems to be a rea­son to move (Gillespie and Mulder 2020) or to stay (Clark and 
Lisowski 2017; Palomares et al. 2017). Thus, focus­ing on the mother–daugh­ter dyad 
max­i­mizes the like­li­hood of observ­ing mobil­ity events. In addi­tion, women tend to 
be the kin keep­ers (Fingerman 2001; Kalmijn 2007), charged with maintaining fam
ily ties (Fingerman 2001; Fingerman et al. 2020; Swartz 2009). For instance, when 
a cou­ple has chil­dren, the adult daugh­ter’s fam­ily ties become more impor­tant than 
her part­ner’s (Blaauboer 2011). Therefore, the spa­tial dis­tri­bu­tion of the extended 
fam­ily net­work often devel­ops around the new grand­mother’s posi­tion (Daw et al. 
2019; Kolk 2017). Focusing on the adult daugh­ter’s moves toward her mother might 
then obscure her inten­tions of also mov­ing closer to other fam­ily mem­bers, such as 
a father or sib­lings.

These find­ings sug­gest that the mother–daugh­ter dyad plays a key role in the pro­vi
sion and receipt of emo­tional and instru­men­tal sup­port dur­ing the tran­si­tion to par­ent
hood and child-rearing (Rutigliano 2020; Thomese and Liefbroer 2013; Zhang et al. 
2019). In this life stage, the daugh­ter’s mother is an espe­cially impor­tant resource 
because of the unique­ness of the rela­tion­ship and the chang­ing cir­cum­stances. Thus, 
a mother and her daugh­ter might be expected to ben­e­fit the most from liv­ing close to 
each other. Indeed, they are the most likely fam­ily dyad to move closer to each other. 
For these rea­sons, we focus on the mother–adult-daugh­ter dyad in this study.
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Mobility and the Impact of Moving for Mothers and Their Adult Daughters

Individuals might choose to move for eco­nomic rea­sons, such as to take a new job. 
Alternatively, they might move for per­sonal rea­sons related to life course events, 
such as mov­ing in with a new part­ner, sep­a­ra­tion from a part­ner, the birth of a child, 
their chil­dren leav­ing home, or retire­ment (Choi et al. 2020; Fingerman et al. 2011). 
In these per­sonal and eco­nomic cir­cum­stances, par­ents might pro­vide a safe har­bor 
to their adult chil­dren (Fingerman et al. 2015). Thus, for the adult child, mov­ing to 
be closer to their par­ents (Araos and Siles 2021; Coulter et al. 2013) or returning to 
their par­ents’ home (Albertini et al. 2018; Arundel and Lennartz 2017) might alle­vi­ate 
the neg­a­tive con­se­quences of spe­cific life events or mag­nify the pos­i­tive ones (Das 
et al. 2017).

Studies ana­lyz­ing geo­graph­i­cal (im)mobil­ity over the life course fol­low the the­ory 
of loca­tion-spe­cific cap­i­tal accu­mu­la­tion (DaVanzo 1981), which pos­its that peo­ple 
who have lived in the same place for a long time will be less likely to move in the 
future. As time goes by, their net­work grows, and an increas­ingly large part of their 
iden­tity is attached to their com­mu­nity (DaVanzo 1981). Thus, the cost of leav­ing 
becomes higher over time. These mech­a­nisms can be extended to the lit­er­a­ture about 
par­ent–child mobil­ity (for an over­view, see Vidal and Huinink 2019): adult chil­dren 
dis­play greater geo­graph­i­cal mobil­ity at youn­ger ages—for instance, as they tran­si
tion to adult­hood (Kalmijn 2006), when they are child­less, or they have been already 
more mobile than the aver­age pop­u­la­tion—than when they are a bit older and start 
build­ing their fam­i­lies (e.g., Vidal et al. 2017). Conversely, par­ents have lower mobil
ity, which may either increase or decrease after retire­ment (Kolk 2017).

With some con­tex­tual var­i­a­tion (e.g., Glaser and Tomassini 2000), fam­ily ties are 
part of loca­tion-spe­cific social cap­i­tal, given that they rep­re­sent an impor­tant fac
tor for indi­vid­ual well-being. Furthermore, the fam­ily usu­ally rep­re­sents the main 
net­work around which indi­vid­u­als develop their iden­tity and on which they rely 
for instru­men­tal and emo­tional sup­port (Fingerman et al. 2020). Family ties might 
explain why most indi­vid­u­als remain close to their fam­ily mem­bers over their life 
course (Coulter et al. 2013; Kolk 2017). Individuals will decide to move only if the 
ben­e­fits of mov­ing out­weigh the neg­a­tive con­se­quences of leav­ing (Coulter et  al. 
2013). However, when mobil­ity is asso­ci­ated with an urgent need for sup­port, those 
who move tend to be new moth­ers need­ing childcare help (Smits 2010) and old par
ents need­ing assis­tance (Artamonova et al. 2020). Thus, the will to live closer and the 
need for emo­tional or instru­men­tal sup­port might mod­er­ate the logic of the loca­tion-
spe­cific cap­i­tal accu­mu­la­tion hypoth­e­sis.

The Adult Daughter’s Fertility and Mother–Daughter Mobility: A Dynamic Approach

One set of stud­ies has inves­ti­gated fer­til­ity dynam­ics as pre­dic­tors of res­i­den­tial relo
ca­tion (e.g., Kulu and Steele 2013; Vidal et  al. 2017). Another set of stud­ies has 
inves­ti­gated the prox­im­ity of moth­ers and their adult daugh­ters either (1) in gen­eral 
terms, with­out focus­ing on spe­cific life events (Choi et al. 2021; Kolk 2017); or (2) 
while exam­in­ing life course events but with­out con­sid­er­ing the long-term aspects 
of these events or a spe­cific focus on fer­til­ity (Michielin et al. 2008; Smits 2010). 
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Although the desire to live close to kin is an impor­tant var­i­able in many stud­ies on 
mobil­ity (e.g., Spring et al. 2017), stud­ies con­cen­trat­ing on mother–daugh­ter mobil­ity 
over dif­fer­ent phases of the adult daugh­ter’s child­bear­ing and child-rearing years are 
much rarer than stud­ies on res­i­den­tial relo­ca­tion and fer­til­ity in gen­eral. Therefore, 
to explain the cur­rent evi­dence on the rela­tion­ship between a mother’s and her adult 
daugh­ter’s prox­im­ity at dif­fer­ent phases of child­bear­ing and child-rearing and to for
mu­late hypoth­e­ses, we com­bine find­ings from these three streams of lit­er­a­ture.

