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ABSTRACT 

 
Over 20 years ago Furstenberg (1979) called for more research on the relationship 

between former spouses.  Despite that call, not many empirical studies have examined 

this relationship, particularly among those who are remarried (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999).  

The small body of literature that has studied remarriage is primarily based on large 

national databases that take a distant, external, stance to the data.  Little, if any, research 

exists that takes a process-oriented approach to understanding the difficulties faced by 

individuals who remarry.  Yet, 4 out of 10 people entering marriage today are entering a 

marriage where one or both spouses have been previously married (Ihinger-Tallman & 

Pasley, 1997).  Currently, the applied literature lacks the necessary information to 

establish a theory regarding remarriage and how previous marriages affect current 

relationships.  Many of the explanations that exist are speculative and lack theoretical 

grounding.  This study used grounded theory methodology in an attempt to understand a 

complex social phenomenon that is affecting many lives.   

The sample consisted of 8 couples who indicated that they left a relationship that 

was dissatisfying and were currently in a satisfying relationship.  Each participant was in 

their second marriage, remarried as a result of divorce, married less than 5 years, and not 

severely distressed.   Participants were interviewed individually and then together with 

their spouse and were asked to describe how their first marriages were currently affecting 

their second marriages.  Trust, and how it was affected over the course of the 

relationship, was the central category that emerged.  From this central category three 

categories were developed: lack of trust in the previous relationship, attempts to increase 



 xii

trust in the development of the current relationship, and presence of trust in the current 

relationship.  The experiences of three participants were highlighted to show the 

relationships between categories and how the trust in relationships varied among these 

categories.  Through the use of participant feedback, internal and external auditors, and 

existing literature the findings were validated.  From these results provisional hypotheses 

were developed and implications for clinicians working with couples who remarry were 

discussed.   
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Divorce touches many lives—including my own.  As a young teenage boy, I 

watched my parents follow a path forged by many before them.  Presently, as a clinician, 

I sit with people who struggle daily to overcome its pervasive pain.  Even though divorce 

rates continue to decline, it is still estimated that nearly one-half of couples will 

eventually divorce (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2001).  Although divorce is painful, 

research indicates that many continue to value the institution of marriage and will 

eventually find themselves remarried (Bray, 1999; Bumpass, Sweet, & Castro-Martin, 

1990; Ihinger-Tallman & Pasley, 1997).  In fact, according to statistics, 75% of those 

who divorce will eventually remarry (Coleman et al., 2000; Furstenberg & Cherlin, 

1991), about one-third of those who are currently married have been married at least once 

before (Ihinger-Tallman & Pasley, 1997) and approximately 4 out of 10 people who 

marry today are entering a marriage in which at least one partner has been married before 

(Ihinger-Tallman & Pasley, 1997; Norton & Miller, 1992).  If this trend continues, 

professionals estimate that the majority of people in this country will be married more 

than once during their lifetime (Ihinger-Tallman & Pasley, 1997).   

Unfortunately, findings suggest that the divorce rate for subsequent marriages is 

approximately 10% higher than the divorce rate of first marriages, thus, approximately 

60% of remarried couples will end up dissolving their unions over the course of their 

relationship (Bumpass et al., 1990; Ganong, Coleman, & Weaver, 2002; Meyerstein, 

1997).  Not only are more people divorcing, but research indicates that couples are 
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divorcing much sooner than they did in earlier decades.  The median duration of first 

marriages for women ages 20-54 in the 1980s was 7.9 years (Glick & Lin, 1987) 

compared to 6.3 in the 1990s (Ihinger-Tallman & Pasley, 1997; Norton & Miller, 1992).  

These findings suggests that many Americans will find themselves experiencing the pain 

of divorce on more than one occasion (Bray, 1999; Faust & McKibben, 1999) and that 

children may transition with their parents through several marriages (Ihinger-Tallman & 

Pasley, 1997).  Based on the magnitude of these statistics, one might assume that 

remarriage has been the focus of family research for many decades.  This, however, has 

not been the case.   

Up until two decades ago the phenomenon of remarriage and stepfamily 

formation was not even an integral part of scholarly research.  Family scholars spent most 

of their attention focusing on divorce and its consequences on the family.  It wasn’t until 

Cherlin (1978) published an article suggesting that remarriage was an “incomplete 

institution” that family scholars began paying closer attention to the inherent difficulties 

associated with remarriage.  As a result of this pivotal article, research interest in 

remarriage and stepfamilies grew drastically during the 1980s and 1990s (Cherlin & 

Furstenberg, 1994; Coleman & Ganong, 1990; Ihinger-Tallman, 1988; Pasley & Ihinger-

Tallman, 1992, 1995).  Since that time, due to continued interest and increased 

availability of large national data sets, researchers have been able to move past the simple 

between group comparisons (which primarily consisted of comparing stepfamilies with 

first-married families) to more refined within group comparisons (e.g., step-father versus 

stepmother stepfamilies, simple versus complex, Coleman & Ganong, 1990; Esses & 



 

 3

Campbell, 1984; Ihinger-Tallman & Pasley, 1997; Pasley & Ihinger-Tallman, 1992; 

Price-Bonham & Balswick, 1980).    

As a result, researchers have been able to explore important empirical questions 

that have helped established some consistencies and generalizations for remarried 

families.  For example, research tends to consistently find that (a) stepfathers are less 

involved than stepmothers (Amato, 1987; Bray & Berger, 1993; Cherlin & Furstenberg, 

1994), (b) stepfamilies require approximately 3 to 5 years to develop a sense of family 

cohesion (Bray, 1988; Hetherington, 1991), (c) the stepmother-stepchild relationship is 

the most difficult of all stepfamily relationships (Ahrons & Wallisch, 1987; Fine, 

Voydayoff, & Donnelly, 1993), (d) most studies based on gender of the child suggest that 

stepfather-stepdaughter relationships are more conflictual and negative than stepfather-

stepson relations (Bray, 1988; Hetherington, 1991; Hetherington, 1993; Heatherington & 

Clingempeel, 1992), and (e) children that reside in stepfamily households leave home 

earlier than children in single-parent and first-married families (Aquilino, 1991; Kiernan, 

1992; Wiser & Burch, 1989).  While these trends do not yet institutionalize remarriage, 

the fact that they are reported over and over in the literature suggests that norms have 

begun to emerge (Ihinger-Tallman & Pasley, 1997).  Although these norms represent a 

substantial growth in understanding the dynamics associated with stepfamilies an area 

that continues to be neglected is the marital relationship of remarried couples. 

Second marriages not only encounter typical stressors common to marriage, but 

they also face difficulties not encountered by those in their first marriage (Bray, 1999).  

Of these difficulties, the ones that receive the most attention professionally are parenting, 

stepchildren, and managing finances (Ganong, Coleman, & Mistina, 1995; Jacobson, 



 

 4

1993; Nielsen, 1990; Schmiege, Richards, & Zvonkovic, 2001).  Relatively little 

attention, however, is given to the unique differences experienced by remarried partners 

when interacting with one another.  A telling sign of this neglect is Ihinger-Tallman & 

Pasley’s (1997) review of literature regarding stepfamilies.  Their article consists of 21 

pages of review outlining the different struggles stepfamilies encounter and all of the 

relationships that are affected by these difficulties.  Of those 21 pages, only two 

paragraphs are dedicated to the husband-wife relationship and those two paragraphs focus 

on how children affect marital outcomes.   

Although this number increased (from 2 paragraphs to 13) in the 2000 review the 

overall trend remained the same (Coleman et al., 2000).  And yet, Visher and Visher 

(1988) found that the key to marital relationships in remarriages wasn’t the structural 

complexities or the presence/absence of children but rather how the couple interacted 

around these issues (Ihinger-Tallman & Pasley, 1997; Visher & Visher, 1988).  

Unfortunately, a majority of the literature that exists regarding remarriage is done from a 

distant, behaviorally based, external look at the phenomenon (Coleman et al., 2000; 

Ihinger-Tallman & Paley, 1997).  The gap in the literature is research that explores the 

intrapersonal challenges remarried couples face surrounding these issues (Masheter, 

1997; Stokes & Wampler, 2002).  This suggests that family scholars need research that is 

closer to the data, more process-oriented, and focused on the internal experiences of 

remarried couples.  Using this approach, professionals can develop a better understanding 

of how remarried couples interact and how those interactions affect their marital quality. 
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History of Loss 

One of the most unique areas of interaction faced by those who remarry is the 

history of loss underlying the new relationship (Visher & Visher, 1996; Visher & Visher, 

1990).  It is argued that:  

If a person has experienced other losses prior to the divorce and additional losses 
after the divorce, he or she may be in an especially hazardous situation…taking 
such losses into account may explain more about the difficulties in adjustment 
associated with marital dissolution. (Kitson & Holmes, 1992, p. 293) 
   

Post-divorce adjustment has received a moderate amount of clinical and academic 

attention.  One of the prevailing theories in post-divorce adjustment is that even though 

the marriage has officially dissolved, many spouses report a persistent attachment 

towards their ex-spouse (Weiss, 1975).   Redefining the emotional relationship between 

two former spouses is more prolonged, especially for those partners who are sharing 

parenting responsibilities (Madden-Derdich & Arditti, 1999).  During the post-divorce 

adjustment period, this persistent attachment has been identified as a primary source of 

increased emotional distress in both the empirical and clinical literature and is an  

important factor in whether or not the relationship is healthy or unhealthy (Madden-

Derdich & Arditti, 1999; Masheter, 1997; Masheter, 1998; Weiss, 1975).   

 

Healthy and Unhealthy Relationships among Ex-spouses 

Another challenge that has a potential impact on the marital quality of remarried 

couples is the relationship they have with their ex-spouse (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; 

Knox & Zusman, 2001; Masheter, 1991, 1997, 1998; Stokes & Wampler, 2002).  This 

challenge has prompted researchers to explore the relationship between ex-spouses in an 
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attempt to discover what constitutes a healthy versus unhealthy relationship (Knox & 

Zusman, 2001; Masheter, 1991, 1997, 1998).  According to the literature, ex-spouses 

with low levels of preoccupation and high reports of friendship are significantly better off 

than their counterparts who report high levels of preoccupation and high levels of 

friendship (Masheter, 1997).  Likewise, respondents who report high levels of hostility 

and low levels of preoccupation are much better off than those with high hostility and 

high preoccupation (Masheter, 1997).  Thus, it appears that a low level of preoccupation 

is the defining indicator of whether or not a post-divorce relationship is healthy or 

unhealthy (Madden-Derdich & Arditti, 1999; Masheter, 1997; Masheter, 1998; Weiss, 

1975).  Although significant strides have been made in understanding the relationship 

between ex-spouses only a small portion of that literature has been devoted to 

understanding how remarriage affects that relationship (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; Knox 

& Zusman, 2001).  The following section will outline some of that research and discuss 

its implications. 

 

Affects of Post-divorce Adjustment on Remarriage 

Couples who remarry are given mixed messages regarding the role an ex-spouse 

should play in their relationship (Ahrons, 1994; Ahrons & Rodgers, 1987; Buunk & 

Mutsaers, 1999; Knox & Zusman, 2001).  Historically, the gold standard of relationships 

amongst former spouses was emotional detachment (Cole & Cole, 1999; Kressel, Lopez-

Morillas, Weinglass, & Deutsch, 1978; Masheter, 1997; Weiss, 1975).  Since anger and 

hostility were such common experiences for those experiencing divorce, individuals were 

often advised to sever all ties and move on with their life (Amato, 2000; Buunk & 
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Mutsaers, 1999; Masheter, 1997).  In fact, former spouses that reported any form of 

persistent attachment, feelings of love, or desires to be taken care of by their ex-spouse 

were often seen as unhealthy (Ambert, 1989; Kitson & Holmes, 1992; Masheter, 1997; 

Tschann, Johnston, & Wallerstein, 1989).  However, as additional research emerged ex-

spouses were given a different recommendation. They were encouraged to increase 

contact with their ex-spouse for the welfare of the children.  

Increased contact.  Upon studying the effects of conflict associated with divorce, 

researchers discovered that the divorce itself was not the most harmful indicator of 

negative adjustment for children whose parents have divorced (Amato, 2000; 

Blankenhorn, 1995; Glenn, 1996; Popenoe, 1996).  Rather they were told it was the 

amount of conflict between the parents, both within the marriage and post-marriage.  

Therefore, a new recommendation surfaced, suggesting that parents learn to cooperate for 

the sake of the children (Ahrons, 1994; Ahrons & Rodgers, 1987; Amato, 2000).  Instead 

of angry hostility that led to emotional detachment, ex-spouses were encouraged to 

establish an amicable co-parenting relationship.  While this new type of cooperation was 

beneficial for children it had an adverse affect on remarriages (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; 

Knox & Zusman, 2001).   

Impact on remarriages.  Having two parents that cooperate is much more 

beneficial for children of divorce (Amato, 2000; Clapp, 1992; Garrity & Baris, 1994).  

Unfortunately, it appears that maintaining a cooperative co-parenting relationship can 

negatively affect the satisfaction experienced in remarriages (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; 

Knox & Zusman, 2001).  According to Knox & Zusman (2001) remarried wives who 

perceived their husbands as being attached to their former spouse had less marital 
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happiness, increased thoughts of divorce, and higher levels of regret regarding the 

decision to remarry.  It also appears that the more hostility a remarried partner has for 

their former spouse the more positive their relationship is with their new spouse (Buunk 

& Mutsaers, 1999; Ganong & Coleman, 1994; Roberts & Price, 1989).   

From this perspective, maintaining a close personal relationship with a former 

spouse is often seen as threatening and might lead to potential conflict in the remarriage 

(Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; Coleman et al. 2000; Coleman & Ganong, 1994).  Remarried 

spouses may fear that their ability to create a close, intimate attachment with their new 

spouse would be hampered by a continued attachment to the former spouse (Buunk & 

Mutsaers, 1999; Cole & Cole, 1999; Goetting, 1982; Masheter, 1997; Weiss, 1975).   

Thus, remarried individuals are in a very difficult predicament.  For the benefit of 

their biological children they must figure out how to maintain a positive co-parenting 

relationship with their ex-spouse while simultaneously maintaining enough emotional 

distance to prevent problems from arising with their new partner (Knox & Zusman, 

2001). 

Need for additional research.  While the problems facing remarried couples is 

evident, professionals lack a theory that helps conceptualize how current marital 

relationships are being affected by previous marriages.  As with many areas of research, 

the relationship between former spouses and its impact on the current relationship is 

replete with conflicting information.  In many cases this information stems from 

researchers collecting data and then coming up with ideas based on those findings.  A 

more helpful approach might be to take a step back and develop a theory which in turn 

could guide the direction of research (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). The purpose of this study, 
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therefore, is to develop such a theory; more specifically the aim is to understand how 

experiences from a person’s first marriage are affecting their current marriage.  To 

accomplish this, a grounded theory methodology will be employed to interview 

participants who have been divorced and who are currently in their second marriage.  By 

using this approach complex questions surrounding remarriage can be answered through 

a more process-oriented approach aimed at understanding the internal experiences of 

remarried couples.   

Process oriented approach to internal experiences.  In their study on remarried 

couples seeking therapy Stokes and Wampler (2002) made the following observation: 

A spouse who has remarried someone believed to be ‘totally opposite’ from the 
previous partner may continuously compare the behaviors of the new partner to 
those of the previous spouse, alert to any sign that the pattern of behaviors is 
similar.  Discovery of such parallels in behavior between the ex-spouse and the 
new spouse may lead to temper outbursts, frequent arguments, feelings of 
inferiority or self-consciousness, along with a growing feeling of hopelessness 
about the future. (p. 103) 
 

While this quote does an excellent job describing a difficult internal experience that 

remarried couples might face, little, if any research exists on how to help couples manage 

this process.  A potential reason for this lack of guidance is the fact that most research 

focused on remarriage relies heavily on a distant, external look at the issues regarding 

this phenomenon.  The current literature does not have the research sensitivity to study 

this potential comparison and the impact it has on the relationship.  In order to understand 

these complex intricacies clinicians and other helping professionals are forced to borrow 

explanations from other areas.   

For example, one possible explanation for the following quote is the clinical work 

by Johnson, Makinen, & Millikin (2001).  They introduced a concept referred to as 
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attachment injuries.  An attachment injury occurs when “one partner violates the 

expectation that the other will offer comfort and caring in times of danger or distress…it 

is characterized by an abandonment or by a betrayal of trust during a critical moment of 

need thus defining the relationship as insecure” (Johnson, Makinen, & Millikin, 2001, p. 

145).  Applying attachment injuries to the context of divorce and remarriage, a case could 

be made that the “temper outbursts, frequent arguments, feelings of inferiority or self-

consciousness, and the growing feeling of hopelessness about the future” (Stokes & 

Wampler, 2002, p. 103) might stem from past injuries.  Conceptually, one could argue 

that a partner who trusted their former spouse and felt abandoned in their critical time of 

need might be extra cautious in their interactions with their new spouse.  A sign in the 

new relationship that reminded them of past injuries might trigger fear that their current 

spouse is going to repeat the same behaviors of the former spouse.  This interaction may 

increase their sense of hopelessness and lead to dissatisfaction with the new relationship.  

While this rationale seems valid, many equally valid explanations could exist.  Hence, the 

need for a study that is more sensitive to the complex intricacies of interpersonal 

experiences of remarried individuals.   

While couples could rate the level of difficulty surrounding their interpersonal 

experiences, the personal meaning attributed to that difficulty is often lost in the data.  

Allowing remarried couples to expand their experiences outside of the confining scales 

used in paper-pencil instruments might broaden the understanding of clinicians and other 

helping professionals.  Based on these experiences, this study will attempt to develop a 

theory regarding the affect first marriages are having on current relationships.  Grounding 
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this theory to the emerging data will hopefully provide the necessary guidance for 

professionals to work more effectively with remarried couples.   

 

Grounded Theory 

 Most articles call for a detailed review of the literature surrounding the areas of 

interest.  While this information will be included, it is important to understand the 

rationale for including it in an article based on grounded theory.  Grounded theory is 

defined as “a flexible set of inductive strategies for collecting and analyzing qualitative 

data.  These methods emphasize building inductive theories through data analysis. Hence, 

you create theoretical categories that are directly ‘grounded’ in your data” (Charmaz, 

2003, p. 82).  One of the distinguishing characteristics of grounded theory methodology 

is that researchers “develop analytic codes and categories from the data and not from 

preconceived hypotheses” (Charmaz, 2003, p. 82).   

Setting aside these preconceived hypotheses opens up space for the researchers to 

hear their participants’ experiences more fully rather than simply focusing on the data 

that supports preexisting inquiries.  Rather than approaching this study, therefore, with 

detailed, concrete hypotheses, the idea of sensitizing concepts will be used.  Based on the 

pivotal work of Blumer (1969), sensitizing concepts are described as sets of general 

concepts that contribute to the specific research interest/question being addressed.   

While sensitizing concepts are essential in providing direction during question 

development and data collection, they should not limit the researcher in the same manner 

as preexisting hypotheses (Charmaz, 2003).  Rather than explaining the entire 

phenomenon researchers should understand that these concepts explain a portion of the 
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experience (Creswell, 1998).  Only through performing an on-going analysis of the data 

being collected can a researcher begin to develop the overarching theory of what is being 

explored.  In fact, according to this methodology, it is only after the data has been 

collected and partially analyzed that the researchers should return to the literature 

regarding these categories.  At that point in time, the categories can be used to conduct an 

in-depth review of the literature, either validating existing literature, or providing new 

insights to the research already available (Charmaz, 2003).   

Therefore, existing literature can be used to make comparisons as well as provide 

a foundation for the general theory.  If used correctly, existing literature can be used as an 

analytic tool that helps foster the process of conceptualization (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  

The following section, therefore, will review the existing literature on divorce and 

remarriage and highlight the concepts that have brought me to this research question and 

method of collecting data.   
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

It is not to see something first, but to establish solid connections between the 
previously known and hitherto unknown that constitutes the essence of specific 
discovery. (Selye, 1956, p. 6) 

 
 Grounded theory methodology relies heavily on the process of discovery.  

Discovery, according to Strauss and Corbin (1998), is not developing hypotheses first and 

then testing their accuracy.  Rather it is based on taking what is known and comparing it 

with the unknown.  One of the most difficult tasks of discovery is the interplay between 

objectivity and sensitivity.  Objectivity captures the need to develop interpretations that 

are both impartial and accurate (Creswell, 1998; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  However, 

unlike quantitative research, objectivity in qualitative research does not mean controlling 

the variables.  Instead it means that the researcher is willing to be open, to listen to the 

respondents, and allow their voice to be the one that is heard (Charmaz, 2003; Creswell, 

1998; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  Sensitivity, on the other hand, requires an ability to gain 

insight into the data and have enough knowledge to give meaning to that data (Strauss & 

Corbin, 1998).  It allows the researcher to see underneath the obvious and highlight the 

new (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  It is necessary in order to identify the connections 

between concepts as well as understand the subtle differences and meanings within the 

data (Hylander, 2003; Haddock, Ziemba, Zimmerman, & Current, 2001).  The challenge 

exists in establishing an appropriate balance between these two concepts.   

As researchers we are encouraged to set aside our knowledge, our experience, and 

our preconceptions in order to form new interpretations regarding phenomena. The 
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difficulty, however, is that as human beings we use our knowledge and experience to find 

solutions to problems we encounter in the world around us. These experiences often 

provide us with the sensitivity necessary to create meaning in our lives. However, if 

personal knowledge and experience are given too much credence in the research process, 

then researchers run the risk of shadowing the research with their own preconceived 

notions. Therefore, researchers are faced with the difficult interplay between the act of 

research and the researcher (Charmaz, 2003; Creswell, 1998; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  

All research (either qualitative or quantitative) is influenced in some manner by an 

element of subjectivity.  Rather than working under the guise that this study is objective it 

is important to recognize that subjectivity is a concern and that every measure is taken in 

order to minimize its influence on data analysis.   

The best method for recognizing subjectivity and limiting its influence on the 

project in question is through the use of bracketing.  Bracketing encourages researchers to 

bracket their own experiences, including preconceptions, hypotheses, questions and other 

personal experiences (Cresswell, 1998; Moustakas, 1994; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  This 

creates space for the researchers to understand the participants’ experiences rather than 

using their own framework to explain the phenomenon.  Although complete objectivity is 

not obtained it does allow the researcher to understand his/her own biases and to make 

those more transparent.  The following section, therefore, will not only outline my own 

experiences with this research question but will also outline the sensitizing concepts that 

exist in the literature regarding this topic. 
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Self of the Researcher 

 The qualitative paradigm requires researchers to look inside themselves in order 

to ask questions regarding potential biases that may alter the research.  The following 

section explores three areas that have influenced my beliefs regarding this question and 

insight into how they might affect the position I take during the study.  They are personal 

history, clinical experience, and future expectations. 

 

Personal History 

My parents divorced when I was 12.  Unlike most divorces the separation was 

amicable.  Pain was involved on both sides but as a child I never felt forced to choose one 

side over the other.  I assumed, perhaps naively, that the path my parents had chosen was 

the best for them and that they adjusted fairly well.  Both had remarried and seem to have 

decent marriages.  Imagine my surprise 14 years later when I received the following 

quote: 

When I got divorced it was like somebody walked up to a chalkboard and erased 
my past and my future.  What’s worse is that once I got into another relationship I 
never really unpacked my bags because down deep I really knew that sooner or 
later things would change. 
 

This quote was my father’s response to a question I asked him (and several other family 

members who had experienced divorce/remarriage) in preparation for a presentation on 

divorce.  Not only was I amazed at my father’s intuitiveness but, more surprising, was the 

deep seated pain that existed several years after the divorce—all the time maintaining an 

amicable relationship with my mother.  At that point in time he had divorced his second 

wife, remarried, and was beginning to have difficulties in his third marriage.  I realized 
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that not only was my father in a tremendous amount of pain but also that his subsequent 

marriages were being affected by his first marriage.  He seemed to be filtering his current 

experiences through his previous pain.  Although I did not ask him what impact his first 

marriage was having on his current relationship, the image portrayed in his description 

leads me to believe that it was indeed being impacted.  That experience was over 3 years 

ago but the powerful impact it had on me is still very vivid.  In fact, while it is difficult to 

pinpoint the exact moment I began to develop this question in my mind, I believe this 

experience was a major contributing factor underlying my interest in this topic.   

The second experience that has influenced my desire to study this topic is much 

less personal but equally powerful.  Recently, while passing two coworkers in the hall, I 

overheard the following conversation.  One coworker said she recently found out that her 

ex-husband’s dog had passed away.  The other coworker, thinking she heard her friend 

say her ex-husband had passed away, offered her condolences.  The first woman, picking 

up the fact that her friend misheard her, said, “It wasn’t my ex-husband.  If he died I 

wouldn’t care.  In fact, I might be happier.  It was my ex-husband’s dog; that’s who I’m 

sad about.”  When I imagine this woman in another relationship I can’t help but wonder 

what impact that indifference towards her first husband might be having on her current 

relationship.   

Both of these stories capture the intense feelings of loss and anger that are often 

associated with divorce and remarriage.  However, according to the research that exists, 

these experiences do not encompass everyone’s experience of divorce.  Often people are 

able to maintain very good relationships with their ex-spouse and still experience a 

positive and loving remarriage (Ahrons, 1994).  Simply focusing on the negative aspects 
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of divorce and how they are influencing second marriages would be incomplete. Space 

needs to be created to explore the positive influence ex-spouses may have on the current 

relationship.   

 

Clinical Experience 

Approximately one year ago I signed on to be a clinician in the Parenting Alone 

project that was taking place at Texas Tech University.  The purpose of that program was 

to help single parents learn various parenting methods that would help their children 

overcome some of the damaging effects of divorce.  As a part of that program, I was 

privileged to be given the opportunity to sit with several clients that were personally 

struggling with their divorce.  Many expressed the intense grief, pain, and hurt they were 

experiencing as they saw their spouse leave and realized that their relationship was over.  

It seems the person they expected to love, cherish, and appreciate them the most was the 

one that ended up hurting them the deepest.  Many of the participants were saying that 

they would never trust again, that trusting merely led to pain.  When asked about future 

relationships they claimed that they didn’t want to try again, that trying again would 

simply mean more pain.  And yet, statistically speaking, at least 4 out of every 10 of these 

participants will find themselves remarried in the near future (Coleman et al., 2000).  I 

remember having a distinct impression that if these feelings were not resolved then they 

would have a potentially damaging impact on future relationships.   

While this was not the origin of my ideas regarding potential effects of previous 

marriages on current relationships, it definitely provided an increased desire to better 

understand this process.  In hearing their stories, I realized that this phenomenon was 
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extremely complex and would require hearing the stories of others who have undergone 

this experience.  However, I did not want to stop there.  Once I uncovered themes and 

categories that were consistent across stories, I wanted to develop a theory that allowed 

me, as a clinician, to ease some of the pain and anguish they were experiencing.  It was 

this desire that led me to the literature surrounding grounded theory methodology.  While 

phenomenology may have helped me understand the lived experience, or the meaning 

behind those experiences, it would have been limited to that small sample of individuals.  

I do not want my investigation to end there.  I want to continue to build on this study until 

I have confidence in a theory that helps me understand how experiences in a first 

marriage affect the second marriage.   

