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ABSTRACT 

This study used a grounded theory approach to develop a model of courtship 

following divorce. To be included in this study, individuals had to be: 1) divorced; 2) 

have a child or children; and 3) currently involved in a committed heterosexual 

relationship. In-depth interviews were conducted with ten individuals. Data analysis 

consisted of open coding, axial coding, and selective coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). 

Desire for connection is the basic social process underlying the model of 

courtship after divorce. Three stages which describe this process emerged in the current 

study: reconnecting with self, reconnecting with others, and reconnecting with a partner. 

The first stage, reconnecting with self, was a time when people stepped back and reflected 

on their divorce/separation experiences and started redefining themselves outside of the 

marriage relationship that had ended. The second stage, reconnection with others, was 

when people began going out with potential partners after divorce. For most, this stage 

was not marked by a conscious decision to start dating again, but it did include feelings of 

anxiety about dating. The experience of going out with different individuals helped 

people realize what they were searching for in a relationship and in a partner. This 

process was described in the intervening condition of realizing what you want, which 

facilitated movement from the stage of reconnecting with others to the final stage of 

reconnecting with a partner. Personal support, companionship/fnendship, and similarity 

were the factors that emerged in realizing what you want. The final stage of the model, 

reconnecting with a partner, described people's involvement in committed postdivorce 



relationships. This stage involved a conscious effort not to repeat past mistakes and, for 

many, a belief that there was no need to get remarried. It included cohabitation for some 

couples, but not for others. Decisions regarding cohabitation were influenced by the 

presence or absence of children living with them. Children emerged as a contextual 

condition in the model. Age of the children, the relationship between the partner and 

children, and a belief that children come first were the key factors that comprised the 

contextual condition of children in the model. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The life transition of divorce has become an increasingly common occurrence in 

American society. It is estimated that between one-half and two-thirds of today's first 

marriages will end in divorce (Castro Martin & Bumpass, 1989; Norton & Moorman, 

1987). Even though divorce is oftentimes a difficult and painful process, the majority of 

divorced individuals eventually remarry. In fact, Americans have one of the highest rates 

of remarriage in the world (Ishii-Kuntz & Coltrane, 1992) with 75% of those who divorce 

in the United States deciding at some point to remarry (Bumpass, Sweet, & Castro 

Martin, 1990). Although many Americans form successful long-lasting unions in their 

remarriages, the divorce rate for remarriages is even higher than for first marriages 

(Castro Martin & Bumpass, 1989). Considering the prevalence of divorce and remarriage 

in the United States and the demonstrated instability of remarriage unions, it is clear that 

this is an important population to study (Ganong & Coleman, 1994). One area which is 

likely to have a significant influence on the future of divorced individuals is how they 

experience courtship following divorce. Given the importance of premarital relationship 

factors in predicting the success of first marriages (Cate & Lloyd, 1992), the experience 

of courtship after divorce is also likely to impact future outcomes in the lives of those 

who remarry or enter into long-term committed relationships after divorce. Even so, 

family and relationship researchers have largely neglected the study of courtship 

following divorce despite its common occurrence in American society. 
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Although many Americans eventually remarry, remarriage rates have been 

decreasing over the past thirty years, especially among women (U.S. National Center for 

Health Statistics, 1991a). This may be due in part to increasing numbers of divorced 

people entering into nonremarriage relationships following divorce such as cohabiting 

relationships (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1998). The majority of those who remarry live 

together prior to legal marriage (Bumpass & Sweet, 1989). Other couples may view 

cohabitation as an alternative to legal remarriage. In either case, it is surprising that so 

little is known about this increasingly common family form. 

Many family scientists have examined remarriage in recent years (Ganong & 

Coleman. 1994); however, divorced individuals who are involved in committed long-

term relationships, but do not remarry, have not been studied. Even the few studies which 

have looked at courtship following divorce consider remarriage to be the goal of such 

relationships, and have not included those who do not remarry in their investigations 

(e.g., Montgomery, Anderson, Hetherington, & Clingempeel, 1992; O'Flaherty & Eells, 

1988; Rodgers &. Conrad, 1986). Given the relative lack of research on courtship 

following divorce, and the exclusion of nonremarriers in this research, the current study 

will examine the courtship process following divorce including all types of postdivorce 

committed relationships, not only those that involve remarriage. 

There has been some research reporting on the characteristics of remarriers but 

little, if any, describing those who enter into committed nonremarriage relationships 

following divorce. What is known is that remarriages differ from first marriages in a 
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number of ways and that the profile of remarriers is quite different from those entering 

into marriage for the first time. Following is a description of some of these differences 

which provide a rationale for why the courtship process following divorce might also be 

different from first-time courtship. 

Characteristics of Remarriers vs. First-time Manners 

The first, perhaps obvious, characteristic on which the two populations differ is 

age. Remarriers are an average of about 10 years older than those marrying for the first 

time. The median age for divorced women at remarriage is 34.2, and for men it is 37.4. 

The median age for women at first marriage is 24.0, while for men it is 25.9 (U.S. 

National Center for Health Statistics, 1991b). The older age of remarriers has various 

implications for their courtship experiences following divorce. Older people have had 

more life experience and bring more to the relationship than younger people. In other 

words, they have done more, known more people, and had a broader range of experiences 

than their younger never-married counterparts (Ganong & Coleman, 1994). Older adults 

are also likely to have a more established lifestyle (e.g., career, religion, leisure activities) 

than those who are younger. Older individuals may be more "set in their ways" than 

younger ones, which may also make a difference in how they experience courtship 

following divorce. 

A demographic consequence of the older age of formerly married individuals is 

that as people get older there are fewer potential eligible partners (Ganong & Coleman, 

1994). Women have even fewer potential partners than men because the male-to-female 
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ratio increasingly favors men with each older age group and because men tend to choose 

younger partners (U.S. National Center for Health Statistics, 1990). This restricted choice 

in eligible partners may cause people to be less selective in their choice of parmers 

following divorce. They may feel that since there are so few eligible partners they should 

'"take what they can get" and, in so doing, compromise on some of their criteria for an 

acceptable partner. 

Another way in which remarriers differ from first-time marriers is the possible 

presence of children. Even though some people marrying for the first time do have 

children, many more remarriers have children from their previous marriages. About 53% 

of couples who divorce have children under the age of 18 (U.S. National Center for 

Health Statistics, 1991c). As a result, approximately 40% of remarried households 

include one or more stepchildren under the age of 18 (Glick, 1989). Divorced parents, 

particularly those who have children residing with them, may have less time to devote to 

courtship-related activities. They may also have a different set of criteria for their 

romantic partners than nonparents. Not only might they be looking for a good companion 

for themselves, but they may also be searching for someone who would be a good parent 

for their children. Another consequence of divorce for those with children is the 

continuing influence of the ex-spouse. Because of their responsibilities as parents, ex-

spouses with children are often required to have an enduring relationship with the other 

parent. The presence of children is likely to be an important influence on the courtship of 
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any divorced parent, whether they are in the initial dating stages, in a long-term 

committed relationship, cohabiting with a partner, or on the path to remarriage. 

Finally, remarriers are also different from first-time manners in that those who 

remarry have marital experience. People entering remarriage have been through the 

courtship process at least once and have had the experience of establishing a household 

with someone else. The training ground perspective of remarriage proposes that first 

marriages serve as a leaming experience that influences people's choices in future 

romantic partners (Ganong & Coleman, 1994). One possible implication of this 

perspective is that people may seek partners who are different from their previous mate, 

especially if they believe that their former partner's characteristics contributed to their 

marital problems. Or people may believe that they understand themselves better and are 

more clear on what they want in a partner as a result of the previous marriage. The 

experience of a previous marriage and divorce has undoubtedly influenced how these 

people view relationships and will have an impact on their future relationships as well. 

In sum, studies have shown that remarriers differ from first-time marriers in a 

variety of ways. As a result, the courtship process following divorce may also be different 

from first-time courtship. For example, how do issues concerning children and an ex-

spouse influence courtship following divorce? What impact does older age and marital 

experience have on postdivorce courtship? Since there are unique factors influencing 

people's courtship experiences after divorce which have not been examined, it is time to 

explore this phenomenon more fully using a grounded theory approach. 
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A Grounded Theory Approach 

Past courtship models were generally developed and tested using quantitative 

research designs which are informed by logical positivism and are inherently structured, 

predetermined, formal, and specific (Bogdan & Biklen, 1982). These models were 

generated from samples of young people experiencing courtship for the first time and 

were intended to describe the initial courtship process. However, the past courtship 

models are difficult to apply to the experience of courtship following divorce. For 

example, they do not consider the possible influence of an ex-spouse, or how the children 

from the previous marriage may affect the current relationship. In addition, marriage is 

the only possible outcome in these models; they do not explicitly take into account other 

possible relationship goals such as long-term, committed, cohabiting relationships. The 

limited applicability of previous courtship models to courtship following divorce suggests 

that a new model is needed to describe and understand this phenomenon. A grounded 

theory approach is one method which can be used to achieve this goal. 

Grounded theory is a qualitative method for developing theory that is grounded in 

data (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). A grounded theory is one that is inductively derived firom 

the study of the phenomenon it represents (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). By using this 

approach, theor>' is discovered, developed, and provisionally verified through systematic 

data collection and analysis of data pertaining to the phenomenon of interest. A 

qualitative grounded theory approach is appropriate for use in the current study for the 

following reasons. First, this technique can be used when little is known about a topic and 
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few adequate theories exist to explain or predict a group's behavior (Hutchinson, 1993). 

Quite a bit is known about first-time courtship, as evidenced by the number of courtship 

models which have been advanced. However, little is known about the social processes 

involved in courtship following divorce. A grounded theory approach is desirable in this 

case because it begins with an area of study and allows what is relevant in that area to 

emerge. In addition, a grounded theory approach is appropriate for this study because 

grounded theory research is aimed at understanding how a group of people define, via 

social interactions, their reality (Stem, Allen, & Moxley, 1982). When examining 

courtship following divorce, this is an especially relevant criteria given the many 

interactional processes involved (e.g., interactions among divorced individuals, their 

partners, their children, and their ex-spouses). 

The Present Study 

The purpose of the current study is to discover a model of courtship following 

divorce using a grounded theory approach. The initial research question in a grounded 

theory study is a statement that identifies the phenomenon to be studied (Strauss & 

Corbin, 1990). The present study began with the following research question: How do 

individuals experience courtship following divorce? The nature of grounded theory 

methodology requires that the research question be refined as data are generated and 

analyzed (Streubert & Carpenter, 1995a). Thus, this initial research question became 

progressively narrowed and more focused during the research process, as concepts and 

their relationships were discovered to be relevant or irrelevant. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The next section will provide a description of some of the major models of first-

time courtship. Following the delineation of the models is a discussion of how these 

models are inadequate when applied to courtship following divorce. It should then be 

clear why a new model of courtship following divorce is needed in order to better 

understand this widespread experience. 

Previous Courtship Models 

Comoatibilitv Models 

The primary' assumption of early compatibility models was that people choose 

partners on the basis of how well they believe the partner's stable individual 

characteristics fit with their own (Cate & Lloyd, 1992). These characteristics can range 

from broad demographic ones (e.g., social class) to psychological ones (e.g., attitudes and 

personality). A similarity model of compatibility presumes that people choose their 

partners on the basis of whether they are similar to each other on a variety of traits (Cate 

& Lloyd, 1992). One problem with the similarity model is that factors such as social class 

and proximity limit the probability that people will interact with dissimilar others. 

Therefore, similarity may not play a direct role in the actual decision-making process of 

mate selection. Stephen (1985) also suggests that observed similarity in values and world 

views of couples evolves over time through their interaction together, rather than being 

used as an initial selection factor. 
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A complementarity model of compatibility assumes that people seek partners 

whom they believe have personalities that "mesh" or "fit" with their own (Winch, 1955). 

It assumes that individuals have certain psychological needs and that people seek partners 

who can fulfill or "'complement" those needs (Cate & Lloyd, 1992). Early studies found 

support for this model (e.g.. Winch, 1955; Winch, Ktsanes, & Ktsanes, 1954). However, 

later studies failed to replicate the earlier findings and have been critical of the 

conceptualization and interpretation of the earlier studies (Murstein, 1976; Seyfried, 

1977; Tharp, 1963). 

Stage Models 

Stage models of courtship portray the selection of a mate as proceeding through a 

sequential series of stages, with each stage focusing on certain processes in decision

making concerning a possible marriage mate (Cate & Lloyd, 1992). 

Reiss's Wheel Theory ri96Q. 1980) 

This model states that there are four stages or processes that people go through in 

developing a love relationship that will move towards marriage: rapport, self-revelation, 

mutual dependency, and intimacy need fulfillment. However, couples can cycle through 

the process several times. According to this model, the first sequential process involves 

developing rapport between partners. In this stage, partners begin to feel at ease with each 

other. The development of rapport facilitates communication between the partners which 

increases the likelihood that the relationship will continue. This model posits that partners 

develop rapport after assessing the similarity of their backgrounds and attitudes. Once 



rapport has been established, partners engage in self-revelation which involves revealing 

one's ovvn values, political beliefs, religious beliefs, etc. The desirable amount of self-

revelation varies and is influenced by broader sociological factors such as social class, 

religion, and ethnicity. This model then suggests that a feeling of mutual dependency 

develops out of the act of revealing oneself to the partner. The partoers become 

interdependent and begin to rely upon each other in a way that is unique to their 

relationship. The last stage of this model is the assessment of intimacy need fulfillment in 

the relationship. These needs, which are culturally and socially influenced, relate to the 

development of closeness between partners (e.g., the need for someone to whom you can 

disclose or the need for someone to love). 

Kerckhoff and Davis's Filter Theory (\96T\ 

This model was developed out of an interest in the ideas of similarity and 

complementarity discussed earlier. It was based upon the findings of a longitudinal study 

(Kerckhoff & Davis, 1962), which assessed the ability of similarity and complementarity 

to predict progress towards marriage. Results of this study suggested that people narrow 

their choices of potential partners based upon a proposed sequence of filters. First, people 

filter their prospective mates through a background or social characteristics filter 

(religion, education, etc.). The second sequential filter involves evaluating potential 

partners based on their similarity in attitudes and values. Once the first two filters have 

successfully been negotiated, the degree of need complementarity is the final factor on 

which partners are selected. 
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Murstein's Stimulus-Value-Role Model ri970. 1976. 1987) 

This model is an elaboration of KerckhofTs original filter model and is based on 

the assumption that the process of mate selection differs depending on whether the 

partners interact in an "open" or "closed" field. Open fields allow individuals the fi-eedom 

to choose with whom they interact (e.g., a party or other casual day-to-day social 

encounter). Closed fields tend to be more confined where interaction is induced by the 

roles people play in certain social situations (e.g., boss-employee interaction, teacher-

student interaction). The nature of these roles is believed to be influenced by society, past 

interpersonal interaction, interaction with parents, or genetic dispositions. 

According to SVR theory, the first stage involves people who are in open field 

settings selecting partners who have certain stimulus characteristics (e.g., physical 

attractiveness) similar to their own. During the second stage, the value comparison stage, 

people assess the degree of congruence in their value-related areas (e.g., religious beliefs, 

attitudes towards politics, leisure interests). The third and final stage of SVR theory is the 

role stage where partners determine the compatibility of roles that each will play if the 

relationship continues. According to the model, successfial completion of each of these 

stages prepares couples for marriage. However, Murstein (1976) recognized that some 

couples marry without completing all the stages. Also, some couples continually work on 

the factors that define each stage over the course of their relationship. 
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Lewis's Premarital Dvadic Formation Framework ("1972. 1973') 

This framework (Lewis, 1972, 1973) proposes a model of heterosexual 

relationship development based on six sequential stages. According to this model, not all 

relationships that proceed through the si.x stages will necessarily result in marriage. The 

model does suggest that all stages will be completed prior to selection of a mate, even 

though the final decision to marry may be based largely on situational factors unique to 

the couple. Each stage leads to the next one, with the outcome of the succeeding stage 

being dependent upon the successful completion of the previous stage. The first stage 

involves perceiving similarities in the areas of socioculturual background, value 

consensus, interests, and personality. The second stage, achieving pair rapport, consists of 

the expression of positive feelings which is a direct result of the prior perception of 

similarity. Rapport is established in this stage through ease of communication, positive 

evaluation of the other, satisfaction with the pair relationship, and perceived validation of 

self The third stage, inducing self-disclosure, again is facilitated by the previous stage of 

rapport-building. During this stage, partners reveal intimate personal details with each 

other because of the rapport which has been established. The fourth stage, role-taking, 

occurs when the partners develop the empathic ability to place themselves in the other's 

role. In the fifth stage, achieving role-fit, partners determine how well they might "mesh" 

with the other person. Role-fit is accomplished through at least three subprocesses: 

observed personality similarity, role complementarity, and need complementarity. The 

final stage, dyadic crystallization, is indicated by progressive involvement, dyadic 
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functioning, boundary establishment, pair commitment, and couple identity formation. In 

short, the individuals in the relationship become increasingly interdependent as they 

develop a couple identity and move towards more permanency in their relationship. 

The stage models of relationship development have been criticized for a number 

of reasons (Gate & Lloyd, 1990). First, they assume that premarital relationships are 

highly intimate with extensive communication of feelings, attitudes, and values 

(necessary to ascertain role-fit, value similarity, commitment, etc.). Some studies question 

this assumption, at least for members of certain populations (Cuber & Haroff, 1966; 

Rubin, 1976). Second, there is a lack of rationale for why particular stages or processes 

precede or follow other stages (Rubin & Levinger, 1974). Levinger and Snoek (1972) 

make a convincing theoretical argument that couples use socially defined roles in the 

beginning stages of a relationship, rather than later. However, for divorced individuals, 

there may not be any socially defined roles for them when they enter into dating 

relationships. Third, attempts to replicate the studies which were used to develop the 

stage models have not been successful (e.g., Levinger, Senn, & Jorgensen, 1970; Leigh, 

Holman, & Burr, 1987). Finally, these models do not accurately portray the probable 

complexity involved in the process of mate selection. They assume that compatibility is 

the primary force propelling couples towards marriage without considering other potential 

influences such as interaction between the partners or external circumstances that drive 

people towards marriage (Huston, Surra, Fitzgerald, & Gate, 1981). 
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AH of the courtship models which have been reviewed are inadequate when 

applied to the experience of courtship following divorce. Some of them appear to have 

such serious shortcomings that they may not even be sufficient in describing first-time 

courtship. Clearly then they are not appropriate when thinking about courtship following 

divorce. It should also be noted that the existing courtship models were developed using 

samples of young people experiencing courtship for the first time. Because of this, certain 

factors were not taken into consideration which may be important when studying 

courtship following divorce (i.e., influence of children, ex-spouse, and past relationship 

history). In addition, the previous courtship models were all generated with marriage as 

the goal of the relationship. To gain a more complete understanding of courtship 

following divorce, it may be necessary to think about all of the possible outcomes for 

these relationships. These outcomes include, but are not limited to, remarriage (e.g., a 

long-term committed relationship without plans of a legal remarriage). 

Remarriage Courtship 

Given the well-documented differences between first marriages and remarriages 

(Bernard, 1956; Castro Martin & Bumpass, 1989), it is likely that courtship before first 

marriages also differs in some respects fi-om courtship following divorce. A few studies 

have examined issues related to remarriage courtship including length of courtship for 

those who remarry, similarity in remarriage, reasons for remarriage, cohabitation prior to 

remarriage, and gender differences in remarriage. Following is a brief description of these 

studies including what is known about first-time courtship in these areas. 
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Length of Courtship 

Those who remarry tend to court for shorter periods of time than those who are 

marrying for the first time. Beginning in the 1950s, Hollingshead (1952) showed that 

previously married individuals had shorter courtships and shorter engagements than those 

who were marrying for the first time. First-time marriers reported dating for an average of 

17.7 months before they became engaged, while previously married individuals dated for 

an average of 14.3 months prior to engagement. The average length of engagement was 

10.3 months for first-time marriers, and 6.9 months for those who had been previously 

married. These findings were based upon interviews of 900 Caucasian couples who were 

randomly selected fi"om census records in New Haven, Connecticut, during 1949 and 

1950. 