Childless Daughters Versus Daughters With Children

Several stud­ies have inves­ti­gated women’s mobil­ity over the life course and have 
con­sid­ered their fer­til­ity and num­ber of chil­dren as impor­tant var­i­ables (e.g., Ermisch 
and Mulder 2019; Vidal et al. 2017). A gen­eral find­ing is that child­less women tend to 
be more mobile than moth­ers (Clark 2013; Michielin and Mulder 2007). The dif­fer
ence between these groups in their like­li­hood of mov­ing to be closer to their par­ents 
is par­tic­u­larly large when the chil­dren are older than 3 (Michielin et al. 2008) or 4 
(Smits 2010) and youn­ger than 15 (Ermisch and Mulder 2019). Given their gen­er­ally 
higher mobil­ity and their lower accu­mu­la­tion of loca­tion-spe­cific cap­i­tal, we expect 
the fol­low­ing:

Hypothesis 1: A child­less adult daugh­ter will be more likely to move closer to her 
mother than an adult daugh­ter with chil­dren.

Entry Into Pregnancy and Motherhood

The fer­til­ity and mobil­ity lit­er­a­ture has shown that adult daugh­ters’ like­li­hood of 
mov­ing increases dur­ing preg­nancy and in the first months after child­birth (Kulu 
2008; Kulu and Steele 2013; Vidal et  al. 2017). A study on fer­til­ity and mobil­ity 
syn­chro­nic­ity ana­lyzed U.S. cou­ples’ moves from 6 months before a child­birth to 
18 months after it, find­ing that cou­ples who moved while preg­nant moved pri­mar
ily because of the upcom­ing child­birth (Clark and Withers 2009). The lit­er­a­ture on 
res­i­den­tial mobil­ity has reported sim­i­lar find­ings: cou­ples are most likely to move in 
the fourth and fifth months of their first preg­nancy (Kulu and Steele 2013). A study 
conducted in Germany ana­lyzed the influ­ence of indi­vid­u­als’ fer­til­ity inten­tions and 
preg­nan­cies on their like­li­hood of mov­ing within the same town, mov­ing a short 
dis­tance, or mov­ing a long dis­tance (Vidal et  al. 2017). Using a com­pet­i­tive-risk 
model for the three poten­tial des­ti­na­tion types, these authors found that indi­vid­u­als 
who expressed their inten­tion to have another child or were expecting a child were 
more likely than oth­ers to move to one of the des­ti­na­tions. Thus, indi­vid­u­als move in 
response to both preg­nancy and future fer­til­ity plans.

By con­trast, lit­tle is known about how the daugh­ter’s fer­til­ity affects the mother’s 
mobil­ity or prox­im­ity to the daugh­ter. Nevertheless, lit­er­a­ture on grand­pa­ren­tal sup
port has found that a mother may retire early in antic­i­pa­tion of becom­ing a grand
mother (Van Bavel and De Winter 2013) and when she has grandchildren of any age 
(Svensson et al. 2015). Thus, moth­ers seem to be respon­sive to their grand­pa­ren­tal 
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role regard­less of their grandchildren’s ages and may move closer to their grand
children if their health sta­tus allows them to do so (Pettersson and Malmberg 2009). 
We thus expect the fol­low­ing:

Hypothesis 2: A mother is more likely to move to be closer to her adult daugh­ter if 
the daugh­ter has chil­dren than if the daugh­ter is child­less.

Age and Number of Children

Adult daugh­ters’ mobil­ity behav­ior varies depending on the ages and num­ber of their 
chil­dren. The cost or pen­alty for mov­ing increases with their chil­dren’s ages (Smits 
2010). A child’s age reflects the child’s inde­pen­dence and exter­nal com­mit­ments, 
such as school. Once the child of an adult daugh­ter is older than 1 year, her like­li­hood 
of mov­ing to be closer to her par­ents decreases unless a new and urgent need (e.g., 
a divorce/sep­a­ra­tion) emerges (Smits 2010). Further, an adult daugh­ter’s num­ber of 
chil­dren is neg­a­tively asso­ci­ated with her mobil­ity (Kulu 2008). Thus, we expect to 
find that:

Hypothesis 3: An adult daugh­ter with one child or with pre­school-age chil­dren is 
more likely to move closer to her mother than an adult daugh­ter with more than 
one child or with school-age chil­dren.

Conversely, one study found that par­ents are more likely to move to be close 
(within 10 kilo­me­ters) or very close (within 1 kilo­me­ter) to their adult child if their 
grandchildren are older than 1 year than they are if they have no grandchildren (Smits 
2010). Moreover, depending on the mother’s life stage or cir­cum­stances (e.g., years 
left before retire­ment or part­ner­ship sta­tus), the like­li­hood that she and her adult 
daugh­ter will move closer to each other at dif­fer­ent child­bear­ing and child-rearing 
phases might dif­fer. In light of the sparse lit­er­a­ture regard­ing moth­ers’ mobil­ity, we 
explore a final hypoth­e­sis:

Hypothesis 4: A mother whose adult daugh­ter has more than one child or has 
school-age grandchildren is more likely to move closer to her daugh­ter than a 
mother whose daugh­ter has only one child or whose daugh­ter has a tod­dler.

The Belgian Context

Belgium rep­re­sents an inter­est­ing con­text for study­ing the rela­tion­ship between fer
til­ity and paren­tal/grand­pa­ren­tal sup­port. In Belgium, female labor force par­tic­i­pa­tion 
has been around 48–50% since 2015 (World Bank 2023). Moreover, the full-time 
employ­ment rate for women aged 20–64 is approx­i­ma­tely 61–65% (Eurostat 2023), 
which is fairly close to the Euro­pean Union aver­age (European Commission et al. 
2016). Statutory mater­nity leave has a max­i­mum length of 15 weeks1 and is paid at a 
low flat rate (Koslowski et al. 2021). Thus, women in Belgium tend to return to work 

1  See https:​­/​­/www​­.oecd​­.org​­/els​­/soc​­/PF2_1_Parental_leave_systems​­.pdf.
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quickly after hav­ing a child. Although Belgium has reached the Barcelona tar­get of 
pro­vid­ing childcare for at least 50% of pre­school chil­dren (Wood and Neels 2019), 
chil­dren youn­ger than 2.5 years do not have any legal enti­tle­ment to a place in the 
pub­lic childcare sys­tem. Thus, early childcare is not afford­able and acces­si­ble for 
all­ Bel­gian fam­i­lies, and infor­mal childcare likely com­pen­sates for insuf­fi­cient early 
childcare in the pub­lic sec­tor (Wood and Neels 2019). However, chil­dren 2.5 years or 
older can attend pub­lic school for free. Nonetheless, par­ents of school-age chil­dren 
have to cover extended school hol­i­day peri­ods, super­vise their chil­dren’s home­work, 
and orga­nize their chil­dren’s extra­cur­ric­u­lar activ­i­ties.