 

Future Expectations 

Another realization that emerged upon hearing these stories was that I was 

sympathizing with somebody that was not present—I was sympathizing with the 

children.  While the experiences of the spouses are often extremely painful, the ones I 

identify with the most are not the ex-spouses but rather the children.  Part of my desire to 

conduct this research is an obligation I feel to those children who might be suffering from 

their parents’ “mistake.”  Each child deserves to have two people that love and cherish 

them and at no time should they be forced to choose sides.  And yet, due to tense 

relationships between their parents, many children are forced to show allegiances, 

whether explicitly or implicitly.  Moreover, they lose the opportunity to live with both 

parents in the same household.  My hope is that the theory that emerges from this study 

will allow clinicians to intervene in three ways: (1) help remarried couples enhance their 
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relationship, decreasing the number of times people (including children) have to go 

through this transition, (2) help recently divorced individuals know what issues regarding 

their ex-spouses may be affecting their relationships so they can be addressed before 

remarrying, and (3)  provide a framework for future research into positive versus negative 

experiences within remarriages.   

 Based on these experiences it is obvious that I have certain preconceived notions 

and potential biases.  It is important for me to share these experiences so that others know 

what incidents are contributing to my perspective on this topic.  Although these 

experiences have increased my sensitivity to the complexity of this question and 

potentially helped me see beneath the obvious in order to make new discoveries, they 

have impacted my objectivity.  I realize that my understanding is based on my culture, 

my training, my values, and my experiences that I bring to the research project and it is 

important to remember that my experiences may be different from those of the 

respondents (Charmaz, 2003; Creswell, 1998; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  Therefore, it is 

important to bracket these experiences in order to ensure that the participants’ stories are 

the ones being heard and not mine.  The method section will discuss specific steps that 

will be used to ensure that these experiences are bracketed.  Now that these experiences 

have been discussed, and the backdrop regarding my personal interest in this topic has 

been given, a review of the literature will be provided.   

Reviewing the literature is important for two reasons.  First, an initial review of 

the literature can be useful during initial question development and data collection 

(Charmaz, 2003; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  Unlike the other forms of research, where 

reviews of literature are used to support preexisting hypotheses or help create new ones, 
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grounded theory methodology uses the literature as general concepts that contribute to the 

research question being addressed.  It helps increase the researcher’s sensitivity to the 

topic being researched.  However, similar to the experiences of the researcher, the 

literature can often bias the focus of the research.  Therefore, it is important to not only 

bracket the experience of the researcher but also to bracket existing research.  Thus, the 

second reason for the reviewing the literature is to bracket previous research.  This 

bracketed research can then be used later in the theory building process to either support 

emerging data or to provide the comparison necessary for new findings.  The following 

section will outline the literature on remarriage and discuss some areas that have been 

neglected.   

 

Literature on Remarriage 

 In the United States and other Western countries remarriage and stepfamilies have 

always represented a substantial portion of marriages (Coleman et al., 2000; Phillips, 

1997).  Although the number of remarriages in this country has always been significant, 

research based on remarriage did not receive attention until the early 1970’s.  Until this 

point in time the precursor to remarriage was much more likely to be bereavement than 

divorce (Coleman et al., 2000). Remarriage after the loss of a spouse is difficult, but in 

many ways does not produce the same challenges as remarriage resulting from divorce 

(Grinwald & Shabat, 1997; Marwit & Carusa, 1998).  With divorce, stepparents became 

additional parent figures instead of replacing a biological parent in the nuclear family 

(Coleman et al., 2000).  This made the post-divorce stepfamily hard to ignore and the 

1980s saw an explosion of scholarly interest (Coleman & Ganong, 1990; Coleman et al., 
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2000).  This interest continued to grow and by the end of the 1990s the body of literature 

that existed was three times larger than the published work before 1990 (Coleman et al., 

2000). 

 

Demographic Characteristics of Those who Remarry   

According to this body of literature, nearly one half of the marriages in the United 

States consist of a remarriage for one or both partners (Bumpass, Sweet, & Castro 

Martin, 1990; Coleman et al., 2000).  In fact it is estimated that 75% of those that divorce 

will get remarried (Bernstein, 2000; Coleman et al., 2000; Furstenberg & Cherlin, 1991).  

Unfortunately, findings suggest that divorce rates for remarriages are approximately 10% 

higher than first marriages (Bumpass et al., 1991; Ganong, Coleman, & Weaver, 2002; 

Meyerstein, 1997).  This means that approximately 60% of remarried couples will end up 

dissolving their unions over the course of their relationship (Bernstein, 2000; Coleman et 

al., 2000; Stokes & Wampler, 2002).  In fact, those in remarriages often end up divorcing 

much faster than their first marriage counterparts (Amato, 2000; Coleman et al., 2000; 

Olson & Defrain, 2000).  Serial remarriages are becoming increasingly common (Amato, 

2000; Cherlin, 1992; National Center for Health Statistics, 1993) and several people will 

find themselves in a number of marriages over the course of their lifespan (Amato, 2000).  

The mean length of time between divorce and remarriage for most individuals is just 

under 4 years, but 30% report remarrying within a year of their divorce ( Coleman et al., 

2000; Wilson & Clarke, 1992).  It appears that men remarry at higher rates than women 

and Whites remarry more than often than Blacks and Hispanics (Coleman et al., 2000; 

South, 1991). 
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The likelihood of getting remarried decreases for both men and women when 

children are involved, although the impact is much greater on women (Coleman et al., 

2000).   Although the presence of children decreases the likelihood of getting remarried, 

it is still anticipated that approximately one-third of all U.S. children will live in a 

remarried or cohabitating stepfamily household before the age of adulthood (Amato, 

2000; Bumpass, Raley, & Sweet, 1995; Coleman et al., 2000). Based on the number of 

people being affected by this phenomenon it is important to develop a theory that will 

help people build positive, meaningful relationships.  Unfortunately, the current literature 

that exists is replete with contradictions and tends to focus on the role of stepparent and 

not the quality or characteristics of the remarriage itself.  The following section, 

therefore, will outline some of these contradictions and discuss the sensitizing concepts 

that will help the readers understand the rationale for this particular study.   

 

Sensitizing Concepts Surrounding Remarried Couples 

Specific challenges faced by life in a stepfamily can be broken down into four 

main difficulties: (1) parenting children that are not your own, (2) sharing financial 

responsibilities with two families, (3) dividing time between family life (including 

extended families) and life as a couple and (4) maintaining a relationship with a former 

spouse (Beaudry, Parent, Saint-Jacques, Guay, & Boisvert, 2001).  Of these four, the first 

three have received by far the most clinical and empirical attention (Coleman et al., 2000; 

Ihinger-Tallman & Pasley, 1997; Stokes & Wampler, 2002).  In fact, the extensive 

amount of literature that exists regarding these areas of concern has led some researchers 

to claim that remarriage is no longer an incomplete institution in that norms are beginning 
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to emerge (Cherlin & Furstenberg, 1994; Coleman et al., 2000; Ihinger-Tallman, 1997).  

However, upon further review, the trends that have begun to emerge are all centered on 

the first three difficulties.  None discuss the role of the spouse and the quality of the 

relationship among remarried couples.  The following quote may help account for this 

discrepancy in the literature.  It states: 

Newly remarried couples do not generally have a period of time where roles are 
worked out gradually through extended contact between partners before children are 
introduced into the union. Instead, many remarried couples with children find that 
they are thrust into a system where different sets of already established role 
relationships clash and must be renegotiated and where previously undefined 
steprelationships must be dealt with immediately. Remarried partners find that the 
need for parental agreement is greatest just when there is little opportunity for time 
spent alone together to establish shared values. (Tracy, 2000) 

 
Since remarried couples are rarely given the opportunity to establish themselves 

as a couple it makes sense that a majority of the literature focuses on roles outside the 

marital relationship.  Many people, including researchers, may be searching for solutions 

to the problems that are most apparent.  It might be easy for couples, as well as 

researchers, to avoid studying the remarital relationship itself because the other areas 

require so much attention.  However, as mentioned above 60% of remarriages are 

estimated to end in divorce.  And yet, the amount of literature related to the 

understanding the role of the marital relationship is significantly less (Coleman et al., 

2000; Knox & Zusman, 2001; Masheter, 1997; Masheter, 1998; Stokes & Wampler, 

2002).  Some literature regarding these concerns exists, but most of this research is done 

from a distance and only measures external, demographic information (Coleman et al., 

2000; Ihinger-Tallman, 1997).  What has been neglected, up until this point, is research 

that focuses on the internal workings of these couples.  That is, research that tracks the 

process couples undergo as they negotiate these challenges in their new relationships.  
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For example, Stokes and Wampler (2002) provide the following description of the 

difficult process couples might encounter as they interact with their new spouse: 

A spouse who has remarried someone believed to be “totally opposite” from the 
previous partner may continuously compare the behaviors of the new partner to 
those of the previous spouse, alert to any sign that the pattern of behaviors is 
similar.  Discovery of such parallels in behavior between the ex-spouse and the 
new spouse may lead to temper outbursts, frequent arguments, feelings of 
inferiority or self-consciousness, along with a growing feeling of hopelessness 
about the future. (p. 103) 
 

Although this conceptualization seems intuitive, little if any research exists to validate its 

rationale.  This lack of research may be attributed to two challenges—the overwhelming 

interest in roles other than that of spouse in the empirical research on remarriage and 

perhaps the inability of current instruments and methodologies to collect this type of 

information.  Both of these problems are manifest in a recent study by Beaudry, Parent, 

Saint-Jacques, Guay, and Boisvert published in the Journal of Divorce and Remarriage. 

In 2001, their study introduced the Questionnaire to Assess the Difficulties of 

Couples in Stepfamilies (QCS; Beaudry et al., 2001).  The questionnaire consisted of 52 

questions outlining the four main difficulties listed above (i.e., parenting another person’s 

children, dividing time between spouse and family, sharing financial resources between 

two families, and maintaining a relationship with former spouses).  When filling out the 

questionnaire participants are asked to rate the difficulty of each item on a scale of 1 (no 

current difficulty) to 5 (currently experiencing a high level of difficulty).  Interestingly 

enough, even though difficulties in all four scales were negatively associated with the 

couples MAT scores, the scale with the highest negative correlation was the role of the 

spouse scale (Beaudry et al., 2001).  This seems to imply that the relationship between 

spouses is one of the most influential roles of remarriage.  And yet, only 11 (out of 52 
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questions) were devoted to assessing the difficulties associated with being a remarried 

spouse.  The other 41 focused on the role of parent and stepparent.  Furthermore, of the 

11 questions related to the role of a spouse several focused on information that was 

external to the couple (e.g., managing money in the context of a stepfamily, having 

friends in common, giving time to my spouse, etc.).  Only a small number were aimed at 

understanding the internal struggles faced by couples in remarriage.  Similarly, as with 

most research, participants were not able to describe or elaborate on the difficulties they 

were facing but rather they were forced to rank them on a scale.  Thus, the importance of 

understanding the complex dynamics of these relationships is lost in the method of 

obtaining data.  What is needed is a research study that allows couples to explore the 

challenges they face and elaborate on how they are affecting their current marriage.     

The two areas of research specifically aimed at understanding the role of a spouse 

in the context of remarriage are: (1) accepting a former spouse as part of the new 

relationship and (2) the history of loss underlying the relationship (Knox & Zusman, 

2001; Madden-Derdich & Arditti, 1999; Masheter, 1998; Stokes & Wampler, 2002; 

Visher & Visher, 1996; Visher & Visher 1990; Weiss, 1975).  Considering the potential 

impact these two challenges could have on remarried couples, and their role as a 

remarried spouse, it is important to review the extant literature and highlight some of the 

gaps that still remain. Therefore, the following section will highlight these two concepts 

and the effect they have on couples who are remarried. 
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Accepting the Presence of a Former Spouse 

Even though divorce legally terminates the marital relationship, the process of 

redefining the relationship between two individuals can be extremely complex (Cole & 

Cole, 1999; Madden-Derdich & Arditti, 1999; Weiss, 1975).  Professionals attribute a 

portion of this complexity to the fact that a persistent attachment remains long after the 

divorce is finalized (Cole & Cole, 1999; Masheter, 1997; Weiss, 1975).  It is perhaps for 

this reason that Guisinger, Cowan, and Schuldberg (1989) suggested that the relationship 

between ex-spouses is one of the very few relationships that offer as many opportunities 

for anger, hatred, and violence.  Many times the partners blame each other for their pain, 

which can often lead to feelings of aggression, physical violence, and thoughts of 

retaliation (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; Frude, 1991; Masheter, 1998; Stokes & Wampler, 

2002; Weiss, 1975).  In fact, Frude (1991) attributed some of these feelings of anger and 

resentment to the level of emotional involvement of former spouses.  He suggested that 

due to the length of intimate involvement experienced by most ex-spouses, many of them 

knew one another’s weaknesses and often resulted to “hitting below the belt” (Frude, 

1991).  This increased bitterness and distress can begin a vicious cycle where ex-spouses 

begin to inflict the maximum amount of pain on the former spouse (Buunk & Mutsaers, 

1999; Frude, 1991; Stokes & Wampler, 2002).   

These findings were supported when Buunk & Mutsaers (1999) found that over 

two-fifths (43%) of respondents in their study reported that their ex-spouse represented 

something negative in their life.  Furthermore, almost two-thirds (64%) of their 

respondents reported that they would prefer to have less contact with their ex-spouse. 

While these findings may be surprising, what is perhaps the most telling is the one that 
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states that 12% of the sample reported that they generally hated their former spouses 

(Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999).  These findings seem to support the suggestions in the 

literature that very few relationships experience the same amount of anger and hostility as 

the relationship between former spouses (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; Goldsmith, 1980; 

Guisinger et al., 1989; Masheter, 1997; Weiss, 1975).  In an attempt to help couples 

overcome this emotional intensity, professionals developed two main, and somewhat 

contradicting, suggestions for individuals dealing with a former spouse: (1) emotional 

detachment and (2) teamwork with respect to ongoing mutual obligations, specifically 

children.  

Emotional detachment among former spouses.  Since anger and hostility is such a 

common theme in relationships between former spouses, the gold standard of healthy 

divorce adjustment has historically been emotional detachment from one another 

(Kressel, Lopez-Morillas, Weinglass, & Deutsch, 1978; Masheter, 1997).  Divorcing 

couples were often counseled to sever all ties and to move on with their lives (Masheter, 

1997).  Former spouses that continued to feel love, preoccupation, and a desire to be 

taken care of by the former spouse were seen as unhealthy (Ambert, 1989; Kitson & 

Holmes, 1992; Masheter, 1997; Tschann, Johnston, & Wallerstein, 1989).  It was not 

until recently that professionals studying divorce began to see problems with this 

perspective.  As additional research became available they began to realize that several 

side-effects came from remaining emotionally detached.  Based on this realization a new 

way of dealing with divorce was introduced.   

Teamwork based on mutual obligations.  As new information became available, 

researchers began to develop another theory regarding the relationship between ex-
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spouses (Ahrons, 1994; Ahrons & Rodgers, 1987; Masheter, 1997).  The literature on 

divorce, especially the literature focusing on positive adjustment for children whose 

parents divorced, began to identify an interesting trend.  They found that new research 

indicated that the best scenario for children’s adjustment to divorce is to have both 

parents involved (Amato, 2000; Clapp, 1992; Garrity & Baris, 1994).  Originally, it was 

believed that divorce was the most influential factor in the negative adjustment of 

children (Amato, 2000; Blankenhorn, 1995; Glenn, 1996; Popenoe, 1996).  More 

recently, however, research has indicated that divorce (whether your parents have 

divorced or not) is not the single most influential factor contributing to negative 

adjustment (Clapp, 1992).  Instead the best indicator of poor adjustment was the level of 

conflict experienced between spouses, including ex-spouses (for a review of this 

literature see Amato, 2000).  In fact, many studies found that divorce was a better option 

than staying in a house where conflict was a common occurrence (Coontz, 1992; Demo, 

1992; Skolnick, 1991; Stacey, 1996).     

These findings signified a major paradigm shift in working with couples.  The old 

standard of emotional detachment was replaced with a call for former spouses to put 

aside their hostility and create friendly, co-parenting relationships (Ahrons, 1994; Ahrons 

& Rodgers, 1987; Masheter, 1997).  Rather than alienating the former spouse, couples 

were encouraged to do whatever necessary to develop a friendly atmosphere in which 

children could thrive.  Thus, the pendulum began to swing in the opposite direction.  

Many former spouses began to reestablish ties to their ex-partner.  As with any change, 

this shift signified some positive outcomes but along with those outcomes came some 
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negative results.  Three that are important to this discussion are the impact on the 

children, the impact on the ex-spouses, and the impact on the remarital relationship.  

Impact on children.  Since the welfare of the children was the impetus for former 

spouses to establish a co-parenting relationship it is not surprising that the general impact 

on children was positive.  In the early 1990s a meta-analysis was published that 

compared 92 studies measuring the well-being of children whose parents divorced.  They 

found that children from divorced families scored significantly lower on academic 

achievement, conduct, psychological adjustment, social competence, and self-concept 

(Amato & Keith, 1991).  However, the differences found in studies conducted in the 

1980s were narrower than the differences found in earlier studies conducted in the 1960s 

and 1970s.  In fact, according to Amato and Keith (1991) the differences between these 

groups were extremely narrow (with effect sizes ranging from .08 to .23).  Researchers 

have based this finding on one of two hypotheses: (1) either divorce is becoming more 

acceptable, therefore there exist less social stigma or (2) parents are making greater 

efforts to reduce the disruptive impact of divorce on their children, including being more 

amicable with their ex-spouse (Ahrons, 1994; Ahrons & Rodgers, 1987; Amato, 2000; 

Amato & Keith, 1991). Unfortunately, according to the studies that exist, the ability to 

have amicable relationships with an ex-spouse is greatly reduced when children are 

involved in the relationship (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; Knox & Zusman, 2001; Masheter, 

1997).  This suggests that the relationships that would benefit from collaborative 

teamwork are generally the ones that are least likely to achieve it (Ahrons, 1994; Ahrons 

& Rodgers, 1987; Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999).  
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Impact on ex-spouses.  Most would not argue that having a friendlier co-parent 

relationship with an ex-spouse is beneficial for the children involved (Amato, 2000) but 

some may be surprised by the assertion that it is also mutually beneficial for ex-spouses 

(Ahrons, 1994; Ahrons & Rodgers, 1987; Masheter, 1997; Stacey, 1990).  And yet, given 

the right conditions, there is a small body of literature that suggests that high levels of 

friendship provide mutual support for both ex-spouses (Ahrons, 1994; Cole & Cole, 

1999; Isaacs & Leon, 1988; Kitson & Holmes, 1992; Masheter, 1997).  However, there 

are very specific conditions.  According to Masheter (1997) the healthiest relationships 

between ex-spouses were those that were low in hostility, high in friendship and low in 

preoccupation.  The level of well-being associated with post-divorce adjustment and the 

relationship among ex-spouses seemed to depend heavily on the level of preoccupation 

(Masheter, 1997).  For example, high friendship with low preoccupation indicated a 

healthy relationship.  High friendship with high preoccupation (suggesting the ex-spouse 

might still be in love with the former spouse) was associated with negative well-being 

and an unhealthy relationship (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; Masheter, 1994; Masheter, 

1997).  While these findings provide hope for couples who have recently divorced, they 

also introduce a major difficulty.  Former spouses may work extremely hard to ameliorate 

their relationship with their ex-spouse and many may be successful.  The problem, 

however, exists when they get remarried (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; Ihinger-Tallman & 

Pasley, 1997; Mashether, 1997).   

 Impact on remarriage.  Statistics indicate that most people who divorce remarry 

(Bernstein, 2000; Coleman et al., 2000; Furstenberg & Cherlin, 1991).  This has caused 

researchers to question the impact of the relationship between former spouses on the 
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remarriage (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; Knox & Zusman, 2001; Wineberg, 1999). A small 

body of literature exists that suggests that friendships among former spouses can help 

strengthen a remarriage (Ahrons, 1994; Ahrons & Rodgers, 1987; Roberts & Price, 1989; 

Weston & Macklin, 1990).  They believe that cooperative teamwork may enhance the 

remarital relationship because it removes the potential threat of the previous relationship, 

and reduces the amount of hostility and ambivalence that spills over into the new 

relationship (Ahrons, 1994; Ahrons & Rodgers, 1987; Roberts & Price, 1989; Weston & 

Macklin, 1990).   

However, a much larger body of literature indicates that relationships with former 

spouses are often seen as threatening and lead to potential conflict in the remarriage 

(Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; Coleman et al. 2000; Coleman & Ganong, 1994).  In many 

cases, remarried couples report a fear that maintaining an attachment with a former 

spouse may limit the ability to build a close, intimate attachment with the new spouse 

(Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; Cole & Cole, 1999; Goetting, 1982; Masheter, 1997; Weiss, 

1975).  In essence, any form of continued attachment, especially friendships among 

former spouses, was negatively correlated with the marital satisfaction of remarried 

couples (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; Knox & Zusman, 2001; Masheter, 1997).  In fact, in a 

quantitative study of 274 second wives, Knox and Zusman (2001) found that wives who 

perceived their husbands as having an attachment to their former spouse had lower rates 

of marital happiness, thought more about divorce, and had more regrets regarding their 

decision to marry again.   

 Therefore, while the findings are contradictory, and often confusing, the 

complexity of the relationship is evident.  On one hand, remarried partners are told that 
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for the welfare of their children it is best if they maintain a positive co-parenting 

relationship with their ex-spouse.  On the other hand, partners are told that in order to 

maintain the relationship with their new partner they must maintain emotional distance to 

avoid potential problems.  Failing to do so may threaten the new relationship and lead to 

marital conflict (Knox & Zusman, 2001).  Once again, the lack of research leaves the 

difficulties related to these challenges relatively unexplored.  Mashether (1997) called for 

research to help researchers gain a better understanding of the interpersonal aspects of 

these changed relationships and what impact they are having on current relationships.  

However, the current research uses a distant perspective and usually measures external 

behaviors.  Research is necessary that will allow participants dealing with these 

complexities to share their stories, thus creating an inductive theory that can serve as the 

foundation for future research.  Not only will this type of research help professionals gain 

a better understanding of how the relationship between former spouses is affecting the 

current relationship, but it might also provide some direction regarding the history of 

loss, and how that affects the relationship between ex-spouses. 

 

History of Loss 

The history of loss underlying the new relationship has received relatively little 

empirical attention.  And yet, Kitson and Holmes (1992) state the following:  

If a person has experienced other losses prior to the divorce and additional losses 
after the divorce, he or she may be in an especially hazardous situation…taking 
such losses into account may explain more about the difficulties in adjustment 
associated with marital dissolution. (Kitson & Holmes, 1992, p. 293) 
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Being able to understand the impact of loss on a person’s marital adjustment, both in their 

previous relationship and in their current relationship would help explain some of the 

difficulties couples face in adjusting to marital dissolution.  However, in order to 

understand that loss it is important to understand the hurt associated with that loss.  

Two types of remarriage exist (Marwit & Carusa, 1998).  Either one remarries 

after the death of their spouse, or one remarries after divorce.  Of the two, remarriages 

after the death of a spouse are usually less complex and therefore experience less conflict 

(Grinwald & Shabat, 1997).  While many dynamics are similar, several are very distinct.  

The following section will outline the similarities and differences that exist when dealing 

with remarried couples that have lost a loved one either to death or divorce.   

Similarities in remarriage across the contexts of death and divorce.  During the 

past 20 years the areas of death and divorce in the marital relationship have received 

significant attention (Coleman et al., 2000; Grinwald & Shabat, 1997; Ihinger-Tallman & 

Pasley, 1997; Marwit & Carusa, 1998).  Whether a former spouse is deceased or remains 

alive one thing is consistent—a threesome style of relationship exists (Grinwald & 

Shabat, 1997).  New spouses must live with the fact that many memories, dreams, and 

feelings from the first marriage will extend into the new relationship.  These experiences 

are an integral part in the maturity, the personal development, and the life of the 

widow/widower as well as the ex-spouse.  While these memories and feelings may fade 

after time “the dead spouse is not silent in the new marriage” (Grinwald & Shabat, 1997, 

p. 107).  Neither is the ex-spouse. 

Several things within the relationship may serve as everyday reminders of the past 

relationship.  Some of these may include ceremonies and events, holidays, anniversaries 
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of important dates (i.e., death, divorce, etc.) as well as family resemblances that may exist 

in their offspring (Grinwald & Shabat, 1997).  Although the manner in which these 

similarities are handled may differ across contexts, the fact that they exist is reality.  

Therefore, it is essential that remarried couples learn to deal with them in a way that is 

healthy for their new relationship.  

Differences in remarriage across the context of death and divorce.  While several 

similarities exist, the way in which they are managed tends to differ across the two 

contexts. Those who lose a spouse to death are often given more latitude regarding their 

first spouse.  They are free to maintain the memory of their former spouse alive within 

the new relationship and often receive less pressure from their current spouse to sever ties 

(Grinwald & Shabat, 1997).  Those who get divorced, however, are often not given this 

leeway.  Couples that divorce are frequently at odds with one another—leading to intense 

feelings of competition and anger.  In an attempt to avoid conflict many partners try to 

distance themselves from their former spouse.  Furthermore, many times their new 

spouse may apply pressure to “move forward” and to make room for their “new family.”  

This lack of support can lead to a difference in how one grieves the loss of the former 

relationship.  Due to the complex differences in these two types of remarriage this study 

will only focus on remarriages following a divorce.   

Remarriage following a divorce.  In 1975, Robert Weiss published a book that 

suggested that couples who divorce still experience a persistent attachment to one another 

long after the marriage has been officially terminated.  Other researchers have supported 

this idea, and suggest that a portion of the anger and hostility expressed by ex-spouses is 

evidence of this prolonged attachment (Hetherington, Cox, & Cox, 1978; Kressel & 
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Deutsch, 1977; Masheter, 1997).  Based on their research, they speculate that one way of 

remaining involved with an ex-spouse is to be angry at them.  This type of anger could 

serve two purposes.  An unhealthy sense of anger could be aimed at preserving the 

intensity of the marital relationship, preventing effective separation (Masheter, 1997).  A 

more healthy use of anger is anger that is used to ward off immobilizing depression, 

especially for those who are overly dependent on their ex-spouse or who see divorce as a 

personal failure (Clapp, 1992; Johnston & Campbell, 1988; Masheter, 1997).  One theory 

that helps distinguish between the adaptive and maladaptive use of anger and its 

influence of the person’s experience with loss is attachment theory. 

 

Attachment Theory in Context of Remarriage 

Attachment theory is one of the relatively few theories that provide a theoretical 

foundation for the difficulties inherent to loss (Bowlby, 1944; Cassidy, 1999; Feeney, 

1999).  Founded on the premise that individuals have a biologically based desire for 

proximity (Bowlby, 1944; Kobak, 1999), loss (whether through death or divorce) is a 

potential outcome that needs to be understood.  The purpose of this section, therefore, is 

to review attachment theory (its underlying concepts, conceptual framework, and 

theoretical propositions) in an attempt to understand the potential difficulties encountered 

by people who remarry (Cassidy & Shaver, 1999).  This will be accomplished by 

providing:  (1) a historical perspective on attachment theory, including its origin, (2) 

outlining attachment theory’s major concepts and conceptual framework, and finally, (3) 

linking these concepts to the underlying loss inherent in divorce and the potential that has 

to affect future relationships.   
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Historical Perspective 

 As is the case with several theories, attachment theory began with a central idea.  