LeMasters (1957), using data from a much smaller nonrandom sample of 40 

remarried individuals, also reported that the courtship duration of the previously married 

was generally quite short (six months or less). More recently, O'Flaherty and Eells (1988) 

conducted an exploratory study focusing on how previous courtship experience affects 

remarriage courtship. They found that the 248 remarried Catholics in their sample courted 

for a median of nine months, compared to a median 17-month courtship period prior to 

their first marriages. 

Similarly, the Virginia Longitudinal Study of Divorce showed that 80% of the 

women in their sample dated their future spouses for a year or less before cohabiting 

(Montgomery et al., 1992). For 38% of these women, this interval was three months or 
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less. Fox (1983) studied a nonrandom sample of 18 respondents and concluded that the 

duration of courtship shortens with each subsequent marriage, although the exact length 

was not specified. 

Using data fi-om a small sample of remarried couples over the age of 60, Vinick 

(1978) demonstrated that older remarriers also have short courtships; more than half of 

the 24 elderly remarried couples she interviewed married within a year of starting their 

relationships. However, one study of 48 Canadian participants found that there was no 

significant difference in courtship duration for first and second marriages (Peters, 1976). 

This study did show that engagement periods preceding second marriages were 

considerably shorter than those in first marriages. 

Similarity in Remarriages 

Although few studies have focused on mate selection prior to remarriage, research 

suggests that remarried couples are less similar to each other on demographic 

characteristics (e.g., age, education, religion) than first-married couples (Dean & Gurak, 

1978; Peters, 1976). Dean and Gurak (1978) compared the levels of marital homogamy -

in age, education, and religion - for women in their first marriages and women in their 

second marriages. Results of this study showed that remarried couples were less similar 

in age, education, and religion than first-married couples. Peters (1976) also concluded 

from his sample of remarried couples that religious similarity was less likely in the 

second marriage than in the first. 
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Reasons to Marrv and Remarry 

When asked about their reasons for first-time marriage, people list 

companionship, love and intimacy, supportive partnership, sexual partnership, sharing 

parenthood, family or social pressure, economic security, rebounding from another 

relationship, loneliness, escap)e, rebellion against parents, pity and obligation, 

independence, physical appearance, and pregnancy (FCnox, 1975; Lamanna &, Reidman, 

1994; Olson «& DeFrain, 1997; Rubin, 1976). Research suggests that previously married 

individuals have more pragmatic than romantic motivations to marry (Farrell & 

Markman, 1986; Ganong &. Coleman, 1989; Kvanli &. Jennings, 1987; Vinick, 1978). 

People listed financial security, help in raising children, response to social pressure, 

response to legal threats regarding custody of the children, relief from loneliness, need for 

a regular se.xuaJ partner, pregnancy, need to have someone to care for, the need to be 

cared for, and convenience as some of their reasons to remarry. People also gave other 

less practical reasons for why they remarry including love, a desire for companionship, 

shared interests, and liking the partner. 

Ganong and Coleman (1994) explain that the generally more pragmatic reasons 

for remarriage suggest one of two major influences on remarriage courtship behaviors. 

First, it could be that those who are searching for a remarriage partner know what they 

want and need; they may be quite calculating and purposeful in their search instead of 

being preoccupied with the romantic notion of finding their "one true love." Second, it 

may be that those in the remarriage market are desperate for help (e.g., financial, child 
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rearing) and may feel an urgency to find a partner willing to commit to them. As a result, 

"the formerly married may make bad choices based on immediate, pressing needs" 

(Ganong & Coleman, 1994, p. 49). 

Cohabitation 

Given the increasing acceptance of cohabitation in our society, many remarriers, 

as well as first-time marriers, choose to live together prior to marriage. By the time they 

reach their early 30's, almost half of the U.S. population has cohabited at some time 

(Nock. 1995). According to U.S. Census data on cohabiting couples from 1980 to 1993, 

54% of the partners had never been married, 37% had been divorced, and the rest were 

widowed (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1994). The majority of those who remarry cohabit 

prior to remarriage or may cohabit as an alternative to legal marriage (Bumpass & Sweet, 

1989). Montgomery and her colleagues (1992) found that 78% of the women in their 

sample reported full cohabitation prior to remarriage, an arrangement in which future 

spouses combined belongings into a single home. Partial cohabitation, in which future 

spouses lived together several days a week, but maintained separate residences, was also 

a common pattern, with 69% of women reporting this arrangement prior to remarriage. 

Gender Differences 

Research has suggested that there are gender differences in remarriage. Men are 

more likely than women to remarry, and they remarry more quickly than women (Ganong 

& Coleman, 1994). In general, divorced women who are older (Wilson & Clarke, 1992), 

who are highly educated, and who are occupationally and financially independent are less 
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likely to remarry (Bumpass et al.,1990; Oh, 1986). For men, the opposite pattern 

generally holds true. Women are more likely than men to have physical and legal custody 

of children following divorce. These findings suggest that the opportunities to remarry 

(and the opportunities for dating behavior preceding remarriage) are not the same for 

women and men. They also imply that men and women may have different economic, 

emotional, and family-related reasons to remarry (and reasons to date following divorce). 

In a qualitative longitudinal study of divorced and remarried families, Ambert (1983) 

found that the courtship behaviors of financially secure women differed from those of 

financially insecure women. Women who were financially secure had more opportunities 

for dates, exercised a higher degree of choice in the men they dated, met more men, and 

had more steady relationships than women with limited finances. Financially secure 

women were also more selective in their dating choices and more often rejected 

relationships. Compared to financially insecure women, those who had economic 

resources were less often exploited, manipulated, or abused by the men they dated. In 

general, financially secure women were less likely to have plans to be married in the 

fijture than those without financial security. 

Although the studies just described provide interesting information about 

individuals who remarry, they are simply descriptive studies which report on the 

characteristics of the population of people who remarry. One limitation of these studies is 

that they all consider remarriage to be the goal of romantic relationships following 

divorce. None examine the population of divorced individuals who do not plan on 



remarrying. For some, the goal of a romantic relationship following divorce may be to 

enter a long-term committed relationship without legally remarrying. Others may choose 

to cohabit with a partner following divorce, either with or without intentions to remarry. 

People's goals for romantic relationships after divorce include more possibilities than just 

remarriage. Thus, it is time for researchers to consider courtship following divorce with 

the goals of these relationships defined more broadly. 

The literature has shown that courtship following divorce differs in certain ways 

from first-time courtship, and that remarriers have different characteristics than first-time 

marriers. Even so, relatively little is known about how people experience courtship 

following divorce. That which is known is limited in that it is based only upon those that 

remarry and always considers remarriage to be the outcome of these relationships. 

Previous courtship models are also inadequate when applied to courtship following 

divorce. They were all developed to describe first-time courtship where marriage is the 

goal and do not consider certain unique factors which may be important in courtship 

following divorce. Given the limitations of the previous studies of remarriage courtship 

and models of first-time courtship, it would be useful to develop a new model of 

courtship following divorce. The goal of the current study was to generate a model of 

postdivorce courtship. Grounded theory methodology is appropriate when little is known 

about a topic, and when existing theories are insufficient to explain or predict a group's 

behavior. Therefore, a grounded theory approach was used to develop a model of 

courtship following divorce in the present study. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

Qualitative Research Methods 

Qualitative research is any type of research that emphasizes processes and 

meanings that are not rigorously examined or measured in terms of quantity, amount, 

intensity, or frequency (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994). Thus, qualitative research produces 

findings that are not arrived at by means of conventional statistical procedures or other 

means of quantification (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Data are comprised of words or even 

pictures in qualitative research, rather than numbers as in quantitative research (Gilgun, 

1992). Qualitative researchers study things in their natural settings and attempt to make 

sense of and interpret phenomena in terms of the meanings people ascribe to them 

(Denzin & Lincoln. 1994). Qualitative studies may focus on people's lives, stories, and 

behavior, as well as organizational functioning, social movements, or interactional 

relationships (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). 

Qualitative research methods, like quantitative methods, have their own strengths 

and weaknesses which have been discussed by several social scientists (e.g.. Rank, 1988; 

Reichardt & Cook, 1979; Rosenblatt & Fischer, 1993). The major strength of qualitative 

methods lies in the richness and depth of the data. Qualitative data provides the 

researcher with a wealth of in-depth information allowing for a deep understanding of a 

particular research topic (Rank, 1988). Qualitative methods also have the advantage of 

allowing the participants to express themselves in their own words. Their responses are 



34 

not restricted to a predetermined range established by the researcher as they are in 

quantitative methods. Qualitative methods lend themselves well to areas of study where 

little is yet known or can be used to gain new insights into areas about which quite a bit is 

already known (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). In addition, qualitative methods are especially 

suitable for uncovering the complexities of social processes that may be difficult to 

convey using quantitative methods. However, because of the extensive contact required in 

data gathering and the considerable work involved in data analysis, qualitative research is 

usually more labor intensive quantitative research (Rosenblatt & Fischer, 1993). 

Furthermore, qualitative research has been criticized for its small sample sizes, lack of 

generalizability, and questionable reliability (Rank, 1988). 

Qualitative research can serve a number of purposes (Rosenblatt & Fischer, 1993). 

First, it is usefiil in answering theoretical questions about meanings, understandings, 

perceptions, and other subjective phenomena. Second, it is appropriate for investigating 

sensitive areas or topics where feelings, thoughts, meanings, and accounts are complex, 

qualified, ambivalent, situational, or different at different times. TTiird, it allows thorough 

probing into areas that have not been adequately studied, or where there is a lack of 

theory. Finally, qualitative research is useful in examining areas that have been well 

researched and are rich in theory. Since participants speak in their own words about their 

own thoughts, feelings, and experiences, they "continually challenge family theories, 

presenting phenomena the theories have ignored" (Rosenblatt & Fischer, 1993, p. 173). 
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Numerous qualitative research methods exist. They have their roots within various 

disciplines and are based upon different philosophies including phenomenology, 

ethnography, critical theory, and postmodernism. Given the nature of the research 

question, a grounded theory approach was used in the current study. 

Grounded Theory 

Grounded theory is a general methodology for developing theory that is grounded 

in data which is systematically gathered and analyzed (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). 

Application of this approach develops explanations of social processes that are derived 

from, or grounded in, the data themselves (Streubert &. Carpenter, 1995a). When utilizing 

a grounded theory approach, theory evolves during the actual research process through 

the continuous interplay between data collection and data analysis. Unlike traditional 

quantitative methods, where data collection and data analyses are two separate steps, 

grounded theory involves collecting and analyzing the data simultaneously, using the 

method of constant comparative analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). By continually 

comparing specific incidents in the data, the researcher refines these concepts, identifies 

their properties, explores their relationships to one another, and integrates them into a 

coherent theory (Taylor Sc Bogdan, 1998). Comparative analysis can generate theory that 

is either formal or substantive. Substantive theory is developed for a specific, 

circumscribed, and empirical area of inquiry, while formal theory addresses a conceptual 

level of inquiry (Hutchinson, 1993). 
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The main difference between grounded theory methodology and other approaches 

to qualitative research is its emphasis on theory development (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). 

Grounded theory differs from phenomenology in that phenomenology focuses on the 

description of particular phenomenon (Streubert & Carpenter, 1995b), while grounded 

theory aims to develop theory that is grounded in the data. Grounded theory differs from 

ethnography in how the two approaches utilize hypotheses. Ethnographers explore the 

nature of particular social phenomena without setting out to test hypotheses about them 

(Atkinson «& Hammersley, 1994). Grounded theorists, on the other hand, strive toward the 

verification of the hypotheses resulting from the process of constant comparative analysis. 

Stem (1980) identified five ways in which grounded theory is different from other 

qualitative methodologies: 1) The conceptual framework is generated from the data rather 

than from previous studies; 2) The researcher attempts to discover dominant processes in 

the social scene rather than describing the unit under investigation; 3) Every piece of data 

is compared with every other piece of data; 4) The collection of data may be modified 

according to the advancing of theory; that is, false leads are dropped or more penetrating 

questions are asked as needed; and 5) The investigator examines the data as they arrive 

and begins to code, categorize, conceptualize, and write the first few thoughts concerning 

the research report almost from the beginning of the study. 

A grounded theory methodology was used in the current study. Previous models 

of courtship do not fit the process of courtship following divorce; thus, a new model of 

courtship was generated using a groimded theory approach. 
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Theoretical Sampling 

Theoretical sampling is the process of data collection for generating theory in 

which the researcher jointly collects, codes, and analyzes the data and decides what data 

lo collect next, and where to find them, in order to develop a theory as it emerges (Glaser 

& Strauss, 1967). Since all grounded theory procedures are aimed at identifying, 

developing, and relating concepts, theoretical sampling means sampling on the basis of 

concepts that have proven theoretical relevance to the evolving theory (Strauss & Corbin, 

1990). Initially, the goal of theoretical sampling is to uncover as many potentially relevant 

categories as possible. Therefore, the initial sample should provide the greatest 

opportunity to gather the most relevant data about the phenomenon under investigation. 

Sampling then proceeds on the basis of theoretically relevant concepts and therefore 

becomes more focused. Each new case is chosen based on the concepts and connections 

between concepts which emerged in the previous cases. Sampling continues until 

theoretical saturation of each category is reached meaning that no new or relevant data 

seem to emerge regarding a category. 

Data Analvsis 

Data analysis in grounded theory consists of coding. Coding is the process by 

which data are broken down, conceptualized, and put back together in new ways (Strauss 

& Corbin, 1990). The analytic procedures of coding in grounded theory are designed to: 

1) build rather than test theory; 2) provide rigor to the research process; 3) help break 

through the biases and assumptions brought to or which develop during the research 
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process: and 4) supply the grounding, density, sensitivity, and integration necessary to 

generate a theory which closely represents reality (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). The three 

main types of coding used in grounded theory are open coding, axial coding, and selective 

coding. 

Open Coding 

Open coding is the process by which concepts are identified and developed in 

terms of their properties and dimensions (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). During this process, 

the data are broken down into discrete parts, examined closely, and compared for 

similarities and differences. From the very beginning of the study, the grounded theorist 

attempts to discover as many categories as possible and compare them with new 

indicators to uncover characteristics and relationships. Early codes are discarded if they 

lack foundation in the data and more may be added as data gathering progresses (Mullen 

& Reynolds, 1978). 

In open coding, the codes are called substantive codes because they codify the 

substance of the data and often use the very words used by the participants themselves 

(Stem, 1980). Substantive codes are of two kinds: 1) those that are taken from the 

language of the people who were observed or interviewed; and 2) implicit codes that are 

constructed by the researcher based on concepts obtained from the data (Mullen &. 

Reynolds, 1978). Open coding may be accomplished using line-by-line analysis, by 

coding sentences or paragraphs, or by coding an entire interview. Regardless of the unit 

of analysis, conceptualization of the data is the first step. 
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Conceptualization is the process of labeling discrete incidents, ideas, or events, 

with these labels being called concepts. A concept is an abstract representation of an 

event, object, or action/interaction that a researcher identifies as being significant in the 

data (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). As data analysis continues, if the researcher comes across 

another object, event, act, or happening that is identified as sharing some common 

characteristics with an object or happening, then it is given the same name and is placed 

in the same code. 

Once the text has been "opened up," and some concepts have been generated, the 

next step in the coding process is categorizing. Typically, grounded theory researchers 

derive dozens of concepts at the beginning of coding. Soon the analyst realizes that 

certain concepts can be grouped under a more abstract higher order concept based on its 

ability to explain what is happening. This process of grouping concepts that seem to 

pertain to the same phenomenon is called categorizing. Grouping concepts into categories 

is important because it allows the researcher to reduce the number of units with which he 

or she is working, making large amounts of data more manageable. 

Axial Coding 

Axial coding is the next step in the analytic process. In contrast to open coding, 

which breaks the data down into small units, axial coding puts the data back together by 

making connections between categories and subcategories (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). In 

axial coding, "the focus is on specifying a category in terms of the conditions that give 

rise to it; the context in which it is embedded; the action/interactional strategies by which 
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it is handled, managed, and carried out; and the consequences of those strategies" (Strauss 

& Corbin, 1990, p. 97). 

Because linkages among categories can be very subtle and implicit, a scheme for 

sorting out and organizing the emerging connections is helpful (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). 

One such organizational scheme is the paradigm, defined as "a perspective taken toward 

data, another analytic stance that helps to systematically gather and order data in such a 

way that structure and process are integrated" (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 128). A 

paradigm includes six interrelated components: causal conditions, phenomena, contextual 

conditions, intervening conditions, action/interaction strategies, and consequences. 

Causal conditions usually represent sets of events or happenings that influence 

phenomena. Phenomena are repeated patterns of happenings, events, or 

actions/interactions that represent what people do or say, alone or together, in response to 

the problems or situations in which they find themselves. Contextual conditions are the 

specific sets of conditions (patterns of conditions) that intersect dimensionally at this time 

and place to create the set of circumstances or problems to which persons respond 

through actions/interactions. Intervening conditions are those that mitigate or otherwise 

alter the impact of causal conditions on phenomena. Action/interaction strategies are the 

strategic or routine tactics for how persons handle situations, problems, and issues they 

encounter. Whenever there is action/interaction, or lack of it, taken in response to an issue 

or a problem, or to manage or maintain a certain situation, there are ranges of 

consequences. 
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Selective Coding 

Selective coding is the final step of data analysis. Selective coding consists of 

selecting a core category, systematically relating it to other categories, confirming these 

relationships, and filling in the categories that need further development and refinement 

(Strauss & Corbin, 1990). The steps which occur in selective coding include: 

1) explicating the storyline; 2) relating subsidiary categories around the core category by 

means of a paradigm; 3) relating the categories at a dimensional level; and 

4) validating those categories against the data. Through the process of selective coding, 

final integration of the data is achieved. Selective coding is an extension of axial coding 

in that many of the themes, patterns, and relationships have already been identified. This 

step involves bringing them together in a final model. 

The first step, explicating the storyline, begins with a descriptive overview of the 

data. One must determine what story the data are telling. In the process of developing the 

stor>'line, core categories are identified. A core category is one that recurs fi-equently in 

the data and is central to the emerging theory. Next, categories that have been identified 

in open coding are related to the core category according to conditions, content, 

strategies, and consequences. The relationship of the core category to the subsidiary 

categories is defined, and a paradigm explaining the relationships is developed. The 

paradigm or theory is then validated against the data. One must determine whether the 

paradigm applies to each individual, or if there are other conditions or outcomes which 

need to be considered and added to the theory. These steps are not necessarily followed in 
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order: instead, there is constant movement between asking questions, generating 

hypotheses, and making comparisons in order to develop the theory. 

Data Collection 

Sampling 

Theoretical sampling is the ideal method of sampling in a grounded theory 

because it maximizes the development of emerging concepts. However, theoretical 

sampling proved to be methodologically challenging in the current study due to difficulty 

in recruiting participants as well as practical constraints. Therefore, the sampling 

procedure used in the current study was based on theoretical sampling but was modified 

because of procedural limitations that were encountered. 