Grandparental care can help par­ents bal­ance work and fam­ily, espe­cially when 
early childcare is not afford­able because of lim­ited paren­tal resources. Approximately 
40% of Bel­gian work­ing moth­ers with chil­dren youn­ger than 6 years use grand
par­ents as their main childcare pro­vid­ers (Jappens and Van Bavel 2012). A recent 
study inves­ti­gat­ing the rela­tion­ship between for­mal and infor­mal childcare pro­vi­sion 
in Belgium tested the extent to which the demand for infor­mal childcare is driven by  
a lack of for­mal childcare (Biegel et  al. 2021). The results showed that even in 
areas where for­mal childcare avail­abil­ity is high, infor­mal childcare is still used as 
a com­ple­men­tary childcare arrange­ment. These find­ings point to the impor­tance of 
grand­pa­ren­tal childcare for Bel­gian fam­i­lies, even when they have access to for­mal 
childcare. In areas where for­mal childcare avail­abil­ity is high, infor­mal childcare is 
more prev­a­lent, but the inten­sity of the infor­mal childcare pro­vi­sion (i.e., hours pro
vided) is lower (Biegel et al. 2021). This evi­dence is in line with find­ings of pre­vi­ous 
Euro­pean stud­ies, which also reported that there is a trade-off between the prev­a­lence 
and the inten­sity of infor­mal care (e.g., Hank and Buber 2009).

Data and Methods

Data

We use infor­ma­tion from DEMOBEL (1991–2015), a lon­gi­tu­di­nal data set contain-
ing demo­graphic and mobil­ity microdata from Bel­gian pop­u­la­tion reg­is­ters pro
vided by Statistics Belgium.2 We also use data from the 1991 and 2001 censuses. 
DEMOBEL pro­vi­des date-pre­cise infor­ma­tion on births, deaths, res­i­den­tial moves, 
house­hold com­po­si­tion, and mar­i­tal sta­tus for the entire Bel­gian pop­u­la­tion. The data 
include records of all­ reg­is­tered res­i­den­tial moves: includ­ing moves within the same 
munic­i­pal­ity, moves between munic­i­pal­i­ties, moves abroad, and moves from abroad. 
The data on res­i­den­tial moves include infor­ma­tion on the munic­i­pal­ity or coun­try 
of ori­gin and des­ti­na­tion, as well as the date of the move. For move dis­tance, we 
have infor­ma­tion only on the dis­tance between town halls of dif­fer­ent munic­i­pal­i­ties. 
Moves within two munic­i­pal­i­ties are coded as a con­stant dis­tance, moves within the 
same munic­i­pal­i­ties are all­ coded as zero dis­tance, and moves abroad are miss­ing 
dis­tance. In some cases (n = 589 in our sam­ple), the reg­is­ter loses track of the daugh
ter or the mother—for exam­ple, if a per­son moves but fails to report the move to the 

2  See https:​­/​­/statbel​­.fgov​­.be​­/sites​­/default​­/files​­/files​­/documents​­/bevolking​­/Demobel_EN​­.pdf.
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author­i­ties. If the author­i­ties can­not locate the indi­vid­ual, the admin­is­tra­tion strikes 
the indi­vid­ual from the reg­is­ter. An indi­vid­ual reappears in the reg­is­ter after reg­is­ter
ing again with a munic­i­pal­ity. In such cases, we dis­re­gard the date when a per­son was 
struck from the reg­is­ter and instead con­sider the date when the per­son next reg­is­tered 
with a munic­i­pal­ity as the date of the move.

Sample Selection

The unit of anal­y­sis is the mother–adult daugh­ter dyad. We have selected the dyads 
on the basis of sev­eral cri­te­ria. First, we focus on all­ daugh­ters in the reg­is­ter who 
turned 16 years old in 1991 and were liv­ing with their moth­ers at age 16. This age 
selec­tion allows us to observe the adult daugh­ters’ fer­til­ity biog­ra­phies (from ages 16 
to 39). Second, we include only daugh­ters who were their mother’s first child (49% 
of the ini­tial sam­ple), ran­domly selecting one daugh­ter in cases of twins or trip­lets. 
Third, moth­ers and daugh­ters enter the pop­u­la­tion at risk of mov­ing closer as soon 
as they are no lon­ger liv­ing in the same munic­i­pal­ity (see Figure 1). We exclude 
mother–daugh­ter dyads who never moved away from each other (n = 4,427; 20% of 
the sam­ple).3 We omit immi­grants (roughly 5% of the sam­ple) owing to incom­plete 
infor­ma­tion on their moves, their fer­til­ity, and their moth­ers’ moves. The final sam­ple 
con­sists of 16,742 mother–adult daugh­ter dyads who lived in dif­fer­ent munic­i­pal­i­ties 
at least once dur­ing the observed period.

The Dependent Variable: Moving Closer to Each Other

Our depen­dent var­i­able is whether the mother or the daugh­ter made a res­i­den­tial 
move that led them to live close to each other. We define the depen­dent var­i­able as 

3  To pro­vide infor­ma­tion on the selec­tiv­ity of the dyads included in the anal­y­sis, we esti­mated selec­tion 
into liv­ing apart as a func­tion of the daugh­ter’s and mother’s char­ac­ter­is­tics. Model results are pro­vided in 
Table A3 (all­ tables and fig­ures des­ig­nated with an “A” are avail­­able in the online appen­dix).

Mother

+
Adult Daughter

(15 years old)

Move to the same 

municipality

Mother

moves out 

Daughter

moves out 

E TER AT RISK
1st TIME EVE T

AND/OR AND/OR

Mother

moves out 

Daughter

moves out 

REE TER AT 
RISK

Fig. 1  Representation of the model risk set for repeated events
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mov­ing to the same munic­i­pal­ity because we believe this mea­sure is more accu
rate and infor­ma­tive than an arbi­trary min­i­mum dis­tance between two munic­i­pal­i
ties. Belgium is a small coun­try that can be crossed by car in two to three hours. It 
counts 581 munic­i­pal­i­ties with an aver­age area of 52 square kilo­me­ters and an aver
age den­sity of 773 inhab­i­tants per square kilo­me­ter (Statistics Belgium 2015). The 
dis­tance between munic­i­pal­i­ties ranges from 0 to 284 kilo­me­ters, with a mean of 90 
kilo­me­ters and a median of 83 kilo­me­ters.4 The size of the coun­try and its divi­sion 
into French-speak­ing and Dutch-speak­ing areas con­trib­ute to short mov­ing dis­tances 
because peo­ple stay in their lan­guage com­mu­ni­ties (for a detailed dis­cus­sion, see 
Schnor and Mikolai 2020). Thus, defin­ing the depen­dent var­i­able as a min­i­mum dis
tance between munic­i­pal­i­ties, such as 15 kilo­me­ters, would omit sev­eral moves from 
the risk win­dow and reduce the num­ber of observed events.