After several years of working with delinquent adolescents, John Bowlby found himself 

trying to explain what distinguished these boys from others their own age.  He noticed 

that those boys who struggled the most tended to have one thing in common—a major 

disruption in the mother-child relationship at a younger age (Bowlby, 1944; Cassidy, 

1999).  From that initial observation stemmed a mid-range theory aimed at explaining the 

biologically based desire individuals have for proximity to prominent figures in their life 

(Kobak, 1999).  At that point in time, psychoanalytic and social learning theorists 

believed that the importance placed on mothers was simply due to secondary-drives.  

According to these theories, the special relationship between a mother and child was 

based on the mother meeting primary needs (e.g., hunger) and therefore the baby learned 

to see her as an important person (Freud, 1957; Sears, Maccoby, & Levin, 1959).  Based 

on his experiences, however, Bowlby concluded that these theories failed to explain 

certain essential details.  For example, if the mother-child relationship was merely based 

on a secondary-drive theory then anyone who fed the baby should be able to establish a 

similar relationship (Bowlby, 1980).  In conjunction with the work of Ainsworth (1967), 

Harlow (1958), and Lorenz (1935), Bowlby discovered this was inaccurate and therefore 

started to develop a theory based on attachment.   

 Borrowing heavily from other fields (e.g., evolutionary biology, ethology, 

developmental psychology, cognitive science, and control systems theory) Bowlby began 

to build a theory explaining infants’ need for proximity and protection.  Since that time, 

attachment theory has expanded to include adolescents, romantic relationships, and other 
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domains within the family (Cassidy & Shaver, 1999).  Each of these extensions, however, 

is based on the same key concepts and conceptual framework originally introduced by 

John Bowlby and Mary Ainsworth.  As with any good theory, these concepts and 

propositions have led to additional research which in turn calls for further clarification 

(Rychlak, 1968).  The next section will focus on these key concepts and how they have 

been adapted over the years. 

 

Key Theoretical Concepts Underlying Attachment Theory 

The following section will focus on seven main concepts that specifically relate to 

the area of divorce and remarriage (Weiss, 1975).  These include: (1) attachment 

behavior, (2) attachment bonds, (3) attachment behavioral systems, (4) secure base, (5) 

safe haven, (6) working models, and (7) individual differences in attachment styles (i.e., 

secure, avoidant, and anxious).     

Attachment behavior.  The most fundamental aspect of attachment theory is its 

focus on the biological foundation of attachment behavior.  Attachment behavior is 

defined as the “predictable outcome of increasing proximity of the child to the attachment 

figure—usually the mother” (Cassidy, 1999).  Couched in an evolutionary perspective 

this need to achieve proximity was seen as a method of survival, particularly protection 

from potential predators.  Based on this need, infants use different behaviors (some 

positive and some negative) to increase the proximity to their attachment figure (Bowlby, 

1958).  Positive behaviors include smiling, vocalizing, and other methods aimed at 

increasing that closeness.  While the function of negative attachment behaviors is the 

same, they are usually aimed at increasing proximity through termination.  For example, 
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an infant may begin to cry.  Wanting to terminate the crying the attachment figure would 

come closer to the child (Cassidy, 1999), thus accomplishing the underlying desire for 

closeness.  

Over the course of several years, professionals began to introduce the idea that 

people not only sought proximity through physical closeness, but also through verbal 

communication.  These additions allowed theorists to extend the theory into additional 

relationships.  One of those extensions was using the theory of attachment to understand 

the interactions in adult romantic relationships (Feeney, 1999).  Through this extension 

they noticed that threats to the availability of a romantic partner elicit similar emotional 

reactions as those observed in young children experiencing separation (Kobak, 1999).  

This observation confirmed the fact that attachment, and the need for proximity, was not 

simply a static need that was either filled or unfulfilled as a child.  Rather, this need was a 

dynamic need that extended across the lifespan (Feeney, 1999).  That discovery led 

researchers and theoreticians to hypothesize how attachment bonds were formed in dating 

partners. 

Attachment behavioral systems.  Attachment behavioral systems are defined as 

the “repertoire of attachment behaviors that a person has access to in order to increase 

proximity” (Cassidy, 1999, p. 5).  As a person develops they learn which behaviors tend 

to increase proximity more than others.   

Attachment bonds.  An individual person can maintain affectional ties with many 

different people.  Attachment bonds, however, are usually limited to a small, select 

group.  The following criteria distinguish an affectional tie from an attachment bond.  

The six criteria are: 1) the bond is persistent, not transitory, 2) the attachment figure 
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cannot be interchangeable, 3) the relationship is emotionally significant, 4) the individual 

wants to maintain proximity, 5) separation causes distress, and 6) the individual seeks 

comfort and security from the attachment figure.  Affectional ties fulfill the first five 

requirements but not the sixth.  Attachment bonds, however, are centered on the fact that 

not only do they fulfill the first five but also the sixth.     

Secure base.  Once an attachment bond is established then an attachment figure is 

in place.  The infant uses that individual as a secure base, meaning the attachment figure 

becomes the anchor from which to explore.  An infant is free to explore within a certain 

range before its attachment behaviors are activated and it tries to reestablish proximity.  

The introduction of an unfamiliar event, situation, or person may also activate those 

behaviors.  Observations and other research findings suggested that a similar pattern can 

be detected in adult romantic partners.  Similar to infants’ interaction with an attachment 

figure, adult romantic partners would also use one another as a secure base from which to 

explore (Feeney, 1999; Kobak, 1999; Weiss, 1975).  

Safe haven.  The act of turning back to an attachment figure in times of fear or 

discomfort is defined as a safe haven.  The attachment figure is seen as the person that 

can provide safety and protection and therefore the infant comes looking for comfort.  

Likewise, adult romantic partners showed a similar pattern especially in times of distress 

(Feeney, 1999; Kobak, 1999).    

Working models.  Based on the finding that separation was not as stressful for 4 

year-olds as it was for toddlers (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978), the concept 

of a working model was introduced.  Working models are defined as the expectations a 

person begins to develop over time regarding the availability of their attachment figure.  
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A person’s working model, therefore, is based on the manner in which they are treated by 

their attachment figure over time and the meanings they attribute to that treatment.  These 

different responses lead to different styles of attachment (Greenberg, 1999). 

 

Individual Differences in Attachment Styles 

 Individual differences in attachment styles are based on a person’s internal 

working model and can result in three different styles of attachment: secure, avoidant, 

and anxious.  For example, securely attached individuals are those individuals whose 

attachment behaviors are met with responsiveness and availability.  As they learn over 

time that they can rely on their attachment figure, they begin to develop a working model 

that the world is a safe place and they have people that care for them.  They see 

themselves as worthwhile (good enough to be protected) and they see others as safe and 

loving.  They learn they can access their attachment figure at any time and he or she will 

be available, even if separated by distance (Bowlby, 1958; Cassidy & Shaver, 1999).   

In a similar vein, those that learn over time that their attachment figure is not 

reliable, based on inaccessibility, and/or lack of responsiveness, begin to see the world as 

a scary place which lacks protection.  They begin to see themselves as unlovable (not 

worthy of protection) and they see other people as dangerous and unloving.  These 

attachment styles fall under the category of insecure and are identified as anxious and 

avoidant.  Anxiously attached individuals tend to be preoccupied with the whereabouts of 

the attachment figure and are fearful regarding their surrounding environment (Cassidy & 

Shaver, 1999).  Upon sensing distance from their attachment figure they resort to 

attachment behaviors such as crying and clinging.  Avoidant individuals, however, have 
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learned to emotionally cutoff in times of distress.  Rather than showing signs of distress 

they usually avoid contact and interaction with their attachment figures.     

Based on these concepts, it seems appropriate to extend the theory to include a 

person’s adult romantic partner as an attachment figure.  In many instances, the romantic 

partner fills the day to day role of the primary attachment figure (Feeney, 1999).  The 

childhood attachment figure is not replaced, but the romantic partner is given 

responsibility for fulfilling that role.  A primary goal, therefore, of most romantic 

relationships is to obtain security within the adult romantic relationship (Feeney, 1999).   

There were two existing camps in the adult attachment theory literature (Kobak, 

1999; Cassidy & Shaver, 1999).  One camp sees security as a personality trait (i.e., those 

who internalize their working model and now view the world in a particular way that 

isn’t likely to change), while the other sees it as a relationship construct that must be 

explored in the context of current relationships (i.e., current security stems from feeling 

safe in the current relationship rather than being a secure person that entered the 

relationship).  In order to explain the dynamics of divorce and remarriage the latter will 

be used.  Therefore, relationship security and its effect on romantic relationships will be 

assessed in the context of the current relationship (Feeney, 1999).   

Relationship security in romantic relationships.  Using a similar example to the 

one above, only this time tailoring it to a romantic relationship, if a romantic partner 

desires proximity one of two things is going to happen, either proximity will be achieved 

or it will not.  In the case of achieving proximity, the individual will use certain 

attachment behaviors to increase proximity and the partner will pick up on those 

behaviors.  Whether physical or emotional, interpreting these behaviors as a need for 
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proximity, the partner will move in closer and proximity will be achieved.  Over the 

course of time, each partner will develop a working model that the relationship is secure 

and that they can rely on one another in their times of need.  Each will know that the 

other partner is responsive and available.  On the other hand, when the desire for 

proximity is met with inaccessibility, unresponsiveness, and/or inconsistency individuals 

may begin to see the world, and more specifically, their relationship, as unsafe (Feeney, 

1999).  While it is important to distinguish that not all relationships ending in divorce are 

insecure (nor is every secure relationship safe from divorce), it is important to understand 

that this lack of safety may contribute to the loss associated with divorce (Weiss, 1975).   

Loss associated with divorce.  Bowlby (1973) noted that a person’s fear system 

was most likely to be activated in situations were various fears were compounded.  For 

example, if a spouse senses danger (which activates their fear system) than they are going 

to actively seek comfort from their attachment figure.  If during that process they learn 

that the attachment figure is not available then their fear will be compounded.  Not only 

are they in danger but they also are cutoff from their source of comfort and protection.  

Each of these discoveries elicits fear and leads to further anxiety (Kobak, 1999).  The 

situation, therefore, is compounded and the fear is heightened.  The knowledge that an 

attachment figure is not available in a time of need has been referred to as an attachment 

injury (Johnson, Makinen, & Millikin, 2001).   

Attachment injuries.  Attachment injuries occur when “one partner violates the 

expectation that the other will offer comfort and caring in times of danger or distress…it 

is characterized by an abandonment or by a betrayal of trust during a critical moment of 

need thus defining the relationship as insecure” (Johnson et al., 2001, p. 145).  Not only 
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does the partner learn that the relationship is insecure, but he/she also learns that the 

partner cannot be trusted.  When an attachment injury occurs, and, more specifically, 

becomes common, one or both partners often begin to use that injury as a standard of 

dependability within their marriage.  They internalize the offending partner’s behavior 

and filter future marital interactions through that injury (Johnson et al., 2000).  They 

begin to alter the way each spouse experiences the other.  As they began to conceptualize 

attachment injuries Johnson et al., (2001) provided the following guidelines as themes to 

look for when trying to assess the presence of an attachment injury.  They are: (a) the 

person uses trauma language, (b) he/she speaks in life and death terms, (c) he/she talks of 

isolation and abandonment, (d) violations of trust are described and the person takes a 

“never again” stance and finally (e) based on this never again stance the person refuses to 

risk vulnerability.   

Each of these criteria is based on messages people begin to incorporate into their 

working model of adult romantic relationships (Feeney, 1999).  For example, the use of 

trauma language is an indication that protection was needed and nobody was there.  

Isolation and abandonment are common feelings used to describe the feelings associated 

with being cutoff from an attachment figure.  The “never again” stance shows how 

damaging the injury is, and furthermore, what potential impact it can have on future 

relationships.  The problem, however, is that the writing on attachment injuries is 

conceptual.  Up until this point, it has not been empirically researched.  Therefore, 

professionals can only speculate regarding the impact these injuries may have on future 

relationships.  
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Potential difficulties affecting future relationships.  Conceptually, one could 

speculate that an attachment injury sustained in a previous relationship could possibly 

carry over into the next relationship.  These injuries might become an active part of an 

individual’s working model and may alter the way that person filters future interactions.  

The following is a quote obtained from a participant who understood the impact her past 

relationships were having on the way she viewed her current romantic partner: 

I had a real problem trusting anyone at the start of any relationship.  A couple of 
things happened to me which I had emotional difficulties getting over.  At the 
start of our relationship, if P. had been separated from me, I would have been 
thinking: “What was he doing?”; “Was he with another girl?”; “Was he cheating 
on me?”; all that would have been running through my head. (Feeney, 1999, p. 
365) 

 
There is a general consensus among mental health professionals that past experiences are 

often incorporated into a person’s development, thus influencing additional relationships 

(Lewis & Gossett, 1999).  Whether they are referred to as internal working models, 

cognitive schemas, or assumptive sets, they all emphasize the importance of past 

experiences on present interactions.  One of the difficulties inherent in this project is 

trying to distinguish between negative experiences and when they occurred.  For 

example, two hypotheses could emerge regarding the trend of serial marriages that is 

taking place in this country.  A perspective based on selection process may speculate that 

those who have a poor childhood will select bad marital partners—thus predisposing 

themselves to divorce (Amato, 2000).  From this perspective, difficulties in adjusting to 

divorce and future difficulties in remarriage may be attributed to traits and/or 

characteristics that predated the marriage.   
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A divorce-stress-adjustment perspective (Amato, 2000), however, assumes that 

difficulties in post-divorce adjustment and future difficulties in remarriage might be 

attributed to the disruption of the marriage.  Using this perspective, an argument using the 

attachment injury material could be used to suggest that injuries sustained in the first 

marriage could enhance the partner’s ability to trust in the new spouse.  Like my dad, that 

person may enter the marriage with their bags packed and may maintain an emotional 

distance to avoid future pain.  Although trying to differentiate these two perspectives is 

outside the scope of this research (focus will not be given to a person’s childhood 

experience), it is important to bracket the idea the many possible explanations could 

exist.  It is for this reason that it was necessary for me to look at my original ideas and 

take a step back, allowing myself to expand my perspective. 

 Expanding my perspective.  When I originally approached this topic, I was 

planning on strictly using attachment injuries as a guideline for my research.  

Theoretically it made sense and it was in line with Strauss and Corbin’s (1998) 

recommendation that a researcher who is interested in extending an already established 

theory can use some of its underlying concepts and relationships to explore a different set 

of conditions.  However, after immersing myself in the literature I realized that even 

though attachment theory, specifically the rationale for attachment injuries, provided a 

powerful lens for understanding the history of loss underlying remarriages, it also ran the 

risk of omitting the positive experiences.  I realized that merely focusing on the negative 

experiences of divorce and remarriage was not incorporating the entire phenomenon. 

There may be some experiences that were positive and failing to acknowledge them 

could limit the larger picture.  I was falling into the trap of taking my preexisting 
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hypotheses into the study rather than letting the theory emerge.  At the same time I 

understand that the literature surrounding attachment theory, especially the idea of 

attachment injuries, was a powerful force in formulating questions that could act as a 

stepping stone for initial observations and interviews (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  

Therefore, while the influence of the concept of attachment injuries cannot be entirely 

discarded, it is important to be transparent regarding its role in this study. It was an 

important step in conceptualizing the idea and formulating questions and it may turn out 

to be a major concept emerging from the data. That will not be known, however, until the 

data are collected and analyzed and the participants are given the opportunity to share 

their story. Thus, the concept of attachment injury will be bracketed in an attempt to 

allow the ensuing theory to emerge. 

 

Rationale for This Study 

Even though the marital relationship is legally terminated with divorce, redefining 

the emotional relationship between two individuals is a complex process, a process that 

tends to be more difficult for couples who share parenting responsibilities (Madden-

Derdich & Arditti, 1999).  Many times these relationships are replete with emotional 

distress and are accompanied by intense hostility and anger (Buunk & Mustaers, 1999; 

Cole & Cole, 1999; Knox & Zusman, 2001; Masheter, 1997; Stokes & Wampler, 2002).  

This anger and hostility led many professionals to advocate for emotional detachment, a 

way of getting closure on the past.  This emotional distance, however, often affected the 

children within the family and led other professionals to call for a friendlier, more 

cooperative relationship among former spouses.  While this type of relationship may 
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positively affect the children in the family, as well as some ex-spouses, it may have an 

extremely negative affect on remarriage (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; Knox & Zusman, 

2001).  Two possible explanations for this negative influence on the remarriage are the 

difficulty in accepting the influence of a former spouse in the new relationship and the 

history of loss underlying the relationship.  Since most people who divorce end up 

remarrying (Furstenberg & Cherlin, 1991), it is important to determine if these concepts 

are mutually exclusive or if they can be effectively integrated. Up until this point, 

however, the research exploring this phenomenon has relied on methods that are not 

sensitive to the complexity of this dilemma. The next section, therefore, will outline some 

of the difficulties of the previous research, as well as discuss how this current project will 

help increase future sensitivity. 

 

Lack of Research Sensitivity   

Over the past 15 years, research designs employed to study remarriage have 

become increasingly sophisticated (Ihinger-Tallman & Pasley, 1997).  Most of these 

improvements have been credited to the ability of researchers to gain access to large 

national surveys (e.g. National Survey of Families and Households).  While these large 

national databases provided researchers the opportunity to do more complex analyses 

(within group rather than between group comparisons), and the ability to rely on more 

representative samples, the sensitivity necessary to understand the complexity underlying 

these dynamics was sacrificed (Ihinger-Tallman & Pasley, 1997).  By relying on large 

national data sets researchers were forced to use paper and pencil instruments that only 

studied the phenomenon from a distant perspective (Stokes & Wampler, 2002).  Relying 
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on these national databases allowed researchers to develop general guidelines for 

stepfamilies, but another approach is needed. Although using a qualitative grounded 

theory methodology will limit generalizability, this approach will provide the sensitivity 

necessary to explore some of the interpersonal aspects specifically related to remarried 

couples.  Rather than limiting their response to a scale of 1 to 5, participants will be given 

the opportunity to expand their experience and discuss as many aspects of the 

phenomenon as possible.  From these experiences a theory can hopefully emerge that is 

grounded in the data (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  Madden-Derdich and Arditti (1999) 

comment on the need for this approach in the following statement: 

Currently the applied literature lacks the necessary information to guide 
practitioners on the assessment and role of attachment in relationships between 
former spouses who share children.  Given the limited amount of variance 
explained by the current model, the need for further research is apparent. (p. 246) 
 
Other researchers have made similar requests (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; 

Masheter, 1997; Stokes & Wampler, 2002). The aim of this study is to heed those calls.  

By using a qualitative approach, specifically grounded theory methodology, not only will 

the external behaviors be observed (the main contribution of the studies based on national 

surveys), but the internal working of each individual will be included.  Little, if any 

research, explains the process that couples go through as they negotiate all of these 

difficulties (i.e., pressure to maintain a positive relationship for their children, trying to 

maintain distance from old spouse to appease new spouse, and working through their own 

anger and hostility).  At this point in time no theory exists that helps guide practitioners 

in helping couples deal with these challenges.   
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According to Coleman et al., (2000) “many unknowns regarding remarriages and 

stepfamilies remain” (p. 1288).  The goal of this study is to gain a better understanding of 

the phenomenon experienced by remarried partners in their second marriages.  More 

specifically, to understand how their former spouses are affecting their current marriage.  

It is important to remember that this literature is not explaining the phenomenon but 

rather providing a guide with which to begin.  It is also important to remember that 

although these ideas provide a starting point they will be bracketed along with other 

experiences in order to let the voices of the participants emerge (Creswell, 1998; Strauss 

& Corbin, 1998).  Grounded theory methodology allows researchers to hear the voices of 

the participants, and from those voices to build inductive theories.  Therefore, the 

following section will outline the methods related to grounded theory and how they are 

going to be used in this particular study.  Perhaps, by using this methodology, and by 

hearing the voices of the participants, many of the unknowns will become known 

(Coleman et al., 2000; Stokes & Wampler, 2002).   
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Understanding how a first marriage influences a second marriage is a complex 

process.  Therefore, manipulating single variables in an attempt to explore relationships 

of cause and effect seemed less productive (Hylander, 2003).  Rather an approach was 

needed that could explore, describe, understand, and potentially explain these underlying 

complexities (Hylander, 2003).  A qualitative methodology, especially one founded in the 

tradition of grounded theory, was particularly appropriate for these types of questions 

(Glaser, 1978; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Hylander, 2003; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).   

Grounded theory methodology, developed by Glaser and Strauss (1967; Glaser, 

1978, 1992; Stern, 1980, 1994; Strauss, 1987; Strauss & Corbin, 1998), was originally 

introduced as an alternative to the deductive theory-testing model of research (Hylander, 

2003).  Rather than testing a given theory to find out whether or not it is valid, grounded 

theory methodology explores raw data in an attempt to discover new patterns, thus 

allowing the generation of substantive theory (Glaser, 1978; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; 

Hylander, 2003; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).   

This methodology is specifically aimed at creating a theory based on 

understanding the meanings people attribute to their lived experiences (Creswell, 1998; 

Morrow & Smith, 1995; Polkinghorne, 1991).  The rationale behind this method of 

research is that using an existing theory may blind a researcher to many of the important 

concepts and phenomena that emerge (Hylander, 2003).  Furthermore, it may impact the 

outcome of the study if a particular frame of reference is employed from the onset of the 
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project.  Therefore, it is recommended when using grounded theory to conduct 

conceptual and exploratory research that avoids any particular theory aimed at explaining 

the behavior in question (Glaser, 1978; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Hylander, 2003; Strauss 

& Corbin, 1998).  The emphasis then becomes understanding the phenomenon from the 

perspective of the participants in the environment in which they live.  However, it is 

unwise to assume that the researcher is free from influencing the data.  Instead, the 

concepts that emerge from the raw data are created through the constant interaction of the 

researcher with the data (Hylander, 2003).  Thus, the concepts that emerge are both (a) a 

reflection of the social acts inherent in the group being studied, and (b) constructions 

requiring symbols and meanings from the researcher (Blumer, 1969; Hylander, 2003; 

Mead, 1934).  Once this process has taken place, the concepts that emerge from the raw 

data can be analyzed and used to form substantive theory (Hylander, 2003). 

Based on this underlying rationale, three primary reasons supported the use of 

qualitative methodologies (and more specifically grounded theory) in this study.  First, 

the research question (how are the experiences from your first marriage currently 

affecting your second marriage?) asked for descriptions of the topic rather than trying to 

establish a relationship between two variables.   

The second reason was the complex nature of divorce and remarriage.  Qualitative 

methodologies allow complex phenomena to be explored in-depth from several different 

perspectives, thus, allowing a researcher to gain a better understanding of that 

phenomenon through the eyes of the participants (Creswell, 1998).  Strauss and Corbin 

(1998) describe the importance of using theory derived from data in this manner: 
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Theory derived from data is more likely to resemble the “reality” than is theory 
derived by putting together a series of concepts based on experience or solely 
through speculation (how one thinks things ought to work). Grounded theories, 
because they are drawn from data, are likely to offer insight, enhance 
understanding, and provide a meaningful guide to action. (p. 12) 

 
It is important to establish a theory that resembles reality rather than relying on a series of 

concepts derived from speculation.  The value of this approach, therefore, is not just in its 

ability to generate theory but, instead, its ability to ground that theory in the data (Strauss 

& Corbin, 1998).  

The final reason relates to the need for a new approach to complement previous 

research.  As mentioned above, the existing literature related to the effect former spouses 

are having on the current relationship is conflicting.  Moreover, a majority of the 

literature that exists relies on distant, external measurements of complex topics that may 

require a more process-oriented, internal methodology.  Qualitative methodologies 

provide this structure.  More importantly, grounded theory methodology allowed me, as 

the researcher to look for themes, experiences, and other concepts that emerged from the 

data (Charmaz, 2003; Creswell, 1998; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  Based on those concepts 

a tentative theory emerged that will help professionals gain a better understanding of how 

first marriages are influencing second marriages.   

 

Pilot Interview 

 As this study was being developed some questions arose regarding which 

procedures would be most appropriate.  More specifically, due to the nature of the 

question there was some concern that couple interviews would not yield the same 

richness of data as individual interviews.  Some felt that individuals might feel 
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uncomfortable discussing their past relationship in the presence of their current spouse, or 

at least that some of their experience might be censored.  And yet, there was also a solid 

rationale for conducting couple interviews in an attempt to access interactions and 

information that may not be present in an individual interview (i.e., partner might provide 

insight that the participant was either unaware of or unwilling to discuss).  I felt that each 

approach had value and was uncertain regarding which would provide the best results, 

while at the same time be most sensitive to the participants.  Based on that uncertainty a 

decision was made to conduct a pilot interview using both formats and to ask for 

feedback from the participants. 

Participants.  A couple from the community was referred to me for participation 

in my pilot study.  Although they did not meet all of the selection criteria (i.e. the wife 

was in her 3rd marriage) this particular couple was chosen for two distinct reasons.  First, 

the wife had extensive history in marriage and family therapy and second, she was very 

familiar with qualitative research.  Based on this knowledge they were seen as ideal 

candidates to not only provide the content but also to comment on the process. 

Procedures.  The couple arrived at the Family Therapy Clinic and together they 

received information regarding the study and were asked to sign the informed consent.  

Once consent was obtained the husband was asked to wait in the lobby and the interview 

with the wife was conducted.  Once that interview was complete the wife waited in the 

lobby while the husband was interviewed.  Finally, the couple was reunited and the 

couple was interviewed together.  At the end of the couple interview the couple was 

asked to compare their experiences and provide feedback regarding which format would 
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be most comfortable.  Combined, the three interviews took approximately 2 hours (45 

minutes for each individual interview and 30 minutes for the couple interview. 

Participant feedback.  According to the couple, they could see the potential 

concern of discussing this topic in front of their current spouse.  They were especially 

concerned about couples that have yet to explore the impact of their past relationship on 

their current marriage.  According to Anna Maria, “it is a very difficult topic I can 

imagine for a lot of people but those are going to be the people that have never explored 

stuff.”  Juan agreed with Anna Maria and said, “those people would be much more 

comfortable by themselves rather than saying those things while their spouse could hear 

them.”  However, based on their experience during the interview the couple suggested 

that I keep the existing format.  They suggested that I interview participants individually 

and then interview them together as a couple.  According to them “it would be more fun,” 

“you would see a totally different world when they are together,” and “the dynamics 

would potentially change.”  Based on their experience, it was decided that the format for 

the interviews would follow the same format used in the pilot study.   

This decision offered the best of both approaches.  Participants would be allowed 

to share their story, outside the presence of their current partner.  At the same time, the 

richness provided by interviewing the couple together would not be lost.  Thus, the 

procedures of this study were directly impacted by the feedback from the pilot interview. 

 

Sampling 

Sampling, from a quantitative approach, is based on gathering a portion of the 

population that represents the overall population (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  The goal is to 
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have the ability to generalize the findings to more people than those within the study.  It 

is critical, therefore, to find a sample that resembles the general population according to 

specified characteristics (Creswell, 1998; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  Although in reality 

this level of representativeness can never be achieved, certain procedures (i.e., 

randomization, statistical measures) allow the researcher to minimize the effect of 

possible discrepancies.  The difference between quantitative and qualitative research is 

that, rather than focusing on the representativeness of the sample, qualitative researchers 

focus on the representativeness of the concepts.  Instead of looking to see if the 

participant represents the whole, the focus is on determining whether the concept is 

present or not (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  If it is or is not present then the question 

becomes why or why not.  The goal, therefore, is shifted from establishing the correct 

number of participants necessary to achieve generalizability to focusing on trying to 

achieve theoretical saturation (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  The question that arises, when 

using this approach, is how long one must continue to sample.   