The initial cases were chosen on the basis of my own knowledge of the literature, 

which involves being theoretically sensitive (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Theoretical 

sensitivity is a personal quality of the researcher and can be present to varying degrees. It 

refers to "the attribute of having insight, the ability to give meaning to the data, the 

capacity to understand, and the capability to separate the pertinent from that which isn't" 

(Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 42). One source of theoretical sensitivity is the literature. My 

understanding of the divorce, remarriage, and courtship literature guided the initial data 

collection. Specifically, the initial participants were: 1) divorced; 2) parents of a child or 

children; and 3) in a committed heterosexual relationship. 

When using theoretical sampling, the goal is to code each interview prior to 

conducting subsequent interviews in order to modify the questions and test the emerging 
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theory. Therefore, questions were added or modified as dictated by the data. For example, 

as the study progressed, an important concept that emerged was the role of the partner. 

When talking about their current committed relationships, the first two participants 

emphasized the importance of being able to share things with their partners. The third and 

fourth participants were not asked directly about their partners' roles, but both of them 

stressed the significance of their partners playing a supportive role in their lives. At this 

stage, it was important to go back to the first two interviews and consider what they said 

about being able to share things with their partners in light of the "supportive role" theme 

that emerged in the third and fourth interviews. It became clear that the role of the partner 

was an area that should be explored further. At this point, questions concerning the role 

of the partner were added to the interview schedule. Most participants did not have to be 

prompted to talk about the role their partners played. But if they did not specifically 

mention the role of the partner, they were asked directly about this topic. As other themes 

emerged as being important in the developing grounded theory, other questions were 

added to the interview schedule using a similar process. Examples of other questions that 

were added during the course of data collection/analysis included questions concerning 

children (e.g.. "Were your children a factor influencing your relationships following 

divorce including your current relationship?"), cohabitation (e.g., "Do you and your 

partner live together, and, if so, how did you reach that decision?"), remarriage (e.g., "Do 

you and your partner have plans to remarry, and, if so, how did you reach that decision? If 

you do not have plans to remarry, why not?"). Rarely did participants have to be asked 
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directly about these areas. But if a participant did not talk about an area that had emerged 

in the previous interviews as an integral part of the theory, then he or she was questioned 

directly about that particular area. 

An attempt was made to use theoretical sampling throughout the present study. 

Theoretical sampling is sampling on the basis of concepts that have proven theoretical 

relevance to the evolving theory. In theoretical sampling, each new case is supposed to be 

chosen based on the concepts and connections between concepts that emerged in previous 

cases. However, during the current study the concepts that emerged did not require any of 

the recruitment criteria to be changed. The concepts that emerged could still be explored 

within participants that fit the initial criteria for inclusion. It is important to note that the 

emerging concepts did guide the questions that were asked of the participants. As 

concepts and relationships between concepts emerged, they were tested by asking 

participants directly about these areas. To continue the previous example, after the role of 

the partner emerged as an important concept, it became clear that the relationship 

between the children and the role of the partner was also significant. Participants 

underscored the importance that their partners did not try to play the role of a parent. In 

order investigate this idea, participants were asked directly whether or not they were 

looking for a partner who would act as a parent to their children. It was still possible to 

examine this concept in participants who met the original criteria for participation 

(divorced, have a child or children, and currently in a committed relationship). In the 



present study, the theoretical sampling that was used consisted more of a theoretical 

sampling of concepts than of participants. 

Pilot Interviews 

First, two pilot interviews were conducted. The two individuals who took part in 

the pilot interviews were personal acquaintances who fit the initial criteria for 

participation in the study. Demographic data was collected from these two individuals but 

is not included in the results since their interviews were not coded. Each of these 

participants also completed a semi-structured interview. These interviews were tape-

recorded but were not transcribed, again because they were not coded. The initial 

interview questions were used in these two interviews (see Appendix D). After the 

interviews each participant was questioned concerning the clarity of the interview 

questions. Neither participant had any suggestions for changing the interview schedule. 

As with the other participants, the two individuals taking part in the pilot interviews were 

paid $ 10 for their participation. 

The purpose of the two pilot interviews was to "try out" the interview questions 

and make sure information was being elicited that would be relevant in developing my 

theory. These two interviews also served as practice for me in conducting interviews. 

After the first interview was completed, I gave the interview tape to my advisor who 

listened to it critically. She then gave the tape back to me and I also listened to it 

critically. Next, we met together to discuss the interview. My advisor offered suggestions 

on my general interviewing style, use of probes, order of questions, etc. Keeping these 



46 

recommendations in mind, I conducted the second pilot interview. The same procedure 

was again used where my advisor listened to the tape, I listened to the tape, and we met to 

discuss it. At this point, the initial interview questions were modified. The questions, 

"Wliat were some of the most influential factors that helped you become a couple/get to 

where you are now? Were there any blocks?" were dropped from the interview schedule 

due to their lack of clarity to the two pilot interview participants. Other important topics 

appeared to be important in the two pilot interviews and were added to the list of 

interview questions. Questions concerning what participants were looking for in a partner, 

how their children influenced their relationships, and whether or not they had plans to 

remarry were added to the interview schedule. 

Recruitment of Participants 

The original plan was to recruit participants firom the New Traditional Students 

Program at the University of Arizona. This organization provides support for students 

who are not of the traditional college student age (i.e., 25 years and older). Specifically, 

an e-mail was sent to the CATS 25+ listserv, an e-mail list for the New Traditional 

Students Program. Since only one participant was recruited from the New Traditional 

Students Program, additional recruitment strategies needed to be used. After receiving 

further permission from the Human Subjects Committee, flyers were posted around the 

university campus and in numerous places throughout the community (e.g., laundromats, 

apartment complexes, grocery stores, book stores). Appendix B contains a copy of the 

recruitment flyer which was posted. Announcements were printed in local church 
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bulletins and advertisements were printed in the Tucson Shopper, a direct mail 

publication that is delivered to all households and businesses in the Tucson area. Finally, 

an advertisement was placed in Lo Que Pasa, a university publication for staff and faculty 

at the University of Arizona. The advertisements placed in church bulletins, the Tucson 

Shopper, and Lo Que Pasa did not result in any qualified participants. 

Due to the difficulty in finding eligible individuals willing to participate in the 

study, participants were also recruited at a national conference of child, youth, and family 

professionals firom across the United States. Flyers were posted at various locations 

throughout the hotel where the conference was being held. I made announcements at the 

training I attended and shared with people informally at meals and breaks what 1 was 

looking for in participants. Three participants were recruited at this conference. 

Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

The demographic characteristics of the participants are provided in Table 1. Six 

women and four men participated in this study. Their ages ranged from 31 to 53 years. 

Seven of the participants lived in the greater Tucson area in Arizona, one lived in 

Colorado, one lived in Missouri, and one lived in Washington. Nine of the participants 

described themselves as Caucasian/White (non-Hispanic) and one described herself as 

Mexican American. The highest level of education completed by the participants ranged 

from freshman in college to Ph.D. graduate degree. Seven of the participants worked full-

time, two worked part-time, and one was a full-time homemaker. Gross personal income 

for the participants ranged fi-om less than $5,000 to more than $80,000. Four of the 
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Table 1 

Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

Participant Gender Age Ethnicity Highest 
Level of 

Educaiion 

Employinent 
Status 

Gross 
Annual 
Family 
Income 

Number 
of 

Children 

Relationship 
Length 

1 Female 49 Caucasian College 
Sophomore 

Part-time S35.000-
539,999 

3 8 years 

2 Female 31 Caucasian College 
Junior 

Part-time S30.000-
S34.999 

3 3 years 

3 Female 49 Mexican 
American 

College 
Sophomore 

Full-time S25,000-
S29.999 

3 7 years 

4 Female 43 Caucasian Some 
Graduate 
Educaiion 

Homemaker <$5,000 2 10 months 

5 Male 41 Caucasian Some 
Graduate 
Education 

Full-time >580.000 I 7 months 

6 Male 53 Caucasian One year of 
vocational 

training 

Full-time >580.000 2 9 months 

7 Male 44 Caucasian Ph.D. Full-time >580.000 2 1 year and 
5 months 

8 Male 51 Caucasian Bachelor's 
Degree 

Full-time 530.000-
534,999 

3 9 years 

9 Female 43 Caucasian Ph.D. Full-time 550.000-
559.999 

2 2 years and 
1 month 

10 Female 36 Caucasian Bachelor's 
Degree 

Full-time 530.000-
534.999 

2 2 years and 
6 months 

participants had three children from their previous marriage/s, five had two children, and 

one participant had one child. Relationship length for their current relationships ranged 

from 7 months to 9 years. Tliree of the participants were engaged to be remarried, but all 

of these engagements were considered to be informal in that none of them had set a date 

to be remarried. 
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Description of Participants 

Beth is a 49-year-old Caucasian woman who married at the age of 21. She 

divorced after 10 years of marriage when she was 31 years old. Beth has three children 

from this marriage - a daughter who is 24 years old, a son who is 22 years old, and a 

daughter who is 20 years old. Beth is working towards her bachelor's degree and is a 

sophomore in college. She is going to school full-time and also working as a tutor for 

other college students. Her annual personal income is less than $5,000. Beth met her 

current partner 8 years ago while she was out at a bar with her sister. They moved in 

together after about a year. Beth's children were teenagers at that time which Beth 

believes contributed to the conflicts between Beth's partner and her children. They 

eventually worked through their difficulties and now all get along very well. Beth's 

partner has made it clear that he wants to get married. However. Beth does not see any 

reason to get married because she is certain of her partner's commitment to their 

relationship. 

Kim is a 31 -year-old Caucasian woman who was married for the first time at the 

age of 17. She divorced a year later at the age of 18 and has a son from her first marriage. 

That son is now 13 years old. Kim remarried at the age of 18 and remained married to her 

second husband for 10 years. She has two children fi-om her second marriage - a son who 

is 10 years old and a daughter who is 7 years old. Kim has custody of all three of her 

children. She is currently taking college classes part-time and is working towards her 

bachelor's degree. She also works part-time operating her own janitorial business. Her 
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annual personal income is $8,000-$! 1,999. Kim and her current partner met on a blind 

date 3 years ago when they were introduced by fnends. Kim's partner and her children 

experienced a period of conflict at the beginning of their relationship. Kim feels that she 

helped them all work through their problems so that today they get along much better. 

Kim's partner proposed to her twice before she agreed to marry him. They are currently 

engaged and recently bought a house together. Moving in together has created new 

tensions, but Kim is confident that they will continue to negotiate the challenges that 

arise. 

Carmen is a 49-year-old Mexican American woman. She has been married twice 

and has three sons from her first marriage - a 29-year-old, a 21-year-old, and a 20-year-

old. All three of her sons currently live with her. Carmen has completed 2 years of college 

and currently works full-time with an annual personal income of $25,000-$29,999. 

Carmen met her current partner 7 years ago at a Christmas dance she attended with her 

son and her son's girlfriend. Their relationship progressed quite rapidly with the two of 

them moving in together after three dates. Carmen's partner and her sons have a turbulent 

relationship involving physical violence and verbal attacks. Carmen's partner wants to get 

married but Carmen does not. She is not happy in her current relationship because her 

partner is not steadily employed, has a drinking problem, and has an extremely conflictual 

relationship with her sons. But she will not end the relationship because she does not 

want to have to go out and find another partner again. 
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Anne is a 43-year-old Caucasian woman who was married for 18 years when she 

divorced 1 Vz years ago. She has two children - a 13-year-old son and a 10-year-oId 

daughter. She has full custody of her two children. Anne considers herself to be a full-

time mom but is also taking graduate level courses part-time. She has a bachelor's degree 

and has completed some graduate education beyond a bachelor's degree. Her annual 

personal income is less than $5,000. Anne met her current partoer less than a year ago at a 

divorce support group. Even though Anne and her partner do consider themselves to be in 

a committed relationship, they have no plans to move in together and have no plans to get 

married. They are consciously moving forward gradually in their relationship. Anne's 

children and her partoer get along quite well but experienced a few conflicts when he 

began taking on more of a parental role towards them. 

Gary is a 41-year-old Caucasian man who was married for 6 years before his 

divorce 2 years ago. He has one 7-year-old son. Gary and his ex-wife have joint custody 

of their son, but Gary only has his son every other weekend. Gary has a bachelor's degree 

and some education beyond a bachelor's degree. He works full-time as an engineer and 

has an annual personal income of over $80,000. Gary met his current partner 7 months 

ago at the apartment complex where they both live. They each have a child of the same 

age - his partner has a 7-year-old daughter and he has a 7-year-old son. There have not 

been major conflicts involving either Gary's son or his partoer's daughter. Each of them 

is sensitive to how their relationship is affecting their children. Gary and his partner have 
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no plans yet to move in together or get married. They agree that they need to see each 

other on more of their "not so good" days to know how they deal with stress. 

John is a 53-year-old Caucasian man who has been married three times. He has 

two grown sons from his first marriage - a 31 -year-old and a 24-year-oId. John also has 

three stepchildren from his second marriage - a 23-year old stepdaughter, a 21-year-old 

stepson, and a 19-year-old stepdaughter. John has a high school education and 1 year of 

vocational training. He works full-time selling insurance and has an annual personal 

income of over $80,000. John met his current partner 9 months ago through the personal 

ads in a local newspaper-type publication. John's children have not been an influence in 

his current relationship largely due to the fact that they are adults. John and his partner are 

currently discussing moving in together. He wants to get married but his partner is fearful 

of losing her independence after being single for the past 9 years. 

Jim is a 44-year-old Caucasian male who divorced two years ago after 19 years of 

marriage. He has two children - a 17-year-old son and a 13-year-old daughter - and has 

custody of both of them. Jim has a Ph.D. and works fiill-time at a university. His annual 

personal income is over $80,000. Jim met his current partner al Y2 years ago when she and 

her two daughters moved in next door to Jim and his children. At the beginning of the 

relationship, there was a period of adjustment involving Jim, his partner, and each of their 

children. It was difficult for their children to accept a new partner into their parents' lives. 

Jim and his partner recently became engaged, although they are in no hurry to set a date 
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for their wedding. Jim considers the engagement to be a sign of their life-long 

commitment to each other but not a guarantee that they are going to get married. 

George is a 51-year-old Caucasian man who has been married four times. He has 

two children from his first marriage - a 31-year-old daughter and a 28-year-old son. He 

has one son from his second marriage who is now 16 years old. George is a recovering 

alcoholic and drug addict, a factor that was an important influence on all four of his 

marriages and subsequent divorces. He married his first wife when he was 20 years old 

when she became pregnant. George's first marriage lasted for 8 years. George did not talk 

at all about his second marriage. He married his third wife and his fourth wife while he 

was in a blackout - he does not remember getting married to either of them. George's 

third marriage to a topless dancer lasted for 9 days while his fourth marriage lasted 9 

months. George became sober I month before he was divorced from his fourth wife. It 

has been 10 years since his fourth divorce. George has a bachelor's degree, currently 

works full-time in the social services field, and has an annual personal income of 

$30.000-$34,999. George met his current partner 9 years ago while speaking at an Al-

Anon meeting that his partner was attending. A strong bond developed between the two 

of them because of their experiences with alcohol. George was an alcoholic and his 

partner was what George called a "double-dipper" - both an alcohol herself and married 

to an alcoholic partner. George did not consider his children or his partner's children to 

be an influence on their relationship since they were all either grown or living far away 

from them. George and his partner have been living together for most of the 9 years they 



54 

have been together. They have discussed marriage, but neither one of them feels a need to 

be married. Instead, they plan to continue to live together in a long-term committed 

relationship. 

Liz is a 43-year-old Caucasian woman who was married for 10 years when she 

divorced 10 years ago. She has two children - a 19-year-old son who does not live with 

her and a 16-year-old daughter who does live with her. After her divorce Liz earned her 

bachelor's degree, her master's degree, and her Ph.D. in 7 years. She now works at a 

university and has an annual personal income of $50,000-559,000. Liz met her current 

partner 2 years ago at a bar where they were introduced by mutual fnends. They have not 

moved in together because Liz does not want to set what she considers to be a bad 

example for her daughter. Both Liz and her partner do not want to get married. Neither 

one of them feels it is necessary for them to be married given the strong commitment they 

have to each other. 

Carrie is a 36-year-old Caucasian woman who was married at the age of 20 for 

4'A years before she divorced. The divorce occurred 11 years ago. She has two sons - a 

14-year-old and an 11-year-old - who both live with her. Carrie has a bachelor's degree, 

works full-time at a university, and has an annual personal income of $30.000-$34,999. 

When Carrie divorced, her sons were 3 years old and 3 months old, and she was working 

full-time while taking classes in order to finish her bachelor's degree. At one point, she 

got back together with her ex-husband for about 7 months and then broke off the 

relationship for good. Carrie met her current partner 2 years ago at a lunch date set up by 



their coworkers and friends. Their relationship developed rather quickly and they decided 

they wanted to get married after knowing each other only a few months. However, they 

kept their marriage plans from their fnends and family until they thought everyone was 

ready. Carrie considers her partner's relationship with her sons to be more like that of an 

uncle or an older brother. He has not taken on a father role with them which Carrie 

believes is part of the reason that they get along so well. Carrie and her partner are now 

openly engaged but do not live together. 

The Interview 

Interviews are commonly used in qualitative research in an attempt to "enter 

another person's world" and to "understand that person's perspective" (Wilson, 1987, p. 

109). Formal semi-structured interviews are foundational for grounded theory research 

and. in certain studies, may be the only source of data (Hutchinson. 1993). Thus, semi-

structured interviews were chosen as the method of data collection in the current study. 

Seven of the interviews took place in a private room on the university campus. 

Three of interviews were conducted in private meeting rooms at the hotel where the child, 

youth, and family conference was held. All interviews were tape-recorded and then 

transcribed by the researcher for immediate coding. The initial interview questions 

focused on the general experience of courtship following divorce. These questions were 

open-ended and very general so as to not bias the participants' responses. Throughout the 

interviews questions were followed with appropriate probes where clarification was 

needed. See Appendix D for the initial interview questions. 
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Participants completed a short written questionnaire before the interview to obtain 

demographic information. This information included age, number of children, ethnic 

background, education, income, occupational status, and hours worked. The demographic 

questionnaire is provided in Appendix E. 

The study was reviewed by the Human Subjects Committee at the University of 

Arizona (see Appendix A); therefore, it conformed to ethical standards and legal 

requirements. At the beginning of each interview, participants were informed of the 

purpose of the interview, the use of the tape recorder, the confidentiality of their 

responses, and their freedom to skip any questions or stop the interview at any time. 

Written informed consent was also obtained. A copy of the consent form is provided in 

Appendix C. At the end of each interview, there was a debriefing period in which 

participants were given the opportunity to voice any additional questions or concerns. 

During transcription and analysis of data all personal references were replaced with 

pseudonyms. Each participant was assigned a number during the transcription process. 

Data Analysis in the Current Study 

Open Coding 

In the current study, coding proceeded initially with the smallest unit of 

conceptualization as the unit of analysis (i.e., phrases, lines, or sentences). The goal was 

to generate the smallest units of content which convey a specific meaning that can be 

labeled or coded. Doing line-by-line coding is especially important in the beginning of a 

study because it enables the analyst to generate categories quickly and develop those 
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categories through further sampling along dimensions of a category's general properties 

through the process of theoretical sampling (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). 

Line-by-line analysis was performed on the first four interviews and resulted in 

the generation of numerous concepts. Following is an illustration of labeling concepts. 

(Note: Conceptual names are inside the parentheses.) 

1 kept it on a very casual level (casual dating). I think when I first started it was 
more like going out with fnends (going out with fiiends) as opposed to any kind 
of romantic involvement (romantic involvement). 

During the labeling of concepts, it became clear that certain concepts could be 

grouped into more abstract higher order concepts. Therefore, the concepts which had been 

generated within the first four interviews were then grouped into categories. Grouping 

concepts into categories is important because it enables the analyst to reduce the number 

of units with which he or she is working (Strauss &, Corbin, 1998). The outcome of this 

process was a large number of categories, some of which were not used in the final theory 

formulation (Table 2). 