All moves result from one of three pos­si­bil­i­ties: (1) the daugh­ter moved to her 
mother’s munic­i­pal­ity, (2) the mother moved to her daugh­ter’s munic­i­pal­ity, or (3) 
both the mother and the daugh­ter moved at the same time to a third munic­i­pal­ity. In 
the first set of mod­els, our depen­dent var­i­able equals 1 if the daugh­ter and mother 
were again liv­ing in the same munic­i­pal­ity because either or both moved. In a sec
ond set of mod­els, we define our depen­dent var­i­able sep­a­rately for moth­ers and their 
adult daugh­ters: we ana­lyze the like­li­hood of the daugh­ter mov­ing to her mother’s 
munic­i­pal­ity sep­a­rately from the like­li­hood of the mother mov­ing to her daugh­ter’s 
munic­i­pal­ity. In both sets of mod­els, we account for repeated events. Once the mother 
and the daugh­ter were liv­ing in the same munic­i­pal­ity, they left the risk pop­u­la­tion. 
They reentered the risk set if they later moved apart (see Figure 1).

Main Predictors: Fertility History and Control Variables

We face sev­eral chal­lenges in accu­rately mod­el­ing dif­fer­ent phases of the adult daugh
ter’s child­bear­ing and child-rearing. First, as explained ear­lier, moves might have 
occurred either in antic­i­pa­tion of fer­til­ity events or in response to them. To account 
for both pos­si­bil­i­ties, our depen­dent var­i­able needs to cover the peri­ods before and 
after child­birth. Our depen­dent var­i­able mod­els the year before, the year of, and the 
years fol­low­ing preg­nancy. Second, fer­til­ity is a repeat­able event. Our depen­dent var
i­able includes a ref­er­ence to par­ity-spe­cific tran­si­tions. Children’s sup­port needs—
and their enti­tle­ment to pub­lic edu­ca­tion under Bel­gian law—vary depending on their 
age. To account for these char­ac­ter­is­tics, we con­struct a time-vary­ing var­i­able for 
mod­el­ing child­bear­ing and child-rearing phases with the fol­low­ing categories: child
less, one year before first preg­nancy, first preg­nancy, higher order preg­nancy, first 
child aged 0–2.49 years, higher order child youn­ger than 2.5 years, youn­gest child 
aged 2.5–6 years, and youn­gest child aged 7+ years.

We include age for adult daugh­ters and moth­ers. The age categories for adult 
daugh­ters are 16–23, 24–29, 30–35, and 36–39. The age categories for moth­ers are 
youn­ger than 49, 49–59, and 60 or older.

4  A dis­tance of 0 kilo­me­ters means that two munic­i­pal­i­ties’ town halls were less than 1 kilo­me­ter apart, 
which applied to only one case (Molenbeek-Saint-Jean and Koekelberg located in Brussels).
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We cal­cu­late the distance between the mother and the daugh­ter before an even
tual move as the logged dis­tance between their respec­tive town halls because of the 
skewed dis­tri­bu­tion of this var­i­able. If the adult daugh­ter, the mother, or both moved 
abroad, we assume that the dis­tance was greater than any dis­tance between two points 
in Belgium, imput­ing this dis­tance with a value of 1,000 kilo­me­ters.

To mea­sure the mother’s and daugh­ter’s union status, we include for each a time-
vary­ing dummy var­i­able equal to 1 if the indi­vid­ual was in a res­i­den­tial part­ner­ship 
and 0 oth­er­wise. To exam­ine family structure, we link time-var­i­ant infor­ma­tion about 
the adult daugh­ter’s num­ber of sib­lings with the sib­lings’ num­ber of chil­dren. Here, 
we aim to mea­sure pos­si­ble con­flicts or com­pet­ing time con­straints for a mother with 
other adult chil­dren, grandchildren, or both. The var­i­able is built from the mother’s  
per­spec­tive and is cat­e­go­rized as no other chil­dren, other chil­dren but no grand
children, and other chil­dren with grandchildren.

We include a con­trol for prior experience living apart because these indi­vid­u­als 
might have been more mobile than aver­age. This var­i­able equals 0 for the first epi­sode 
of liv­ing apart (i.e., in a dif­fer­ent munic­i­pal­ity) and 1 for dyads again at risk of mov
ing closer to each other (i.e., they moved apart after liv­ing in the same munic­i­pal­ity).

Mother’s educational level is mea­sured by the cen­sus using the fol­low­ing cate-
gories: lower sec­ond­ary, higher sec­ond­ary/post­sec­ond­ary, and ter­tiary. Although this 
infor­ma­tion is avail­­able only every 10 years when the censuses were conducted (i.e., 
in 1991, 2001, and 2011), it sel­dom changed over time for the moth­ers. Thus, we 
use the infor­ma­tion on the mother’s edu­ca­tional level in 1991. If the infor­ma­tion is 
miss­ing for this year, we use the infor­ma­tion from 2001. For each adult daugh­ter, we 
have a mea­sure of her edu­ca­tional level at ages 15, 25, and 35. Because we can­not 
con­struct a truly time-vary­ing mea­sure of the daugh­ter’s edu­ca­tion, we do not include 
the daugh­ter’s edu­ca­tion in the mod­els. For sim­i­lar rea­sons, the infor­ma­tion on other 
socio­eco­nomic char­ac­ter­is­tics (e.g., employ­ment or hous­ing) is avail­­able only every 
10 years. Our cohort design there­fore does not allow us to include these char­ac­ter­is
tics in the model.

The Model: An Event-History Approach

We imple­ment an event-his­tory model for recur­rent events. Event-his­tory mod­els 
allow us to dis­cern how (upcom­ing) fer­til­ity events and sub­se­quent child-rearing 
phases could trig­ger the mother’s and the adult daugh­ter’s mobil­ity and how their 
sociodemographic char­ac­ter­is­tics shaped this rela­tion­ship. Given the accu­racy of 
dates (mea­sured in days) in the DEMOBEL, we employ a con­tin­u­ous-time event- 
his­tory approach using Cox mod­els for recur­rent events (Cox 1972).