The general rule underlying theoretical saturation is to sample until each category 

is saturated (Glaser, 1978; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  This can 

occur in three ways: (1) relevant or new data cease to emerge, (2) each category has 

specific properties and dimensions that allow variation between categories, and (3) the 

researcher is able to establish and validate relationships between categories (Strauss & 

Corbin, 1998).  Failure to achieve theoretical saturation among categories will result in 

developing a theory that lacks density, lacks precision, and is unevenly developed. 

Participants.  Based on this manner of sampling, an exact number of participants 

were not predetermined.  Instead data collection began when I received contact 
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information for the first couple and ended once saturation occurred.  The final sample 

consisted of 8 couples (n = 16 individuals) who were currently in their second marriage.         

Recruitment.  A university wide electronic announcement was sent to students and 

employees affiliated with Texas Tech University.  The announcement described the study 

and listed selection criteria for research inclusion.  Potential participants who met these 

criteria were asked to contact the primary investigator to schedule an interview.  

Additionally, a similar announcement was sent to local therapists asking them to recruit 

any friends, clients, and acquaintances that might meet the selection criteria.   

 Selection criteria.  The following guidelines were used to determine whether or 

not individuals were qualified to participate in this study.  They included:  

1) The participant was currently in a second marriage.  Since the focus of the 

study was to explore how a person’s first marriage was affecting their current 

marriage, any participant in a subsequent marriage (i.e., 3rd, 4th, etc.) was 

excluded.  Asking participants to compare their current relationship with their 

past relationship is complex enough, and trying to add more relationships on 

top of that was outside the scope of this study.  Also, collecting a fairly 

homogenous sample (all participants in their second marriages) assisted in 

developing theoretical saturation. 

2) Participants were in their second marriage for less than five years.  Findings 

from previous research have provided the rationale for this selection criterion.  

Wallerstein and Kelly, in their landmark study (1980), found that conflict and 

anger between ex-spouses persisted even five years after their divorce.  Since 

the anger among ex-spouses seems to decrease with time (Kitson & Holmes, 
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1992; Masheter, 1991; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980), and since, according to the 

research, most people remarry within three to four years after their divorce 

(Ihinger-Tallman & Pasley, 1997), it was deemed important to reach couples 

during this critical window.  Furthermore, it is assumed that couples who have 

been married for five years or less have had enough time to overcome the 

“honeymoon” stage of their new marriage, and yet be close enough in time that 

the first marriage is still influential. 

3) The participants were limited to those that have divorced.  Therefore, those 

participants that remarried following the death of their spouse were excluded 

from the current study.  Although many similarities exist, there is also the 

potential for many differences.  For example, partners are generally given more 

latitude to maintain emotional closeness with a deceased spouse because the 

difficulties associated with continued contact have been removed (Grinwald & 

Shabat, 1997; Marwit & Carusa, 1998).  While it is imperative to develop 

research understanding, the unique needs of partners who have experienced the 

death of their loved one and the effect that has on the remarital relationship it is 

outside the scope of this study.   

4) Finally, couples who were severely distressed were limited from participating 

in the study.  Since many remarried couples experience high levels of distress 

(Stokes & Wampler, 2002), it seemed inappropriate to use a martial satisfaction 

inventory to determine eligibility.  Instead certain criteria were used to 

determine their potential level of distress.  These included currently in a 



 

 58

custody dispute and violence in the relationship.  If couples reported either of 

these criteria they were removed from the list of potential participants.  

Procedures 

Those who were interested in participating in the study were given a number to 

call in order to schedule an interview.  An initial screening was done over the phone and 

if participants met the selection criteria they were invited for an interview at the Family 

Therapy Clinic at Texas Tech University.  Upon arriving, the couple was invited into the 

room and given information regarding the study.  At that point informed consent was 

obtained and couples were given the opportunity to ask any questions they had regarding 

the study.  Once the necessary information was obtained one participant was escorted to 

an adjoining room to fill out the packet of questionnaires while the other participant 

completed their individual interview.  Upon completion of the first interview participants 

were asked to switch places and the second individual interview was conducted while the 

first participant completed their packet of questionnaires.  When both individual 

interviews were completed the couple was reunited and the couple interview was 

completed.  Most individual interviews lasted for approximately 45 minutes while the 

couple interviews were generally 30 minutes.   

Individual interviews.  At the beginning of the individual interview, participants 

were asked to come up with their own pseudonym and a pseudonym for their former 

spouse.  Once that information was obtained the interview commenced.  Participants 

were given as much time as necessary to answer each question and at times were asked to 

clarify and/or expand their answer.  The following is a list of questions used in the 

individual interviews: 
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1. Tell me about the relationship with your first spouse. 
 
2. How did you know things were going bad? 

 
3. Please describe the process around deciding to divorce.  
 
4. How did you know you were ready to start dating again? 
 
5. Tell me the story about meeting, and later deciding to marry, your second spouse. 
 
6. Tell me how the experiences in your first marriage are currently affecting your 

second marriage? 
 

7. How are your current spouse and your previous spouse similar?  How are they 
different? 

 
8. Describe, like you were telling me a story, a positive experience where your 

current spouse reminded me of your former spouse. Now describe a negative 
experience? 

 
9. Reacted to your spouse in the same way you used to react to your former spouse? 

In a way that was different? 
 

10. Tell me about a time when you have gotten angry at your current spouse and it 
seemed harsher than the situation warranted. 

 
11. What did you learn from your first marriage that you’ve carried over into your 2nd 

marriage?  
   
The stance of the interviewer was open and his primary job was to listen and 

provide cues that encouraged the participants to continue their explanations.  During this 

time, particular attention was given to any cues, phrases, or responses that resemble the 

guidelines related to Johnson, Makinen, and Malliken (2001).  If participants brought up 

any of the five themes (i.e., trauma language, life and death terms, isolation and 

abandonment, “never again” stance, or refusal to risk vulnerability), they were asked to 

expand on those experiences.   
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 Couple interviews.  The structure of the couple interviews was very similar to that 

of the individual interviews.  Couples were given ample opportunity to express any 

stories and experiences that emerged as a result of hearing the interview questions.  

Although the questions were similar in nature, the goal of the interview was to obtain the 

participants’ experience of their partner’s past relationship and how that was impacting 

their current relationship.  Here is a list of the guiding questions used in the couple 

interviews: 

1. Tell me how your spouse’s former relationship is impacting your relationship 
with him/her? 

 
2. Can you think of a particular incident where you saw/felt that impact on your 

relationship? What meaning did you attach to that incident? How did you resolve 
it? What did you do? What did they do? 

 
3. Tell me of a time where you felt your spouse wanted you to be more like his/her 

former spouse?  Describe a time where they wanted you to be different? 
 
4. What was the transition like from your previous marriage to your current 

marriage? 
 

a. What made the transition easier? 
 
b. What made it more difficult? 
 

5. Tell me about a time where you felt like you were interacting with your current 
spouse in the exact same way that you used to interact with your former spouse?  
Tell me about a time where it felt different? 

 
6. How is this relationship the same as your previous relationship? How is it 

different? 
 

7. As a couple what steps have you taken to help this relationship succeed?  What 
did you learn from your first marriage that you’ve carried over into your 2nd 
marriage? 

 
8. What advice would you give others going through a similar transition?  
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Each set of questions was modified based on the data that emerged from the 

interviews.  For example, the question “What advice would you give others going 

through a similar transition?” was not added to the interview questions until the fourth 

interview.  Using transcripts from previous interviews and post-interview notes the 

emerging data was discussed with the internal auditor.  Each of these sources of 

information played a pivotal role in adding this question.  A similar process was followed 

any time a question needed to be removed, added, or adapted.  

Interview notes.  Before each interview I printed off a sheet which contained all of the 

guiding questions for the interview (two for the individual interviews and one for the 

couple interviews).  I used this page to make notes on any impressions I had during the 

course of the interview.  Directly after the interview those notes were used to construct 

post-interview notes that contained any impressions I had regarding potential questions to 

refine or the potential of emerging themes.  These notes were included in the 

development of categories, properties, and dimensions. 

  

Measures 

The participants were given a packet and asked to fill out the following 

questionnaires.  The information being gathered was demographic in nature and was used 

for the purpose of describing the sample.  The first section consisted of demographic 

information that focused on understanding the logistics of the relationships (i.e., length of 

first marriage, length of time between marriages, length of current marriages, etc.).  

Traditional questions regarding age, gender, and socio-economic status were also 

included. 
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Participants were also asked to complete the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment 

Test (Locke & Wallace, 1959).  The MAT is a 15-item scale that measures both general 

marital satisfaction as well as the amount of agreement on a number of issues ranging 

from finances to lifestyle.  It also measures agreement or disagreement on relationship 

styles and how much one spouse confides in another (Freeston & Plechaty, 1997).  

According to Fredman and Sherman (1987), “the internal consistency reliability estimate 

for the 15-item adjustment test was a high .90.”  Its familiarity and frequent use among 

other prominent researchers (Gottman, Coan, Carrere, & Swanson, 1998) suggests that 

results may be easily interpreted and understood throughout the clinical and academic 

community.  Also the MAT discriminates significantly between adjusted and maladjusted 

groups, thus demonstrating criterion validity.  Fredman and Sherman (1987) reported 

that, “Only 17% of the maladjusted group scored 100 or more; while 96% of the adjusted 

group scored 100 or more” (p. 47).   

The third assessment the participants were asked to complete was the Fisher 

Divorce Adjustment Scale which consists of 100 short statements answered on a 5-point 

scale (always to never).  The following scale measures (a) feelings of self-worth, (b) 

emotional disentanglement from the former love partner, (c) anger at former love partner, 

(d) grief work completed, and (e) social trust.  This scale is important in measuring areas 

of concern regarding past relationships and has a Kuder-Richardson internal reliability of 

.92. 
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Data Analysis 

Data collection in grounded theory methodologies typically follows a zigzag 

pattern (Creswell, 1998).  Rather than waiting until all of the data has been collected, as 

is customary in quantitative research, the researcher begins analyzing the data from the 

moment of the first interview (Charmaz, 2003; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  The analysis 

and the data collection phases occur simultaneously.  Part of developing a theory is to 

analyze the interviews shortly after they have been completed in an attempt to have them 

direct the future interviews.  In essence, past participants become the guides for future 

interviews.  Following these guidelines, it was critical that the data be transcribed as soon 

as possible.  I transcribed 9 of the interviews (37.5%) while the remaining 15 (62.5%) 

were transcribed by a graduate assistant.  Although time consuming and demanding, it 

was important that access to the data was obtained as soon as possible.   

In addition to collecting the interviews, post-interview notes were written for each 

interview outlining thoughts, feelings, and other information that might be pertinent to 

data collection.  These notes were written immediately after the interview and filed as 

part of the data for each participant.   

Once the information was gathered, the process of coding the information began.  

The importance of coding is discussed by Charmaz (2003).  She states, “Coding is the 

pivotal link between collecting data and developing emergent theory to explain these 

data” (Charmaz, 2003, p. 93). In an attempt to fully understand the data presented, the 

coding procedures went through the following stages.   
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Condensing the Interviews 

 In describing the process of coding, Strauss and Corbin suggest that “there are 

several different ways of doing open coding” (p. 119).  One method they recommend in 

order to condense the document is to analyze the entire sentence or paragraph and ask, 

“What is the major idea in this sentence or paragraph?” (p. 120).   Since several of the 

interviews included information that was repetitive a preliminary analysis was performed 

to highlight the major idea of each paragraph.  The relevance of an item was based on its 

ability to catch the reader’s attention.  Strauss and Corbin (1998) define in vivo codes as 

“catchy terms that immediately draw our attention to them” (p. 115).  Therefore, during 

the initial reading any description that elicited a response from the reader was 

highlighted.  Furthermore, through reading the transcripts it was apparent that much of 

the information being shared was repetitive.  Therefore, using these guidelines, I 

condensed each transcript (one for each individual and then one for the couple) by 

removing any information that was repetitive or divergent.  Once the most relevant 

information was extracted, a paragraph describing the participants’ description was 

created.  For an example of this process, and what information was removed, see 

Appendices C and D. Once the transcripts were condensed into interview summaries a 

more in-depth analysis was conducted.   

 

Line-by-line Coding 

Charmaz (2003) introduced a concept, originally developed by Glaser (1978), 

which is referred to as line-by-line coding.  Line-by-line coding provides researchers with 

two powerful advantages: (1) coding remains extremely close to the data and (2) the 
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process of developing general themes (open coding) is facilitated.  Based on these two 

benefits, line-by-line coding was used as the first level of coding the data.  Even though 

complete sentences may not be formed, line-by-line coding involves naming each 

individual line of the manuscript of the written data (Charmaz, 2003).  A line-by-line 

analysis was conducted on each interview summary, specifically focusing on words used 

by each participant (see Appenix D). 

 

Open Coding 

 Although open coding is similar in many respects to line-by-line coding, some 

distinct differences exist.  Rather than simply naming each individual line, open coding is 

the “analytic process through which concepts are identified and their properties and 

dimensions are discovered in data” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 101).  Since names for 

each individual line already existed, the process of looking for emerging concepts was 

easier.  At this point, a table was constructed that included all of the open codes discussed 

by each participant (see Appendix F).  Finally, an analysis was conducted to discover 

which codes, concepts, and categories were consistent across participants.  A more in-

depth definition of these terms, and how they related to the results, will be included in the 

chapter on the results.  Once the initial codes, concepts, and categories were established, 

the analysis continued on to the next stage of coding—axial coding.   

 

Axial Coding 

 Axial coding is the process of taking the individual categories gathered through 

open coding and defining their dimensions, properties, and subcategories.  In essence, it 
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is the process where each individual category is defined so that it can be better 

understood (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  During this stage, decisions are made regarding 

which categories make the most sense analytically and which do the best job categorizing 

the data most accurately and completely (Charmaz, 2003).  In this particular study, a list 

of potential categories was developed (see Appendix G) and the process of looking for 

potential relationships indicated the shift to selective coding. 

 

Selective Coding 

 The final process involved in analyzing the data was selective coding.  Once all of 

the categories are in place and have been defined, the actual theory building begins 

(Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  Selective coding is defined as “the process of integrating and 

refining the theory” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 143).  In essence, it is the building of the 

story that connects the categories (Creswell, 1998).  Based on the categories 

demonstrated in Appendix G relationships were developed and the process of building 

theory began. 

 

Theoretical Sampling 

 When using a grounded theory methodology, one of two directions can be 

followed to determine if enough information has been gathered.  Either the categories 

will be saturated or more interviews need to be conducted.  Strauss and Corbin (1998) 

describe saturation as follows: 

A category is considered saturated when no new information seems to emerge 
during coding, that is, when no new properties, dimensions, conditions, 
actions/interactions, or consequences are seen in the data.  However, this 
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statement is a matter of degree.  In reality, if one looked long and hard enough, 
one always would find additional properties or dimensions.  There always is that 
potential for the “new” to emerge.  Saturation is more a matter of reaching the 
point in the research where collecting additional data seems counterproductive; 
the “new” that is uncovered does not add much more to the explanation at this 
time. (p. 136)  
 

Although the number of participants was not predetermined, the original intent was to 

include 10 couples (20 individuals) in this study.  However, after conducting the 16 

individual interviews and the 8 couple interviews it was determined that the information 

being shared was simply supporting what had already been said.  Therefore, it was 

decided that collecting more data would be counterproductive and that the existing data 

was sufficient to begin developing a theory.       

Internal auditor.  A common form of validating the themes that emerge is to 

invite an internal auditor (i.e., committee member specializing in methodology) to read 

the transcripts and code the information in order to see if the codes are congruent.  

Including an internal auditor also helps ensure that the personal experience, hypotheses, 

and other biases of the researcher are successfully being bracketed (Strauss & Corbin, 

1998).  In an attempt to obtain these two goals, an internal auditor was included in data 

analysis.  The internal auditor has several years experience with qualitative methodology 

and data analysis.  Over the period of four months, regular meetings were held with the 

internal auditor to ensure that the process being used to understand the data was valid.  

During the course of these meetings several adjustments were made to the interview 

questions, methods of coding, and drafts of the results.  Several times, based on the 

recommendations of the internal auditor, I was sent back to the data to look for more in-

depth explanations.  Additional faculty members were included in this process to ensure 
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that a logical format was being used and that the findings coincided with the experiences 

of the participants.  The recommendations received from the internal auditor were 

documented and incorporated into the final analysis.  His specific feedback will be 

included in the results chapter. 

External auditor.  An external auditor was also asked to review the transcripts, the 

interview summaries, the post-interview notes and other materials related to the project to 

ensure that a logical path was followed.  Including an external auditor increases the 

dependability of the study and the data being presented.  The external auditor received 

her doctorate at Texas Tech University and was currently practicing in Lubbock, Texas.  

She also was well versed in qualitative methodology and data analysis.  The feedback and 

recommendations received from the external auditor were noted and integrated into the 

final analysis. 

Participant feedback.  Strauss and Corbin (1998) recommend that researchers 

using grounded theory methodology include participants in the data analysis.  They 

suggest that the researcher: 

Occasionally check out assumptions, and later hypotheses, with respondents and 
against incoming data; that is, simply explain to respondents what you think you 
are finding in the data and ask them whether your interpretation matches their 
experiences with that phenomenon—and if not, then why. (p. 45). 

 
 In order to be consistent with the methodology a summary of their individual 

interview and their couple interview was sent to each participant.  The participants were 

asked to read each summary and to correct anything that was not consistent with their 

experience.  They were also encouraged to include any new information that emerged 

since their interviews.  Later the primary investigator called each participant on the 
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telephone and asked for their feedback regarding the materials.  Any feedback given was 

incorporated into the continuing analysis.  Participants were also sent a completed copy 

of the results and discussion for their records.  A small sample of participants was asked 

to give their feedback on the emerging theory.  Once again, any feedback received from 

participants was integrated into the emerging theory and used as incoming data. 

 

Evaluation of the Literature 

The final stage in this process was to perform a critical review of the literature 

surrounding each category in the theory.  Going back to the literature that was bracketed 

allowed me to either confirm existing findings or else highlight differences that existed.  

This final evaluation of the literature helped me to see where the information gathered 

provided new knowledge, thus contributing to the field of study. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this chapter is to present the results that emerged from 

interviewing participants and asking them to describe the complex interaction of how 

their past relationship is influencing their current marriage.  However, the purpose of this 

study was not simply to understand the experiences of these participants, but rather to use 

those experiences to develop a tentative theory regarding couples who remarry.  When 

trying to develop a theory based on complex phenomena, several steps need to be 

followed.  That process is described by Leonard Schatzman.  He states: 

An explanation…tells a story about the relations among things or people and 
events.  To tell a complex story, one must designate objects and events, state or 
imply some of their dimensions and properties…, provide some context for these, 
indicate a condition or two for whatever action/interaction is selected to be central 
to the story, and point to, or imply, one or more consequences. (Maines, 1991, p. 
308) 
  
Based on his description this chapter will include the following information.  

First, several terms from grounded theory methodology will be defined, thus providing a 

framework for the data.  Once the framework has been established, information regarding 

the participants and their experiences will be introduced.  Next, based on the definitions, 

and the couples’ experiences, the categories that emerged from the interviews will be 

discussed.  Since it is not enough to simply describe the different categories that emerged 

the next section will discuss possible relationships that exist between concepts.  The final 

section will focus on evaluating this particular study and providing information 

evaluating the validity and reliability of the research.  Comparing the results to the 

current literature and developing provisional hypotheses based on the results are also 
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necessary in grounded theory methodology.  However, since these steps are seen as the 

culminating process of this study it seems more appropriate to include them in the 

discussion chapter. 

   

Grounded Theory Terminology  

Several different terms and descriptions exist across the different traditions of 

qualitative methodologies (Creswell, 1998).  While several of the terms used represent 

similar things, each tradition has their own specific terminology and reason for using that 

language.  Based on these differences this first section is going to define some terms that 

are specific to grounded theory methodology and described the interplay between these 

particular terms.  Providing this description should provide additional depth to the results 

as they are discussed.  The three terms that will be defined are (a) categories and 

subcategories, (b) properties and dimensions, and (c) the central category. 

Categories and subcategories.  Through the course of open coding, the process of 

uncovering categories begins.  Categories are “concepts, derived from data, that stand 

for…important analytic ideas that emerge from our data” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  

These categories depict the issues, the concerns, the problems and the matters that are 

important to the experiences being studied.  The names for these categories come from 

the data and usually consist of the “most logical descriptor for what is going on” (Strauss 

& Corbin, 1998).  Therefore while categories are derived from concepts that emerge from 

the data, the analyst is encouraged to categorize the accumulating concepts into more 

abstract explanatory terms referred to as categories (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  This 

process is important because it accomplishes two things: (a) it allows the analyst to 
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reduce the number of units in the analysis, and (b) categories provide analytical power 

based on their ability to explain and predict (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  According to 

Strauss and Corbin, “subcategories specify a category further by denoting information 

such as when, where, why, and how a phenomenon is likely to occur” (p. 119).  Based on 

this rationale the terms category and subcategory will be used throughout the results 

section to refer to the important analytic ideas that emerged from the data.   

Properties and dimensions.  The primary purpose of properties and dimensions in 

grounded theory methodology is to “formulate patterns along with their variations” 

(Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  Properties are the attributes of the category, whether general 

or specific, whereas dimensions represent where a property is located along a certain 

continuum or range.  Therefore, in order to fully understand the categories being 

presented their attributes (properties) need to be discussed as well as where those 

properties are located on the dimensions of the category.   

Central category.  The main theme of the research is referred to as the central 

category.  Strauss and Corbin (1998) discuss six different criteria for choosing a central 

category.  These include, (a) it is central and all other categories can be related to it; (b) it 

appears frequently in the data, meaning every, or almost every, participant refers to it; (c) 

the relation to other categories is logical and consistent (i.e., there is not forcing of the 

data); (d) the name of the central category is sufficiently abstract so that it can lead to 

further research; (e) as it is refined analytically it grows in depth and explanatory power; 

and finally (f) the concept is able to explain variation (for a table of these six criteria see 

p. 147 of Strauss & Corbin, 1998). 
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 The purpose of this section was to define some of the terms used in grounded 

theory methodology and provide a framework for those reading the results.  While it is 

important to understand these definitions in order to understand the organization of the 

results, it is also important to understand each participant and what experiences they 

brought to the interview.  Therefore, the next section will give a brief description of each 

of the participants.   

 

Participants 

 The following section will focus on each couple that participated in the study.  

Every description will include a brief paragraph describing each partner in the 

relationship, descriptions of their previous relationships, and then conclude with a short 

summary of their current relationship. Although each description will focus on some of 

the information that makes each participant unique, there are some commonalities shared 

by all participants.  For example, all of the research participants were Caucasian, 

heterosexual, and lived in Lubbock and its surrounding communities.  See Table 1 for an 

overview.  
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Table 1.  Demographic information for participants in the study. 
 

Demographic Information for Participants 

Participant 

Years in 
first 
marriage 

Years 
between 
marriages 

Years in 
current 
marriage

Contact 
with 
former 
spouse 

Happiness 
in 2nd 
marriage 
(1-7; 7 
being 
perfectly 
happy) 

Children 
currently 
in the 
home 

Garrett (1H) 20.0 1.5  2.0  Monthly 5 Yes 
Ashlee (1W) 4.0 9.0  2.0 Special 

occasions 
6 Yes 

Kay (2W) 24.0 0.5  4.0 Special 
occasions 

6 No 

BPP1015 (2H) 22.0 0.08  4.0 Never 7 No 
Andrew (3H) 14.0 6.0  3.0 Every 4 

years 
6 No 

D (3W) 20.0 6.5 3.0  Special 
occasions 

5 No 

Barbie (4W) 13.0 6.0 3.0 Never 7 Yes 
Frank (4H) 2.0 5.0 3.0 Bumps into 

her 
occasionally

7 Yes 

Boomer (5H) 7.5 1.5 0.58 Special 
occasions 

6 No 

Olivia (5W) 7.0 2.0 0.58 Special 
occasions 

6 No 

Hannah (6W) 28.0 1.25 4.5 When 
necessary 

6 No 

Richard (6H)  19.0 1.25 4.5 Monthly 7 No 
Jerry (7H) 13.0 21.0 0.08 Special 

occasions 
6 No 

Jamie (7W) 22.5 7.0 0.08 Special 
occasions 

6 No 

Jill (8W) 0.83 5 .0 4.5 Never 6 No 
Jack (8H) 10.0 2.0 4.5 Never 5 No 
 

Couple 1—Garrett and Ashlee 

Garrett.  Garrett is in his mid-forties, has completed his master’s degree, and was 

married to his first spouse for 20 years.  Initially, the marriage was good but after several 

years they began to experience problems.  After discovering that his wife had an affair 
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they separated and tried marital therapy.  When that did not produce the results they were 

hoping for, his wife initiated a divorce.  According to Garrett, at the end of the marriage 

“there was no relationship at all.”  He reports that he has monthly contact (both face-to-

face and through phone/email) with his former spouse.  He was divorced for 

approximately 1½ years before he met Ashlee. 

 Ashlee.  Ashlee is in her mid-thirties, has attended some college, and was married 

to her first husband for 4 years.  After several years of unemployment her ex-husband 

decided to move back to his hometown to seek work.  At that point the couple decided to 

separate and a year and a half later they finalized their divorce.  Ashlee reported that she 

only has face-to-face contact with her former spouse on special occasions.  Ashlee was 

single for 7 years before meeting Garrett. 

 Current relationship.  Garrett and Ashlee met through a friend and dated for 2 

years before getting married.  To date, they have been married for two years, are 

extremely satisfied, and live with Ashlee’s two children from her first marriage.  Garrett 

has two children from his previous marriage but they both live with his former spouse.  

 

Couple 2—Kay and BPP1015 

 Kay.  Kay is in her late forties and has a college degree.  She was married to her 

first spouse for 24 years.  The primary reason for the divorce was financial hardship due 

to a decision her former spouse made regarding employment.  Kay said that she has 

minimal contact with her former spouse and only sees him on special occasions (i.e., 

graduations, weddings).  She also reported that six months passed between her divorce 
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and her current marriage and that she and her current husband dated for approximately a 

year. 

 BPP1015.  BPP1015 is in his early fifties and is currently attending college.  He 

was married previously for 22 years and never sees his ex-wife.  According to him, six 

months passed between his divorce and his second marriage.  He also listed financial 

concerns as a major reason for his divorce. 

 Current relationship.  Kay and BPP1015 described how they originally dated in 

high school.  They credit their quick marriage (both just being six months out of their 

previous relationship) to the fact that they had a shared history, they knew one another’s 

families and that they shared similar beliefs.  They indicated that they lived together for 

approximately 4 to 5 months before getting married. Both reported being very satisfied in 

their current relationship and have been married for 4 years.  Between the two, they have 

5 children (Kay is a mother of two and BPP1015 is the father of 3) but all 5 are grown 

and no children are living at home.  

 

Couple 3—Andrew and D 

 Andrew.  Andrew is in his early fifties and has received some vocational training.  

He was married to his first wife for 14 years and described how over the course of the 

marriage they simply “grew apart.”  Towards the end of the marriage he found out that 

she was having an affair, at which point she initiated a divorce.  Regarding contact with 

his ex-wife, he sees her approximately every 4 years.  He was divorced for 6 ½ years 

before meeting his current wife. 
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 D.    D is in her late forties and has completed some graduate level work.  She was 

married to her first husband for 20 years and only sees her ex-spouse on special 

occasions.  D describes how her husband initiated the divorce and that they did not 

separate before the divorce.  According to her, one of the major reasons for her divorce 

was the fact that her husband was unemployed several times over the course of their 

marriage.  She met Andrew 6 years after her divorce. 