Table 2 

Partial List of Categories Generated in Open Coding 

Age of Children Influence of Religion 
Casual Dating Intermediaries 
Characteristics of Partner Introduction of Partner to Children 
Children Come First Limited Dating Opportunities 
Cohabitation Loneliness 
Compatibility No Alternative Partners 
Conflicts Between Partner and Children Not Wanting to Date Again 
Delaying Remarriage Not Actively Seeking Relationship 
Difficulty of Transition One-on-one Dating 
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Discipline Issues With Children 
Early Discussion of Children 
Fear of Relationships 
Fear of Being Alone 
Fear of Dependence 
Feeling "Caught in the Middle" 
Filling a Void 
Gradual Development of Relationship 
Group Dating 
Independence 
Influence of Career 
Influence of Children 
Influence of Previous Marriage 
Influence of Past Dating Relationships 

Parental Role of Partner 
Partner's Attitude Toward Children 
Period of Not Dating 
Physical Relationship 
Plans for Remarriage 
Problems with Children 
Relationship with Ex-Spouse 
Relationship for Personal Enjoyment 
Role of Friends 
Romantic Involvement 
Similarity 
Supportive Role of Partner 
Uncertainty About Future of Relationship 
Unhappiness in Relationship 

Axial Coding 

In the present study, axial coding was used to recode the first four interviews. All 

four interviews were reread with the intention of developing a meaningful paradigm. 

Categories were compared and relationships were derived between the categories 

resulting in the paradigm shown in Figure 1. The following paradigm was generated from 

the axial coding of the first four interviews (see Figure 1). Divorce is the causal condition 

leading to the experience of being single. Desire for connection is the context within 

which entering into a committed relationship is used as a strategy to acquire this support. 

The consequence of this action is varying levels of commitment to the relationship. One's 

children are an intervening condition which influence involvement in a committed 

relationship. 
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Figure 1 

The Paradigm Model in Axial Coding 

Causal Conditions 

Phenomenon 

Context 

Intervening Conditions 

Action/Interaction Strategies 

Consequences 

Being Single 

Dating 

Desire for Connection 

Children 

Enter into Committed Relationship 

Committed Relationship 

Selective Coding 

In the current study, each interview was recoded in order to determine the 

stor>'line. This is accomplished by rereading each interview not for detail, but rather for 

the general sense. At this point, it is helpful for the zmalyst to step back and ask the 

following questions. What is the main issue or problem with which these people seem to 

be grappling? What keeps striking me over and over? What comes through, although it 

might not be said directly? (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). The resulting storylines depicted 

each participant's experience dating following divorce in terms of the conditions, context, 

strategies, and consequences. Two examples of storylines are presented. 

The first example is Liz. Liz was divorced after 10 years of marriage and has two 

children from that marriage (being single). She began dating one of her and her ex-

husband's best friends almost immediately after the divorce (dating). After he went back 
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to his wife, Liz did not date anyone for about 6 years. Liz finished her bachelor's, 

master's, and doctoral degree in 7 years and was too busy for a relationship during that 

period. Liz realized that she wanted to be with someone with whom she could share her 

life and do things they both enjoyed (desire for connection). Liz met her current partner 

through mutual friends. They found out they had a lot in common and their relationship 

developed into a serious one (entering into committed relationship). Liz does not want her 

partner to act as a parent to her children, nor does she want to move in with her partner 

because of the example it would set for her teenage daughter (children). Liz and her 

partner do not have any plans to marry but do intend to stay together in a committed long-

term relationship (committed relationship). 

The second example is Gary. Gary was divorced after 6 years of marriage and has 

one daughter ft-om that marriage (being single). He went through a period of casual dating 

without any intentions of these relationships being long-term (dating). Gary then realized 

he wanted someone with whom he could share his life (desire for connection) and became 

more open to the idea of becoming involved in a long-term relationship. At this time, he 

met his current partner with whom he had much in common, especially their divorce 

experiences. They slowly became involved in a committed relationship (entering into a 

committed relationship). Gary and his partner are sensitive to how their relationship is 

impacting their children. Since they both agree on putting their children first, the children 

have not caused a great deal of strain on their relationship (children). Neither Gary nor his 

partner want to move in together or get married in the immediate future. They feel that 
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they need to spend more time with each other and see each other in all kinds of situations 

before they can make long-term decisions about their future together (committed 

relationship). 

These two cases are examples of storylines containing some of the themes that 

emerged during open and axial coding. Storylines were compared as they were coded. As 

common elements and themes emerged from the individual storylines, a unifying model 

or theory was developed. This process involved conceptualization of the core category 

and its properties. Hypotheses were developed concerning the connections between 

categories developed in open coding and the core category. These hypotheses were 

continuously validated against the data. Hypotheses were modified as each subsequent 

interview was coded. The final model resulting from the testing of these hypotheses is 

presented in the next chapter. 

Role of the Researcher 

Some have argued that when conducting qualitative research in a naturalistic 

setting it is impossible to control for the presence of the researcher (Stem, 1980; Stem, 

Allen. & Moxley, 1982). The investigator brings personal experience to the study which 

enhances the understanding of the phenomenon. Instead of attempting to remove oneself 

from the study, researchers openly recognize that they have a role in the investigation. 

The researcher is an integral part of the investigation, and because of this, the researcher 

must recognize his or her intimate role and include the implications of that role in the 

actual investigation and interpretation of the data (Streubert & Carpenter, 1995a). 
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Strauss and Corbin (1990) identified the requisite skills for conducting qualitative 

research: to step back and critically analyze situations, to recognize and avoid bias, to 

obtain valid and reliable data, and to think abstractly. Furthermore, "a qualitative 

researcher requires theoretical and social sensitivity, the ability to maintain analytical 

distance while at the same time drawing upon past experience and theoretical knowledge 

to interpret what is seen, astute powers of observation, and good interactional skills" 

(Strauss Sc. Corbin, 1990, p. 18). To conduct a grounded theory investigation, the 

researcher must have excellent interpersonal skills, observational skills, and writing 

ability which conveys in words with a high degree of accuracy what has been learned 

(Streubert & Carpenter, 1995a). 

Personal Biases 

In traditional quantitative research, bias is to be consciously avoided. It is assumed 

that researchers can conduct studies with no preexisting values, theoretical perspectives, 

or world views. Qualitative researchers would argue that rather than acting as if you have 

no point of view, it is better to acknowledge your biases and examine your findings in this 

light. "An understanding of your findings requires some understanding of your own 

perspectives, logic, and assumptions" (Taylor Bogdan, 1998, p. 161). Because my own 

biases influenced how I interpreted the data, it is important for me to reveal and describe 

them. 

I grew up in a community where divorce was not widely accepted and its 

occurrence was relatively infrequent compared to national rates. Divorce was considered 
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only as a last resort when ail other options for "saving the marriage" had been exhausted. 

My parents are not divorced and the only person who is divorced in my family is my 

uncle (my father's only sibling). Since his divorce 20 years ago he has not dated or been 

involved in any romantic relationships of which I am aware. Consequently, dating after 

divorce was not something with which I was familiar as I grew up. Currently I have 

several friends and acquaintances who are divorced. These people have often shared with 

me what their experiences have been dating following divorce. In addition, I completed a 

20-hour training course and served as a Divorce Recovery leader while in graduate 

school. Divorce Recovery is a support group for divorced individuals and their families 

aimed at helping people through the Divorce Recovery Process. These experiences have 

familiarized me with the unique challenges people face in their postdivorce romantic 

relationships. 

My educational experiences also influenced my interpretation and understanding 

of courtship following divorce. I received a bachelor's degree in psychology, while my 

graduate study has been in the field of family studies and human development. I was 

required in graduate school to take courses in both human development and family 

relations. Additionally, my research interests have been in the eireas of divorce and 

premarital relationships. My master's thesis examined the effects of different coping 

strategies on postdivorce physical and psychological health. I was a research assistant for 

a project which explored the ways in which families reorganize their lives following 

divorce. 1 also assisted in a project which investigated how premarital couples experience 
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love and trust in their relationships. My educational training and my personal experiences 

have led to my interest in courtship following divorce and influenced how I interpreted 

the data. 

Quality Standards 

In conducting qualitative research, as with quantitative research, it is important to 

follow a set of quality standards to ensure legitimacy and authenticity of the findings. 

However, in qualitative research traditional standards of internal validity, generalizability, 

reliability, and objectivity are not applicable. One of the most frequently cited works 

regarding qualitative data reliability and validity is that of Lincoln and Guba (1985), who 

state that qualitative research criteria should speak to the trustworthiness of the findings. 

Following is a description of the four criteria forjudging the quality of qualitative 

research suggested by Lincoln and Guba (1985): credibility, transferability, dependability, 

and confirmability. In addition. Miles and Huberman (1994) provide a set of questions 

which can be used to assess each of these criteria. The questions which are most relevant 

to the current study are also listed in the following paragraphs. 

Credibilitv 

Credibility parallels the conventional standard of internal validity. It involves 

establishing a match between the constructed realities of the participants and those 

realities as represented by the researcher (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Credibility refers to the 

degree to which the findings provide an accurate description of the topic being examined. 

There are several procedures to insure credibility: prolonged engagement, persistent 
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observation, peer debriefing, negative case analysis, progressive subjectivity, and member 

checks (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). First, prolonged engagement consists of substantial 

involvement at the site of inquiry in order to overcome the effects of misinformation, 

distortion, or presented "fronts," to establish rapport and to build trust in order to 

facilitate immersing oneself in and understanding the context's culture (Lincoln &. Guba, 

1986). Second, persistent observation refers to "identifying those characteristics and 

elements in the situation that are most relevant to the problem or issue being pursued and 

[to focus] on them in detail" (Lincoln & Guba, 1986, p. 304). Third, peer debriefing is the 

process of discussing one's findings, analyses, and conclusions with a disinterested peer 

as a way of "testing out" the findings with someone who has no personal investment in 

the study. Fourth, negative case analysis involves continually revising working 

hypotheses with the goal of developing and refining a given hypothesis until it accounts 

for a reasonable number of known cases. When this criterion has been met, the researcher 

can be confident that all rival hypotheses have been tried and rejected except for the 

appropriate one. Fifth, progressive subjectivity is the process of monitoring the 

researcher's own biases and developing constructions of the findings. Sixth, member 

checks consist of returning to the participants to verify that the researcher's 

interpretations are accurate. The following questions can be asked when assessing 

credibility: I) How context-rich and meaningful are the descriptions? 2) Does the account 

make sense and seem convincing or plausible to the reader? 3) Is the account 

comprehensive? 4) Are the presented data linked to the categories of prior or emerging 
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theory? and 5) Did the original informants feel the conclusions were accurate (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994)? 

Credibility in the present study was established by discussing the findings with 

disinterested peers during all stages of data collection and coding. A conscious attempt at 

progressive subjectivity was made in order to help establish credibility in the current 

study. Conversations with disinterested peers included discussions of my own biases 

which I brought to the data and which developed over the course of the study. 

The single most crucial technique for establishing credibility is performing 

member checks (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). This technique involves testing hypotheses, 

data, categories, and interpretations with members of the group fi-om whom the 

information was collected. Member checks have been "hailed as a way of enhancing the 

rigor of qualitative research by specifying a set of auditable practices and by virtue of its 

congruence with the qualitative goal of representing experience fi-om the actor's point of 

view." (Sandelowski, 1993, p. 4). Member checks were performed in the present study 

with two individuals who were divorced, had a child or children, and were currently 

involved in committed relationships. These two individuals were not members of the 

group of original participants in this study. They were contacted at a point when the final 

grounded theory had been developed. The theory was discussed in detail with them in 

separate one-on-one conversations. Both individuals indicated that the theory accurately 

described their experiences of postdivorce courtship and had no suggestions for refining it 

further. 
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Transferability 

Transferability is equivalent to external validity or generalizability. This refers to 

how well the findings transfer to similar situations. The major technique for establishing 

transferability is thick description - clearly stating the working hypotheses and providing 

a detailed description of the time, place, context, and culture in which those hypotheses 

were salient (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). The researcher should help the reader ftilly 

understand the context in which the findings occurred and then allow the reader to make 

judgements about transferability. The following questions can be used to assess 

transferability: I) Are the characteristics of the original sample, settings, and methods 

described in enough detail to permit comparisons to other samples? 2) Do the findings 

include enough thick description for the reader to assess the potential for transferability or 

application to their own situation? 3) Does a range of readers report the findings to be 

consistent with their own experience? 4) Are the findings congruent with, connected to, 

or confirrnatory of prior theory? and 5) Are the processes and outcomes generic enough to 

apply to other settings (Miles & Huberman, 1994)? 

To enhance the transferability of the current study, a careftil description of the 

sample, data collection methods, data analysis procedures, and presentation of findings is 

included. The reader may now determine how these findings relate to other situations. 

Dependability 

Dependability is parallel to the traditional standard of reliability. It refers to the 

stability and consistency of the data collection process over time and across researchers 
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and methods. When using quantitative methods, any change in methodology during the 

course of a study would constitute a critical threat to reliability. In qualitative research, 

these changes and shifts in constructions are expected and are considered to be signs of a 

successfully developing inquiry. However, such changes and shifts must be tracked and 

documented so that outside readers can "explore the process, judge the decisions that 

were made, and understand what salient factors in the context led the evaluator to the 

decisions and interpretations made" (Guba & Lincoln, 1985, p. 242). Questions which 

can be used to assess dependability include: 1) Are the research questions clear and the 

study design congruent with them? 2) Were data collected across the full range of 

appropriate settings, times, and respondents suggested by the research questions? 3) Do 

findings show meaningful parallelism across data sources (informants, contexts, times)? 

and 4) Were any forms of peer or colleague review in place (Miles & Huberman, 1994)? 

Dependability in the present study was established in the following ways. First, a 

three-member committee examined the study proposal in order to determine that the 

method was congruent with the research question. Second, use of a modified theoretical 

sampling technique helped ensure that data were collected from the appropriate range of 

respondents. 

Confirmabilitv 

Confirmability is equivalent to the traditional criterion of objectivity. This 

standard is concemed with assuring that the data, interpretations, and outcomes of 

inquiries are rooted in the participants' actual reports and are not a product of the biases. 
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motivations, interests, or values of the researcher. The following questions can be used to 

assess confirmability: 1) Are the study's methods described explicitly and in detail? 

2) Can the sequence of how data were collected, processed, condensed/transformed, and 

displayed be followed? 3) Are the conclusions linked to condensed/displayed data? 

4) Has tlie researcher been explicit about personal assumptions, values, biases, and 

affective states, and how they may have come into play in the study? and 5) Are the data 

available for reanalysis by others (Miles & Huberman, 1994)? 

The following steps were taken to help establish confirmability in the present 

study. First, a clear description of the sample, data collection methods, data analysis 

procedures, presentation of findings, and researcher biases is included. Second, findings 

were discussed with disinterested peers at all stages of data collection and coding. This 

helped me to remain conscious of my own personal biases and values throughout the 

course of the study. 
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CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

The goal of the present study was to develop a model of courtship following 

divorce. The resulting model depicts the stages of postdivorce courtship and the factors 

influencing these stages. A core category which drives behavior was also postulated. In 

this chapter. I will discuss: a) the basic social process of desire for cormection that 

underlies the model; b) the three stages that comprise the model - reconnecting with self, 

reconnecting with others, and reconnecting with a partner; and c) the two conditions that 

influence the model - realizing what you want and children. 

The goal of grounded theory is to develop a theory which explains a pattern of 

behavior. The heart of the theory is the core category. The core category, also called a 

central category, represents the main theme of the research. The final theory contains only 

those variables related to the core category (Glaser, 1978). The core category should be 

able to account for most of the variation within the phenomenon of interest. Therefore, it 

recurs frequently in the data and is central to the emerging theory. The core category is 

often, but not always, a basic social process - a social or interpersonal phenomenon which 

occurs over time and involves change. A basic social process includes at least two stages 

that differentiate and account for variations in the outcome. A stage can be considered a 

period of growth during which a new structure emerges. 
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In the current study, desire for connection is the core category that best explains 

how individuals experience courtship after divorce. Desire for connection refers not only 

to the process of reconnecting with others after divorce, but also the experience of 

reconnecting with yourself after a marriage has ended. Three stages of desire for 

connection emerged: reconnecting with self, reconnecting with others, and reconnecting 

with a partner. One intervening condition was identified. Intervening conditions are those 

that mitigate or otherwise alter the impact of one stage on another. They may either 

constrain or facilitate movement between stages. Realizing what you want is the 

intervening condition that influences movement from the stage of reconnecting with 

others to the stage of reconnecting with a partner. In addition, one contextual condition 

which influences courtship following divorce was identified. Contextual conditions are 

"the particular set of conditions within which the action/interaction strategies are taken to 

manage, handle, carry out, and respond to a specific phenomenon" (Strauss «& Corbin, 

1990. p. 101). Children emerged as a contextual condition that influences the stages of 

reconnecting with others and reconnecting with a partner. 

The Stages of Desire for Connection 

Desire for connection is comprised of three stages: reconnecting with self, 

reconnecting with others, and reconnecting with a partner. The intervening condition of 

realizing what you want influences movement from the stage of reconnecting with others 

to the stage of reconnecting with a partner. Children emerged as a contextual condition 

that influences the stages of reconnecting with others and reconnecting with a partner. 



Figure 2 

Desire For Connection: A Grounded 
Theory of Courtship Following Divorce 

Reconnecting With Self 

Reconnecting With Others 

Realizing What You Want Children 

Reconnecting With a Partner 
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Reconnecting With Self 

After a marriage relationship ends, an individual experiences a time when he or 

she reflects on the divorce/separation experience and also thinks about moving forward 

into the future as a single person. It is this process of reconnecting with self and, for 

many, personal growth that defines the first stage of courtship following divorce - the 

stage entitled self-reflection. People use a variety of strategies to reconnect with 

themselves including spending time alone rediscovering themselves, attending support 

groups, undergoing counseling, and reading self-help books. 

People began recormecting with themselves depending upon when they 

considered the marriage relationship to have ended. For some participants, the marriage 

relationship ended when the legal divorce was finalized. Others defined it to be when the 

two partners physically separated, but prior to the legal divorce. Still others considered it 

to be when the two partners stopped being emotionally intimate, but prior to physical 

separation and prior to the legal divorce. Although there was undoubtedly a great deal of 

reconnecting with oneself that occurred prior to the end of the marriage, there was also 

considerable recormection to self that happened afterwards. This postseparation 

reconnection with self differed fi-om preseparation reconnection with self in that after 

separation individuals had to begin thinking about themselves as single people. Being a 

married person and a member of a couple was the way these participants were 

accustomed to viewing themselves, oftentimes for many years prior to their separations. 

Now it was time for them to accept the termination of their marriage relationships and 
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spend some time thinking about why it ended. People used this time to begin reflecting on 

themselves as individuals, out of the context of a couple relationship. 

For many of the participants in the current study, reconnection with themselves 

occurred during the period immediately after their divorces when they did not date. 

During this time, there was no involvement of any kind in romantic relationships wth 

members of the opposite sex. It was a deliberate choice for these people to not be 

involved in any sort of dating relationships, either casual or serious. All but three of the 

participants reported a period after divorce when they spent time alone and did not date at 

all. 