A mother and her daugh­ter became at risk of mov­ing to the same munic­i­pal­ity the 
moment one of them moved away from the other (see Figure 1). Within the obser
va­tion win­dow, the indi­vid­u­als could move closer or far­ther from each other sev­eral 
times. Observations are cen­sored at the ear­li­est of the fol­low­ing events: the mother’s 
death, the daugh­ter’s death, or Jan­u­ary 1, 2015.

We first run a joint model on the mother’s and daugh­ter’s geo­graph­i­cal con
ver­gence that does not dis­tin­guish whether it was the mother or the daugh­ter 
mov­ing to the other’s munic­i­pal­ity. The depen­dent var­i­able mea­sures the waiting 

CORRECTED PROOFS

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://read.dukeupress.edu/dem

ography/article-pdf/doi/10.1215/00703370-10670420/1851767/10670420.pdf by guest on 17 April 2023



12 R. Rutigliano et al.

time until the adult daugh­ter, the mother, or both moved to the same munic­i
pal­ity. This spec­i­fi­ca­tion (Model a) inves­ti­gates the fer­til­ity phase at which the 
mother and the daugh­ter were more likely to be liv­ing in the same munic­i­pal­ity 
again. However, in this joint model, we can­not dis­tin­guish whether the results are 
driven by the mother’s or the daugh­ter’s mobil­ity. Therefore, we run two sep­a­rate 
Cox mod­els—one for the adult daugh­ter’s mobil­ity (Model b) and another for 
the mother’s mobil­ity (Model c)—to pro­vide a more com­pre­hen­sive account­ing 
of the prox­im­ity dynam­ics from both per­spec­tives. For Model b, the depen­dent 
var­i­able mea­sures the waiting time between the mother and daugh­ter first mov
ing apart and the daugh­ter mov­ing to her mother’s munic­i­pal­ity. For Model c, the 
depen­dent var­i­able mea­sures the waiting time between the point when the mother 
and the daugh­ter first moved apart and the point when the mother moved to her 
daugh­ter’s munic­i­pal­ity.

Formally, the haz­ard of mov­ing to the other indi­vid­ual’s munic­i­pal­ity for each of 
these spec­i­fi­ca­tions can be defined as

h(t,X) = h0(t)exp βiXii = 1
q∑{ }.

Here, h0(t) is the base­line haz­ard, spec­i­fied as the num­ber of days since the mother 
and daugh­ter moved apart. X rep­re­sents the vec­tor of the covariates we include in the 
model, and β are the regres­sion coef­fi­cients.

We imple­ment dif­fer­ent spec­i­fi­ca­tions of nested mod­els to sim­plify com­par­i
sons of the results across mod­els. Specifically, Model 1 includes only infor­ma­tion 
on the daugh­ter’s child­bear­ing and child-rearing phases, thus mea­sur­ing the gross 
impact of child­bear­ing and child-rearing on mother–daugh­ter prox­im­ity. Model 
2 addi­tion­ally con­trols for prior expe­ri­ence of liv­ing in a dif­fer­ent munic­i­pal­ity 
to account for the impact of indi­vid­u­als who were more mobile than aver­age. 
In Model 3, we add the logged move dis­tance, the mother’s part­ner­ship sta­tus, 
the mother’s and daugh­ter’s age categories, the mother’s edu­ca­tional level, and 
the var­i­able for fam­ily struc­ture to eval­u­ate whether these char­ac­ter­is­tics might 
explain the pos­si­ble impact of the daugh­ter’s child­bear­ing and child-rearing on 
mother–daugh­ter prox­im­ity. Finally, Model 4 adds the daugh­ter’s union sta­tus, a 
com­plex and impor­tant var­i­able. On the one hand, because the daugh­ter’s union 
sta­tus is highly cor­re­lated with child­bear­ing, it can be con­sid­ered a bad con
trol (Elwert and Winship 2014). On the other hand, if the daugh­ter sep­a­rated or 
divorced, this var­i­able might be seen as a good indi­ca­tor of the daugh­ter’s need 
for her mother’s sup­port. For these rea­sons, we include daugh­ter’s union sta­tus 
sep­a­rately in the last model spec­i­fi­ca­tion. All stan­dard errors are corrected for the 
dyadic-level clus­tered struc­ture of the data.

Results

Descriptive Results

Table 1 illus­trates the num­ber of obser­va­tions and per­son-years for each time- 
con­stant and time-vary­ing inde­pen­dent var­i­able. Table 2 shows the num­ber of events  
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and the fail­ure rates of mov­ing to the same munic­i­pal­ity by the daugh­ter’s child
bear­ing and child-rearing phases and by model type. Additional descrip­tive ana­ly
ses in the online appen­dix will give read­ers a bet­ter sense of the Bel­gian con­text. 
Table A1 shows the dis­tances between each mother–daugh­ter dyad in our sam­ple 
at each child­bear­ing and child-rearing phase; Table A2 shows moth­ers’ and adult 
daugh­ters’ move dis­tances by child­bear­ing and child-rearing phases. Finally, to 
explore the tim­ing dynam­ics, we pro­vide the Kaplan–Meier haz­ard func­tion for 
each model spec­i­fi­ca­tion (Figure A1).

Table 1  Descriptive sta­tis­tics for time-invari­ant and time-var­i­ant var­i­ables

Number/Person-Years %

Time-Invariant Variable
  Number of moves First mov­ing epi­sode 107,594 73

Repeated mov­ing epi­sode 40,293 27
Time-Varying Variables
  Daughter’s child­bear­ing and 

child-rearing phases Childless 48,325 33
One year before 1st preg­nancy 8,296 6
First preg­nancy 6,735 5
Higher order pregnancy 17,160 12
First child aged 0–2.49 years 5,227 4
Higher order child aged 0–2.49 

years 13,400 9
Youngest child aged 2.5–6 years 29,802 20
Youngest child aged 7+ years 18,943 13

  Daughter’s age 16–23 15,980 11
24–29 53,971 36
30–35 55,575 38
36+ 22,361 15

  Mother’s age <49 38,910 26
49–59 82,097 56
60+ 26,880 18

  Distance between moth­ers and 
daughters ≤10 kilo­me­ters 57,242 39

>10 and ≤50 kilo­me­ters 66,632 45
>50 and ≤240 kilo­me­ters 16,716 11
Mother or daugh­ter lives abroad 7,297 5