 Current relationship.  Andrew and D have been married for almost 4 years.  They 

dated for approximately 8 months before getting married and both indicate that they are 

fairly satisfied with their current marriage.  Andrew has no children and D is the mother 

of three.  All are grown and no longer live at home.    

 

Couple 4—Barbie and Frank 

 Barbie.  Barbie is in her early forties and has obtained some vocational training.  

She was married for 13 years to her former spouse and was separated for 1 year before 

the divorce was final.  Her former spouse initiated the divorce and currently she has no 

contact with him. Six years passed between the time of her divorce and when she met her 

current husband, Frank. 

 Frank.  Frank is in his early thirties and has obtained a high school education.  He 

was married to his first wife for 2 years at which point she initiated a divorce.  The 

primary reason for the divorce, according to his report, was that he found out she was 

having an affair.  Other than passing her in a store, Frank does not have any contact with 

his former spouse.  He was divorced for 4 years when he met his current wife. 
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 Current relationship.  Barbie and Frank dated for 1 year before getting married.  

They have been married for 3 years and are very satisfied in their current relationship.  

Barbie and Frank live with Barbie’s two teenage girls from her previous marriage.  Frank 

does not have any biological children. 

 

Couple 5—Boomer and Olivia 

 Boomer.  Boomer is in his mid-thirties and has a college degree.  He was married 

to his first wife for 7 ½ years before initiating a divorce.  Reasons for their divorce 

included intense arguments and severe disagreements regarding finances.  Boomer only 

has contact with his previous spouse on special occasions and was single for six months 

before meeting his current spouse. 

 Olivia.  Olivia is also in her mid-thirties and has completed a master’s degree.  

She was married to her first husband for 7 years at which point she initiated a divorce.  

According to her they were not talking and they were not together which did not make for 

a good relationship.  She only sees her former spouse on special occasions and reports 

that two years passed between her divorce and her second marriage.  

 Current relationship.  Boomer and Olivia dated for over a year and got married 

approximately 7 months ago.  According to them they are both very satisfied with their 

current marriage.  Boomer’s first wife had a child from a previous relationship that 

Boomer had adopted.  His daughter currently lives with her mother and Olivia does not 

have any children.  Therefore, Boomer and Olivia do not have any children living with 

them at home. 
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Couple 6—Hannah and Richard 

 Hannah.  Hannah is in her mid-fifties and has a college degree.  She was married 

to her former spouse for 28 years and reports that, although they were only physically 

separated for 7 months before the divorce, emotionally they were separated for much 

longer.  The decision to divorce was a mutual decision but was instigated by the fact that 

her partner was having an affair.  According to her report she has face-to-face contact 

with her former spouse only on special occasions but that she has other contact (i.e., 

email/phone) whenever necessary.  She was single for four months before meeting her 

current spouse. 

 Richard.  Richard is in his early fifties and has completed a master’s degree.  He 

was married to his first wife for 19 years at which time she initiated the divorce.  Richard 

has contact with his former spouse (both face-to-face and via email/telephone) on a 

monthly basis.  He was single for approximately 2 ½ years before he met Hannah. 

 Current relationship.  Richard and Hannah dated for approximately 11 months 

before their marriage and reported living together for 9 of those months.  They have been 

married for 4 ½ years and indicate that they are very happy in their current marriage.  

Hannah is the mother of two children, both of which are grown.  Richard has two 

children who live with his former spouse.  Together they have no children living in the 

home. 

 

Couple 7—Jerry and Jamie 

 Jerry.  Jerry is in his mid-fifties and has a college degree.  He was married to his 

first wife for 13 years at which point he initiated a divorce.  Regarding contact with his 
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former spouse he communicates via his children and has face-to-face contact on special 

occasions.  Jerry was single for 14 years before he met his current spouse. 

 Jamie.  Jamie is in her early fifties and has a college degree.  She was married to 

her first spouse for 22 ½ years.  Over the course of her marriage her husband was 

unemployed on several occasions, a primary reason for Jamie to initiate the divorce.  She 

only has face-to-face contact with her spouse on special occasions.  Eight months passed 

between the time she got divorced and the time she met her current husband, Jerry. 

 Current relationship.  Although they have only been married for 1 month Jerry 

and Jamie dated for 6 ½ years before they got married.  When he divorced Jerry 

maintained sole custody of his two children and raised them as a single father.  Jamie is 

also the mother of two children.  One of the primary reasons they waited so long to get 

married is because they wanted to wait until all of their children were grown and no 

longer living at home.  Both Jerry and Jamie indicate they are very happy with their 

current relationship.     

 

Couple 8—Jill and Jack 

 Jill.  Jill is in her mid-forties and has completed graduate school.  She was 

married to her former spouse for approximately 11 months.  According to her report, she 

experienced abuse early in the relationship and spent the remainder of the marriage 

looking for opportunities to escape.  Based on that fact, she never has contact with her 

former spouse.  She was single for 5 years before meeting her current husband, Jack. 

 Jack.  Jack is also in his mid-forties and has attended some college.  He was 

married to his former spouse for nearly 10 years.  During that time she was involved with 
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drugs and Jack suspects that she had an affair.  She was the one that initiated the divorce 

and since that time Jack has had no contact with her.  Jack was single for nearly 2 years 

when he met his current wife, Jill. 

 Current relationship.  Jill and Jack dated for approximately 5 months before they 

got married and have been married for nearly 5 years.  They are fairly happy in their 

current relationship.  Neither partner had children with their previous spouse and do not 

have any children living at home. 

 

Overarching Context 

 Initially the purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of how the 

first marriage of an individual is impacting their second marriage.  While a portion of this 

goal has been achieved, it is important to understand the context in which these results 

should be interpreted.  When discussing remarriage, theoretically at least four different 

types of remarriage could exist.  The first option is somebody could be satisfied with their 

first marriage and end up not being satisfied with their second marriage.  Also, plausibly 

an individual could be satisfied in their first marriage and find themselves in another 

satisfying relationship.  The other option is not being satisfied in the first marriage but 

have a satisfying second marriage.  The final possibility is being dissatisfied with the first 

relationship and also being dissatisfied with the second.  The following table represents 

the four different possibilities and indicates where the individuals in this study placed 

themselves: 
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Table 2.  Different Types of Remarriage.   

  Second Marriage

First Marriage Satisfied Dissatisfied 

Satisfied 0 0 

Dissatisfied 16 0 

 

During the process of interviewing these couples, the primary investigator began 

to notice that each of these participants had something in common, they had all indicated 

that they left a relationship where they were dissatisfied and were currently in a 

relationship they felt was satisfying.  This similarity makes sense considering the scope 

of the study.  Couples in satisfying remarriages might be more likely to seek out 

opportunities to discuss their relationship than their counterparts in dissatisfying 

remarriages.  It is not impossible that a couple that is currently in a bad second marriage 

would volunteer, but the likelihood is less.  Therefore, these results are specifically aimed 

at understanding the experience of couples who have gone from being dissatisfied in their 

first marriage into what they classify as a satisfying second marriage.  The results need to 

be interpreted in this context. 

 The purpose of this section was to introduce readers to each partner in the 

relationship, provide some background information on their past relationships, and briefly 

describe their current relationship.  As a result of this information it was determined that 

all of the participants in this study indicate that they transitioned from a marriage where 

they were dissatisfied to a remarriage where they are currently satisfied.  Each of these 



 

components (the grounded theory terminology, the description of the participants, and the 

types of relationships being studied) provide important information for the results 

presented in this chapter.  Therefore, it was deemed important to review each component 

before providing the following results.  Now with the context having been established, 

the central category will be introduced followed by the other categories, with their 

underlying properties and dimensions.   

 

Trust in Relationships—The Central Category 

 The purpose of the central category is to condense all of the products of the 

analysis into a few key words that explain the essence of the research.  As participants 

described the impact of their past relationship on their current marriage, every participant 

described some aspect of trust within their relationships.  The interviews were analyzed 

within participant, within couples, and across participants and couples.  Based on these 

analyses and the criteria established above, it was discovered that “trust in relationships” 

was the central category.  The following theoretical model emerged (see figure 1). 

Figure 1. Theoretical model for trust in relationships. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 Lack of Trust in  

Past 
 
 
1. Betrayal 
2. Experience 
  
  

 
Attempts to Increase 

Trust 
 
 
1. Opposites 
2. No Tolerance 
3. Just clicked 

 
Presence of Trust in Current 

Relationship 
 
 
  1. Reactions 
  2. Acceptance/Trust 
  3. Avoid Similar Behavior  
  4. Being Open 

in Relationships  Trust 

 83



 

 84

Trust in relationships emerged as the central category because (a) it was 

connected to most of the data; (b) all the participants discussed it; (c) the relationships 

between this category and other categories were logical and consistent; (d) it was 

sufficiently abstract, thus warranting future studies; (e) it grew in depth and power as it 

was defined analytically; and finally (f) it helped explain some of the variation 

experienced by each of the participants.  

Although trust in relationships is the central category that emerged in the data a 

caution addressed by Strauss and Corbin (1998) is inserted here.  They warn that: 

Another researcher coming from a different theoretical orientation and having 
another research question, might arrive at quite another interpretation.  However, 
once an analyst explains in detail how he or she arrived at a conceptualization, 
other researchers, regardless of their perspective, should be able to follow the 
analyst’s path of logic and agree that it is one plausible explanation for what is 
going on. (p. 146) 
 

 Based on the analyses discussed in the chapter on methodology and the results 

presented in this chapter, the goal is to provide a logical path of how the primary 

investigator reached this explanation.  Therefore, the following section will focus on the 

specific categories that emerged and their underlying properties and dimensions. 

 

Category 1—Lack of Trust in Past Relationships 

 Although the experiences in their past relationships varied on several aspects for 

each participant, there were some commonalities that emerged.  The main similarity, 

when asked to describe the impact their past relationship was having on their current 

relationship, was their ability to trust.  Twelve of the 16 participants described how 

through some experience in their past relationship their ability to trust was damaged.  For 
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example, when BPP1015 described the impact his past relationship had on his ability to 

trust he said: 

It [referring to the experiences of his past relationship] gave me a lot of problems 
at first.  It was hard for me to open up about certain things.  I was hesitant about 
trusting because it was like I wanted to control everything that I did because in the 
past…there was no trust there…so that was a problem for us in our marriage at 
first because of the bad relationship we both had.  We were very instinctively 
protective and cautious because of old memories. 

 
BPP1015’s wife Kay agreed with him and shared her own struggle with trusting again 

because of her experiences in the past relationship.  She said, “At that time he had told 

me that he had taken the money and I was just slapped in the face.  I had no idea…the 

trust was betrayed.  I just felt betrayed.  And I could never trust him again.”  When 

describing the process of trying to trust again Garrett described his experience in the 

following way.  He said, “It wasn’t easy and you still have flashes…I feel really safe.  

I’m not saying that I feel 100% safe.  There is always that little piece in the back of my 

mind that wonders if there is something that I am unaware of.”   

D also described her lack of trust based on her past experiences.  She described 

how, “When I first started dating [it was hard to trust]…I really felt like I had been 

deceived by my first husband.”  Frank used the following words to describe his 

experiences in his past relationship, “I was scared to death. I didn’t want to give anybody 

a chance to get close to me.  Because I had been through it once and I didn’t want to go 

through it again.”  

Finally, Jill described her experience by saying, “I wasn’t just as trusting as I 

used to be.”  While 12 of the 16 participants discussed the lack of trust they had towards 

the end of their former relationship and how that lack of trust impacted the transition to 
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their new relationship, not every participant experienced the same level of hurt in their 

first relationship.  Therefore the first property, and its accompanying dimension, is the 

level of betrayal experienced in the first relationship.   

 

Level of Betrayal   

Although these experiences are similar in the sense that they are related to trust, 

or the lack thereof, in the past relationship, they are dissimilar in the properties and 

dimensions when compared against one another.  Therefore, it is important to note the 

variation within this first subcategory and where the participants are located along the 

continuum of trust in past relationships.  Nine of the 16 participants described the 

experiences in the past relationship that led to divorce as an act of betrayal.  Seven of 

these included affairs and 2 were related to financial betrayal.  Others discussed how they 

lost trust in the previous relationship but did not talk about it in terms of betrayal.  For 

them it appears that the effect on trust was not as intense.  Therefore, the experiences 

associated with trust in past relationships seem to fall within the range of major betrayal 

to a sense of insecurity.     

Here are some examples of these experiences and where they would be located 

along this dimension.  Garrett, who found out his wife was having an affair, described his 

experience in these words: 

[The affair] turned out to be the downfall of the relationship.  She was friends 
with a guy and [they] went their way…if God can put me through the biggest 
trial…it would be betrayal and that is what I felt…it just felt like a Julius Caesar 
thing. 
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Although this quote was included earlier to show the lack of trust that Kay experienced 

based on her experiences in her past relationship, it is included again to show the level of 

betrayal she felt.  She said, “At that time he had told me that he had taken the money and 

I was just slapped in the face.  I had no idea…the trust was betrayed.  I just felt betrayed.  

And I could never trust him again.”  

Although the remaining 7 participants did not describe the deterioration of their 

first marriage as intensely as a betrayal, 3 of them reported feeling unstable and insecure 

as a result of their husband’s unemployment.  For example, D reported: 

[My first husband] was unemployed four times in our marriage and the last time 
was for 2 years and we had three teenagers at home and I finally just said ‘that is 
enough of that.  I will support the three kids, you support yourself.’  So that was 
an ongoing problem throughout our marriage…It just left me feeling really 
insecure and not, not knowing that there was going to be any stability. 

 
Three of the final 4 participants described how their first marriages were not 

successful because positive communication had ceased.  Like other participants they were 

discussing the past relationship and how that was impacting the current relationship.  It is 

similar in that they were mentioning the reasons for their respective divorces.  However, 

no mention of betrayal is implied.  For example, Boomer describes his relationship with 

his first wife as follows, “The communication between J and I stopped.  It was as if we 

were two people living under the same roof…but we [were] not working together.”  

Richard had a similar experience as Boomer and described that “when we had conflicts 

she would clam up and wouldn’t communicate at all.  I would literally have to back her 

into a corner and force her to respond to me.”   

The final participant described how her husband was in jail or prison at least 30 

times over the course of their marriage.  Although her emotional reaction in the interview 
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suggested that she felt betrayed there was not a clear indicator in her interview that 

explicitly supported that she held such a view. 

 

My Experiences with Divorce 

Another subcategory that emerged regarding the category of trust in past 

relationships was each individual’s experience with divorce.  From the analysis of the 

two primary data sources (individual interviews and couple interviews) participants 

described three different experiences with the process of divorce that related to their 

ability to trust.  Some participants described the experience as difficult, others described 

it as an emotional relief, and a smaller group described the feeling as difficult at first and 

then progressing to relief.  Therefore it appears that the continuum ranges from being 

difficult to experiencing relief.   

Difficult.  Six participants reported that for them the process of divorce was 

difficult.  The emotional processes that these individuals encountered are captured in the 

words of Frank.  He said, “It was [a pretty difficult divorce for me].  I took it real hard 

because when I went into it I gave everything.  I put my whole heart into it.  And it was 

hard, it was real hard…you drink enough you forget about it but…” 

Boomer supports Frank’s experience in his own words:  

It was difficult for me…for 7 ½ years I had somebody that I could talk to.  Once 
you file for divorce you are on your own.  [later in the interview he continues] 
The first morning I woke up in [my friends] house was very difficult because it 
wasn’t mine…it wasn’t my bed, it wasn’t my shower. None of it was mine. 
 
Relief.  While the divorce was difficult for several of the participants, others had a 

very different experience.  Six participants reported that the divorce for them was an 
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emotional relief.  Several of these participants had been suffering through their marriage 

for years and when the end came it was, as Hannah described, “a relief…at least 

something was going to be resolved.” Ashlee echoed this sentiment when she described 

her experience.  In her words it was a “total weight lifted off my shoulders…I mean no 

tears were shed.”     

 Mixed.  While the majority of the participants fell into one of these two 

subcategories, there was a small portion of participants that found themselves 

experiencing both sides of the divorce.  The final group of participants (3 out of 16 

participants) reported that although the divorce was difficult, there was also a sense of 

relief once it was final.  Barbie’s quote captures this experience, “it was like a relief, a 

weight was lifted.  It was like one day woohoo the sun came.”  However, shortly 

thereafter she started to discuss her personal reaction and she said, “I felt like such a 

failure.  I felt like I couldn’t do anything right…If I was getting a divorce then I had 

failed and that was really hard to deal with.” 

 The first category is described as trust in the past relationship. Although 12 of the 

16 participants discussed how their past relationship limited their ability to trust, the level 

of mistrust they experienced varied along two subcategories, (a) the level of betrayal and 

(b) their experience with the divorce.  The first subcategory, and its underlying 

properties, distinguished those that felt betrayed from those that did not.  The second 

subcategory varied along the dimension of individual experiences with divorce.  The 

range of participants’ experiences was from difficult to experiencing relief with a small 

group falling in the middle range of mixed.  It seems a relationship between these 

subcategories exist in that those who were betrayed had a more difficult experience with 
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divorce whereas those that were not as far up the continuum of betrayal did not 

experience the same level of difficulty in their experience with divorce. 

 

Category 2—Attempts to Increase Likelihood of Trust 

Based on the lack of trust experienced in the past relationships several of the 

participants describe the process of choosing another partner.  When describing this 

process the central theme of trust continued to emerge.  According to these participants 

they used some very specific behaviors in an attempt to increase their likelihood of 

acquiring trust in their current relationship.  These attempts included marrying “polar 

opposites” and “been there done that” and finding somebody that “just clicked/felt 

comfortable.” 

 

Polar Opposites 

All 16 participants identified that their current spouse was the “polar opposite” of 

their first spouse.  In fact, the differences were so extreme that many of them used 

descriptions like “the difference is night and day” or they are “polar opposites.”  For 7 of 

the participants the only similarity they could find between their former spouse and their 

current spouse was the gender they shared (i.e., “they are both female” and “they are both 

men”). Although all 16 participants reported marrying a spouse that was totally different 

than their first partner, the process they used when choosing that partner was slightly 

different.  The differences between these processes resulted in a range of experiences 

related to marrying a different spouse.  The first was an intentional decision based on a 

list of qualities they required while the second was more subconscious.  Therefore, in 
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order to understand the variation in these two experiences, it is important to see where 

each experience is located on the dimension ranging from conscious to more 

subconscious.   

Choosing somebody different.  The first group (9 out of 16 participants) described 

how they intentionally chose somebody that was different from their former spouse.  This 

process was facilitated by a list of qualities and characteristics that they had developed 

from the negative experiences in their first marriages.  After describing the fact that his 

current wife does not remind him of his first wife “in any way,” Garrett was asked if he 

made that choice intentionally.  His response to that inquiry was, “I know I did.  I sort of 

had in my mind what I was looking for as far as qualities and stuff.”  When asked to 

describe how he came up with that list of qualities he replied, “It was burned on my 

forehead.”  Richard described how the process for him was very similar to that of 

Garrett.  He explained, “You bet.  I had my list.  I knew exactly the things that were 

important to me in the next relationship…The same problems that I had [in the first 

relationship] they were just the opposite.” 

 Hannah reported that for her the process was the same and that she “definitely” 

made an intentional choice to marry somebody totally different than her first spouse.  She 

also indicated that the process of building her list may have begun once she realized that 

her first marriage was bad.  She said, “I had a lot of years to think about what I wish I 

had…I had sorted out the things that were really important to me.”  When asked if she 

intentionally choose somebody that was totally different than her first husband, Jill 

responded, “Oh you bet.  I had my list.”  When asked to describe that list she said: 
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I had a pro and con list.  Things that I totally wanted to avoid and things that I was 
looking for…things like tall, good looking, perfect smile all those were down at 
30 and 35.  Kind, gentle, ability to laugh at themselves and with others, not at 
others…those were at the top of the list. 

 
While for some the decision was conscious and intentional, others described a process 

that was more subconscious. 

 Subconsciously chose somebody different.  For several of the participants (5 out of 

16) the process was not intentional but rather less overt, more implicit.  BPP1015 

described the process as follows.  He said, “It was not something that I necessarily 

thought about.  When you walk into a room and it doesn’t feel right, you walk out.  And if 

you walk into a room and it feels okay you don’t think about it you just sit down and go 

on with life.”  Kay describes her experience by saying “I was in survival mode right 

then…[although] in the back of my mind, probably subconsciously I did have a list.”  

Finally, Andrew said, “subconsciously I knew she fit the bill.  So in that sense it wasn’t a 

big deal that I had to follow a list.” 

 Unaware.  Although they agreed that their current spouse was the “polar 

opposite” from their first spouse the final two participants described how they didn’t 

realize they were totally different until after they were married, suggesting that they fell 

on the extreme side of making the choice subconsciously.   

The first subcategory of strategies to increase the likelihood of acquiring trust in 

the next relationship was choosing a spouse that was the polar opposite of the first 

partner.  Although all 16 participants reported that they chose somebody that was 

different, how conscious that choice was varied considerably.  The other strategy that was 

consistent across interviews was “not tolerating same behavior” 



 

 93

Not Tolerating Same Behavior 

 Based on several of the categories and subcategories discussed previously, 13 of 

the 16 participants described how they were unwilling to tolerate the same behavior from 

their current spouse that they tolerated from their previous spouse.  During the course of 

the interview the participants were asked to discuss how they would react if their partner 

started exhibiting similar behaviors as their previous spouse.  Although nearly every 

single participant had a hard time believing their current partner was capable of such 

behavior, they reported that if they did act similarly they would end the relationship.  For 

example, when asked to describe how he would react if Kay acted like his first wife 

BPP1015 reported: 

I’d have point blank addressed it right then and there. [and if it continued?] 
History, see ya! I don’t want that relationship again. I have been there done 
that…So in that respect we are not going to endure or tolerate the kind of crap we 
did the first time around…I had too much of it the first time.  I don’t need it again.  
She doesn’t either. 
 

D, a woman who spent 20 years supporting her first husband, described the process as 

follows: 

I wouldn’t like that at all, I would say ‘no.’ I would say ‘no’…Because I expect 
him to pull his own weight too…and he understood that going into it. When we 
did our remarriage classes we made out expectations and that was one of them. I 
expected him to work and support himself...But just to be a healthy person and 
expect me to support him I..I no, I couldn’t do that. I couldn’t do that again. I 
would just have to say ‘no, sorry. Sorry but no.’ I would be out of there. 
 

Finally, Jerry and Jamie shared the following: 
 

Jerry—Gone! Because [I’ve] been there done that. I know what it’s like. 
 

Jamie—I wouldn’t wait very long to be out of there or have him out because I’ve 
been there, done that, and did it too long. 
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Not only was this unwillingness to tolerate similar behavior identified by the participants, 

but a few of the partner’s described how they understood the message being sent, either 

explicitly or implicitly.  For example, Frank said, “I remember she told me early on some 

of the things that her ex did and the way that he acted and I just made it a point to try not 

to act that way…[because] I figured if I did I probably wouldn’t be here right now” 

In the same vein, Boomer described how he is “never tempted to go down that 

road to where she would have to come to that same decision again.”  While the 

unwillingness to tolerate similar behaviors was consistent for most participants the level 

of intensity varied based on past experiences.  For example, whereas the participants 

above were very adamant about their position others said they wouldn’t like it but that it 

probably wouldn’t be enough to make them leave the relationship.  Two examples 

include Barbie and Frank, both of whom said, “I doubt it would happen, but if it did I 

would say ‘I don’t like that, don’t do it.’”  When asked how it would affect the 

relationship they both reported that, “It would make it harder but it wouldn’t be enough 

to end the relationship.”   

 

Just Clicked/Felt Comfortable 

Irrespective of the process they followed to choose a different spouse, the final 

subcategory was finding somebody that just clicked/felt comfortable. Twelve out of the 

16 participants reported that the relationship “just clicked” and that based on that 

experience they knew this was the relationship to pursue.  In Frank’s words, “we met and 

I don’t know. Something just told me here it is. Go for it. I don’t know how to explain it.”  

Other participants like D said, “at the restaurant he sat beside me and I felt comfortable 
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with him.”  Several of the participants described how this level of comfort was partially 

related to the fact that this new partner was different from their first partner.  For 

example, Boomer described how, “Someone who was 180 degrees different from my ex 

was more attractive to me.  So in that way…I was able to feel more comfortable with her, 

and eventually married her, because she was totally opposite” 

 The second category that emerged when discussing the impact the past 

relationship had on the current marriage were strategies to increase the likelihood of trust 

in their second marriages.  Three subcategories that developed as a part of this category 

were (a) marrying polar opposites, (b) not tolerating the same behavior, and (c) finding 

somebody that just clicked/felt comfortable.  Each of these subcategories varied.  For 

“polar opposites” participants varied on a range of conscious to subconscious.  For “not 

tolerating the same behavior” participants varied on their level of intensity regarding the 

consequences of similar behavior.  The feeling that the “relationship just clicked” 

seemed to coincide with the variation related to polar opposites, meaning the more 

intentional each participant was regarding the differences in spouses the more 

comfortable it felt.   

 

Category 3—Presence of Trust in the Current Relationship 

 The final category that emerged from the interviews was the presence of trust in 

the current relationship.  Despite the participants’ best efforts to marry polar opposites, 

avoiding tolerance of similar behavior, and finding somebody that just clicked, every 

participant discussed a time where the trust in the current relationship was threatened.  

These threats were linked to the past relationship and are included under the subcategory 
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physical and emotional reactions.  However, unlike the past relationship, the partner did 

not react in a manner that damaged trust but rather responded in a way that helped 

maintain its presence.  Therefore, the other subcategories include (a) acceptance and 

trust, (b) avoiding similar behaviors, and (c) being open.  However, before these specific 

behaviors can be discussed the experiences where trust was threatened must be explored. 

   

Physical and Emotional Reactions 

All of the participants in the study described a very specific incident where they 

can remember reacting to their spouse in a manner that seemed harsher than the situation 

warranted.  When asked to describe the reason for the reaction, the participants linked 

their current reaction to the experiences they had with their former spouses.  One of the 

most vivid accounts was retold by Frank, who found out during his first marriage that his 

wife was having an affair.  A portion of his interview will be included to show the 

sequence of his reaction. 

Frank—The Schwan’s man came to our house (laughing) and he just said 
something and it just hit me wrong. And I guess I was having a flashback…she 
was off work that day and I came home and he was there and he said I better leave 
before we both get in trouble and it just hit me wrong. And yeah we had a little 
argument about that...because he said that and it didn’t set right with me and it 
just ooohhh. I was a lot madder than I think she knows I was so I just had to get 
away and be by myself for a minute.  

 
Interviewer—Accuse her of anything? 

 
Frank—No, just flirting. And nothing else. 

 
 Another very vivid example of the emotional and physical reaction these 

participants experienced was from BPP1015.  He described: 
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Yes. Initially…when she would say…the same words as my ex-wife would use to 
trigger an argument [even though she] doesn’t mean it that way.  [For example] 
‘We need to talk’…when my first wife told me that there was hell to pay and it 
was coming and so when Kay would say that...I went off on the edge… I got 
psyched up, pumped up, ready for war. I put on the battle armor you know, load 
the pistol, ready to fight. It was just like ringing the bell for the dog you know, 
start drooling at the mouth. I mean immediately…it took me awhile to get past 
‘we need to talk.’ 
 