It was difficult. The first year I didn't date anyone. I was pretty sad. I spent a lot of 
time by myself. (Kim) 

I went through a period of time where I didn't want to have anything to do with 
women. Period. I was angry at the whole female half of the human race for the 
transgressions of just one, which I think a lot of people go through that. And so, 
yeah. I definitely went through a period of time where I was angry and didn't 
really want to have anything to do with it. (Gary) 

Although the period following divorce was difficult for virtually all of the 

participants because they had to accept the reality of their marriages having ended, the 

personal growth that occurred was extremely important. They felt that they needed to 

spend time alone in order to fijlly reflect on many personal issues and experiences. This 

was a particularly important time for George, a recovering alcoholic and drug addict. He 

knew that his alcoholism/drug addiction had been the most salient factor contributing to 
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his four failed marriages and wanted to deal with that problem before becoming involved 

in any more relationships. 

My situation is probably different than others because I was in the process of 
getting clean and sober. I'm a recovering alcoholic and addict so I went through a 
period of time that there was abstinence from dating and mostly there was a lot of 
working with other people. I went back to college. Going to meetings to stay 
sober. So there was that period of time that the opposite sex wasn't important to 
me. (George) 

Gary described this time as a period of self-actualization. He felt he had lost 

himself in his marriage and needed time to find the person he was prior to his marriage. 

Gary did not believe he could do this if he was involved in any other relationships; he 

needed this time to concentrate on himself. 

Another aspect of it after my marriage was I was starting to find myself again. 
Because I discovered that sadly I had given away a lot of myself to the 
relationship thinking that this is what I was supposed to do in a family setting. So 
I now think that I should have continued with a lot of those activities and things 
that I had enjoyed previous to being married for just self-realization and 
actualization and just preserving a little bit of myself instead of losing my identity 
so much to the relationship in marriage. (Gary) 

Anne was one for whom reading self-help books and attending divorce support 

groups aided her in reconnecting with herself. She was quite aware that she needed time 

alone to form a new self-identity before she would be ready to enter into a new 

relationship. 

But I know myself well enough to know that I need to give myself time to form a 
new identity, self-identity. I'm reformulating who I am now. I was this, that's a 
closed chapter. I'm moving on. So in order for me to be whole and healthy and 
wholesome for someone and good in a relationship again, I need time to develop 
my own self-identity. And that's what I'm choosing to do right now. I've picked 
myself up, piece by piece, and putting together a new me. (Anne) 
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John, who had been married three times, said that after his first two divorces he 

spent little time in self-reflection. Immediately following these two divorces, he began 

dating women again and never stepped back to think about who he was or how his 

divorces had affected him. However, after his third divorce John felt it was necessary to 

spend some time alone without becoming involved in any new relationships. 

I was gung-ho to date after my first and second divorces. No problem there. I was 
fine. I was younger, a lot younger. I would say in your 30's you're a lot more 
rambunctious and carefi-ee than you are when you're 50. I'm 52. So my first two 
marriages, it really didn't slow me down one bit. But this one did. Yeah, I needed 
some time off. I needed to spend some time with my thoughts. I needed to get to 
know me again and where I wanted to be. (John) 

Three participants - Jim, Liz, and Carmen - differed from the other participants in 

their experiences immediately following separation. Whereas all the others did not date 

anyone for a period of time after they divorced, these three became involved in other 

relationships when they were certain their marriage relationships were over, a point when 

they were emotionally divorced from their ex-spouses. Jim entered into a nimiber of 

relationships once he and his eventual ex-wife were physically separated. 

And so for me it was not a matter of "Oh, I don't want anything to do with 
women." That's not possible for me. And it's not that I'm a Don Juan or 
Casanova or anything like that. It's a very private personal thing for me. But, so 
even before we were formally divorced, when we were separated, I would see 
other women. (Jim) 

Some of the relationships Jim described during this time were casual and did not 

involve more than one or two dates. Others were more serious and lasted for a few weeks 

or even months. There were times, however, when Jim was not dating anyone, either 
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casually or seriously. It was during these times that Jim went through the self-reflection 

and growth that was described by other participants during the time they were single 

immediately following separation. In addition, Jim reported that the counseling sessions 

he underwent also helped him reflect on himself and the way he fimctioned within 

relationships. 

I realized from my first, a little bit of counseling 1 went to, about a half a dozen 
sessions, which was really helpful for me, extremely hard for me to reach the 
point where I was willing to do that because of the picking the scab problem, but 
once I did, extremely helpful. And the message that kept coming back to me, 
"You know, Jim, you haven't taken care of Jim." (Jim) 

When I look forward I also turn around and look back and try then and reflect on 
the heartbreak and misery of divorce. Tm trying to put it in perspective. (Jim) 

Liz entered into a relationship immediately following her separation from her ex-

husband. She became involved with a close friend who had also recently separated from 

his wife. Her involvement in this relationship aided her in reconnecting with herself. 

1 dated almost right away because my best friend, our best friend, actually was just 
separated from his wife and I started dating him actually. But that was because we 
were both kind of talking about the things that had happened in our relationships. 
We were just kind of hooked up because we both were in the same boat in terms 
of the situation. (Liz) 

Liz and her friend talked a great deal about what had gone wrong in their 

marriages and helped each other through this difficult time. Even though the relationship 

did not last for long, it still helped Liz reconnect with herself and reflect on her 

e.xperiences within her marriage relationship. Liz then experienced an extensive period 
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(approximately 6 years) when she did not date anyone. During that time, she continued 

reconnecting with herself, figuring out who she was, and what was important to her. 

Carmen's experience was unlike any of the other participants in that she never 

went through a'period of time when she was not in a relationship after she divorced. She 

became involved in one long-term (5-year) relationship after separating from her 

husband, but prior to their actual divorce. When this 5-year relationship ended, she 

immediately became involved in her current relationship. Carmen did not experience a 

time of reconnecting with herself following her divorce, although it appears as if she may 

have wished that she had. 

I don't know if I'm at fault of jumping from one relationship to another because I 
don't want to be alone. I don't know. I was talking to my sister and she says, 
"What are you talking about? You don't like being alone." I said, "What do you 
mean I don't like being alone?" She says, "Well, stop to look. After you got 
divorced, you got involved with Bill, then you got involved with Tom. So you 
can't say you like being alone." I said, "This is true." Does that mean I actually 
jumped into relationships without giving myself time to be alone, to just not be 
with anyone? I don't know if I did. I jumped right from one into another without 
giving myself some time to heal or to go out and see what was out there. (Carmen) 

Because there was never a time when Carmen was not involved in a relationship 

with someone else, she never had the opportunity to focus on herself and reflect back on 

her previous relationship experiences. It appears as if she questions her choice to enter 

directly into another relationship. She seems to have some misgivings about never having 

had any time alone and never giving herself adequate time to heal. Interestingly, Carmen 

was also the only participant to express unhappiness in her current relationship. This 

suggests something important about the reconnecting with self stage. In order to be 
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satisfied in one's current relationship, perhaps he or she needs to have experienced a 

period of genuine self-reflection while not being involved in a relationship with someone 

else. 

The recormecting with self stage highlights an important difference between first-

time courtship and courtship following divorce, namely that the '"starting points" are quite 

different. The experience of postdivorce courtship inherently begins with a loss (of the 

marriage relationship) and the subsequent contemplation about why the relationship 

ended. People then move from these feelings of failure, hurt, and anger to feeling good 

about themselves again. The process of reconnecting with self helps them move beyond 

defining themselves simply as someone whose marriage has failed to a point where they 

redefine themselves as someone who could be successful in another relationship. First-

time courtship, on the other hand, begins with a "clean slate" where there is no aftermath 

from a failed marriage. Granted, those experiencing courtship for the first time may have 

endured painful break-ups. But these break-ups usually do not have the emotional, legal, 

and even physical implications that a divorce does, especially when children are involved. 

Individuals entering into courtship following divorce are therefore at a significantly 

different point emotionally than those dating for the first time. 

The stage of reconnection with self can also be viewed within the developmental 

framework of Erikson's Eight Stages of Psychosocial Development (Erikson, 1968). 

Erikson's theory consists of eight stages of development. Each stage is characterized by a 

different conflict that must be resolved by the individual. Only when each crisis is 
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resolved, which involves a change in the personality, does the person have sufficient 

strength to deal with the next stages of development. Erikson posits that during 

adolescence individuals must resolve the crisis of identity versus role confusion before 

they are ready to enter the next stage of intimacy versus isolation which typically occurs 

during young adulthood. One must struggle with and answer the question, "Who am I?" 

before he or she can successfully relate to someone else on a deep personal level. It 

appears that after divorce individuals may need to rethink their identity and. in a sense, 

revisit the intimacy versus isolation stage before they can move forward into another 

intimate relationship. 

For the participants in this study, experiencing a period of reconnecting with 

oneself, and oftentimes personal growth, was a necessary and important stage after 

divorce. This self-reflection usually occurred when there was no involvement in a 

relationship with someone else. Not being involved in any type of dating relationship for 

some period of time seemed to be critical. It appeared that one's full attention had to be 

focused on oneseif. Once reconnection with self had taken place, individuals were ready 

to enter the next stage - reconnecting with others. 

Reconnecting With Others 

Reconnecting with others describes the stage when people began going out with 

potential partners after divorce. It should be noted that there was a conscious decision not 

to use the term dating in naming this stage. Traditionally, the word dating has been used 

to describe the courtship experiences of young people who have never been married. Two 
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of the participants explicitly stated that they did not consider what they were doing at this 

point to be dating. 

No, in fact I really haven't, I don't look at it as dating. These are people I've met 
through group therapy that were friends. It started out in group situations and from 
there it evolved into dinner or a movie or something. And I never really was asked 
out for a date or never asked anyone out. We'd just call each other up and say, 
"Hey, you wanna go do this or that?" Very casual. (Anne) 

Again, 1 have never called it a date. That word is just a four-letter word to me. 
Never a date but went out and did coffee. Went out and watched the sunset. Went 
out for walks, hikes, Sabino Canyon. Went out for picnics. Just different things 
like that. (Anne) 

I don't really consider it, see 1 never really considered it to be dating per se. I 
considered it to be living life. And so it was a very different perspective. (Jim) 

To these two participants, it was important not to call what they were doing 

dating. They did not consider it to be dating because they believed it was significantly 

different from what is usually considered dating - the experience of first-time courtship 

prior to marriage. Referring to it as dating would perhaps imply too much similarity to 

first-time dating and take away from the uniqueness of this experience. However, other 

participants did use the term dating to describe their courtship experiences after divorce, 

even though almost everyone expressed how different it was from first-time dating. Most 

seemed to be quite comfortable using the term dating. Still, they may have chosen to use 

that terminology simply for lack of more appropriate words to describe their experiences. 

Since there is no alternative terminology used to describe postdivorce dating, the 

experiences of this stage will still be referred to as dating. Although the name of this 

stage, reconnecting with others, does not include the word dating, the experiences 



82 

described will be called dates or dating. This language is familiar to most people and may 

aid in making the content of this stage clearer. 

For most of the participants, reconnecting with others was not marked by a 

conscious decision to start dating again. Instead, it happened unintentionally, at a point 

when they were not actively seeking a romantic relationship. Reconnecting with others 

was almost always preceded by a period of reconnecting with self when there was no 

involvement in dating relationships. The reconnecting with self that had occurred in the 

previous stage oftentimes made people more comfortable with who they were and, in 

essence, prepared them to enter into dating relationships. Although not the explicit goal 

of reconnecting with self, that experience oftentimes made people feel better about 

themselves, which was attractive to potential partners. Even though many of the 

participants felt better about themselves at this point, several reported a feeling of anxiety 

about dating again. Following is a description of the components of recormecting with 

others that emerged from the interviews: not looking for a partner and anxiety. 

Not Looking for a Partner 

.A.nne and Gary are examples of those who did not consciously make a decision to 

start dating again after divorce. When Anne did begin dating (although she did not call it 

dating), she was not actively searching out a partner for a relationship. She had worked 

through reconnecting with herself with the aid of a divorce support group and did not 

expect to ever become involved in a committed relationship again. However, it was 

through these divorce support groups that she met men that she ended up dating. 
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No, in fact I really haven't, I don't look at it as dating. These are people I've met 
through group therapy that were friends. It started out in group situations and from 
there it evolved into dinner or a movie or something. And I never really was asked 
out for a date or never asked anyone out. We'd just call each other up and say, 
"Hey, you wanna go do this or that?" Very casual. (Anne) 

Gary is another example of one who did not make a conscious choice to begin 

dating again. For the first year following his divorce, he did not wjmt anything to do with 

women romantically. It was during that time that he went through what he called self-

actualization. After reconnecting with himself, he was at the point where he was ready to 

start dating again, even though he was not consciously looking for a potential partner. 

I'm not really conscious of there being any kind of a switch that was thrown on 
that said, or an alarm clock that went off that said, 'it's gonna be a year, OK, now 
it's time to go have a relationship again." (Gary) 

I don't think either one of us were really looking for a person at that time as far as 
Friday, Saturday night out trolling for potentials. But it was just normal 
circumstances and I've found that people I've stayed close to over the years I've 
tended to meet just through your normal walks of life rather then cruising the 
singles bars or playing any of those kinds of games. (Gary) 

George was one for whom it was suggested to him by other people that he begin 

dating again after his divorce. After concentrating on getting clean and sober for a year, 

other people told him that it was now a good time for him to start dating again. 

It was suggested it was time. "Why don't you move on, find somebody to date?" I 
had a lot of fi-iends, "Go ask her, go ask her." I go, "Nah." I had what they call a 
sponsor and he said, "You know, it's time to move back to the realm of normality 
and date someone." (George) 

So, similar to the others, it was not actually a conscious choice on George's part to enter 

back into dating; instead, it was recommended to him by his sponsor and other friends. 
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Even though George was now at a point where he was ready to date, he still was not 

actively looking for a partner. 

1 didn't really go out and look for anyone. I knew that I didn't want the bar scene. 
I knew that I didn't want the singles scene. I didn't want to go to the church 
functions per se. So 1 just thought, "Well, if it happens, it happens." (George) 

The reconnection with self that had occurred in the previous stage served an 

important purpose. After going through the painful emotions of divorce and feelings of 

failure that oftentimes accompanied it, people had come to terms with their marriages 

having ended. This experience usually resulted in them becoming more in touch with who 

they were. At this point, many of them felt much better about themselves, something that 

was attractive to potential partners. 

And I think by that time I had gotten to the point where I thought if God wants me 
to be a single person the rest of my life that's fine. Because I was happy as a duck 
then. 1 mean I was just very happy. I had gotten through school. I had a good job. 
My children were old enough now that I wasn't having to take care of all the 
activities of daily living like feeding, dressing, whatever. At that point I was just, 
you know, either way. If I didn't ever marry someone again or date someone, I 
was pretty dam happy. And I think that's sometimes what happens. 1 mean 
obviously I was giving off some negative vibes earlier. (Carrie) 

For only one of the participants, John, reconnecting with others was a conscious 

personal decision that he made. John had been married three times, and after his first two 

divorces did not spend any time by himself as a single person. He began dating 

immediately following both divorces and did not specify whether it was a conscious or 

unconscious decision to do this. After his third divorce, John did experience a period of 
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reconnecting with himself and then made a deliberate decision to start dating again. He 

placed a personal ad in the singles section of a local newspaper-type publication. 

And I still didn't date anybody for about four or five months after that. And then 
at that time I said, "It's time to go back out there again and start to date again." 
(John) 

John differed from the other participants in the number of times he was previously 

married. He had been married three times in the past, whereas almost all of the other 

participants had only been married once. Clearly it was important for John to be in a 

relationship; being single was not an appealing option for him. He made his intentions 

clear to one of the women he met through the personal ads. 

So I was more looking for a relationship. I told her that right away. I'm really not 
into playing the game. I'm really not into going out with a lot of women. I'm 
looking for somebody, a quality person that just her and I can be together. (John) 

The fact that most of these individuals were not intentionally looking for a partner 

when they began dating again was significant because of its relationship to the previous 

stage of reconnecting with self Many of these people were quite happy as single people 

and did not have expectations for another serious relationship. Still, they were open to 

going out with other people with an attitude of "if it happens, it happens," meaning that if 

a more serious relationship should happen to develop, they were at a point where they 

were ready for it. 

Not looking for a parmer after divorce was also significant because of the 

differences it implies between first-time courtship and postdivorce courtship. These two 

experiences differed in the expectations that are involved in each of these processes. 
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Following divorce, people oftentimes were not intentionally looking for a partner and had 

no expectations for another relationship. If a relationship was to develop at that point, 

they were prepared. But finding another partner was not an immediate goal. On the other 

hand, many people enter into first-time courtship with the implicit expectation that the 

experience will ultimately result in finding a marriage partner. It is normative in our 

culture for marriage to result from the experience of first-time courtship, as evidenced by 

the large number of people who enter into first-time marriage. 

Anxiety^ 

Once individuals did reach the point of feeling ready for relationships, there were 

usually some feelings of anxiety about dating again. Many reported that dating had 

changed since they had last been involved in it, and they were not sure how they should 

act. Wlien people experience dating in their younger years, prior to marriage, they usually 

have an idea of what to expect because of the norms that exist for first-time courtship. 

However, there are no well-defined norms concerning courtship following divorce. 

People are therefore oftentimes uncertain of how they are supposed to act in these 

situations. Quite a few participants described the experience as being scary in that it was 

intimidating not knowing what was expected of them. Some also talked about being 

afraid of rejection or being hurt in a new relationship. People worried about being turned 

down for a date and also indicated feeling unsure about what was proper, how they should 

act, and what they should talk about on a date. 
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The most frightening experience I've had in a long time. Not like it used to be 20 
years ago when I was dating. You know the world out there now. Don't know 
how to date. It's not something I was actively seeking. (Anne) 

Confusing at times. I don't know if I should have done the things I did when I was 
younger or do I act more mature? What's proper today? Because there was a 
period of time that I didn't date so it's real difficult, dating as an experience, to 
start dating again after having been married and divorced. There were some 
anxieties, let's say that. Not knowing whether there was going to be refusal when I 
asked, "Would you like to go out on a date?" I never worried about that when I 
was younger. I guess I worry about it now. (George) 

Scary, because I mean you don't know how to act, what to talk about besides 
family, kids. It's a different thing than when you were married. When you're 
married you know the person, or you think you do, and it's easy to talk about 
everyday life. But when you meet with someone it's like you're not sure how 
much you can ask, how much you can do. Like I said, it's a scary feeling. You feel 
like you've been out of circulation. (Carmen) 

The anxiety experienced during this stage underscores some important differences 

between first-time courtship and postdivorce courtship. During first-time courtship, many 

people have a group of peers that are also looking for a partner and going through similar 

dating experiences. After divorce, the norms are less clear for how people are supposed to 

function within dating relationships now that they have been married, are older, and have 

children. Following divorce, individuals frequently do not have a network of friends that 

are divorced and dating again. Many times their friends are still married, and it may be 

difficult to talk to them about the anxieties involved in dating after divorce. The absence 

of well-established norms concerning it and the lack of people with whom to discuss it 

made the experience of courtship following divorce distinctly different from that of first-

time courtship. 
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Despite the common feelings of anxiety concerning dating at that point in their 

lives, all of individuals that were interviewed did in fact begin dating again after they 

were divorced. The anxiety that was experienced was significant because of its 

relationship to the previous stage of reconnecting with self. Feelings of anxiety and fear 

can be paralyzing for many people. However, these individuals were at a point now that 

they could get beyond these feelings and actually open themselves up to new 

relationships. Despite being afraid of rejection, being hurt again, and simply not knowing 

how to act on a date, they started dating again and reconnecting with potential partners. 