  Family struc­ture Mother has no other chil­dren 37,752 26
Mother has other chil­dren,  

no grandchildren 73,133 49
Mother has grandchildren from 

other children 37,002 25
  Mother’s union sta­tus Lives with a part­ner 112,023 76
  Daughter’s union sta­tus Lives with a part­ner 107,363 73
  Mother’s edu­ca­tional level Lower sec­ond­ary 80,410 54

Higher sec­ond­ary, post­sec­ond­ary 37,699 25
Tertiary 28,802 19
Missing 976 1

Number of Mother–Daughter Dyads 16,742
Number of Moving Episodes 22,471
Time at Risk (in years) 147,887
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Overall, the descrip­tive results show that moth­ers and daugh­ters tend to live rel
a­tively close, less than 10 kilo­me­ters from each other. In addi­tion, their moves tend 
to be short, at 11–20 kilo­me­ters (Tables A1 and A2). Daughters lived clos­est to their 
moth­ers dur­ing the child­less phase, the lon­gest phase observed. In the child­bear
ing and child-rearing phases, the dis­tance between moth­ers and daugh­ters increased. 
Both moth­ers and daugh­ters were most mobile dur­ing the child­less phase (Table 2). 
Daughters were mov­ing the lon­gest dis­tances while child­less and reduc­ing the mean 
dis­tance of their moves as they progressed through the sub­se­quent phases (Table 
A2). Mothers were quite unlikely to move through­out most of their daugh­ters’ child
bear­ing and child-rearing phases, but they became more mobile dur­ing the last two 
child-rearing phases (Tables 2 and A2).

Multivariate Results

To bet­ter illus­trate the results from dif­fer­ent spec­i­fi­ca­tions of nested mod­els, we pres
ent in Figure 2 the rel­a­tive risk of the child­bear­ing and child-rearing phases var­i­able 
for the joint model (panel a), the daugh­ter model (panel b), and the mother model 
(panel c), as well as for each model spec­i­fi­ca­tion 1 to 4. Complete regres­sion results 
are avail­­able in Tables A4–A6. In all­ spec­i­fi­ca­tions the ref­er­ence cat­e­gory for the 
daugh­ter’s child­bear­ing and child-rearing phases is hav­ing a first child youn­ger than 
2.5 years (and not preg­nant with a sec­ond child). Finally, for each type of model and 
for each model spec­i­fi­ca­tion, we pres­ent both Bayes­ian and Akaike infor­ma­tion cri­te
ria (last row in Tables A1–A4) to com­pare good­ness-of-fit indi­ca­tors.

Panel a of Figure 2 shows the rel­a­tive risk of the mother–daugh­ter dyad again liv
ing in the same munic­i­pal­ity at dif­fer­ent phases of the adult daugh­ter’s child­bear­ing 
and child-rearing years. An adult daugh­ter and her mother were more likely to be 
liv­ing in the same munic­i­pal­ity again if the daugh­ter was child­less than if she had 
chil­dren (Models 1, 2, and 3). However, once we con­trol for the adult daugh­ter’s  

Table 2  Failure rates by the adult daugh­ter’s child­bear­ing and child-rearing phases and by the type of 
model

Joint Sample Daughter’s Sample Mother’s Sample

Number of 
Failures

Failure 
Rate

Number of 
Failures

Failure 
Rate

Number of 
Failures

Failure 
Rate

Childless 4,007 .0829 3,553 .0635 575 .01
One Year Before 1st Preg­nancy 577 .0696 518 .0547 66 .0066
First Preg­nancy 485 .072 440 .0556 50 .006
Higher Order Preg­nancy 1,030 .06 892 .0415 155 .0067
First Child Aged 0–2.49 Years 253 .0484 209 .0303 50 .0067
Higher Order Child Aged 0–2.49 
Years 563 .042 444 .0236 125 .0062

Youngest Child Aged 2.5–6 Years 1,598 .0536 1,295 .0278 370 .0075
Youngest Child Aged 7+ Years 923 .0487 763 .0226 248 .0074
Total 9,436 .0638 8,114 .0404 1,639 .0078
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Childless

One year before 1st pregnancy

First pregnancy

First child aged 0-2.49 years

Higher order pregnancy

Higher order child aged 0-2.49 years

Youngest child aged 2.5-6 years

Youngest child aged 7+ years

.5 1 1.5 2
Relative Risk Ratio

a. Joint model

Childless

One year before 1st pregnancy

First pregnancy

First child aged 0-2.49 years

Higher order pregnancy

Higher order child aged 0-2.49 years

Youngest child aged 2.5-6 years

Youngest child aged 7+ years

.5 1 1.5 2
Relative Risk Ratio

b. Adult daughters

Childless

One year before 1st pregnancy

First pregnancy

First child aged 0-2.49 years

Higher order pregnancy

Higher order child aged 0-2.49 years

Youngest child aged 2.5-6 years

Youngest child aged 7+ years

.5 1 1.5 2
Relative Risk Ratio

M1 M2 M3 M4

c. Mothers

Fig. 2  Relative risk of moving to the same municipality for both the mother and the daughter (panel a), for 
the adult daughter only (panel b), and for the mother only (panel c) at different phases of the adult daugh-
ter’s childbearing years. The reference category is having a first child aged 0–2.49 years. Model 1 (M1): 
null model. Model 2 (M2): childbearing and child-rearing phases and number of moves. Model 3 (M3): 
childbearing and child-rearing phases, number of moves, adult daughter’s age, mother’s age, mother’s 
partnership status, and mother’s educational level. Model 4 (M4): childbearing and child-rearing phases, 
number of moves, adult daughter’s age, mother’s age, mother’s partnership status, mother’s educational 
level, and adult daughter’s partnership status. Robust confidence intervals are calculated. The other vari-
ables are left at their original values.

CORRECTED PROOFS

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://read.dukeupress.edu/dem

ography/article-pdf/doi/10.1215/00703370-10670420/1851767/10670420.pdf by guest on 17 April 2023



16 R. Rutigliano et al.

part­ner­ship sta­tus (Model 4), this dif­fer­ence dis­ap­pears. Focusing on the daugh­ter 
model (panel b), we observe that a child­less daugh­ter had a higher risk of mov­ing to 
her mother’s munic­i­pal­ity than a daugh­ter with a young first child, unless we con­trol 
for the adult daugh­ter’s part­ner­ship sta­tus. Results for the mother model (panel c) 
indi­cate that a mother whose adult daugh­ter was child­less had a higher risk of mov
ing to her daugh­ter’s munic­i­pal­ity. This effect dis­ap­pears when we con­trol for the 
adult daugh­ter’s and mother’s ages compared with the baseline. Comparing the results 
across all­ three mod­els (pan­els a–c) reveals that they were driven by the adult daugh
ters’ mobil­ity: hav­ing a part­ner reduced the rel­a­tive risk of a child­less adult daugh­ter 
mov­ing to her mother’s munic­i­pal­ity.