Finally, Hannah explained how an experience in her second marriage, and the 

reaction based on that experience, were really magnified due to the experiences with her 

first husband.  She described:  

There was one time that [my current husband] got real upset and laid down on the 
couch instead of coming to bed and I was freaked. I was really freaked at the 
withdrawal of the physical affection because that is what I had had for 28 years. 
So that was a real obvious residual thing for me…[it] was really magnified 
because of what I had been through with Sam. 

 
Interestingly, it appears that at times the physical and emotional reaction of one 

partner is directly tied to the physical and emotional reaction of the other partner.  During 

the couple’s interview, Hannah asked her current husband Richard if he remembered this 

particular incident and her reaction that stemmed from it.  He remembered the incident 

and had the following to add. He said: 

You had some really strong reaction to me that night which as the more I sit here 
and think about it…you had some really abrupt strong comment back to me which 
was really pretty uncharacteristic. She said something that was just like 
boom…and I suppose that triggered things from [my] former relationship…it was 
abrupt and strong, out of character and then silence. Which would have been 
pretty characteristic of my first wife. 

 
Jamie described her reaction in the following way, “After we started dating he quit his 

job...of course I am thinking oh my gosh.  [It freaked me out] I couldn’t believe I was 

back in the same situation again.  It was preventing me from wanting to go further in the 

relationship.” 
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Although these examples are merely a small representation of the other 

experiences, each participant described a similar experience.  They each described a 

moment where they recognized that they had a physical and emotional reaction to their 

current spouse as a result of the experiences they encountered in their first marriage.  It 

appears that several of the reactions shared by participants were somehow related to the 

first category and the experience they had surrounding trust in the past relationship. 

 

Acceptance and Trust 

Based on these reactions partners had one of two options.  Either they could 

respond in a way that was similar to the ex-spouse (thus damaging the existing trust in the 

current relationship) or they could respond in a way that was different.  Eleven of the 16 

participants reported that they were able to risk in the new relationship because their 

partner responded in a way that created a level of acceptance and trust in the new 

relationship.  For example, Richard described the process of learning to trust again and 

how the response he received from Hannah helped facilitate that process.  He explained: 

The biggest thing is just acceptance…I can remember one of the first times that 
we went out I just thought ‘ok I am going to take her back to my place so that she 
sees what she is getting into. Just give it to her right off the bat. If I am going to 
get rejected I want to do it now and go on to the next person’ …But with Hannah 
I brought her over, we spent some time together and then it was like it was ok. 
And then so the next opportunity I would share a little something else about 
something in my past that I didn’t particularly feel was good and then something 
else and so I started dragging out all my dirty laundry a piece at a time. And every 
time I would [she] was accepting and she would share with me and it became 
something that was reciprocal between us and so then it was like ‘ok if you are 
not running away because I told you this then let me tell you this.’ And it just kind 
of went on and on and on until finally there wasn’t anything else. And all my 
secret fears and all the things that haunted me were out on the table…I [didn’t] 
want anything to ever come back and haunt me and so I was just completely open 
with everything. 
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Hannah described a very similar process during her individual interview.  According to 

her: 

Trust was a big issue for both of us... we started sharing more and as we opened 
up little by little the other one didn’t reject the other. And that acceptance…just to 
be absolutely who you are and for another person to think that is just great. It was 
unbelievable… that built trust, a lot of trust. 
 

Other participants shared similar experiences.  BPP1015 described how “Trusting her, 

her actions, her way of speaking. Her trust placed actions as in what she did and what 

she said” allowed him to open up and feel safe within the relationship.  Similarly Frank 

reported that for him the current relationship was all about “Learning to trust again and 

that was the whole deal.  When I knew I could trust her then it was all straightforward.”   

It seems that their ability to trust their partner, even in the midst of having a reaction 

based on the past relationship, enhanced their partner’s ability to avoid similar behaviors. 

 

 Avoid Similar Behaviors 
 

Although intricately tied to the subcategory of acceptance and trust, an important 

distinction exists in the subcategory of avoiding similar behaviors.  The subcategory of 

acceptance and trust is based on the participants’ experience of their partner.  Therefore, 

trust was maintained in the relationship because the participant felt accepted.  This 

subcategory, however, is based on the choices the partners’ made in order to maintain 

that trust.  Nine of the 16 participants noted how they, or their partner, made a conscious 

effort to avoid repeating any behavior from the first relationship that was potentially 

harmful to the second.  For example, earlier in the section on physical and emotional 

reactions a quote was shared regarding Frank and his initial reaction to the Swann’s man 
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being in his home.  Listen to his partner’s response to the question, “How did you work 

through his initial reaction?”  She said,  

There was a long time that we didn’t even buy anything [from them] because I 
was like ‘well if it’s that big of a deal we can buy stuff at Sam’s.  We don’t have 
to buy stuff there’…I don’t want him to ever feel that way…because the first time 
we ever talked about [his past relationship] I could tell he was devastated by it.  
And I would never want him to feel that way. 

 
The thought of hurting her husband the same way was so powerful that Barbie was 

willing to change her shopping patterns, even when she knew she had done nothing 

wrong, to maintain the presence of trust in the current relationship.  Other quotes show a 

similar phenomenon.  Olivia reported: 

I find myself avoiding even situations where that might come up. I don’t even 
want to put myself in the same situation…I really try to reassure him about what I 
am doing and what is going on so that he doesn’t have to wonder…I will never 
cuss at him because I know that she did that…he can drive you to the point where 
you want to just unleash obscenities on him but I will never do that because I 
know that really hurt his feelings. 

 
When asked to describe her rationale for avoiding those behaviors Olivia responded: 
 

I know what will hurt his feelings and what will disintegrate his trust…she 
betrayed his trust on a variety of levels with a variety of different outcomes.  So I 
know that he values trust very much…and I always want him to be able to trust 
me. 

 
Finally, a sequence of quotes will be included from the interview with Andrew and D that 

described this process.  During this sequence D reported that: 

D—I think maybe there was a trust issue with [his ex-wife] at least toward the 
end. 

 
Andrew—Oh yeah. That was on my list of things [referring to his intentional list 
of qualities described under category 2]. 

 
D—And I tried to be careful about maintaining that integrity.  

 
Andrew—At the beginning yeah she was careful.  
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D—I wanted him to be able to trust me. I don’t want him to think that there could 
be anyone else because there is not… I just don’t want to ever give him any 
reason for him to worry about that. 

 
Therefore based on the experiences of the participants it appears that avoiding the 

behaviors that are similar to the way the ex-spouse treated the participant is an important 

way to maintain the presence of trust in the current relationship.  

 

Being Open and Honest 

 The final subcategory that couples reported helped them to maintain trust in the 

current relationship is something that was consistent for both the participants and their 

partners.   

Partner behavior.  Eight of the 16 participants described how it was very 

important that their partner was open with everything and had nothing to hide.  

According to them, part of rebuilding that trust discussed in the second subcategory was 

through being open and not maintaining secrets.  For example, Barbie explained that one 

of the qualities that helped her trust Frank was that “he didn’t act like he had things to 

hide.”  Kay also described how originally it was difficult for her to trust BPP1015 with 

their financial affairs.  She had been “betrayed” by her first husband and noted how 

important it was that BPP1015 was open with everything.  She described how “he was 

real open with everything…he just opened up and showed me everything and that made 

me feel a little bit more comfortable…both of us have access to everything…because I 

don’t want anything hidden.” 
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 According to Jack’s report one of the primary reasons he separated from his first 

wife was because of her internet affair.  Understanding the pain associated with that “act 

of betrayal” Jill shared the following story:   

He came in the den a few weeks ago and I was doing something on the email. I 
was answering an email and he stopped at the door and said ‘what you 
doing’…and I said…‘come over and read it and see,’ instead of saying it’s my 
email…we keep our passwords right there where they are automatic so if I want 
to look at his or he wants to look at [mine] we can. 

 
 Personal behavior.  In regards to personal behaviors 8 out of 16 participants 

reported that although difficult, being open was a personal behavior that was important.  

For Olivia, she shared how she learned that in order to have a satisfying relationship, and 

maintain trust in her current relationship, that she would need to learn to open up and 

share.  At one point she realized that “If I wanted the relationship to work…I had to be 

more willing to be open, to share more of me than I have ever shared with anyone 

else…and do a lot of things that I felt uncomfortable doing.” 

Ashlee described a similar reaction.  She said, “I let my emotions come out 

now…where before I was kind of layered behind a brick wall that no one was going to 

get in.  I was very protected.” 

 
Finally, Hannah shared her experience: 

I try to remind myself not to close off. ‘Don’t shut down’…I think that became 
pretty much a survival tool for me the first time around…It’s like I am aware, I 
can feel that that’s what I will do if I don’t consciously tell myself ‘no just stay in 
here with this. You are not just going to bury it under the rug. Stick with this until 
you resolve it for yourself.’ 
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It appears that being open, both with their partner and with themselves was something 

that participants identified as an important subcategory in maintaining trust in the current 

relationship. 

Similar to other relationships, it appears that the relationships between these 

subcategories and the overarching category are intricately intertwined.  Participants 

described how even in the midst of physical and emotional reactions to past experiences, 

they were able to work through potential threats to their current relationship by 

developing acceptance and trust.  This process was facilitated by each person within the 

relationship being open, both within themselves and towards the partner, as well as 

avoiding any behaviors that might evoke another reaction.  

 

Relationships Between Categories and Subcategories—Understanding the Process 

 Although several of the relationships between subcategories and their respective 

categories have been addressed, the relationships between the various categories 

(including the central category) need to be explored.  The diagram presented at the 

beginning of the chapter represents the relationships that exist between all of the 

categories.  Trust in relationships is the central theme that runs through all of the data; 

hence it is represented by the arrow that cuts each of the categories.  The other categories 

(lack of trust in past relationships, attempts to increase the likelihood of trust, and the 

presence of trust in the current relationship) are represented by overlapping circles, 

suggesting that each category influences the other category.   

Strauss and Corbin (1998) make the following observation when referring to 

relationships between various concepts.  They state: 
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Why would one want to relate structure with process?  Because structure or 
conditions set the stage, that is, create circumstances in which problems, issues, 
happenings, or events pertaining to a phenomenon are situated or arise.  Process, 
on the other hand, denotes the action/interaction over time of persons, 
organizations, and communities in response to certain problems and issues.  
Combining structure with process helps analysts to get at some of the complexity 
that is so much a part of life.  Process and structure are inextricably linked, and 
unless one understands the nature of the relationship (both to each other and to the 
phenomenon in question), it is difficult to truly grasp what is going on.  If one 
studies structure only, then one learns why but not how certain events occur.  If 
one studies process only, then one understands how persons act/interact but not 
why.  One must study both structure and process to capture the dynamic and 
evolving nature of events. (p. 127) 
 
The three separate categories, and their respective subcategories, provide the 

structure for understanding why past relationships are impacting current relationships.  

However, by failing to discuss the relationships between the categories, the process is not 

being described.  Therefore, the purpose of the next section is to integrate the process and 

the structure by discussing the relationships between categories. 

 

Variation Among Categories 

 Although trust in relationships was the central category for all participants, the 

amount of impact it had on the current relationship varied.  In the previous section the 

focus was on the categories and how the participants’ experiences supported those 

categories, thus providing the structure.  In this section, however, the experiences of three 

participants will be shared from the beginning to end in an attempt to highlight the 

process.  By so doing the variation that exists between categories will emerge.    

 Jill.  The attempt to highlight the process will begin with Jill and her experiences 

in her first marriage.  Jill described how her first relationship gave her “a first hand view 

of what it was like to be in a hellacious relationship” and that she “had to get away or 
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die.”  Based on these experiences she stated: “[I] never thought I would remarry.”  In 

fact, as she described the dating process she said: 

We were both wondering if there was something wrong with us you know that our 
spouses went so wacko. And so we kind of dated…a little bit as in ‘ohh lets tip 
toe around the edges of the lake and see if there is anything wrong with you, see if 
there is anything wrong with me…I guess there really isn’t, maybe we are normal 
after all.’   

 
She went on to say that she would tell people that she was “looking for a husband but I 

would put up barriers…because I wasn’t as trusting as I used to be.”  Later she described 

how her current husband and her ex-husband were totally different.  In fact the only 

similarity she could find was that “they are both men.”  When asked to describe whether 

or not that was intentional she responded, “Oh you bet.  I had a list…I had a pro and con 

list.  Things that I totally wanted to avoid and things that I was looking for.  I was looking 

for somebody that was kind.” 

In regards to the presence of trust in the current relationship she described a 

physical and emotional reaction that was based on her previous marriage.  She shared the 

following story: 

I told him that sometimes when I have an ugly feeling girl day and you know I 
come in and you are on the email or something and you think you are being sweet 
by turning around and giving me your full attention getting off the email. Well I 
feel like ‘if you didn’t have something to hide why are you getting off the email.’ 
And I know you are not up to anything it’s just you are giving me your 
attention…It’s a trust thing. 

 
She continued to describe how she was able to work through this reaction, not only 

personally but with her partner as well.  She explained: 

I said, ‘why am I acting like I don’t trust him when I do…Is it just coming in and 
him turning around real quickly? Do I think he is going to what—turn around 
quickly and hurt me? Turn around and hide something? No he is not hiding 
anything, he is not going to hurt me’…and I thought well its because in the past 
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somebody was so ugly and so rude to me and told me ugly things about myself 
and really damaged my self image that when I feel ugly…I am super ultra 
sensitive and I need extra nurturing and extra hugging. And so after I explained 
all that girly stuff to him then he goes out of his way to do that. But I have to warn 
him ahead of time this is a girly day, clue him into that. 

 
Not only did the partner respond by being open with his behavior but she also reported 

that, “He was very surprised. ‘You would think that? You know, I would never.’ And I 

said ‘I know you would never but because…I feel unattractive today’…that’s what goes 

through my mind.”  

Later in the couple’s interview, as the couple was describing this incident and 

how they processed it Jack said: 

Well I said ‘here I look at the sports. I look at the news, I look at this, there is 
nothing there’…I know now that Jill gets a little…but there is nothing there… 
No…for all of the stuff that she has been through I am going to try to be as best I 
can. I mean I know there [are] moments where I can probably be a schmuck but I 
am not going to do that. 

 
 Based on Jill’s experiences there seems to be a very intricate relationship between 

the categories expressed above.  Her first marriage was described as “hellacious” and left 

her feeling like she would never marry again.  She had been hurt, as evidenced by her 

physical and emotional reactions to Jack, and because of that hurt she was not as trusting 

as she used to be.  Based on that lack of trust she found herself being very cautious about 

dating and was very proactive about choosing a spouse that was different from her first.  

Despite her attempts to create a relationship that was different from her first relationship, 

she still experienced moments were she was reminded of the pain she felt in her first 

relationship.  As she expressed these reactions to her current husband he responded by 

being open with everything and was very adamant about not repeating similar behaviors.  

If her experiences were to be diagrammed using the theoretical model described above, 
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the categories would show significant overlap.  While the same categories were present in 

Andrew’s experience, the level of impact did not appear to be as significant. 

 Andrew.  According to Andrew his first relationship ended because “we kind of 

grew apart…it’s not like she hated me or I hated her.”  However, when describing how 

he knew that the relationship was bad he said, “I know she had one affair with another 

guy and I suspect others.”  For him the process of divorce “hurt…because you knew this 

was the end, you knew you weren’t going to be married to this woman for 50 years and 

get the big party.”  The hurt described above was enhanced by the fact that “there were 

certain times when you’d go in the house and you’d miss the spirit of Michelle.”  

Therefore, although he experienced a level of betrayal it did not seem match the intensity 

described by Jill. 

Andrew described how the feelings and the pain associated with his first 

relationship initially impacted his relationship with D.  He said, “When I was dating D, 

there was some.., I didn’t mistrust D but there was that same kind of hangover from 

Michelle and if D said you know I am going somewhere or would come home late….”  

Andrew also described how there were not a lot of similarities between his first wife and 

D.  He stated that, “Other than being female…I can’t really think of a whole lot of 

similarities.”  When asked to describe whether or not this process was intentional he said, 

“Subconsciously I knew that she fit the bill. So in that sense it wasn’t a big deal that I had 

to follow a list.”  When asked to describe how the relationship would be impacted if he 

noticed D exhibiting the same behaviors as his first wife, Andrew described that he 

would lose confidence in the relationship.  He described the impact of this scenario by 

saying:  
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Yeah. I don’t know to what degree [the relationship would be impacted] but if I 
saw similarities I would be less confident in our relationship… And I am not 
really reminded of what Michelle used to do but that would probably spur some 
thought of that’s what Michelle used to do…I don’t want to be burned like I was 
with Michelle. 

 
 This fear is confirmed later in the interview as Andrew shared a story of how he 

physically and emotionally reacted to D based on an experience in his past relationship.  

A sequence of quotes is included to illustrate the impact of this reaction:  

Andrew—There [are] times when D is feeling ill [that] she really withdraws and I 
take that personal because…I think…she is mad at me or there’s something not 
right here. And I have to remind myself she is not feeling good, she can’t be like 
herself. 
 
Interviewer—Where does that stem from? 
 
Andrew—Probably a selfishness, I want her to be consistent like she always is… 
 
Interviewer—And what is the fear associated with her not being consistent? 
 
Andrew—That would kind of probably eventually remind me of Michelle…there 
is a certain I won’t say fear, there is a certain uncomfortability that when I’m 70 I 
don’t want to be a single guy because my second wife or third wife or whatever 
has left…So in that sense when she is inconsistent I might see some Michelle in 
her and she say, like she did to the first husband you move out or I move out but I 
am out of here…And I don’t want that. 
 
Interviewer—How do you respond to D when you sense that? 
 
Andrew—I do the same thing. I say ‘fine if that’s the way you want to act,’ I go to 
my cave which is computers, out in the woodshop. I figure I am mirroring exactly 
what she is doing.  
 
Interviewer—And that is how you reacted to Michelle? 
 
Andrew—Yeah! 

 
Later in the interview when D was asked to describe how she responded to Andrew 

during these times she shared the following response (which was included earlier in this 

report): 
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D—I think maybe there was a trust issue with [his ex-wife] at least toward the 
end. 

 
Andrew—Oh yeah. That was on my list of things [referring to his intentional list 
of qualities described under category 2]. 

 
D—And I tried to be careful about maintaining that integrity.  

 
Andrew—At the beginning yeah she was careful.  

 
D—I wanted him to be able to trust me. I don’t want him to think that there could 
be anyone else because there is not… I just don’t want to ever give him any 
reason for him to worry about that. 
 

Finally, Andrew described how D’s response impacted the relationship and helped 

establish the presence of trust in the current relationship.  He described: 

And the response was kind of like whether it was verbal or not it was like ‘yeah 
that is kind of how I want it to be too.’ So there was a comfort level there that said 
this is going along like we like it to. Or like I really like you and the reason why I 
like you is because you like the things that I like, or you like doing the things that 
I like and it just felt comfortable. 

 
 In Andrew’s case, his current relationship was impacted in a similar way as Jill’s.  

The difference, however, seemed to be the intensity of the impact.  Andrew reported that 

the past relationship lacked trust, that he subconsciously knew that D “fit the bill,” and 

that he found himself physically and emotionally reacting to D based on his past 

experiences, but the level of impact was not the same.  The variation in experience is 

further illustrated by Ashlee and her experiences.  

Ashlee.  Ashlee reported that her first relationship was “fun at first” but that it 

slowly deteriorated when her ex-husband “couldn’t handle [the responsibility]” of being 

married and supporting a family.  When describing her experience with divorce she 

mentioned how “it was just a matter of putting it on paper” and that it was “a total 

weight lifted off of my shoulders…I mean no tears were shed.”  The level of betrayal 
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expressed by Ashlee did not appear to be as intense as that of Jill or of Andrew.  When 

describing the similarities between her ex-husband and her current husband she said 

“they are polar opposites.”  She said that this was “probably” intentional and that she 

was specifically looking for “someone that would love me for who I was and not for 

something that I was supposed to be.”  When she met Garrett she described how “the 

friendship was there first.  Then when the friendship developed it was just kind of natural 

to start dating.”  She also mentioned that if her current husband (Garrett) began to show 

similar behaviors as her ex-husband that she would “become very concerned…because of 

what I had before.”   

 Regarding the presence of trust in the current relationship, Ashlee had a difficult 

time remembering a moment where her current relationship was impacted by her past 

relationship.  She attributes part of that difficulty to the fact that Garrett is “completely 

different” from her ex-husband.  However, towards the end of the interview she stated,  

I guess that would be a reflection on the first one because [my ex-husband’s] 
words stung and sometimes Garrett trying to help me it feels like an attack rather 
than being a friend just because [my ex-husband’s] stung and I know Garrett is 
just trying to help but sometimes I feel it is more of an attack…Once we finally 
sat down and talked it through I realized it’s not an attack but rather he was just 
trying to…be a friend. 

 
 Describing how she and Garret were able to work through this reaction and 

reestablish trust, she reported, “I let my emotions come out now.  Garrett has helped me 

see emotions where before I was kind of layered behind a brick wall that no one was 

going to get in.  I was very protected.” 

 Therefore, while the various categories were evident in Ashlee’s experience they 

did not seem to have the same amount of impact as Jill’s or Andrew’s experiences.  



 

Based on the properties and dimensions of each category the amount of overlap seemed 

to be smaller for Ashlee than for Jill or Andrew.  Using the diagram presented above to 

compare these three experiences might yield the following results (see figure 2): 

Figure 2. Variation of categories among participants. 
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Although the categories, the subcategories, and the properties and dimensions listed 

above emerged from all of the participants’ experiences, the level to which they 

experienced those categories differs.  Therefore, while the experiences of Jill, Andrew, 

and Ashlee were used to demonstrate some of the variation that exists, any of the 

participants could be located along a similar continuum.    

 

Evaluation of Research 

 As mentioned earlier, many steps were taken to help ensure that the results being 

presented in this study were valid.  These steps include participant feedback, input from 

internal auditor, input from an external auditor and finally placing the results within the 

context of the current literature.  As previously stated, validating the findings within the 

context of the current literature will be included in the final chapter on discussion.  The 

other three will be addressed at this time. 
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 Participant feedback.  Twelve of the 16 participants were contacted via telephone 

and asked to provide feedback regarding the condensing of the interviews.  All 12 

reported that the materials they received were accurate.  Only two of the 12 had any 

changes to report and most of the changes listed were correcting spelling errors.  The 

only clarification to the content was reported by Jamie.  During the interview she 

mentioned that her ex-husband was competing with her financially, thus his rationale for 

embezzling money.  During the phone call she clarified that statement by saying that it 

was not necessarily about competition but she felt that the more money she made, the less 

confident her ex-husband became.  

 Four of the 16 participants (25%) read the final results and commented on their 

accuracy, as well as their usefulness.  Each of these participants described how reading 

this chapter was very beneficial because it helped them to realize that they were not alone 

and that other couples experienced similar difficulties.   Barbie wrote the following via an 

electronic message, “I really enjoyed reading the chapter; it was exciting to be able to 

read other peoples experiences and compare [them] with our own. It just validates what I 

already knew, that Frank and I are very fortunate to have found each other.”  

 Internal auditor.  The internal auditor was given copies of all the transcripts, the 

condensed interviews, the preliminary analysis with in vivo codes, a list of preliminary 

categories, and finally the results.  Based on his review of the data he reported that the 

categories described in this chapter were consistent with his analysis.  He also reported 

that he could follow the same logical path through the data as was presented above. 

 External auditor.  The external auditor was given the same materials as the 

internal auditor.  She was asked to examine the same documents and determine whether 
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or not she could follow a logical path to the results provided.  According to her report the 

results were well written and did a good job of categorizing the participants’ experiences.  

She also reported that the path provided by this model were clear and logical. 

This chapter began by establishing a framework for the results being presented.  

This included defining several terms from grounded theory methodology, introducing the 

couples, and describing the type of remarriage that was being interviewed.  Based on that 

context several categories emerged, including the central category of trust in 

relationships.  The level of trust in relationships was impacted by the lack of trust in 

previous relationships, the attempts to increase the likelihood of trust in future 

relationships, and the presence of trust in the current relationship.  The relationships 

between the categories were explored and the stories of three participants were used to 

illustrate potential differences.  Finally, the results were verified in different ways in 

order to establish validity.  The following chapter will continue in this process by linking 

the theoretical model that emerged to existing literature.  Once that comparison has been 

made a tentative theory will be introduced.   
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to link the emerging theory to the existing literature 

and to create provisional hypotheses based on those findings.  Completing each of these 

steps is necessary in developing a theory that is grounded in both the literature and the 

data.  Once these two steps have been completed the remainder of the chapter will focus 

on specific aspects of this study.  More specifically, four major sections will be 

discussed.  These include: (a) limitations of the current study, (b) advice for future 

couples who remarry, (c) implications for marriage and family therapists, and (d) the 

need for future research based on these findings.  Each of these sections will be discussed 

in further detail below. 

 

Results in the Existing Literature 

The final step in validating the results of a study using grounded theory 

methodology is to compare the results to the existing literature (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  

Therefore the purpose of this section will be to show areas where the current literature 

confirms the findings presented in this study.  Likewise, findings will be used to illustrate 

any areas “where the literature is incorrect, is overly simplistic, or only partially explains 

phenomena” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 52).  Like the model presented above, the focus 

of the literature will be on the three main categories.  These include: (a) lack of trust in 

the past relationship, (b) attempts to increase the likelihood of trust, and (c) the presence 

of trust in the current relationship.  



 

 115

Lack of Trust in the Past Relationship 

 Twelve of the 16 participants described how the experiences in their past 

relationship altered their ability to trust.  Furthermore, the level of trust in those 

relationships varied based on the level of betrayal and personal experience with divorce.  

Some possible explanations for this category (and its respective subcategories) are found 

in the existing literature.  Therefore this section begins by consulting the literature on 

attachment injuries to explain the level of betrayal.  Once the level of betrayal is 

discussed, the literature discussing hostility and the relationship between ex-spouses is 

used in order to corroborate the data from the participants.  Finally, the literature 

surrounding men and women and how they grieve the loss associated with divorce is used 

to support experiences with divorce.  The section will conclude by discussing how these 

different aspects of the literature are related to form the lack of trust in the past 

relationship category.   

Attachment injuries and level of betrayal.  One of the subcategories that 

differentiated the participants from one another was the level of betrayal felt in the first 

relationship.  For nine of the participants the experiences in their first marriages were 

described as an act of betrayal, whereas for the other seven, the level of betrayal was not 

as intense.  When discussing betrayal and the impact it has on relationships, Johnson et 

al. (2001) coined the phrase “attachment injury”.  According to them an attachment 

injury occurs when “one partner violates the expectation that the other will offer comfort 

and caring in times of danger or distress…it is characterized by an abandonment or by a 

betrayal of trust during a critical moment of need thus defining the relationship as 

insecure” (p. 145).   
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When an attachment injury occurs, not only do individuals begin to see the 

relationship as insecure but they also learn that their partner cannot be trusted.  As these 

experiences are compounded, the person begins to filter the relationship through these 

injuries and uses those injuries as the standard of dependability within their marriage.  In 

essence, they internalize their partner’s behavior and begin to filter future marital 

interactions through that injury (Johnson et al. 2001).  Based on the physical and 

emotional reactions described by all of the participants in this study, a case could also be 

made that past relationships influence the standard of dependability people use to filter 

future marriages.  Johnson et al. (2001) provide the following guidelines as themes to 

look for when assessing whether or not an attachment injury has occurred.  They include: 

(a) the person uses trauma language, (b) he/she speaks in life and death terms, (c) he/she 

talks of isolation and abandonment, (d) violations of trust are described and the person 

takes a never again stance, and,  finally (e) based on this never again stance the person 

refuses to risk vulnerability (p. 145).    