Realizing What You Want 

The previous experiences of reconnecting with self and reconnecting with others 

served an important purpose. Although participants had some idea of what they were 

looking for in a partner when they first started dating, it was the actual experience of 

going out with different individuals, both casually and seriously, that helped people to 

realize what they were searching for in a partner and in a relationship. Realizing what you 

want is therefore considered to be an intervening condition in the model of courtship 

following divorce. Intervening conditions are those that mitigate or otherwise impact of 

one stage on another. In the current model, determining what you want in a partner and in 

a relationship facilitated movement from the stage of reconnecting with others to the final 

stage in the model - reconnecting with a partner. At the beginning of the reconnecting 

with others stage, there was a great deal of uncertainty regarding the postdivorce dating 

experience in general and about exactly what one desired in a partner. But as people 
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proceeded into the reconnecting with others stage, they were better able to define what 

they were looking for in a partner and in a relationship. This process of refining what they 

wanted ultimately led to their involvement in a committed relationship and recormection 

with a partner. Following is a discussion of the three components of realizing what you 

want tliat emerged from the inter\'iews: personal support, companionship/friendship, and 

similarity. 

Personal Support 

One important element of realizing what you want was personal support. Many 

participants, particularly those whose children lived with them, indicated that one reason 

they became involved in romantic relationships following divorce was because they 

wanted someone who would provide them with personal support. Being a single parent 

was a demanding and sometimes thankless job. Finding someone who appreciated them 

for who they were and supported them was therefore important. For example, Anne felt 

that a supportive adult relationship would contribute to her own personal happiness and 

well-being. She had been very focused on being a good parent to her sons, but then 

realized that in order to be a good parent, she had to take care of her own needs. 

But yet in order for me to be balanced and happy I also realize that it's important 
for me to pursue an adult relationship that's significant in my life. And I finally 
realized that. I didn't think I would accept, I thought I was just going to be service 
to them because their dad had left. And after, like I said, six or eight months, I 
began realizing that Mom needs a life too. (Anne) 

One of the ways in which participants determined what was important in a 

relationship was by becoming involved with partners who did not have the qualities they 



deemed to be desirable. These relationships provided valuable experience for people in 

helping them figure out what they were looking for in a partner. After his divorce, Jim 

entered into a relationship where he felt he was giving more support than he was 

receiving. Jim did not feel that he had received adequate personal support in his marriage, 

and so it was important for him to not make the same mistake again. Once he realized that 

this dynamic was occurring, he ended the relationship. 

I was reaching a point where I recognized that I was giving too much. I recognized 
that it wasn't 50-50.1 recognized that she loved me but not in a healthy way, not 
in a 50-50, we're going this together, I'm gonna give, you're gonna give sort of 
thing. (Jim) 

Finding a partner who would support them not only as parents, but also as whole 

human beings, was important for the participants in this study. They realized during this 

stage that if they were to enter into a committed relationship again, it would have to be 

mutually supportive and mutually satisfying, with each parmer giving equally to the 

relationship. The type of support that people were looking for at this point differed from 

the support they were in search of prior to marriage. Now there was the added dimension 

of parenting in these people's lives, and they wanted a partner who would provide them 

with support in that area as well. 

Companionship/Friendship 

Realizing what you want was often manifested in the participants' desire for a 

companion or friend. Carrie described the importance of a partner fijlfilling a companion 

role in one's life. For participants like Carrie, whose children lived with them, they 
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simply enjoyed having another adult around with whom they could have growTi-up 

conversations. When asked about the role that a partner plays in her life, Carrie replied: 

I would say first companion. Because we really do, I think sometimes or I have 
thought on occasion, kind of compared him with the other men in my life. And he 
and I talk more than any other companion I've had. I mean just sometimes about 
little stuff, sometimes about deep stuff. And sometimes it's him talking a whole 
lot and other times it's me. So anyway, and I do, I really do enjoy the 
companionship of having another adult around to discuss things with. (Carrie) 

Anne realized it was important for a partner to be a companion and a friend when 

she briefly dated a man who had no intention of building a relationship based on 

friendship or companionship. This man tried to ingratiate himself to Anne by befiiending 

her daughter. But it soon became clear to Anne that he was seeking a se.xual relationship 

with Arme and nothing else. 

And he was helpftil, that was his front. Very helpful. Tried to get through to me by 
being there for my one child, doing things with her. So I went through that and I 
thought it was friendship for my children to replace the dad that had abandoned 
and deserted those two kids. But he had other things in mind. And that was 
evident. (Anne) 

Those whose children did not live with them, like George and John, also 

expressed how central the companion/friend role wzis in their relationships. 

Friend first. Companion and a support. And I don't know which one, from day to 
day that changes. Some days she's heavy into supporting what I do. And a 
companion the next. That role changes from day to day. Friendship number one. 
We're friends first. Lovers second. The support and companion. She's always 
been a companion. We've always had fun together. (George) 

Companionship. Someone to do things with, go places with. Somebody to sit 
around the fireplace with at home. Hang your feet in the pool together in the 
evening. Sit and watch the sun set at night. (John) 
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Jim pointed out the significance of connecting with a partner on more than just a physical 

level, of being both a fnend and a lover, something that George had also indicated above. 

I was looking for a friend. I was looking for someone who lives life the way 1 
believe you live. And that is "life is tough and then you die." And so that every 
day you have any kind of happiness and intimacy, and I'm not just talking sexual 
intimacy, but someone that cares about you and that is going to be considerate, to 
be a friend as well as, a friend whether or not there is physical intimacy there, that 
is what I was looking for. (Jim) 

Therefore, realizing what you want entailed discovering that a partner needed to 

be a companion and a fnend on multiple levels. Although the specific role of the partner 

could change from day to day, the overarching fnendship/companionship role remained 

constant (e.g., "someone to do things with" and "another adult around to discuss things 

with"). Previous research on the reasons people give for first-time marriage compared to 

remarriage shows that people commonly list companionship as a reason for entering into 

both of these types of marriage relationships (Knox, 1975; Vinick, 1978). The desire for 

companionship therefore appears to be an important motivator for why people want to 

connect with others regardless their past relationship histories. 

Similarity 

Another critical element of realizing what you want was the desire to find a 

partner that was similar to oneself. So, like first-time courtship, individuals also select 

partners that are similar to themselves during postdivorce courtship. This similarity had to 

do with a variety of areas including similar divorce experiences, similarity concerning 

children or grandchildren, and similarity of interests. 
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It was different because we had so much in common with regard to the problems 
that we had in our marriages. And we were kindred spirits almost from the outset 
with respect to the things we had been through. (Gary) 

She has a daughter the same age as my daughter. Her daughter had two children. 
And my daughter had two children and both of those were bom almost the same 
month. Almost the same day. So both of them were girls and both of mine were 
girls. We have a lot in common when we talk about our grandchildren. (George) 

We have a lot in common. It's more, at least at my age, it's more like what we 
can do together. That was how I did that. And now it's, you're not out to have 
kids together any more, you know at my age. So that's not the goal. The goal is 
just enjoying things together. And the way that works is to have things in common 
at this age, I think. The ones I see work. (Liz) 

As mentioned previously, one of the ways in which participants realized what they 

did want in a partner was by dating people who did not have the qualities that they 

desired. Another example of this was described by John. For him. it was important to be 

in a relationship with someone who shared his interest in the outdoors and hunting, but 

who also did not have any young children. One of the women he met through the personal 

ads did not meet these criteria, and even though he liked many other qualities about her, 

they did not go out on any more dates. 

Well, I like hunting and that kind of stuff and Lynn really wasn't into hunting and 
everything. And so she had a son and I really wasn't interested in raising any more 
kids. (John) 

It was crucial for participants who had younger children to find a partner who 

shared similar attitudes towards parenting and who had experience with parenting. For 

many of these people, their role as a parent had become particularly salient because of 

their experience as a single parent. For Anne, the way a partner interacted with her 
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children was the most important criteria for whether or not she would consider becoming 

involved with that person. 

He just had a lot of experience with kids. Had patience. I had seen his interaction 
on a number of occasions. And that to me is number one. Parenting style and 
acceptance. Liking kids. They can say they like kids all day long but until you see 
them interact with the children, that tells it all. But that is the number one 
prerequisite. Anybody who is distant with the children or just doesn't have a 
parenting style, that would be a reason for me not to get involved in a relationship. 
(Anne) 

Carrie also thought it would be difficult to pursue a relationship with someone 

who did not have children. It was important to her that she and a partner could relate to 

each other on issues having to do with children. 

Probably what attracted me to him earliest were some similar interests actually 
which had to do with the children. He has a daughter and I just, I don't know if I 
could ever date somebody that didn't have children. (Carrie) 

At one point, Carrie described a relationship in which she was involved after her divorce 

that ended because of the way that individual parented. She said that he "had a different 

discipline style than mine, more of a yelling type thing" which ultimately was the reason 

she terminated her relationship with him. Several others also described postdivorce 

relationships that ended because of differences in attitudes towards children. 

So even though similarity in parenting attitudes and experiences was important for 

many of the participants, realizing what they wanted also included figuring out that they 

were not looking for someone to take on a parental role. Many of these people felt that 

they were doing very well parenting their children and did not feel at all deficient because 

they were single parents. Some also had ex-spouses who continued to act in a parenting 
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capacity to their children; they did not need someone to take the other parent's place in 

their children's lives. 

And I really didn't need him to be a parent to my child, my children. I needed 
him to be a support for me but that didn't mean I wanted him to parent my kids in 
any way. (Kim) 

If I was to get involved with somebody else they were not going to replace my 
kids. They're not going to be, my kids don't have to call him "father." He doesn't 
have to act like a father because my kids know their father. So I wasn't looking 
for anyone to take care of me or my boys. It was just for my enjoyment. (Carmen) 

As a matter of fact, I don't want to get in a situation where I'm living with 
somebody because I don't want a parent. I don't want anybody stepping in as a 
parent for my child at the age they're at. I wouldn't shove that on anybody else. 
As with her (her daughter). My son's out of the house. It doesn't matter what, I 
would not expect her (her daughter) to accept anyone else as a parent. And I don't 
need another parent. (Liz) 

It is interesting to note the differences between first-time courtship and courtship 

following divorce regarding similarity in attitudes towards children. Prior to first-time 

marriage, there is usually little discussion about children outside of whether or not a 

partner wants to have children in the ftiture. After divorces where there are children 

involved, a potential partner's attitudes and experiences with children are key factors 

influencing whether or not the relationship will continue. People realized during this 

stage that they were not looking for someone to take on a parental role for their children. 

Instead, they wanted someone to support them in their efforts to effectively parent their 

children. If a partner did not share these attitudes concerning the children, the relationship 

was not likely to continue. 
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Thus, realizing what you want included not only realizing what you do want in a 

relationship and in a partner, but also realizing what you do not want. For the participants 

in the present study, this similarity included similar divorce e.xperiences, enjoying similar 

activities, and similar attitudes about children and parenting. It appears that the early 

compatibility models of first-time courtship may have implications for courtship 

following divorce. These models posited that people choose partners on the basis of 

whether they are similar to each other on a variety of traits. Even though the areas of 

similarity may differ between first-time courtship and courtship following divorce (e.g., 

similar divorce experiences and attitudes about parenting), similarity is clearly an 

important factor in realizing what you want in either type of relationship. 

Reconnecting With a Parmer 

After divorce, people often went through a period when they needed to spend time 

alone reconnecting with themselves. This experience of self-reflection helped people feel 

comfortable with who they were which helped them feel ready to start dating again - the 

stage of reconnecting with others. During the reconnecting with others stage, individuals 

began realizing what they wanted in a relationship and in a partner. It was these ideals -

personal support, companionship/fiiendship and similarity - that they were initially 

attracted to in their current partners. Ultimately, it was also these factors that were 

important in the development and maintenance of their current committed relationships. 

Thus, realizing what you want faciliated movement from the previous stage of 

reconnecting with others to the final stage in the model - reconnecting with a partner. 



There were three components of reconnecting with a partner that define the 

postdivorce committed relationships of the individuals in this study. It was these 

components that differentiate a committed relationship following divorce from a 

committed relationship prior to first-time marriage. Following is a discussion of the three 

components of reconnecting with a partner that emerged fi-om the interviews - not 

repeating past mistakes, no need for remarriage, and cohabitation. 

Not Repeating Past Mistakes 

One of the results of the marriage, and then the divorce experience, was that 

people did not want to repeat their previous relationship mistakes. They had thought 

about what had gone wrong in their marriages and knew that they did not want to make 

the same mistakes over again. Many of them felt that they had lost themselves to their 

marriages. They had lost their sense of individuality and. in essence, forgotten who they 

were. This was why it was so important for people to experience the stage of reconnecting 

with themselves. Many also felt that they had given too much to their marriages without 

receiving enough love and support in return, another mistake they did not want to repeat 

in their current relationships. The desire to not repeat past mistakes fits with the training 

ground perspective of remarriage (Ganong & Coleman, 1994). This view holds that first 

marriages serve as a learning experience that influences not only the type of partner 

chosen for subsequent relationships, but also how people behave in these relationships. 

Many people expressed that they did not want to function within a new relationship the 

same way that they had during their previous marriages. 
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So what I have had a personal crusade internally on is "don't repeat mistakes." 
Identify them. Try to work through them. (Jim) 

And since then, especially since we've been living together, I've seen that I do 
things that I did in my marriage that caused problems. I expect things like I did in 
my marriage that caused problems. (Kim) 

There's a very definite emphasis on not repeating old mistakes. (Gary) 

Not surprisingly, the stage of recormecting with a partner involved a conscious 

effort to not repeat past relationship mistakes within these new relationships. Many had 

contemplated the problems that had led to their divorces during the reconnecting with self 

stage. They had learned from their previous mistakes and wanted to use that experience to 

help make their current relationships successful. 

No Need for Remarriage 

One important way in which these committed postdivorce relationships differed 

from committed relationships prior to marriage was that the goal of relationships after 

divorce was not necessarily remarriage. In fact, many individuals expressed a desire to 

not get remarried to their current partners. Their plans for not getting remarried were 

closely related to their focus on not repeating past mistakes. Some were apprehensive 

about legally committing to a long-term relationship that they were not absolutely sure 

would last. Others did not see any benefits to remarriage and were content to continue in 

a committed, long-term, marriage-like relationship. Still others were afraid that marriage 

would somehow change their current relationships and those relationships would 

deteriorate as had their previous marriages. 
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I said, "Everything's too great. Everything's too good. I don't want to mess it up. I 
don't think I'm good at marriage. I think that when I go into marriage I start 
having ail of these expectations. I don't need you to fulfill my needs. I don't want 
you to. Everything's cool. Let's just keep it like this." (Kim) 

I think I expected to get into another long-term relationship and get married again. 
That's what I expected in the begirming. I don't expect that any more actually. I 
don't even want that any more. I'd like to stay in a long-term relationship, a 
committed one, forever, but I don't necessarily want to get married. (Liz) 

I would have to have a very strong feeling before I'd ever jump into anj^ing 
again. I mean really positively yes. Every single day, 24 hours a day. And if I have 
any doubts whatsoever, it's not for me. I'll make it on my own. Yes, there's such a 
thing as marriage-shy for a lot of us. (Anne) 

One of the main reasons these individuals did not want to get remarried was their 

fear of repeating past mistakes. Their marriages and ensuing divorces had affected them 

deeply, and it was perhaps difficult for them to consider making themselves that 

vulnerable once again. Many had discussed the possibility of remarriage with their 

partners and had concluded that there were no advantages of getting remarried over 

continuing in their current committed relationships. 

Cohabitation 

Similar to first-time courtship, some individuals choose to cohabit with their 

partners following divorce and others do not. However, cohabitation in postdivorce 

relationships differs from cohabitation prior to first-time marriage in certain respects. 

First, the decisions regarding cohabitation were influenced by the presence or absence of 

children living at home. Some participants chose not to cohabit because they felt it would 
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be too much of a disniption in their children's lives, while others believed they would be 

setting a bad example for their children. 

If it was just the two of us and we were choosing that kind of turmoil in our lives 
for ourselves, then so be it. But in that there's children involved that's, I think that 
would be a very bad decision for both of us. (Gary) 

Yeah, I actually said I'm not going to live with anybody when I'm trying to set an 
example for a 17-year-old girl. Not that that would change her but I don't want to 
model any poor decisions. (Liz) 

And I was like, "Nope, not gonna do it." You know I just, that was a choice that I 
wanted to make. And probably if I didn't have kids I might consider it. But on the 
other hand, I thought, no. You know you either know you want to be with 
someone or you don't. (Carrie) 

Those who had children living at home and who were cohabiting with their 

partners all reported experiencing periods of elevated conflict following the initial move-

in. Like most transitions, this time was usually stressful, with everyone trying to adjust to 

the new living arrangement. The conflicts were then exacerbated if partners tried to exert 

an authoritative role too soon after moving in. Individuals did not want their partners to 

act as parents, and the children also had difficulty with someone who was not their parent 

suddenly trying to take on a parental role. It usually took some time to work through these 

problems before they reached a point of relative calm. It seemed as if they needed to go 

through a period of testing each other's limits before they could comfortably settle in to 

the new arrangement. 

Postdivorce cohabitation is also unique in that it is sometimes an alternative to 

remarriage. Some of the participants in this study had no plans to remarry and instead had 
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decided that they would live together with their current partners in a long-term marriage-

like relationship. Many of these people had been living with their partners for several 

years. In fact, these relationships were so similar to marriage that those who knew these 

couples believed that they were married to their partners. 

And everybody assumes we're married. So they ask, "Is that your husband?" And 
I'm comfortable with that. I don't correct them. 1 don't feel the need to explain 
myself. (Carmen) 

Everybody that knows us thinks we're married anyway. "Your wife. Your 
husband." And early on probably all through the first three, four years we 
corrected them. "She's just my girlfriend." And now it's just, yeah, it's no bother. 
1 just give up. If you want to believe that we're married, fine. (George) 

Some of the relationships which were described were marriage-like in many ways. 

These individuals felt that the commitment they shared with their partners was on the 

same level as a marriage commitment. Some talked about feeling that they were "married 

in their hearts," and that they "didn't need a piece of paper" proving their commitment to 

each other. Many did not see any benefit to getting remarried and were actually quite 

opposed to it. Their current relationships provided them with the parts of marriage that 

appealed to them - a long-term partner who provided support and companionship -

without the legal contract which they felt was unnecessary. So even though they felt 

comfortable committing to a long-term relationship, their fear of repeating past mistakes 

caused many to shy away from the legal commitment of marriage. 
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Children 

Previous literature on courtship for remarriage has highlighted the important 

influence of children on postdivorce remarriage relationships. Therefore, one of the 

criteria for participants to be included in this study was that they had to have children. 

Not surprisingly, children were shown to have a significant influence in the postdivorce 

relationships of the people interviewed. For many of these individuals, realizing what 

they wanted in a partner and in a relationship included determining how children fit into 

the picture. Having children involved made this experience distinctly different from the 

experience of first-time courtship. Children were an important influence on both the stage 

of reconnecting with others in that children were a factor in determining what people 

wanted in a partner and a relationship, and also on the stage of reconnecting with a 

partner in that participants described the impact children had on their current 

relationships. Contextual conditions are the particular set of conditions that influence how 

individuals experience a specific phenomenon. Therefore, children are considered a 

contextual condition in the model of courtship following divorce. A variety of factors 

related to children emerged as being important influences on the postdivorce courtship 

experiences of those interviewed in the present study: age of children, relationship 

between partner and children, and the belief that children come first. 

Age of Children 

Participants in this study had children ranging in age from elementary school age 

to grown adults in their 20's. Because of this range in age, and due to different custodial 
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arrangements, some of the individuals had their children currently living with them, and 

some did not. Age of the children emerged as a key factor influencing the postdivorce 

relationships of the people interviewed in this study. Those who had children living with 

them reported that their children had a much stronger influence on their relationships than 

those whose children were grown adults and not living with them. Some described how 

the age of their children directly influenced their relationship experiences following 

divorce. Beth feels that the fact that her children were in their teenage years made her 

current relationship more difficult than it would have been if her children had been 

younger. 