When we con­sider the rel­a­tive risk of the mother and the daugh­ter again liv­ing 
close in the joint model (Figure 2, panel a), we find that the period of the daugh­ter’s 
first preg­nancy did not dif­fer from the period when the daugh­ter had a sin­gle child 
youn­ger than 2.5 years. However, the daugh­ter model (panel b) indi­cates that the 
adult daugh­ter was more likely to move to her mother’s munic­i­pal­ity when she was 
preg­nant with her first child than she was when the first child was aged 0–2.49 years. 
This result does not hold for higher order preg­nan­cies, for which the rel­a­tive risk of 
the daugh­ter mov­ing closer to her mother’s munic­i­pal­ity is lower than the base­line. 
This find­ing might sig­nal that prox­im­ity was per­ceived to be espe­cially impor­tant in 
antic­i­pa­tion of a tran­si­tion to par­ent­hood. In line with this result, the mother model 
con­sis­tently showed that a mother whose adult daugh­ter was in her first preg­nancy 
was less likely to move to her daugh­ter’s munic­i­pal­ity than a mother whose daugh­ter 
had a first child youn­ger than 2.5 years.

Findings from the joint model and the daugh­ter model (Figure 2, pan­els a and b) 
suggest that when the adult daughter had two or more children and the youngest was 
under 2.5 years, the rel­a­tive risk of the mother and the daugh­ter again liv­ing in the 
same municipality was lower than it was when the adult daughter had only a single 
child of that age. Conversely, in the mother model (panel c), the mother’s risk of 
mov­ing to her daugh­ter’s munic­i­pal­ity increased when the daugh­ter had two or more 
chil­dren and the youn­gest was under 2.5 years. This result is par­tic­u­larly strong after 
we con­trol for the adult daugh­ter’s age, the mother’s age, the mother’s part­ner­ship 
sta­tus, and the mother’s edu­ca­tional level (Model 3).

The joint model (Figure 2, panel a) shows that when the adult daugh­ter’s youn­gest 
child was aged 2.5–6 years, the rel­a­tive risk of the mother and the daugh­ter again 
liv­ing in the same munic­i­pal­ity was higher than that for the ref­er­ence cat­e­gory. This 
result holds in the daugh­ter and mother mod­els (pan­els b and c, respec­tively).

Finally, in the joint model (Figure 2, panel a), when the adult daugh­ter’s youn
gest child was aged 7+ years, the rel­a­tive risk of the mother and the daugh­ter again 
liv­ing in the same munic­i­pal­ity was higher than it was when the adult daugh­ter’s 
first child was aged 0–2.49 years. The results of the adult daugh­ter model (panel 
b) are sim­i­lar to those in the joint model. However, once we con­trol for the adult 
daugh­ter’s union sta­tus (Model 4b), the rel­a­tive risk of an adult daugh­ter with chil
dren aged 7+ years mov­ing to her mother’s munic­i­pal­ity is no lon­ger sta­tis­ti­cally 
dif­fer­ent from the risk for an adult daugh­ter with a first child aged 0–2.49 years. 
This find­ing might indi­cate that a pos­si­ble change in union sta­tus (e.g., a sep­a­ra
tion) might influ­ence the adult daugh­ter’s mobil­ity, as high­lighted stud­ies found 
(Das et al. 2017; Spring et al. 2021).
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All in all­, the mother’s and daugh­ter’s mobil­ity tended to be oppo­site dur­ing cer
tain child­bear­ing and child-rearing phases, such that the adult daugh­ter was more 
likely to be mobile when her mother was less mobile. Specifically, while child­less 
or dur­ing her first preg­nancy, the adult daugh­ter was more likely to move closer to 
her mother. Conversely, the mother was more likely to move closer dur­ing the adult 
daugh­ter’s higher order preg­nan­cies or when the adult daugh­ter had more than one 
child. However, the mother’s and daugh­ter’s mobil­ity ten­den­cies seem to have been 
sim­i­lar—with both of them more or less likely to move closer—dur­ing cer­tain other 
child­bear­ing and child-rearing phases. Specifically, both seemed to move closer to the 
other when the adult daugh­ter’s child was older than 2.5 years.

Robustness Checks

To ensure the robust­ness of our results, we performed sev­eral addi­tional checks. 
Given the debate about endogeneity and the inter­de­pen­dence of mother–adult daugh
ter prox­im­ity and the adult daugh­ter’s child­bear­ing and child-rearing phases, we reran 
our spec­i­fi­ca­tions while allowing for unob­served frailty. Here, unob­served frailty is 
an indi­rect mea­sure of selec­tion on time-con­stant indi­vid­ual unob­serv­able char­ac
ter­is­tics in the model (Kulu and Steele 2013; Lillard 1993). The model results did 
not dif­fer from those of sim­pler mod­els presented ear­lier, and con­trol­ling for prior 
expe­ri­ence of liv­ing apart already accounted for most het­ero­ge­ne­ity (for com­plete 
results, see Table A7). Therefore, we chose to dis­play the sim­pler mod­els. Further-
more, we tested an alter­na­tive spec­i­fi­ca­tion of liv­ing close: a max­i­mum dis­tance of 
10 kilo­me­ters between town halls of their respec­tive areas of res­i­dence (see Figure 
A2; com­plete regres­sion results are avail­­able upon request). Results of this anal­y­sis 
show that adult daugh­ters move closer to their moth­ers if the move is short (within 10 
kilo­me­ters) and does not dis­rupt their every­day lives. However, they are less likely to 
make a long-dis­tance move (>10 kilo­me­ters) after their sec­ond preg­nancy.