Based on these guidelines, the concept of attachment injury is consistent with the 

experience of several of the participants.  The most poignant, however, is probably the 

experience shared by Kay.  Although her experience was shared in the section on results, 

it is reiterated here to highlight the underlying themes of an attachment injury.  She 

described: 

At that time he had told me that he had taken the money and I was just slapped in 
the face.  I had no idea...I was devastated…I had to get away.....The trust was 
betrayed. I just felt betrayed. And I could never trust him again. I kept thinking he 
did all this behind my back without me knowing and I thought we were so open 
with everything. 
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 It appears that Kay’s experience meets several of the guidelines listed above.  The 

vivid description of being slapped in the face, the devastation, and the need to get away 

might qualify as traumatic language that signifies life and death terms.  Also, from that 

experience, Kay adopted a never again stance, not only in her first marriage, but she also 

described how in the beginning of her second marriage she was extremely cautious.  She 

said, “At first I was extremely cautious.   I was very protective over my business, his 

looking into it.  I was…real cautious about everything.”   

While the concept of an attachment injury seems to fit for several of the 

participants, it may be too drastic to use for all.  For example, when Boomer was asked to 

describe the source of his physical and emotional reactions he responded by saying, “It 

just comes from disagreeing for 7 years with [my ex-wife].”  Boomer, one of the 

participants that did not attribute his divorce to an act of betrayal, believed that his 

physical and emotional reactions to Olivia were simply habitual, that rather than 

stemming from a previous injury, his reactions were negative patterns of interaction that 

he developed over years of arguing (Jackson, 1965).  Therefore, an attempt to explain his 

reaction from an attachment injury perspective may be inaccurate.  It is for this reason 

that the properties and dimensions described by the theoretical framework outlined in this 

study are important.  A solid theory must be able to understand the different dimensions 

of people’s experiences and classify them accordingly (Rychlak, 1968; Strauss & Corbin, 

1998).  Therefore, based on the findings of this study, as well as some of the existing 

literature, it is important to assess the level of betrayal experienced in the first marriage.    

Hostility between ex-spouses.  Assessing the level of betrayal in the first marriage 

and the experiences that led to that feeling may provide a context for understanding the 
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literature regarding hostility between ex-spouses.  According to Buunk and Mutsaers 

(1999), over two-fifths of the respondents in their study reported that their ex-spouse 

represented something negative in their life, and that 12% reported that they generally 

hated their former spouse.  Moreover, additional research found that the relationship 

between ex-spouses is one of the very few relationships that can offer as many 

opportunities for anger, hatred and violence (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; Frude, 1991; 

Guisinger et al., 1989; Masheter, 1998).  One explanation for this level of hostility is the 

fact that most ex-spouses, due to the length of intimate involvement with one another, 

know one another’s weaknesses which can often result to hitting below the belt (Frude, 

1991).  These acts, whether during the marriage or after, can often lead to feelings of 

aggression, physical violence and thoughts of retaliation (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; 

Frude, 1991; Guisinger et al., 1989; Masheter, 1998).  The intensity of these feelings 

could easily be associated with the level of betrayal expressed by these participants.  For 

example, Barbie shared the following:  

I was obsessed with getting even with him. Because it wasn’t fair to my kids for 
him to be working and supporting his new kids and not mine. And so I found out 
where he was working, I found out where he was living I would call people and 
tell them ‘you know do you know he has been in prison,’ blah blah blah. You 
know I just wanted him back in prison…That was probably all I talked about was 
this vendetta.   
 
Earlier in the interview she described how the lack of trust in her first relationship 

was associated with him not being there for her, or her children, in their time of need. 

Although not as intense as Barbie’s, several of the other participants shared similar 

experiences and expressed similar feelings.  Therefore, the literature on hostility between 

ex-spouses adds depth and clarity to the impact the betrayal and divorce has on the 
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relationship, whereas the idea of betrayal, especially from the perspective of an 

attachment injury, provides some clarification on why the hostility can be so intense.  It 

also appears that, like betrayal, the level of hostility between ex-spouses varies based on 

past experiences. 

  Gender and experience with divorce.  According to the results, participants 

varied in their experiences with divorce.  For some it was difficult, for others it was a 

relief, and for some it was difficult in the beginning but, with time, they reported 

experiencing a sense of relief.  Although participants linked their experience with divorce 

to the amount of betrayal/hurt experienced in their first marriage another important 

consistency was noticed.  Upon further examination it was noted that those that described 

the experience as difficult were predominately male (5 out of the 6 participants) whereas 

those that described the experience as a relief were predominantly female (5 out of the 6 

participants).  Therefore, the research regarding experiences with divorce was consulted 

to determine if this finding was merely coincidental or if the differences between 

experiences could be related to gender.  Through this consultation it was discovered that 

men mourn divorce differently than women (Baum, 2003).   

When comparing the way men and women mourn divorce, three main differences 

exist.  The first difference is related to when they mourn the divorce (Baum, 2003).  

According to this study, men mourn the divorce much later than women.  For many 

women the highest level of stress is experienced in the period before the decision to 

divorce whereas men experience it afterwards (Baum, 2003).  It appears that this finding 

is consistent with the experiences of the participants in this study.  For example, when 

asked to expand on the relief she felt related to the divorce Jamie said, “I had already 
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experienced the emotional side of a loss.  I didn’t even feel like I was married anymore.”    

Andrew, on the other hand, described how “The divorce hurt…because you knew this 

was the end, you knew you weren’t going to be married to this woman for 50 years and 

get the big party.”   

The other two differences are what they mourn and how they mourn it.  For 

example, men tend to mourn the loss of family life rather than the loss of the relationship 

whereas women mourn the loss of the marital relationship (Baum, 2003).  In fact, men 

tend to mourn the loss of their children and their family life/routine more than they 

mourn the loss of their spouse (Baum, 2003).  For example, when describing what made 

the divorce difficult for him Garrett said, “The main thing for me is the children thing.  I 

would be fine if I never saw her again, truthfully.”  Barbie (who was one of the 

participants that reported a mixed experience) reported that for her the difficult part was 

the realization that she failed at the relationship, not necessarily the pain associated with 

losing her ex-spouse, but rather the relationship.  She said, “If I was getting a divorce 

then I had failed at that. And that was really hard to deal with.”   

In regards to how they mourn, men tend to grieve through activity rather than 

emotion (Baum, 2003).  For example, Baum (2003) found that men tend to respond to the 

loss associated with divorce with increased activity, somatization, and self-medication.   

One example of this increased activity and self medication is Frank.  As he described the 

difficulties associated with divorce and his reaction to that divorce he said, “I quit eating 

and started drinking. It made it easier. You drink enough you forget about it until the 

morning.”  For women they tend to mourn through emotional and verbal expression.  For 
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example, Hannah explained how she emotionally and verbally dealt with her decision to 

divorce.  She described: 

I remember reaching the point where I thought you know there is going to be 
nothing left of me. I can’t do this the rest of my life…I just went to him one 
afternoon and said I cannot spend the rest of my life in this relationship like it is. I 
just can’t do it. 
 
These findings appear to add credibility to the different experiences described by 

the participants and provide a rationale for why those that described the divorce as 

difficult were predominately male and those that described it as a relief were mostly 

female. 

Persistence of attachment and experiences with divorce.  One other component 

that may affect the experiences related to divorce is described in the literature as 

persistence of attachment.  One of the prevailing theories in post-divorce adjustment is 

the idea that even though the marriage has officially dissolved many spouses still report a 

persistent attachment towards their ex-spouse (Weiss, 1975).  The persistence of  

attachment has been identified as a primary source of increased emotional distress in both 

the empirical and clinical literature and is an important factor in whether or not the 

relationship between ex-spouses is healthy or unhealthy (Madden-Derdich & Arditti, 

1999; Masheter, 1997; Masheter, 1998; Weiss, 1975).  This persistence of attachment is 

specifically identified by Richard who described some of the difficulties associated with 

his divorce.  He said, “Six months after the divorce was final I was still trying to 

reconnect with my former wife [but]…she wasn’t going to allow me to even talk to her…it 

was very painful but shortly after that it was like all of the sudden I was free.”   

According to the theory, even hostility is a form of remaining attached to the former 
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spouse (Masheter, 1997; Masheter, 1998) which might explain Barbie’s intense obsession 

with getting even.   

Although the persistence of attachment might be applied to some of the 

participants it did not seem to fit for all of them.  Several possible explanations exist for 

why these participants failed to identify a persistence of attachment.  Two specific 

possibilities will be discussed here in further detail.  The first is in relationship to time 

since divorce.  For the majority of participants a significant amount of time had passed 

since their divorce.  In fact, not only did several of the participants date for several years 

before getting married but most of them had been married for more than two years.  It is 

possible that the more time that passes since the divorce the less likely a person is to feel 

a persistence of attachment.   

The second explanation for failing to mention the persistence of attachment may 

be related to the nature of this sample.  Being remarried, and more specifically 

transitioning from a dissatisfying relationship to satisfying relationship might impact the 

strength of attachment a person feels towards their ex-spouse.  Another possibility is that 

those who experience less attachment to their ex-spouse are more likely to remarry and 

perhaps have a better chance of developing a satisfying marriage.  Several possibilities 

exist and future research is necessary in order to distinguish between these possibilities.  

For example, results from this study may have varied if participants were interviewed 

during the dating process rather than several years into their remarriage.  Overall, while it 

is interesting to note that persistence of attachment was evident for some people it was 

not consistent for everybody.  Future research is needed to understand how the 

persistence of attachment to a former spouse is currently affecting a remarriage. 
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 Integrating the literature and results.  Initially it might appear that these different 

areas of literature are unrelated, that they are describing different phenomena and that 

little, if any, relation exist between them.  However, approaching these different areas of 

literature using the central category that emerged from this study (trust in relationship) 

provides some insight on how they might be interrelated.   

For example, due to the length of intimate involvement associated with most 

marriages, partners can often hurt one another more than anybody else (Buunk & 

Mutsaers, 1999; Frude, 1991; Guisinger et al., 1989; Masheter, 1998).  According to 

attachment theory, when individuals are hurt they often seek proximity to their 

attachment figure (Bowlby, 1973).  If during that process they learn that their spouse is 

not available, or worse, they realize that their partner is the one inflicting the pain, their 

hurt is often compounded (Kobak, 1999).  If this pattern is reinforced over the course of 

the relationship each partner may experience the relationship as unsafe (Feeney, 1999).  

The reaction to this, however, appears to differ for men and women.  For women, it 

appears that they begin to emotionally detach from the relationship.  Although the men 

might also detach from the relationship, they do not seem to entirely mourn the loss until 

it is final, thus making the divorce process more difficult (Baum, 2003).  Whether the 

experience with divorce is difficult, a relief, or a mixture of both, it appears that the fact 

that the person who was supposed to treat you the best, hurt you the most, can lead to 

intense hostility, anger, and thoughts of retaliation (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; Frude, 

1991; Masheter, 1998; Stokes & Wampler, 2002; Weiss, 1975). 
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Based on the results of the study, and the existing literature, it appears that several 

components contribute to the lack of trust in the past relationship.  The level of betrayal 

and experiences with divorce are supported and enriched by the literature on attachment 

injuries, hostility between ex-spouses, and gender differences in mourning divorce.  

Another area of research that adds additional understanding is the persistence of 

attachment that exists despite the dissolution of the marriage.  However, although this 

was described by some participants (specifically Richard) it was not supported by the 

data as much as the other literature.  Therefore, while the assumption is made that it 

contributes to the lack of trust in past relationships additional research is necessary to 

support this claim. 

 

Attempts to Increase the Likelihood of Trust 

Based on the lack of trust experienced in their past relationships several of the 

participants discussed the process involved in choosing another partner.  The central 

theme of trust carried over to this category and impacted the decisions they made 

regarding their current spouse.  Participants described three very specific behaviors that 

helped them determine that this current relationship was going to be different than their 

first relationship.  These included marrying polar opposites, not tolerating similar 

behavior, and finding somebody that just clicked/felt comfortable.  Although there is 

support for these behaviors in the literature, the amount of research supporting this 

category is significantly less than that of lack of trust in past relationships.  These 

different levels of support provide further evidence that a majority of the literature that 

focuses on remarriage is aimed at understanding the relationship between ex-spouses or 
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roles related to step-families.  Little research is aimed at understanding the dynamics of 

the relationship between the remarried husband and wife.   

One study that specifically focuses on the difficulties faced by remarried partners 

is Stokes and Wampler (2002).  In their study they make an interesting observation about 

a difficult process remarried couples might encounter.  They state:  

A spouse who has remarried someone believed to be ‘totally opposite’ from the 
previous partner may continuously compare the behaviors of the new partner to 
those of the previous spouse, alert to any sign that the pattern of behaviors is 
similar.  Discovery of such parallels in behavior between the ex-spouse and the 
new spouse may lead to temper outbursts, frequent arguments, feelings of 
inferiority or self-consciousness, along with a growing feeling of hopelessness 
about the future. (p. 103) 

 
 Although their description of the process uses different terminology than the 

participants, in this study the process is similar.  According to the participants, they chose 

somebody totally different than their first spouse (polar opposites) whether intentionally 

or subconsciously.  As they began their new relationship they were very active in 

informing their partner that they were not going to tolerate the same behavior (referred to 

in the quote above as being alert to any sign that the pattern of behaviors is similar).  

However, even though they tried hard to minimize the impact of the past relationship 

there were still moments where experiences in their current marriage paralleled their past 

relationships.  In these moments the participants reported physical and emotional 

reactions that were described as “temper outburst [like BPP1015], frequent arguments 

[like Boomer and Olivia], [and] feelings of inferiority or self-consciousness [like Jill]” 

(Stokes & Wampler, 2002, p. 103).   

It should be noted, however, that the results from this study provide some 

additional information not mentioned in this quote.  It appears that, based on the 
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experiences of the participants, marrying a spouse that was the polar opposite of their 

first spouse minimized the impact of the first relationship.  More specifically, the chances 

that past experiences were triggered in the new relationship were minimized because the 

current spouse exhibited different behaviors than the former spouse.  

 Although the quote by Stokes and Wampler (2002) does an excellent job of 

describing a difficult internal process faced by remarried couples (which is also supported 

by the results of this study) it fails to provide couples direction on how to manage that 

difficulty.  Thus, the importance of the final category in this model: the presence of trust 

in the current relationship. 

 

Presence of Trust in the Current Relationship 

The last finding that needs to be discussed in terms of the literature is the presence 

of trust in the current relationship.  Despite the participants’ best efforts to increase the 

likelihood of trust in the current relationship there were times where that trust was 

threatened.  Participants described these times as physical and emotional reactions in the 

new relationship that were influenced by their experiences in the past relationship.  

However, unlike the past relationships were the trust was damaged participants described 

experiences that helped them maintain trust.  These included: (a) acceptance and trust 

from their new spouse, (b) their new spouse avoiding similar behaviors, and (c) both the 

participant and their new spouse being open and honest with each other.  The area of 

literature that seems to fit these results the best is the literature surrounding attachment 

theory and its impact on adult relationships.   
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Earlier in this document seven main concepts of attachment theory were related to 

the area of divorce and remarriage.  Although all seven contribute to the presence of trust 

in the current relationship, only a few of them will be specifically mentioned here.  The 

underlying premise of attachment theory is that people seek proximity to their attachment 

figures (Cassidy, 1999).  Traditionally this theory focused primarily on the mother-child 

relationship, but as professionals began to realize that people sought proximity through 

verbal communication, that focus was expanded to include romantic partners (Feeney, 

1999). Through this extension they realized that people sought proximity in their 

romantic relationships and threats to the availability of a romantic partner elicited similar 

reactions as those observed in young children experiencing separation (Kobak, 1999).  

Each of the participants in this study experienced some form of inaccessibility from their 

former spouse, whether it was through an act of betrayal or simply refusing to 

communicate.  This inability to establish proximity led to feelings of betrayal and 

contributed in many respects to the dissolution of the relationship.  Therefore, the 

participant’s working model (a major concept of attachment theory) indicated that the 

past relationship was unsafe and unreliable. 

Although the individual made attempts to increase the likelihood of establishing 

trust in the new relationship, each participant reported an experience where the 

availability of their new spouse was threatened.  The most poignant was perhaps 

Hannah’s experience with Richard’s physical withdrawal.  At this point in time one of 

two things could have occurred.  The current partner could have ignored that concern, 

reinforcing the belief of unavailability, or increased proximity, quieting any potential 

concerns.  In every case, the latter occurred.  However, it was not simply a matter of 
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increasing the proximity on one occasion. For example, BPP1015 described the following 

process when discussing the presence of trust in his current relationship.  He said, “She 

says it’s not a big deal ok. Very hesitantly I started letting down my guard I think that’s 

it. And it wasn’t that ‘oh darn I am so sorry I reacted like that’ it was like ‘ok well we will 

see this time’. It had to be very repetitive for me to start believing it.”  Boomer reiterated 

the importance of these behaviors being repeated over time when he said, “you can crawl 

into a shell overnight but crawling out of a shell takes time.”   

Twelve of the 16 participants described how initially it was difficult for them to 

trust again because their working model told them that relationships were unsafe and 

eventually led to pain.  However, through the experiences in their current relationship, 

specifically their partner’s response, they began to develop a new standard of 

dependability (Johnson et al., 2001).  As their spouse responds repeatedly with secure 

behaviors (acceptance, trust, avoiding similar behaviors, and being open) they began to 

view the new relationship as safe and secure.  Through this process trust is developed and 

the relationship is enhanced, thus reinforcing their idea that it is important to have 

somebody that acts very differently than the first spouse (Stokes & Wampler, 2002).   

For example, consider Boomer’s experience and how he described Olivia’s 

reaction to him.  In his first relationship, “Issues would never get addressed. You take an 

issue you put it in the closet, next time you have an issue you put it in the closet, before 

you know it that closet is full.” As a response to her being unavailable he initiated a 

divorce.  He described that experience as “difficult” and reported that he “crawled into a 

shell.” One of the things that Boomer reported helped him come out of his shell was 

Olivia and the way she responded to him.  For example he said, “She [would try] to put a 
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smile on my face and work with me to get through the difficulties that I was having…She 

was basically extending her hand out saying hold onto my hand and I will help you 

through this.”  The result of her actions, according to Boomer, was that, “It got me to 

trust her and made me realize there is actually someone that cares about my best 

interest.”  Boomer’s experience demonstrates the importance of having a partner that is 

available and responsive to your needs and the trust that ensues based on that response.  

This experience was common for most of the participants. 

Three main categories emerged when couples were asked to discuss the impact of 

their previous marriage on their current relationship.  All three categories centered on the 

core category of trust in relationships and fluctuated depending on which stage of the 

relationship participants were discussing.  Participants experienced a lack of trust in the 

past relationship, took steps to increase the likelihood of trust in between relationships, 

and finally, worked to obtain the presence of trust in the current relationship.  Not only 

were these categories consistent with the existing literature but in some cases they added 

additional clarification to the information the existed previously.  Based on these 

findings, and the support received from the literature, provisional hypotheses can be 

developed. 

 

Provisional Hypotheses 

After validating the emerging theory with existing literature, provisional 

hypotheses can be formed.  In this case, five tentative hypotheses will be presented. 

Although the five hypotheses are closely intertwined and difficult to discuss separately, 
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for the purposes of this discussion they will be described independently.  These are the 

five hypotheses: 

1. The greater the betrayal a person experiences in the first relationship the 

more likely that person is to experience an attachment injury.   

2. A person that is dissatisfied in their first relationship is more likely to 

marry somebody that is totally opposite of the former spouse. 

3. Spouses that are totally different will trigger less physical and emotional 

reactions than spouses that are similar; especially for those that 

experienced acts of betrayal in their first marriage.   

4. When emotional and physical reactions do occur the partner’s response 

will have one of two effects: (a) they will respond in a similar way, thus 

increasing concern and decreasing current marital satisfaction, or (b) they 

will respond differently thus increasing satisfaction and minimizing 

concern. 

5. Fewer physical and emotional reactions will be associated with higher 

marital satisfaction and increased trust in the relationship. 

As with most theory this process is not linear and often results in one hypothesis 

impacting another.  This process continues as the theory deepens and becomes more 

elaborate.  The following is a possible explanation for how these hypotheses are 

interrelated. 

In this case, the specific set of conditions that created the circumstances or 

problem the participant responded to was the lack of trust in the past relationship that 

eventually led to divorce.  Based on these experiences participants took “strategic 
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actions/interactions” (Strauss & Corbin, p. 133) to increase the likelihood that they would 

experience trust in the new relationship.  These actions included marrying a polar 

opposite, not tolerating similar behavior, and finding somebody that just clicked.  It 

appears, based on the experiences of the participants, that the greater the betrayal in the 

first relationship the more likely the participant was to be adamant about intentionally 

choosing a “polar opposite” as well as being more vocal about not tolerating similar 

behavior.   

Knowing their partner is not willing to tolerate similar behavior may reinforce the 

partner’s resolve to avoid any behavior that is similar to the participant’s past 

relationship, thus increasing the chances that they will respond in a manner that is open 

and honest.  Sensing their openness, the participant may feel accepted which may 

increase the level of trust they feel towards their current partner which reinforces the idea 

that their partner is different from their previous partner.  Seeing the positive outcomes 

based on the differences between their two partners, participants may become more vocal 

about not wanting similar behavior, thus continuing the circle of interaction.   

On the other hand, if the partner exhibits behaviors that are similar, then fear 

arises that this relationship is going to be similar to the past and the person begins to 

question the relationship.  Jamie provided an example of this impact when she described 

her reaction to Jerry losing his job (a primary reason she was dissatisfied in her past 

relationship).  Even though she said that she, “couldn’t give it up because of all the other 

things he brought to me” she also reported that she, “couldn’t believe I was back in the 

same situation again.  It was preventing me from wanting to go further in the 

relationship… it wasn’t where I wanted it to be.”   
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Limitations of the Study 

 Five main limitations exist in the current study.  It is important to consider these 

limitations when interpreting and applying these results.  Therefore, this section will 

discuss these limitations and discuss the potential impact they had on the theory that 

emerged.  

 The first major limitation was discussed in the results section.  All 16 participants 

classified themselves as a person transitioning from a dissatisfying first marriage to a 

satisfying second marriage.  Therefore, the tentative theory that emerged from this study 

should only be applied to couples who meet this criterion.  Additional research needs to 

be conducted in order to understand the process of people transitioning from satisfying 

first marriages to satisfying second marriages and so on.  Also, additional research needs 

to be conducted in order to determine if this theory also extends to clinical couples.  All 

of these participants scored at least a 5 on the satisfaction scale; a scale that ranged from 

extremely unsatisfied (score = 1) to extremely satisfied (score = 7).   

The second limitation is based on the fact that only four of the participants had 

children living in the home.  Although a specific selection criterion was not established to 

control for the presence of children in the home, it appears that this may have influenced 

the emerging theory.  For example, the research that exists on remarriage indicates that 

the ex-spouses that should be most involved with one another but are those with the most 

competing demands.  Thus adopting a collaborative teamwork approach to parenting, are 

the ones that generally have the most hostility (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999; Knox & 

Zusman, 2001; Masheter, 1997).  Therefore, it is ironic that those that could benefit from 
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collaborative teamwork the most are the least likely to obtain it (Ahrons, 1994; Ahrons & 

Rodgers, 1987; Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999).   

The third limitation, therefore, is closely tied to the second.  In this study, since 

most of the participants either had children that were grown, or did not have children, it 

was much easier for them to adopt the perspective of emotional detachment from the first 

marriage.  Adopting such a stance might have decreased the amount of hostility and 

limited the amount of impact the first relationship had on the second (Masheter, 1997).  It 

is interesting to note that 25% of the participants reported never having contact with their 

ex-spouse.  Of the remaining participants 50% had contact only on special occasions.  

The final 25% reported having contact only on a monthly basis (see table 1).  This 

amount of contact may not be representative of the average remarried couple, at least the 

remarried couples with children in the home.  Perhaps the lack of contact is attributed to 

the fact that the participants in this study were slightly older (average age for men 42.5 

and average age for women 40) and were remarried in the past 5 years.  According to the 

literature increased contact with ex-spouses is most likely to occur when children are 

younger and living in the home (Masheter, 1997; Masheter, 1998).  Based on the fact that 

these participants were older and they were just recently remarried they may have missed 

this period of increased contact.   

According to the research, lack of contact between ex-spouses should indicate 

lower levels of hostility (Masheter, 1997, Masheter, 1998).  And yet, this group still 

reported high levels of hostility. This could lead to two possible conclusions. Either the 

amount of hostility evident in the relationship between ex-spouses is so pervasive that it 

extends past mere contact.  If this is the case, it could be assumed that couples who have 
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more consistent contact with their ex-spouse may experience even higher levels of 

hostility.  The second conclusion might be that the level of betrayal was so severe for 

several of these participants that they could not bear to interact with their spouse again.  

This certainly was the case for Jill based on the abuse she experienced in her first 

marriage.  Additional research is needed in order to understand which of these 

conclusions is more accurate. 

 The fourth limitation is the fact that all of the participants were Caucasian and 

from a small metropolitan area in West Texas.  The findings may differ for those in 

different regions of the country as well as those from different ethnic backgrounds.  

Again additional research would need to be conducted in order to be sensitive to any 

discrepancies that might emerge from a theory on couples from different ethnicities who 

remarry.  

The final limitation of the study is based on the fact that all of the interviews, 

analyses, and other important steps of developing the theory were completed by the 

primary investigator.  The creativity and theoretical sensitivity of a model can be limited 

by only having one researcher.  The goal of theoretical sensitivity is to be able to see all 

that are in the data.  Each person that is included within the research brings a unique 

perspective and adds depth to the theory; they can see things that others may not.  

However, since the process of developing the theory is so involved it would be 

challenging to find other researchers that are willing to make a similar investment.  

Realizing the potential limitation this would cause, very specific steps were followed to 

validate the findings.  As mentioned previously, the participants were included in every 

step of the research, constantly adding their confirmation to the emerging theory.  Also, 
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an internal and an external auditor were included in order to verify that a logical path was 

being followed and that the findings were consistent with the data.  It should also be 

noted that any biases, assumptions, and preexisting hypotheses I have, although 

bracketed, still influence the results of the study.  For example, upon further review of the 

interview questions it is apparent that I entered the interview with the assumption that the 

first marriage is affecting the current relationship.  By asking, “How are the experiences 

in your first marriage currently affecting your second marriage?” I am assuming that 

there is an impact.  This form of questioning may have influenced the data that emerged.  

Further research is necessary to measure the magnitude of that potential impact.  

 

Advice for Future Couples 

 At the end of each interview couples were asked to discuss some of the lessons 

they learned from their first marriage that has impacted how they respond to their current 

partner.  Although these concepts and potential categories did not fit within the grounded 

theory model introduced above, it seems important to include this information.  

Therefore, the following section will discuss the positive outcomes couples identified in 

their current relationships that stem from their past relationships as well as discuss the 

advice that they would share with other couples experiencing a similar transition. 

 

Lessons Learned 

Despite the fact that all of the first marriages had negative experiences that ended 

in divorce, the impact those experiences had on the current relationship were not all 

negative.  In fact, participants indicated that the negative experiences in their first 
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marriage contributed to four lessons that had a positive impact on their second marriage.  