And the kids were all at a certain age where they were going to be exerting 
their independence any way. If I had chosen to do this, I would have probably 
moved back the clock about 10 years when they were still young and hadn't 
reached any kind of independent rebellious stage. And then things would have 
maybe been smoother. However, I wasn't ready for a relationship at that time. 
(Beth) 

Liz also felt that she would have handled relationships differently if her children 

had been younger. Previously she would have considered remarriage, but now, since her 

daughter was at what she believed to be an impressionable age, she would not consider 

getting remarried. 

I had expectations of getting married when I first started dating after I got 
divorced. I don't any more. And I think it happened because my daughter got 
older, first of all. And I did not want to put anything into her life in the teen years. 
When she was younger, I probably would have. But when she was older, no. (Liz) 
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Anne pointed out that her children were at an age where they required a great deal 

of her time. The time she spent on activities related to her children took away from the 

time that she could devote to a relationship. 

Because my two require lots of time with their homework, lots of time with their 
taxi-driving here and there and everywhere, and lots of time with their needs -
physical needs, emotional needs. And the needs get bigger as they get older. It's 
not just physical any more. Then it becomes psychological, emotional, spiritual. 
There's just lots of things they need from me. (Arme) 

Participants who had grown adult children reported that their children were not as 

strong of an influence on their current relationships. This is not surprising given that for 

most of these people, their children no longer lived with them and were not involved in 

their lives on a day-to-day basis. 

(Interviewer: Are your kids any sort of an influence on your relationship?) 
Nope. Although I keep telling him, I says, "Steve (his son), you know I'm a very 
poor choice of women." I says, "I've had three failed marriages and am a very 
poor choice of women." He said, "Or you're a very poor choice of a man. 
Whichever way you look at it." I said, "So I want you to really, really keep an eye 
on Joyce (his partner) and if you see something wrong that I don't see, let me 
know." I says, "Just let me know. Tell me, 'Hey, dad, have you seen this or seen 
that?"' And after nine months they love her. They just think she's the neatest 
person around. (John) 

They didn't have any say because I was on my own at my age. I was 40, working 
and still going to school. My daughter was 100 miles away. My son was 100 miles 
away. And my other son was practically 800 miles away. So the interaction 
between us wasn't a daily process. So when they met, we introduced them. They 
didn't look at her, "Oh, is this going to be my future mom?" I picked up that they 
didn't think I'd get involved with someone again. But I did. And today they accept 
her. They all like her. We have a good relationship. (George) 

Therefore, children influenced postdivorce courtship differently depending upon 

their age. Younger children who lived with participants had a stronger impact on these 
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peoples' relationships following divorce than adult children who were not living with 

them. Previous literature on courtship for remarriage also looked at the central role that 

age of children played in how the postdivorce courtship relationship was experienced. 

Montgomery and her colleagues (1992) studied the impact that courtship for remarriage 

had upon the children. They found that early adolescent children who were dealing with 

the developmental tasks such as negotiating their own autonomy, the onset of sexuality, 

and the concern for privacy were more vulnerable or sensitive to their divorced parents' 

courtship patterns than were children who were younger or older. The current study 

highlighted the important bidirectional relationship between the age of the children and 

the postdivorce courtship relationship. Not only did these parents recognize that the 

courtship experience affected their children differently depending on age, but they also 

reported that the age of the children directly affected many aspects of their current 

relationships including decisions whether or not to cohabit and the severity of conflict 

between the children and the partner. Those with adolescent children were more likely to 

not want to cohabit and also reported more intense and frequent conflicts between their 

children and partners. 

Relationship Between Children and Partner 

Many participants described a time when there was conflict between their current 

partners and their children. Sometimes the strained relationship developed because the 

children were afraid that their parents would be taken away from them by the partner. 



106 

They were accustomed to having their parents all to themselves, and for many it was 

difficult letting someone else into their lives. 

Well, when he moved in, that's when the trouble started. Because by that time my 
kids were all teenagers. And they were used to having their lives a certain way. 
And they were also used to having their mom. I was their sole supporter and so 
another person comes into the house and starts exerting sort of not real authority, 
but presence. "Fm here, you will respect me." (Beth) 

So we were fighting a lot. And I was upset a lot. And I told him. I was very 
honest with him and I told him I was concerned about two things. That I was 
concerned, number one, that he's not willing to leam a better way of parenting 
than getting into power struggles and having everything very black and white. 
And I know that he had a military background and all of that. And I'm concerned 
with my kids' well-being. (Kim) 

Anyway, so he has to be sort of careful even though we've been together five, six 
years. And like I say, Thursday, my little one, Eric (her son), and William (her 
partner). I had to stand in the middle of them so they won't fight. And then my 
oldest son was sort of pulling the youngest one away. So it's a battle. Because I 
don't know if I'm overly protective or just listening for something to just spark 
off. We have to be sort of careful what we say to each other. I can't yell at him. I 
won't yell at him even though he makes me so angry. But I won't do it in front of 
my kids. (Carmen) 

For some, like Beth and IGm, they worked through the periods of heightened 

conflict and reached the point where everyone was getting along quite well. For example, 

Beth now feels that her children have a better relationship with her partner than they do 

with her. 

But now the kids get along better with him than they do with me. (Laughter) And 
they're friends. There's a mutual respect. He doesn't treat them as kids, you know. 
I still do. I'm still prone to give them lectures. He treats them as equals. (Beth) 

But for Carmen tlie conflict between her sons and her partner continues on a daily 

basis. She seemed to be resigned to accept her situation when she said, "I just rather 
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tolerate him or just leam to live with the battles I have to go through with him and the 

kids." Carmen is the only participant who reported that her partner currently has a 

conflictual relationship with her children. The others had worked through the difficult 

times and had adapted to each other. One participant, Jim, experienced periods of tension 

with his partner's children, but now believed that they got along better than the "average 

family." 

The point is that I try to put it in experimentalist terms and say, "How are we 
doing not relative to not anything, but relative to your average family?" And I tell 
Debra (his partner), "You know, we get along as a family a lot better than most 
families." (Jim) 

The introduction of a new partner into children's lives was usually marked by 

episodes of conflict and tension. For some children, this new relationship provoked 

anxiety over losing a share of their parents' attention. For others, it may have ended any 

lingering fantasies they may have had for the reunion of their divorced parents. One 

reason for the stress experienced within stepfamilies is the lack of cultural scripts for its 

members. There are no socially prescribed and understood guidelines for relating to each 

other or for defining responsibilities and obligations. Similarly, there are no cultural 

scripts for those involved in postdivorce courtship relationships. Given this ambiguity, it 

is not surprising that conflicts arose between children and partners in the current study. 

However, most couples made an effort to work through these problems involving the 

children with the end result being a shared understanding and respect among those 

involved. 
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Children Come First 

Some of the participants reported feeling caught in the middle during the periods 

of conflict between their partners and their children. However, one of the strongest 

themes that emerged was that the children always came first. Sometimes this belief 

played itself out during an actual conflict between the partner and the children. At other 

times, it became apparent when a choice needed to be made concerning with whom to 

spend time. For these parents, there was never a question of where their loyalties were. 

Without exception, their children took priority over their partners. Although their partners 

occupied an important place in these people's lives, their children had been a part of their 

lives since long before meeting their partners. In addition, many were concerned with 

how their divorces had affected their children and, as a result, put a great deal of effort 

into parenting. The fact that their children came first was something that people openly 

communicated to their partners, oftentimes early on in the relationship. 

So we're both very much on the same page as far as putting our kids first. And 
we both have talked lots about we understand that things come up. And if we have 
to cancel something that we have just planned together because of something that 
the kids need that absolutely comes first. Not only because that's just the way that 
we think kids ought to be dealt with, and that's the appropriate priority for them, 
but also recognizing the fact that they probably deserve a little more than the usual 
amount of consideration simply because of the broken family situation. And that's 
a lot for a little person to deal with all by itself without having to deal with, "Oh, 
there's not time for me because Mommy or Daddy's dating someone else now." 
Kids came first before. They come first now. (Gary) 

So he knew my attitudes towards the children were primary and number one. 
He's older, mature enough to realize that the only way he was going to get to me 
was to accept and to include my children and to be positive about that. (Anne) 
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They don't like him. Like 1 keep telling them, they're not going to have me choose 
because off the bat I told him my kids come first. No matter what. I don't care if 
they're wrong or not. They come first. (Carmen) 

The remarriage literature suggests some reasons why children come first for 

parents involved in postdivorce courtship relationships. In stepfamilies, a parent and 

child/ren have mutual experiences and shared recollections of a family life that does not 

include the stepparent. There is also significance in the fact that the parent/child bond was 

formed prior to the marital bond. This timing may mean that the primary emotional bond 

for newly remarried parents is with their children, rather than with their new spouses. 

Similar dynamics may occur in postdivorce courtship relationships. The parent and child 

have a shared family history that does not include the partner. In addition, the parent/child 

bond is older than the bond with the partner. These may be reasons why the children are a 

priority for parents involved in postdivorce relationships. 

So in order for people to enter into a committed relationship with someone after 

divorce, their partners had to accept that their children were the number-one priority in 

their lives. Their children had always come first. It was imperative that their partners 

understood this and were willing to build the relationship with that clearly in mind. 

Summary 

Desire for connection is the basic social process underlying the model of 

courtship after divorce. Three stages which describe this process emerged in the current 

study: reconnecting with self, reconnecting with others, and recormecting with a partner. 

Realizing what you want was identified as the intervening condition that facilitates 
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movement from the stage of reconnecting with others to the stage of reconnecting with 

a partner. Children emerged as a contextual condition that influences the stages of 

reconnecting with others and reconnecting with a partner. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS 

The present study generated a model of courtship following divorce. This chapter 

will present a summary of the model of postdivorce courtship that was developed. The 

current model of courtship following divorce will then be discussed relative to the 

previous models of first-time courtship and relative to the remarriage courtship literature. 

This chapter will conclude with a discussion of the limitations of the research that has 

been presented and recommendations for future research. 

The Model of Courtship Following Divorce 

The basic social process describing how individuals experience courtship 

following divorce was desire for connection. The current model of postdivorce courtship 

consisted of three stages: reconnecting with self, reconnecting with others, and 

reconnecting with a partner. Realizing what you want was the intervening condition 

facilitating movement from the stage of reconnecting with others to the stage of 

reconnecting with a partner. Children emerged as the contextual condition that influences 

the stages of reconnecting with others and reconnecting with a partner. 

The first stage, reconnecting with self, was a time when people stepped back and 

reflected on their divorce/separation experiences and started redefining themselves 

outside of the marriage relationship that had ended. Participants reported using a variety 

of strategies to reconnect with themselves including spending time alone rediscovering 

who they were, attending support groups, undergoing counseling, and reading self-help 
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books. For most, reconnecting with themselves occurred during the period immediately 

following their divorces when they were not yet dating. Experiencing a time when there 

was no involvement in a relationship with someone else appeared to be a critical element 

of this stage. All of one's energy had to be focused on oneself. Many reported feeling that 

they had lost themselves in their previous marriages and needed to spend time 

rediscovering that which had been lost. Once people had gone through a time of self-

reflection and reconnecting with themselves, they were ready to enter into the next stage 

of reconnecting with others. 

Reconnecting with others is the stage when people began going out with potential 

partners after divorce. For most, this stage was not marked by a conscious decision to 

start dating again. Instead, it happened rather unintentionally, at a point when they were 

not actively seeking a romantic relationship. As a result of the self-reflection they had 

experienced, people felt more comfortable with who they were. Thus, their self-reflection 

actually helped prepare them to enter into dating relationships. However, this stage did 

involve feelings of anxiety for many of the participants. Since there are no norms 

concerning postdivorce courtship, people felt uncertain about how they were supposed to 

act, what they should talk about, and what was expected when they went out with 

potential partners. All of the participants worked through their initial feelings of anxiety 

and reached the point where they were comfortable opening themselves up to new 

relationships. 
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The experience of going out with different individuals helped people realize what 

they were searching for in a relationship and in a partner. This process was described in 

the intervening condition of realizing what you want. Although participants had some 

idea of what they were looking for in a partner when they first started dating, it was the 

actual experience of going out with different people that helped them refine their ideas 

about what they wanted in a partner and in a relationship. People realized they were 

looking for a partner who would provide them with personal support in a variety of areas. 

For those whose children lived with them, it was particularly important that a partner 

would support them in their efforts to parent. Realizing what you want also included 

determining that a partner needed to be a companion and a friend. These people said that 

they simply wanted "someone to talk to," "someone to share things with," and "someone 

to do things with." The final critical element of realizing what you want was determining 

that a partner needed to be similar to oneself in certain respects. This similarity had to do 

with various areas including similar divorce experiences, similar interests, and similar 

attitudes towards parenting and children. For the participants whose children lived with 

them, realizing what you want also included figuring out that they were not looking for 

someone to take on a parental role with their children. Thus, realizing what you want 

entailed not only realizing what you do want in a relationship and in a partner, but also 

what you do not want. 

People's dating experiences during the reconnecting with others stage helped 

them determine what they were looking for in a relationship and in a partner. It was these 
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ideals - personal support, companionship/fnendship, and similarity - that they were 

initially attracted to in their current partners. It was also these factors that proved to be 

important in the development and maintenance of their current relationships. These 

processes were described in the final stage of the model called reconnecting with a 

partner. This stage involved a conscious effort not to repeat past mistakes. At this point 

people had contemplated not only the problems that had led to their divorces, but also the 

problems they had encountered in other postdivorce relationships. They had learned from 

their previous mistakes and did not want to repeat them in their current relationships. This 

stage also included a feeling that there was no need to get remarried. Many of these 

people were involved in committed, long-term, marriage-like relationships and did not 

see any benefits of legal remarriage. The stage of reconnecting with a partner included 

cohabitation for some couples but not for others. Decisions regarding cohabitation were 

influenced by the presence or absence of children living with them. Some chose not to 

cohabit for fear of setting a bad example for their children. Those who did have children 

at home and were cohabiting all experienced periods of conflict between the children and 

the partner, particularly after the initial move-in. Oftentimes couples chose long-term 

cohabitation as an alternative to legal remarriage. These committed, long-term, marriage

like relationships provided individuals with the aspects of marriage they desired - devoted 

partners who gave them support and companionship - without the legal contract that they 

considered to be urmecessary. 
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Children were the contextual condition that influenced the experience of courtship 

following divorce. Children were not only an important influence on the stage of 

reconnecting with others, in that children were a factor in determining what people 

wanted in a partner and a relationship, but they also impacted these people's current 

relationships. Age of the children emerged as a key factor influencing postdivorce 

relationships. Those who had children who were living with them reported a much 

stronger influence on their relationships than those whose children were grown adults and 

living on their own. The introduction of a new partner into children's lives was usually 

marked by periods of tension between the children and the partner. These conflicts may 

have resulted from the children's fear of losing a share of their parent's attention or from 

the lack of cultural scripts to guide behavior in postdivorce courtship relationships. One 

of the strongest themes to emerge was that for these individuals their children always 

came first. Although these people cared a great deal for their partners, their children 

meant even more to them. Their children had been a part of their lives since long before 

meeting their current parmers. In addition, the experience of single parenting had caused 

the parent role to become particularly salient in the lives of many of the participants. 

Their children were their number-one priority, and they were not going to let anyone 

come between them and their children. 

As with most stage models, movement from one stage to another in the current 

model may not always be linear. Although participants did not specifically talk about this 

in their interviews, it may be that movement between the stages is sometimes recursive. It 
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is possible that individuals may cycle back to previous stages in the model at various 

points in their postdivorce courtship experience. Future research could examine the 

possible recursive nature of the stages in this model. 

Unique Contributions of the Study 

This study was one of the first to systematically examine the experience of 

courtship following divorce. There have been a few studies of remarriage courtship which 

were quite limited in the aspects of remarriage courtship that they examined. Several 

models of first-time courtship have also been developed and have been met with varying 

degrees of criticism as well. The present study supported some of which was found in the 

remarriage courtship studies. The current model also mirrored certain parts of the 

previous courtship models. However, findings from this study added to our knowledge of 

postdivorce courtship in several important ways. 

First, the experience of recormecting with oneself following divorce emerged as a 

crucial step in the postdivorce courtship process. People emphasized throughout their 

interviews how important it was that they spent considerable time and energy reflecting 

on their past experiences and rediscovering who they were. Many times people felt that 

they needed to do this by themselves, at a time when they were not yet involved in 

another relationship. It was only after individuals had reconnected with themselves and 

felt comfortable with who they were that they were ready to open themselves up to new 

relationships. This stage, although experienced in a variety of ways, was a critical starting 

place in the ensuing postdivorce courtship process. It appeared to be a necessary 
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precursor to the following stages of reconnecting with others and reconnecting with a 

partner. 

This study also supported one of the findings from the remarriage literature. That 

research has shown that children are an important factor both in remarriage courtship and 

in the resulting remarital relationships. In this study children were shown to be a 

significant influence on all types of postdivorce courtship relationships, whether or not 

remarriage plans were involved. The presence of children is one of the fundamental ways 

in which postdivorce courtship differs from first-time courtship. The added dimension of 

children influenced many aspects of the postdivorce courtship experience ranging from 

the criteria for what one desires in a partner (i.e., sharing similar ideas about parenting) to 

the more mundane tasks that are involved (i.e., finding childcare while out on a date). For 

the participants in the current study, their children were a consideration throughout the 

postdivorce courtship process, making it considerably different from the experience of 

first-time courtship. 

Finally, this study showed that not all postdivorce courtship relationships have 

remarriage as their goal. It pointed to the importance of considering postdivorce courtship 

defined more broadly. Not everyone who is involved in a committed postdivorce 

relationship wants to get remarried. In fact, many participants in the present study 

expressed a strong desire not to get remarried. Some of these individuals had been 

involved in a committed postdivorce relationship for close to ten years and had no plans 

to ever remarry. They felt that the commitment they shared with their partners was on the 
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same level as a marriage commitment and did not see the benefits of legally remarrying. 

This population of individuals involved in long-term, committed, postdivorce 

relationships, and who do not plan to remarry, has been excluded from the research on 

postdivorce courtship. Given the strong theme of "no need for remarriage" that emerged, 

it appears that this may be an increasingly common relationship option for people 

following divorce, and that this population is an important one to continue to study. 

It is also interesting to think about particular areas which did not emerge as 

influential factors in the present model. Research on remarriage has shown that former 

spousal relationships oftentimes influence current remarriage relationships (Guisinger, 

Cowan & Schuldberg, 1989; Weston & Macklin, 1990). Therefore, it was surprising to 

find that the participants in the current study reported that their former spouses had such 

little impact on their current relationships. Since these people all had children from their 

previous marriages, a continued parenting relationship between the two former spouses 

was expected. Given the findings in the remarriage literature, this coparental relationship 

was expected to influence these people's relationships with their new partners. However, 

when asked about the role that their former spouses played in their current relationships, 

virtually all of them said that their role was minimal, or that there was none. Even though 

quite a few ex-spouses still played a parenting role in their children's lives, to the 

participants in this study that was the only way they now perceived their former spouses -

as a parent to their children. For many it was difficult to cut the emotional ties with their 

former spouses following divorce, especially if the divorce was initiated by their ex-
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spouses unexpectedly. After divorce, they had put a great deal of effort and energy into 

redefining their identities separate from their former spouses. Now they were at the point 

where they really had separated from their ex-spouses. They had become involved with 

new partners and had no need for any type of interaction with their former spouses except 

for the communication involving the children. The only way in which ex-spouses had 

perhaps indirectly affected these people's current relationships was by influencing the 

type of partner people chose. Many times it became clear to them during the period of 

self-reflection and during their experiences dating potential partners that it was important 

to choose someone who had characteristics that were not similar to those of their former 

spouses. 