Discussion

The cur­rent study inves­ti­gated how dif­fer­ent phases of an adult daugh­ter’s child­bear­ing 
and child-rearing years affected mother–daugh­ter geo­graph­i­cal prox­im­ity. We explored 
the Bel­gian con­text, tak­ing advan­tage of new but increas­ingly avail­­able reg­is­ter data for 
that coun­try. We selected mother–daugh­ter dyads who were already liv­ing in dif­fer­ent 
munic­i­pal­i­ties and mea­sured their risk of mov­ing to the same munic­i­pal­ity across dif
fer­ent phases of the adult daugh­ter’s child­bear­ing and child-rearing years. We esti­mated 
three types of mod­els: in the first, we mod­eled the moth­ers’ and the adult daugh­ters’ 
moves jointly; in the sec­ond, we mod­eled only the adult daugh­ters’ moves; and in the 
third, we mod­eled only the moth­ers’ moves. We found that the adult daugh­ter was more 
likely to move to her mother’s munic­i­pal­ity when she was child­less and unpartnered or 
dur­ing her first preg­nancy, and she was less likely to do so dur­ing a higher order preg
nancy or when her youn­gest child was aged 0–2.49 years. Conversely, the mother was 
more likely to move to her adult daugh­ter’s munic­i­pal­ity if her adult daugh­ter’s youn
gest child was at least 2.5 years old.
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Our study con­trib­utes to the grow­ing lit­er­a­ture on the role of fam­ily ties in  
(im)mobil­ity. First, it is the first to pro­vide a detailed exam­i­na­tion of the rela­tion
ship between child­bear­ing and child-rearing phases and daugh­ter–mother prox­im
ity. Second, it explores both the mother’s and the adult daugh­ter’s mobil­ity using a 
life course approach cov­er­ing most of the daugh­ter’s repro­duc­tive years (ages 16–
39). Our results high­light the impor­tance of con­sid­er­ing both the adult daugh­ter’s 
and the mother’s mobil­ity per­spec­tives, given that the dif­fer­ent phases of the adult 
daugh­ter’s child­bear­ing and child-rearing years affected mobil­ity dif­fer­ently for the 
two gen­er­a­tions. Furthermore, most pre­vi­ous knowl­edge on this topic was from the 
Scan­di­na­vian con­text. Thus, this study also con­trib­utes to the lit­er­a­ture by exam­in
ing mother–adult daugh­ter prox­im­ity in the con­text of a con­ti­nen­tal wel­fare regime 
(Esping-Andersen 1990).

On a more spec­u­la­tive note, our find­ings seem to show that an adult daugh­ter 
was more likely to move closer to her mother in anticipation of the chal­lenges of 
­moth­er­hood—that is, dur­ing her first preg­nancy or before hav­ing a sec­ond child. The 
mother, how­ever, was more likely to move closer to her adult daugh­ter depending on 
the ages and number of her (grand)chil­dren—that is, when the adult daugh­ter had at 
least two chil­dren, one of whom was a tod­dler.

In line with pre­vi­ous stud­ies, we found that the adult daugh­ters’ res­i­den­tial relo
ca­tion was more likely dur­ing her first preg­nancy (Kulu and Steele 2013; Michielin 
et al. 2008; Vidal et al. 2017). One pos­si­ble expla­na­tion for this find­ing is that because 
the mother’s prox­im­ity might increase her adult daugh­ter’s like­li­hood of hav­ing chil
dren (Compton and Pollak 2014; Pink 2018), an adult daugh­ter who moves in antic
i­pa­tion of her entry into moth­er­hood might do so because she is already plan­ning to 
have sev­eral chil­dren and sees value in liv­ing closer to her mother dur­ing this phase 
of her life. Thus, an adult daugh­ter may be less likely to move dur­ing a higher order 
pregnancy or while her second or higher order child is a toddler because her mother 
is already liv­ing close. Additionally, if an adult daugh­ter in this sit­u­a­tion is liv­ing far 
from her mother, she may be less likely to move because her first child is already in 
school or because she is jug­gling work and car­ing for at least two chil­dren. Finally, in 
line with the loca­tion-spe­cific cap­i­tal accu­mu­la­tion the­ory, the adult daugh­ter might 
be more likely to move when she has not yet devel­oped enough links within the com
mu­nity through her chil­dren. Conversely, the adult daugh­ter may tend to move less 
when hav­ing sev­eral links with the com­mu­nity through her chil­dren.

The results for moth­ers showed that a mother was more likely to move closer 
to her adult daugh­ter at the ear­li­est after the birth of the sec­ond grand­child, spe­cif
i­cally when the youn­gest grand­child was school-age. One pos­si­ble expla­na­tion for 
this find­ing is that this group of moth­ers is more selected—that is, their daugh­ters 
did not move close to them sooner. As a con­se­quence, the deci­sion to move may be 
driven by the mother’s pref­er­ences to increase her con­tact with her grandchildren 
(Svensson et  al. 2015)—for instance, retir­ing ear­lier to enable such a move (Van 
Bavel and De Winter 2013)—or by the adult daugh­ter’s com­pel­ling need for addi
tional instru­men­tal and emo­tional sup­port. The loca­tion-spe­cific cap­i­tal accu­mu­la­tion 
the­ory (DaVanzo 1981) sug­gests that rel­a­tive to daugh­ters, moth­ers may move less 
often because moth­ers have more loca­tion-spe­cific cap­i­tal. However, dur­ing cer­tain 
phases, moth­ers move toward their daugh­ters. Thus, fam­ily ties seem more impor­tant 
than loca­tion-spe­cific cap­i­tal under cer­tain con­di­tions.
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Some lim­i­ta­tions need to be acknowl­edged. First, although we included the moth-
er’s edu­ca­tional level, we could not include the adult daugh­ter’s edu­ca­tional level or 
employ­ment tra­jec­tory because of data lim­i­ta­tions. Future research should explore 
how work tra­jec­to­ries might influ­ence moth­ers’ and adult daugh­ters’ mobil­ity dur­ing 
this life phase. Second, we used a gen­eral mea­sure of fam­ily struc­ture con­trol­ling 
for the pres­ence of both other chil­dren and grandchildren. Third, by ana­lyz­ing those 
dyads that had already moved apart pre­vi­ously, we intro­duce selec­tion into the anal
y­sis. In fact, mov­ing away from par­ents—espe­cially for the first time—is too costly 
for some, even in a small coun­try like Belgium, where res­i­den­tial mobil­ity might be 
eas­ier. Finally, although mother–daugh­ter dyads are a par­tic­u­larly good tie for study
ing the rela­tion­ship between mobil­ity and fer­til­ity, not all­ mother–daugh­ter bonds are 
strong. Exploring var­i­a­tion in these bonds is beyond the pur­pose of this study and 
remains for future stud­ies to exam­ine.

The cur­rent study illu­mi­na­tes how an adult daugh­ter’s child­bear­ing and child- 
rearing phases may change the spa­tial prox­im­ity of a mother and her daugh­ter. This 
study is the first to ana­lyze both the daugh­ter’s and mother’s mobil­ity per­spec­tives, 
high­light­ing the impor­tance of adopting a linked-lives approach (Giele and Elder 
1998) and explor­ing beyond the asso­ci­a­tion between mobil­ity and the tran­si­tion to 
par­ent­hood to con­sider the link between mobil­ity and higher order births, as well as 
sub­se­quent child-rearing phases. ■
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