Another theme that did not emerge in the current study was that of the "needy 

divorced single parent." The remarriage literature has generally adopted a deficit view of 

divorced parents suggesting that people get remarried because they are not functioning 

well by themselves and are in need of help from a partner. Some of the leading remarriage 

researchers in the field state that "it could be that those in the remarriage market are 

desperate for help (e.g., financial, childrearing) and may feel pressure to find somebody 

willing to mate with them." (Ganong & Coleman, 1994, p. 49). The current model does 

not provide support for this view. People in this study reported that after spending time 

reconnecting with themselves they felt good about who they were. Many talked about 

feeling ftilfilled in their careers and in their friendships at the time when they met their 

current partners. None of them said that they felt they needed help parenting their children 
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or financially; they believed they were doing fine by themselves. In fact, many of them 

had been doing well by themselves for several years prior to meeting their current 

partners. When they did meet their partners they were at a point that they were quite 

happy in their lives; finding a supportive parmer was simply "icing on the cake." 

The Current Model Compared to Previous Courtship Models 

The model of postdivorce courtship that is presented in the current study builds on 

the previous models of first-time courtship by extending some of the ideas postulated in 

those models. Although there are pieces of the current model that are similar to the first-

time courtship models, the postdivorce courtship model differs in may respects from 

those that have been presented earlier. Following is a discussion of how the postdivorce 

courtship model developed in the current study fits with and extends the previous models 

of first-time courtship. 

Complementaritv Model 

A complementarity model of courtship hypothesizes that people seek partners 

who have personalities that "mesh" or "fit" with their own (Winch, 1955). This model 

assumes that everyone has certain psychological needs and that people seek partners who 

can fulfill or "complement" those needs (Cate & Lloyd, 1992). The current study did 

provide support for the idea of need fulfillment. Some participants specifically described 

the way in which their relationships fimctioned to fulfill their needs and the needs of their 

partners. 
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We were filling each other's needs, um, and the void, whatever that void was in 
our lives. (Beth) 

However, the needs that were described were not necessarily complementary 

needs. Partners were oftentimes fulfilling the same needs for their partners that their 

partners were fulfilling for them including the need for companionship, friendship, and 

personal support. Furthermore, the needs reported by participants in the current study 

were actually relationship-based needs and not psychological personality-driven needs as 

the complementarity model posits. It appears then that a complementarity model does not 

drive courtship behavior following divorce. 

Similarity Model 

The similarity model of courtship proposes that individuals select marital partners 

based on whether they are similar to themselves on a variety of stable psychological or 

demographic attributes - in other words, that "birds of a feather flock together." Although 

similarity did emerge in the current study as an importzmt factor influencing the 

postdivorce courtship process, it appeared to be more complex than the original similarity 

models suggested. Therefore, it may be more useful to think about postdivorce courtship 

in relation to the stage models of first-time courtship which were developed as 

researchers realized that the complex phenomenon of courtship behavior could not be 

explained by such simplistic models of complementarity and similarity. 
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Filter Models 

In the current study, there were clear parallels to the original filter theories of first-

time courtship. The central idea proposed in the filter models was that people narrow 

their choices of potential partners based upon a suggested sequence of filters. The idea 

that people progressively filter out nondesirable partners fi-om a broader pool of eligibles 

was articulated by those in the present study. 

Components of Murstein's Stimulus-Value-Role Model (1970, 1976, 1987) were 

clearly seen in the present study. According to SVR theory, the first stage involves people 

who are in open field settings selecting partners who have certain stimulus characteristics 

similar to their own. These stimulus characteristics for the participants in the current 

study were oftentimes different from the stimulus characteristics associated with first-

time courtship. For example, something that initially attracted one participant to his 

current partner was that she lived in the same apartment community as he did and he saw 

that she had a child the same age as his child. Usually this stimulus characteristic does not 

operate in first-time courtship. But there were other stimulus characteristics, such as age 

and physical attractiveness, that operate both during first-time courtship and postdivorce 

courtship. 

The second stage of SVR theory, value comparison, was also experienced 

somewhat differently in postdivorce courtship. In this stage people assess the degree of 

congruence in value-related areas. Although some of these areas are the same in first-time 

courtship and postdivorce courtship (e.g., assessing similarity in general areas such as 
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leisure interests), postdivorce courtship oftentimes includes additional value-related areas 

that need to be discussed including values related to the children and values concerning 

remarriage. In fact, one participant suggested that this stage may be even more important 

in postdivorce courtship than it was in first-time courtship. 

Um, yeah, except I think that think there was more of an openness or a willingness 
to talk about things that were more value-laden like family and education and 
personal, more discussion of personal satisfaction or growth. It was obviously 
more matixre. And when I was younger, of course, we talked about what we were 
going to be doing that Friday night or friends or whatever. So more discussion 
about the person as a whole, you know, ourselves or the other person to just 
'things', I guess. (Carrie) 

The third and final stage of the SVR theory is the role stage, where partners 

determine the compatibility of the roles that each will play if the relationship continues. 

Role in this model refers to the expectations that individuals have for their partners as to 

how they may function in their potential marriage. This stage is experienced differently in 

postdivorce courtship when there are children involved. An important and sometimes 

difficult part of relationships following divorce is the negotiation of roles concerning 

children. There is no common script for how one is supposed to interact with a partner's 

child/ren. However, participants repeatedly stressed that they did not want their partners 

to take on a parental role in the lives of their children. Even though many reported periods 

of conflict between their partners and children, usually an acceptable relationship was 

worked out. 

The role stage in postdivorce courtship relationships is also influenced by people's 

notions about relationship roles that they carry with them fi-om their previous marriages. 
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This again differentiates postdivorce courtship fi-om first-time courtship. Perhaps the way 

that the roles had been negotiated in peoples' previous marriages had been part of the 

reason for their eventual collapse. The challenge for couples in postdivorce relationships 

is to renegotiate their roles in ways that do not lead to the same outcome, but are instead 

mutually beneficial and satisfying for the partners. 

According to the S VR theory, successful completion of the three stages prepares 

couples for marriage. Other stage models, including Reiss's Wheel Theory (I960, 1980), 

Kerckhoff and Davis's Filter Theory (1962) and Lewis's Premarital Dyadic Formation 

Framework (1972, 1973), also consider the goal of completing all of the stages to be 

marriage. In this way the stage models are fundamentally different from the model of 

postdivorce courtship proposed in the current study. Remarriage was clearly not a goal for 

most of the people in this study. Despite their expressed commitment to their partners, 

many of them indicated a strong belief that they did not want to get remarried. Instead, 

their goal was to continue in a long-term, committed, marriage-like relationship without 

necessarily getting remarried. 

Current Model Compared to Remarriage Courtship Literature 

Research has shown that remarried couples are less similar to each other than 

first-married couples (Dean & Gurak, 1976; Peters, 1976). However, these studies only 

examined similarity on demographic characteristics such as age, education, and religion. 

Similarity emerged as an important factor in the postdivorce courtship process as well. 

But this similarity did not have to do with demographic characteristics. Instead, this 
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similarity encompassed a variety of different areas including similar divorce experiences, 

similar interests, and similarity concerning attitudes towards children and parenting. 

The remarriage literature also suggests that previously married individuals have 

more pragmatic than romantic motivations to marry (Farrell & Markman, 1986; Ganong 

& Coleman, 1989; Kvanli & Jennings, 1987; Vinick, 1978). These pragmatic reasons 

include financial security, help in raising children, response to social pressure, response to 

legal threats regarding the custody of the children, relief from loneliness, the need for a 

regular sexual partner, pregnancy, the need to have someone to care for, the need to be 

cared for, and convenience. People also list some less practical reasons for why they 

remarry such as love, a desire for companionship, shared interests, and liking the partner. 

Very few pragmatic reasons were reported by participants in the current study for their 

involvement in relationships. Instead, they described much more personal motivations 

influencing their current relationships including desire for companionship/friendship, 

personal support, and similarity in a variety of areas. 

In addition, the remarriage literature has shown that the majority of those who 

remarry cohabit prior to remarriage or may cohabit as an alternative to legal marriage 

(Bumpass & Sweet, 1989), which is consistent with what was found in the present study. 

However, previous research on cohabitation prior to remarriage did not examine the 

process by which couples decide to cohabit or how the children influence this process. 

The current study highlighted the important influence that children have on this process. 

For participants in this study, decisions regarding cohabitation were influenced by the 
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presence or absence of children living at home. Some chose not to cohabit because they 

believed it would set a bad example for their children or because they thought it would 

cause too much of a disruption in their children's lives. 

Finally, relative to cohabitation, the current study also pointed out the importance 

of considering cohabitation as an alternative to remarriage in postdivorce committed 

relationships. Not everyone who enters into a relationship after divorce wants to get 

remarried. In fact, many participants in the current study emphasized that they had no 

intention of remarrying. Instead, these people had decided with their partners that they 

were content to live together in a committed relationship that was similar to marriage. It 

is therefore important when considering postdivorce courtship to recognize that there are 

many different types of postdivorce committed relationships. These may or may not 

include cohabitation, and they also may or may not result in remarriage. 

Limitations of the Study 

Interviews were used in the current study to investigate peoples' courtship 

experiences following divorce. Although interviews do provide rich detailed information, 

the intensive work involved in transcribing and coding them tends to limit sample size. In 

the present study, only ten individuals were interviewed. After ten interviews, theoretical 

saturation was reached and no new information seemed to emerge from the data. 

Reaching saturation influenced the decision to stop sampling. However, there is always 

the possibility that interviewing more individuals could have resulted in the further 

development of categories, properties, and dimensions within the model. 
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In this study, participants were interviewed at different points in the postdivorce 

courtship process. Relationship length for their current relationships ranged from seven 

months to nine years. While this provided a diversity of experiences to draw upon, some 

peoples' accounts could have been biased by selective memory in recalling the 

experiences of many years ago. A prospective study of postdivorce relationships that are 

in the initial stages would eliminate the selective memory problem. 

Certain demographic characteristics of the participants may have also limited the 

current study. The results of this study are based on the experiences of 10 predominantly 

White, highly educated, upper-income Americans. Differences in postdivorce courtship 

experiences may be noted among those of different cultural, educational, and 

sociodemographic backgrounds. A strength of the current study was the diversity in 

participants' geographic locations. Individuals interviewed in the current study were from 

the Northwestem, Southwestern, Midwestern, and Rocky Mountain regions of the United 

States. 

One of the criteria for inclusion the current study was that participants had to have 

a child or children. This decision was based upon the findings of previous research 

indicating the importzmt role children play in the remarriage courtship process. As a 

result, the model presented in this study is based only upon the postdivorce courtship 

experiences of those with children. Given that children emerged as such a significant 

factor in the current model, it is possible that a model of postdivorce courtship that did 
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not involve children may look quite different. Therefore, incorporating nonparents into 

the postdivorce courtship research would be valuable. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

There has been very little research on the experience of courtship following 

divorce. Although the current study provides a starting point for understanding 

postdivorce courtship relationships, this remains an area of great potential for future 

research. One suggestion for future research is to follow postdivorce committed couples 

longitudinally. A longitudinal study of these couples would allow researchers to 

determine which factors differentiate those couples that stay together from those that 

break up. It may also help unravel the differences between long-term committed couples 

and those that eventually remarry. It would also be useful to look more closely at 

satisfaction levels in postdivorce committed couples and try to determine which factors 

influence satisfaction both positively and negatively. Studies such as these would be 

valuable not only to basic researchers but also to those working within applied settings. 

Another suggestion for future research is to incorporate the children into the 

postdivorce courtship research. The model which was developed involved the 

relationships among various individuals including the participants, their partners, and 

their children. However, only the one divorced partner/parent was interviewed. Given the 

important influence of children in the final model, it may be usefiil to interview the 

children as well. Children would provide a different perspective that may aid in 

understanding how they fit into the postdivorce courtship process. 
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Finally, obtaining demographic information on participants' partners would be 

useful in future studies. Questions on partner's age, income, ethnicity, education, number 

and age of children, etc. should be included in the demographic questionnaire. Previous 

research has shown that remarried couples are less similar to each other on demographic 

characteristics than first-married couples (Dean &. Gurak, 1978). By obtaining 

demographic information on both partners, future research could test this hypothesis 

within a sample of individuals involved in postdivorce courtship relationships that do not 

necessarily lead to remarriage. 

The obvious significance of this research is the insight it may contribute in 

seeking to understand postdivorce courtship relationships. Previous research has focused 

only on first-time courtship behavior and, to a lesser extent, courtship for remarriage. 

This study identified the process through which courtship following divorce is 

experienced and the key factors influencing this process. Given large number of 

individuals experiencing courtship after divorce, further investigation of this topic 

warrants the attention of fiiture research. 
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APPENDIX A 

HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL 
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RECRUITMENT FLYER 



I-* 

Dating Relationships 
Following Divorce Study 

Looking for men and women to participate in a 
UA Division of Family Studies research project on 
dating relationships following divorce. 

To be included in this project, you must: 

• Be divorced, 
• Have a child or children, and 
• Be involved in a committed relationship 

with a member of the opposite sex. 

Responses will be kept confidential. You will be 
compensated for your time. Call Lucinda at 

626-5382 (days) 
615-1302 (evenings) 

7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7  
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COURTSHIP FOLLOWING DIVORCE 
PARTICIPANT'S CONSENT 

I am being asked to read die following material to ensure that 1 am informed of the nature of 
this research study and of how I will participate in it, if I consent to do so. Signing this form 
will indicate that I have been so informed and that I give my consent. Federal regulations 
require written informed consent prior to participation in this research study so that I can 
know the nature and risks of my participation and can decide to participate or not participate 
in a free and informed manner. 

I am being invited to participate voluntarily in the above-titled research project. The purpose 
of this project is to examine how people experience courtship following divorce. The 
investigator is studying how my current relationship developed and how 1 have experienced 
courtship following my divorce. 

I am being invited to participate because I am divorced, have a child or children, and am 
currently involved in a committed heterosexual relationship. 1 am one of approximately 15 
individuals who will participate in this study. 

If I agree to participate. 1 will be asked to do the following: 

Take part in an interview. The interview will be recorded on a standard tape recorder. I will 
also be asked to fill out a questionnaire concerning demographic information (e.g.. gender, 
age. ethnicity, etc.). Participation in this study will take approximately one hour. 

While this study entails little or no risk, I am aware that, if 1 choose, I may terminate the 
interview at any time. I acknowledge that 1 will receive $10.00 upon completion of my 
participation. 

The benefits of this study include gaining a greater insight into my current romantic 
relationship and the experience of courtship following divorce. 

1 understand that my participation in this study will be kept entirely confidential. No names 
will be placed on any of the data obtained, and only those persons who are conducting this 
study will be given access to the information. 

If I have additional questions concerning my participation in this study, 1 may call 
Lucinda S. Richmond, M. S. at (520) 621-7127. 

If I have any questions concerning my rights as a research participant, 1 may call the 
Human Subjects Committee Office at (520) 626-6721. 
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AUTHORIZATION 

BEFORE GIVING MY CONSENT BY SIGNING THIS FORM, THE METHODS, 
INCONVENIENCES, RISKS, AND BENEFITS HAVE BEEN EXPLAINED TO ME AND 
MY QUESTIONS HAVE BEEN ANSWERED. I UNDERSTAND THAT I MAY ASK 
QUESTIONS AT ANY TIME AND THAT I AM FREE TO WITHDRAW FROM THE 
PROJECT AT ANY TIME WITHOUT CAUSING BAD FEELINGS. MY 
PARTICIPATION IN THIS PROJECT MAY BE ENDED BY THE INVESTIGATOR FOR 
REASONS THAT WOULD BE EXPLAINED. NEW INFORMATION DEVELOPED 
DURING THE COURSE OF THIS STUDY WHICH MAY AFFECT MY WILLINGNESS 
TO CONTINUE IN THIS RESEARCH PROJECT WILL BE GIVEN TO ME AS IT 
BECOMES AVAILABLE. I UNDERSTAND THAT THIS CONSENT FORM WILL BE 
FILED IN AN AREA DESIGNATED BY THE HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE WITH 
ACCESS RESTRICTED TO THE PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR, LUCINDA S. 
RICHMOND, M.S., OR AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE OF THE DIVISION OF 
FAMILY STUDIES. I UNDERSTAND THAT I DO NOT GIVE UP ANY OF MY LEGAL 
RIGHTS BY SIGNING TFHS FORM. A COPY OF THIS SIGNED CONSENT FORM 
WILL BE GIVEN TO ME. 

Signature of Participant Date 

INVESTIGATOR'S .AFFIDAVIT 

I have carefully explained to the participant the nature of the above project. I hereby certify 
that to the best of my knowledge the person who is signing this consent form understands 
clearly the nature, demands, benefits, and risks involved in his/her participation and his/her 
signature is legally valid. A medical problem or language or educational barrier has not 
precluded this understanding. 

Signature of Investigator Date 

Lucinda S. Richmond, M.S. 
Project Director 
(520) 621-7127 
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INITIAL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

What's it like to start dating after divorce? Was it what you expected? Were there any 
surprises? 

How is dating after your divorce different from dating the first time around/before your 
first marriage? How is it similar? 

How did you meet your current partner? 

You said you and your partner consider yourselves to be a couple. How did you get to this 
point? 

Why do you and your partner consider yourselves to be in a committed relationship? 
What does it mean to you to be in a committed relationship? How did you reach this 
point? 

What were some of the most influential factors that helped you become a couple/get to 
where you are now? Were there any blocks? 



139 

APPENDIX E 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 



140 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please indicate the appropriate answer for each question. 

1. How many children do you have? 

2. How many stepchildren do you have? 

3. How many children do you have from your most recent marriage? 

4. Please indicate the following ONLY FOR YOUR OWN CHILDREN rNQT 
YOUR STEPCHILDREN): 

Age Sex Birthday School Grade 

Oldest M F 

Second M F 

Third M F 

Fourth M F 

Fifth M F 

5. How many times have you been married? 

6. For your most recent marriage, how long were you married? 

7. For your most recent marriage, how long have you been separated? 

8. What is your age? 

9. What is your employment status? 

full-time retired other: 

part-time unemployed 

10. What days of the week do you work? 

Monday Thursday Sunday 
Tuesday Friday 
Wednesday Saturday 

11. What hours do you work each day? (e.g., 8-12, 9-5) 

Monday Thursday Sunday 
Tuesday Friday 
Wednesday Saturday 
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12. What is your gross annual persona] income? 

Less than $5,000 
$5,000-$7,999 
$8,000-511,999 
$12,000-$ 14,999 
$15,000-$ 19,999 
$20,000-$24,999 
$25,000-529,999 

13. What is your gross annual family income? 

Less than $5,000 
$5,000-$7,999 
$8,000-$ 11,999 
$ 12,000-$ 14,999 
$ 15.000-$ 19,999 
$20,000-$24,999 
$25,000-$29,999 

14. What is your ethnic background? 

African American/Black (non-Hispanic) 
Caucasian/White (non-Hispanic) 
Hispanic/Latino 
Native American/Eskimo/Aleut 
Other: 

15. What is the highest grade in school that you finished? 

Seventh grade or less 
Eighth grade 
Ninth grade 
Tenth grade 
Eleventh grade 
Twelfth grade 
Freshman in college or one year of vocational training 
Sophomore in college or tvvo years of vocational training 
Junior in college 
Senior in college/Bachelor's degree 
Graduate education beyond Bachelor's degree 
Graduate degree (please specify) 

$30,000-$34.999 
$35,000-539.999 
$40,000-$49,999 
$50,000-559,999 
$60,000-$79,999 
$80,000 or more 

$30,000-$34,999 
$35,000-$39,999 
$40,000-$49,999 
$50,000-$59.999 
$60.000-$79,999 
$80,000 or more 
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