These include, (a) increased commitment, (b) don’t sweat the small stuff, (c) placing a 

greater importance on communication, and (d) added value.  Each of these outcomes will 

be discussed in the following section. 

Increased commitment.  Overall, 12 of the 16 participants discussed how their 

level of commitment towards the second marriage was increased by the negative 

experiences encountered in their first marriages.  Richard describes the positive impact 

these experiences had on his second marriage.  He explains: 

I am more committed to doing wonderful things all the time and expressing my 
affection and my passion and my love…I would say that if there is anything that I 
learned from that first marriage it was making sure that there is nothing that gets 
in the way of my commitment and my actions to work on the relationship. 

 
Jamie describes a similar impact when she says:  

From a positive stand point…it is going to help because I know how hard it is, 
how much effort it is, to make a relationship work and to make a marriage work.  
Nobody knows that going into one when you are twenty something.  You just 
don’t get it…until you have experienced it you don’t realize the effort. 

 
Don’t sweat the small stuff.  The second positive outcome that was identified by 

participants in the study was the fact that they were more relaxed; that they didn’t let the 

little things bother them in this relationship like they did in the previous relationship.  

This outcome was identified by 8 of the 16 participants and will be summarized through 

the experiences of Barbie, Boomer, and Frank.  According to Barbie, “My ex if he did 

something I would…just tell him. But with Frank if he left his razor laying out…I just put 

it up. I don’t say anything. I just do it. Why sweat the small stuff?”   Boomer describes a 

similar experience and explains how in the past he used to “nit pick at things [my ex-

wife] would do” but describes how in this relationship he is “a lot more relaxed. Things 
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don’t tend to bother me as much as they would have.”  Finally, in the words of Frank, he 

says, “I don’t let the little things get to you. There is more important stuff than the little 

things.” 

Importance of communication.  The third positive outcome, experienced by 8 of 

the 16 participants, was the lessons they learned regarding the importance of 

communication.  Boomer described how he learned through his first marriage that you 

“have got to keep the communication going.”  He said in his first relationship “issues 

would never get addressed” and that they would “take an issue [and] put it in the closet.”  

After awhile Boomer realized that the “closet [was] full.” Therefore it is important that 

him and Olivia to have a “willingness to communicate.”  In fact, he goes on to mention 

that “when Olivia and I do have disagreements [we do] not want to put it in a closet and 

store it.”  Richard confirms Boomer’s experience with his own.  He reports that based on 

the negative experiences in his past relationship, he learned that “the communication 

piece [is] key. A huge lesson from the first relationship.”   

Added value.  The final positive outcome that was identified by participants is the 

added value that they place on their new relationship because of the negative experiences 

they had in their first marriage.  This positive impact was described by 6 of the 16 

participants and will be summarized through the experience of Kay and BPP1015.  The 

following is a sequence of quotes taken from their couple interview.  They state that the 

past relationship: 

Kay—[the past relationship] makes me much more thankful for the one I have got 
now. 

 
BPP1015—Ditto. I don’t know if I could appreciate her as much as I do had I not 
been through some hell first. You know when you have gone through battle you 
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appreciate life a lot more than before. So it’s increased, it has given her added 
value, our relationship added value I think. 

 
Kay-I agree with that both ways. 

Based on these interactions, as well as the experiences in their past relationships, 

participants reported how the negative experiences in the past relationship have also had 

some positive impact on the current relationship.  These outcomes were not included in 

the theoretical model for two reasons.  First, other than increased commitment, the other 

categories did not have the same level of strength as the categories related to trust in 

relationships. The second is the fact that the participants themselves did not link these 

positive outcomes to trust in relationships.  A rationale could be made how increased 

commitment, not sweating the small stuff, increased communication, and added value all 

contribute to the presence of trust in the new relationship, but that would be based on the 

researcher’s interpretation and not grounded in the data.  Therefore, it was decided to 

include this information at the end of the study as some important information that might 

raise potential questions for future research.  It also coincides with the advice participants 

decided to share with other couples based on the lessons they learned in their own 

relationships.    

 

Suggestions for Couples Experiencing a Similar Transition 

Although there were several ways in which the past relationship negatively 

impacted the new relationship there were also some positive outcomes.  Based on these 

experiences, the couples interviewed shared the following advice for couples 

experiencing a similar transition.  Due to the wide range of advice given by the 
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participants it was hard to develop categories with strong consistency.  Furthermore, the 

question “what advice would you give to couples going through a similar transition?” 

was not included until the fourth interview.  Therefore, only 10 participants were given 

the opportunity to respond during the course of the interview.  However, during their 

follow-up call, Garrett and Ashlee were asked to respond to this question.  Therefore, in 

the end 12 responses were recorded.  Based on these responses, four main areas of advice 

emerged.  They are: (a) understanding what happened, (b) learning to start over, (c) make 

sure you communicate, and (d) make sure you are fully healed.   

 

Understanding What Happened 

 Five of the twelve participants discussed the need to understand what happened in 

the first relationship.  The importance of understanding what happened is shared through 

the experiences of Hannah.  She advised couples to: 

Try to really understand what happened the first time around…I don’t think that 
process ever completely ends. It will not surprise me five years from now if all of 
the sudden I have some oh, moment you know where I put some little pieces 
together or understand something better. 
 

 
 
Learning to Start Over 
 
 Three of the 12 participants talked about the importance of starting over.  This 

advice is highlighted in the following segment of quotes taken from the interview with 

Boomer and Olivia.  They counseled: 

 Boomer—When you start over actually do start over.  
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Olivia—There [are] a lot of things I feel like that I brought from my last 
relationship…that I am never going to vocalize to him [except] through my 
actions…it is starting over but its starting over with more intelligence. 
  
 

Make Sure to Communicate 

 Another area of advice that participants identified was the importance of talking 

with one another and really communicating.  Three of the 12 participants discussed the 

importance of communication.  Ashlee strongly encouraged couples to, “Make sure you 

keep the lines of communication open.”  Olivia also discussed how important it was to 

“Talk to each other. I mean everybody says communication but really talk to each  

other.” 

 

Make Sure you Heal 

 Finally, two of the participants discussed how healing from the past relationship is 

important.  For them, you need to heal so that you can avoid bouncing from one 

relationship to another or from taking “baggage” from the past relationship into the new 

relationship.  Jill strongly encouraged people to not “just bounce from one relationship to 

the other because you haven’t healed.”  Garrett advised others to “make sure they have 

fully healed and that they can go into a new relationship without any baggage.”   

 Although the experiences encountered in their first marriages were unique, four 

main lessons were identified.  Participants also discussed how these lessons positively 

impacted their current relationships.  Based on those lessons the participants advised 

future couples to understand what happened in the first relationship and learn to start 
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over.  They also recommended that future couples make sure that they communicate and 

that they heal before entering a new relationship. 

 

Implications for Marriage and Family Therapy 

The purpose of this study was to further the understanding of remarried couples 

and provide some guidelines for marriage and family therapists that might be working 

with remarried couples.  Three important lessons were learned during the course of this 

study that might be useful when working with remarried couples, especially those 

transitioning from a dissatisfying marriage to one that is more satisfying.  Each of the 

lessons will be discussed in the following section. 

The first lesson was the importance of trust in the relationship.  Although trust is a 

central component of many relationships (Johnson, 1996) it appears that establishing trust 

in the new relationship is especially important for remarried couples.  How this is 

accomplished may vary depending on what stage the client is at when they present for 

therapy.  For example, if a person is recently divorced and presents to therapy with the 

goal to overcome the negative impact of the divorce, clinicians may want to consider 

several options.  First they may want to help the client explore the events leading up to 

the divorce and any feelings of betrayal and/or abandonment they experienced.  Based on 

these experiences, they may want to increase the client’s awareness regarding any 

potential triggers that might generate a physical or emotional reaction.  Furthermore, they 

may want to help the client create a list of characteristics and qualities that would help 

minimize the impact of the past relationship.   
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If the therapist is seeing a couple that was recently remarried they may want to 

share the experiences of these couples with them to help normalize the experience.  Also, 

the focus of therapy should be on building trust; especially helping partners respond with 

secure behaviors that help ensure clients that this relationship is different.  

The second lesson is in regards to the format of the study.  At the beginning of 

this study several concerns were raised regarding the sensitivity of this topic.  Several 

people, including myself, wondered if participants would be able to openly discuss these 

questions in the presence of their current partner.  Initially I was afraid that some of their 

experiences might be censored and that they would not feel free to share their entire 

experience.  And yet, I also firmly believed that conducting couple interviews would 

provide access to interactions and information that might not be available otherwise.  

Based on my experiences with the pilot interview I decided to provide both options; to 

conduct individual interviews at the beginning but then end with an interview with the 

couple together.  Although the content was the same, and simply filled in gaps that were 

missing from the individual interviews, the process provided a valuable lesson.  Similar 

to other difficult topics discussed in therapy, these couples could discuss these issues, 

even though they were potentially threatening. 

More importantly I was able to ask a small portion of the participants to provide 

feedback regarding the interview process, specifically to address what they liked about 

the individual interviews as well as what they liked about the couple interviews.  What I 

found was surprising.  Of the 6 participants that responded, all six agreed that they really 

enjoyed the couple interview.  For Garrett, he said that the couple interview was 

important because it was a measuring stick for how they were doing in the relationship.  
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He felt like he was able to be completely honest, even with Ashlee in the room, which for 

him was reaffirming because he would be concerned if he felt like he couldn’t share 

everything.  Ashlee reported that she liked having the chance to talk individually but that 

it was important to reconnect as a couple and see things from Garrett’s perspective.  

According to her, he added information that was new to her.   

Barbie reported that for her the couple interview was nice because the topic being 

discussed was very difficult and it was good to have somebody she knew well and trusted 

explicitly in the room with her.  In essence, it was helpful to “go through it together.”  

Frank agreed with Barbie and said it was good to “have her with me.”   

Finally, Jill and Jack reported that even though they have been married for almost 

five years, they heard each other explain things in a way they hadn’t heard before, thus it 

helped increase their understanding.  While the benefits of the couple interview varied 

according to each participant, each confirmed that it was an important piece of the 

process and felt like the experience would not have been as rewarding without the 

experience as a couple.   

This information is useful because some therapists, including myself, may 

initially shy away from asking these difficult questions in the couple context.  It appears, 

however, that these experiences were not only valuable for each of the participants but 

also helped enrich their relationship as a couple.  However, it is important to remember 

that the level of comfort may vary based on amount of time in the new relationship.  For 

example, Boomer and Olivia reported that they were not comfortable discussing every 

aspect of their past relationships whereas the other participants had been together longer 

and were much more comfortable.  It is also important to remember that each of these 
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participants transitioned from a dissatisfying relationship to a relationship where they are 

currently satisfied.   

The final lesson was based on the feedback I received regarding the results 

chapter.  Although only four of the participants were able to read the results chapter, one 

common thread was expressed by each participant.  Each of them described how they 

really appreciated hearing the stories of the other couples within the study.  They 

explained that hearing the other participants stories helped normalize their own 

experience and helped them realize that their relationship was successful.  Therefore, one 

potential avenue that might be effective for marriage and family therapists to explore 

would be the impact of having a group therapy experience with remarried couples.  Not 

only would this format be beneficial in helping couples share their story but the other 

couples would benefit from hearing it.  As with the other suggestions it is important to 

conduct additional research to ensure that this recommendation is appropriate.   

Three main lessons were learned through the process of this study.  Each of these 

lessons can be beneficial for marriage and family therapists that anticipate working with 

couples who remarry.  The first is to use the central category of trust in relationships to 

guide therapeutic interventions with individuals and couples seeking treatment.  The 

second is to consider the level of information the couple is comfortable sharing and alter 

therapy accordingly.  Finally, some benefit may exist in establishing a group therapy 

format for couples who remarry.  Providing this type of service may allow couples to 

share their experience as well as hear the experience of other couples in a similar 

situation, thus normalizing their own development.   
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Future Research 

 Throughout the document, suggestions are given for future research that will help 

provide depth and clarity to this tentative theory.  The purpose of this section, however, is 

to gather all of those suggestions into one place and discuss them in further detail.  The 

first suggestion is aimed at improving the understanding of couples who transition from 

dissatisfying marriages to satisfying remarriages.  The other suggestion is focused on 

expanding the theory to include other possible types of remarriages (i.e., good to good, 

bad to bad, good to bad). 

 

Improving the Current Theory 

Even though theoretical saturation was achieved in this study, the theory that 

emerged is still tentative and needs further validation.  Several limitations existed in the 

current study, limitations that need to be addressed before this theory can be complete.  

The three most vital are the lack of diversity within the sample, the absence of children, 

and lack of contact with ex-spouses. 

Research aimed at understanding the experiences of remarried couples from 

different ethnic background may provide clarification to the existing categories or 

perhaps offer entirely new categories.  Similarly, the lack of children living in the home 

and the low levels of contact between ex-spouses may limit the generalizability of these 

results to the average remarried couple.  Therefore it is important that future research 

address these concerns.  Based on these suggestions, additional studies can be conducted.   

First, couples from different ethnic backgrounds can be recruited and interviewed.  

A researcher could recruit couples from several different backgrounds and compare their 
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experiences or they could focus on recruiting several couples from each ethnicity and see 

if the theories that emerge are different when compared to this homogeneous sample.   

Other studies could focus on understanding the differences that may exist for 

couples raising young children (assuming that is the time when contact with ex-spouses is 

more likely).  Also, rather than interviewing couples who have been married for several 

years it would be interesting to interview couples that are engaged to be remarried or 

recently remarried.  Although this may increase the likelihood that true feelings would be 

censored it would also provide insight into the here and now as opposed to looking back 

on the experience several years later.   

 

Including Other Types of Remarriage 

The other important step for future research is to examine the different types of 

remarriage and see if this theory adequately describes these experiences.  For example, 

one type of remarriage that potentially exists is those who transition from a satisfying 

first marriage into a satisfying second marriage.  Although this has yet to be supported, it 

is assumed that interviewing couples that remarry as a result of death could potentially 

elicit this type of remarriage.  The literature suggests that those who lose a spouse to 

death are often given more latitude regarding their first spouse than those who remarry as 

a result of divorce (Grinwald & Shabat, 1997).  Based on these findings it might be 

possible to find couples who would classify both of the marriages as satisfying.   

On the other hand, interviewing these couples may also provide some couples 

who fall into the category of satisfying first marriages and dissatisfying second 

marriages.  It is not uncommon to idealize a partner once they have passed away and 
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therefore any spouse that comes afterwards may not measure up (Grinwald & Shabat, 

1997).  Without conducting additional research it is impossible to know which 

explanation more accurately describes this phenomenon.  Therefore, the first step for 

future research is to duplicate this study using couples who remarry as a result of a death 

in lieu of a divorce or those that were satisfied with their first marriage but got divorced 

because their partner left.   

The other type of remarriage that theoretically exists is a dissatisfying first 

marriage and a dissatisfying second marriage.  This group of remarriages presents the 

toughest challenge in regards to collecting a sample large enough to study.  Some 

possible suggestions are to look at a clinical sample of remarried couples, similar to the 

study conducted by Stokes and Wampler (2002).  The other option is to interview couples 

who have recently divorced for the second time, or those couples in their third marriages, 

and ask them what mistakes they made that were similar in their first and second 

marriages.  They could also be given the opportunity to explain what mistakes they made 

that were different.  Each of these studies present unique challenges but promises to add 

important information to this emerging theory.   

 

Conclusion 

Over 20 years ago Furstenberg (1979) called for more research on the relationship 

between former spouses.  Despite that call, not many empirical studies have examined 

this relationship, particularly among those who are remarried (Buunk & Mutsaers, 1999).  

The small body of literature that has studied remarriage is primarily large national 

databases that takes a distant, external, stance to the data.  Little, if any, research exists 
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that involves a more process-oriented approach to understanding the difficulties faced by 

individuals who have remarried.  And yet, 4 out of 10 people who enter marriage today 

are entering a marriage where one or both spouses have been previously married 

(Ihinger-Tallman & Pasley, 1997).   

The existing literature lacks the necessary information to establish a theory 

regarding remarriage and how previous marriages were affecting current relationships.  

Though some studies exist, many of the explanations found in those studies were 

speculative and lacked theoretical grounding.  This study used a more process oriented 

approach to understand the impact first marriages were having on current relationships.   

Through the use of semi-structured interviews, participants were asked to describe how 

the experiences in their first marriages were currently affecting their second marriages.  

Based on these experiences, a tentative theory emerged that was based on the central 

category of trust in relationships and included lack of trust in past relationships, attempts 

to increase the likelihood of trust in future relationships, and the presence of trust in the 

current relationship.  Although the study had some limitations, and future research is 

necessary to confirm some of the findings, the experiences of these participants were 

powerful and resulted in a theory that may enlighten many lives—as it has my own. 
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CONSENT FORM 

I hereby consent to participate in research conducted by Andrew Brimhall, a doctoral 
candidate with the Department of Applied and Professional Studies at Texas Tech 
University.  

As a participant in this study, I have read and understand the following: 

1. The purpose of this study is to explore the impact previous martial 
relationships are having on current marriages.  By participating in this study 
you are helping professionals working with couples experiencing divorce and 
remarriage gain a better understanding of this complex phenomenon and how 
it is affecting the lives of those experiencing divorce and remarriage. 

2. During the course of this study you are expected to participate in one 
interview that will last approximately 2 hours.  Also, you understand that upon 
completing the data collection Andrew Brimhall will send you a summary of 
the interview highlighting themes and concepts that emerged throughout the 
course of the interview.  You will be asked to comment on this summary and 
determine whether or not that summary captures your experience.  Once you 
have received the summary and had sufficient time to make comments, you 
will be contacted by Andrew Brimhall and asked for your feedback via 
telephone.  It is anticipated that these phone calls will take no more than 10 to 
15 minutes.   

3. Interviews will be tape recorded and video taped.  Rather than using names, 
any data collected (i.e., tapes, transcriptions, etc.) will be numbered.  
Furthermore, if names are mentioned during the course of the interview, they 
will be deleted from the transcripts and replaced with the pseudo name chosen 
by the participant.  All data will be kept in a locked file in HS 302.  The only 
people having access to that file will be Andrew Brimhall and his immediate 
advisors (Dr. Karen Wampler and Dr. Thomas Kimball).   

4. Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you are free to 
withdraw at any time.  Withdrawal from this study will not result in any 
penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.  Also, any 
personal data can be destroyed and/or returned to you upon your request.    

5. Due to the nature of the questions being addressed, participants run the risk of 
experiencing some potential distress.  If at any time during the study you have 
a negative reaction that is a direct result of participating in this study feel free 
to call Andrew Brimhall at 743-2820 ext. 265 or Thomas Kimball at 742-
5050 ext. 223.  If you feel the distress caused by participating in this study 
extends past the services available through these two contacts you will be 
provided access to a professional within the community. 
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6. As a participant in this study, you have the following rights: (a) the right to 
determine the pace of the interview, (b) the right to decline answering any 
question, and (c) the right to refuse participation at any time.   

7. By participating in this study you consent to have Andrew Brimhall publish 
potential findings in scientific communities and/or report these results to 
government agencies, funding agencies, or manufacturers.  However, strict 
guidelines regarding confidentiality will be enforced and no identifying 
information will be published. 

8. Finally, should you have any comments, concerns, or questions regarding this 
study you can contact the Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board 
for the Protection of Human Subjects, Office of Research Services, Texas 
Tech University, Lubbock, Texas, 79409.  You may also call (806) 742-3884. 

By signing below, I agree that these eight items have been properly explained and that I 
understand what is expected of me in order to participate.  Furthermore, I confirm that a 
copy of this consent form has been given me for my own records.  

 

_______________________________  ______________________________ 

Signature of Participant     Signature of Researcher/Interviewer 

 

______________________________  ______________________________  

Date        Date 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 164

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B 

IRB APPROVAL 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

IRB APPROVAL 

 

 

 

 

 165



 

 166

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX C 

SAMPLE TRANSCRIPT 
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SAMPLE TRANSCRIPT 

Has there been a time you reacted to Kay the same way you responded to your ex-
spouse? 
 
Husband-Yes. Initially in our first part of our marriage when she would say something to 
me it might be the same words as my ex-wife would use to trigger an argument or to 
initiate an argument and my wife Kay doesn’t mean it that way.  Pointed question.  We 
need to talk   Well when my first wife told me that there was hell to pay and it was 
coming and so when Kay would say that I would start getting real defensive and real 
upset immediately having no idea what was going whatsoever just a gut reaction of oh 
crap what has happened now and what is going on or what has been torn up or what have 
I not found out about.  Yeah so it took me awhile to get past that we need to talk. 
 
How did you get through that? 
 
Well after every time she said that to me and I came unglue she finally said what is the 
deal here and I’d tell her hey it’s like the principal saying office.  We talked about it, she 
finally got me to talk to her about a lot.  Now it is not an issue because now there is a 
deeper trust there that I understand that she is not like my ex-wife and I have gotten over 
that fear or that conditioning, conditioning I think that is a good word there.  And 
probably phrases like that that have always indicated problems or issues in the past still 
come up but we have talked through those. 
 
Is there a time where you felt like you got angry at Kay and it seemed harsher than 
what the situation warranted? 
 
Husband- Oh yes.  When I get upset I get real upset.  I don’t go half way. But then I cool 
down about as quick.  I am very aggressive I guess aggressive is not the word but I do 
things all the way.  I don’t just get irritated I get pissed off.  But then I calm down just as 
quick.  I spike high but for short durations. 
 
How has she hurt you the same way as your ex-spouse? 
 
She hasn’t 
 
Hurt you differently? 
 
No.  Sometimes I do things that I don’t want to do but they are good for me so that is not 
hurt, that is you know what I am saying.  Like this fat boy diet I am right now.  She is on 
the fat girl diet but we don’t talk about the fat girl diet just the fat boy diet.  I don’t want 
to go on it because I like to eat and drink a little beer once in awhile but we are on it.  
Now did that hurt me, maybe mentally a little bit but down below that I know she is 
doing what is best for us and I support in that.  So what do you say to that one. 
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What did you learn from your first marriage that you carried over into your second 
marriage? 
 
Husband- I don’t know if I learned it from the first marriage but I was independent of my 
first marriage and I retained that independency but I have learned not to hold my feelings 
in because in my first marriage whether it helped me or not it didn’t make any difference 
but in this marriage it helps to let them out because we resolve things.  In my first 
marriage letting them out didn’t resolve things it was always brought up again and again.  
What did I carry over?  Not to do what I was doing but to turn it around but it is. 
 
Is there anything you were doing in the first that you didn’t want to do in the 
second? 
 
Husband- I didn’t want to live like I was living.  I didn’t want to have the kind of 
relationship that I had because if I had the kind of relationship with Kay that I had in my 
first marriage I would not have married her and I would have gotten out of the 
relationship immediately if it went to that.  And we both have the same feeling in that 
respect.  We are not going to put up with this crap again.  I had to much of it the first 
time.  I don’t need it again.  She doesn’t either.  And I don’t want her have it and I don’t 
think she wants me to have it either.  So in that respect we are not going to endure or 
tolerate the kind of crap we did the first time around, either one of us.  I’m not, she’s not. 
So I guess we agree on it. 
 
Did you do that on purpose? Intentionally? 
 
Husband-No because I wasn’t looking for a profile or for a physical fit or external 
anything.  What I was looking for had to be inside the person not outside. 
 
So what kind of things were you looking for? 
 
I wasn’t.  In that respect.  
 
Things you knew you had to have to get into another relationship? 
 
I guess but it was not something that I necessarily thought about.  When you walk into a 
room and it doesn’t feel right you walk out.  And if you walk into a room and it feels 
okay you don’t think about you just sit down and go on with life. 
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SAMPLE OF POST INTERVIEW NOTE 

Wife (2W) Interview:
 
 The wife was incredibly talkative.  So far she has required the least amount of 
prodding and spoke freely and openly.  It seems that her experience has fit the experience 
of the other participants in that her relationship started off really well and then 
deteriorated rather quickly. It also appears that the event/experience that indicated things 
were going bad was an act of betrayal.  However, rather than it being infidelity or another 
type of relational hurt, it involved finances.  Essentially towards the end of her 
relationship she found out that her husband had embezzled nearly $200,000, which left 
her financially ruined.  It wasn’t surprising therefore that as she talked about her new 
relationship and how her old relationship was affecting the current relationship that she 
discussed concerns regarding finances.  As she described it she became much nosier.  She 
no longer allowed herself to be naïve and assume that everything was being taken care of.  
Rather, she made sure that she was involved in everything, especially the money. 
 
An interesting consistency that seems to be emerging in several of the interviews is the 
idea that neither partner was necessarily looking for a relationship.  It appears that in all 
four cases they were simply living their life and the relationship seemed to find them.  
Therefore, when I asked the wife if she had developed a checklist she mentioned that 
consciously she had not but that subconsciously she knew that her next husband would 
have to have certain qualities.  Thus, it appears that people tend to build some type of 
list/expectations regarding the second marriage that stems from their experiences in the 
first marriage, whether it is consciously or subconsciously.  I wonder if part of the 
phenomenon surrounding the subconscious checklist is this idea that they weren’t looking 
for a relationship.  If you are not actively looking for a relationship than chances are you 
are not going to make a formal checklist.  However, if you know that you are throwing 
yourself back into the dating pool you might be a little more conscientious of what 
mistakes you are going to avoid.  I will wait and see if similar experiences emerge from 
other participants. 
 
Husband (2H) Interview: 
 
The interview with 2H was the most refreshing interview I have completed.  He was 
articulate, straightforward, and did not mince words.  He had a way of describing his 
experience that really make the point he was trying to express extremely vivid.  Some 
examples that stand out to me are: 

1. When asked to compare his two relationships he said, “Heaven and Hell” 
2. When asked to tell how his ex-wife and current wife were similar he said, 

“They are both female, that is about it. 
Although these examples are extremely vivid the example that was most powerful were 
his explanations of how he responded to his current wife based of his experiences with 
his former wife.  He mentioned that whenever his current wife said we need to talk that 
his hackles came up and he prepared for war.  As he described his experience with this 
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phrase he used words like, “natural instincts” and “conditioning”.  According to his 
experiences he believed that he was trained to react in a certain way.  Once he got into a 
new relationship he reported that rather than putting down those guards and giving his 
new wife the benefit of the doubt that he kept the walls there and made her earn the trust 
and respect he gave out freely before.  According to his report, every time his new wife 
said we need to talk he would get defensive, he would get ugly, and rather than saying, 
“I’m sorry, my ex-wife use to pummel me whenever she said that,” he described it as 
relaxing  
 
Couple (2C) Interview: 
 
The individual interview seems to be getting to the point where it flows very smoothly 
and for the most part the participants understand the questions and are able to address the 
topics being addressed.  The couple interview, however, does not feel as smooth.  I don’t 
know if that is a function that you are trying to talk about so many different relationship 
(his past, her past, her perception of the current, his perception of the current, etc.) or if 
the questions just need to be fine tuned and/or adapted.   
 
While at points it seemed awkward the power of doing couple interviews as opposed to 
simply interviewing the partners individually was never more apparent than this 
interview.  In the individual interview with the wife she talked about her past injuries in 
the relationship with her ex-spouse but she was very careful to limit it to finances.  
However, when the husband was asked to discuss how his wife’s past relationship is 
affecting their current relationship he shared an experience about how when he used to 
reach out to her she would flinch.  Based off of those experiences he knew she had been 
hit in the past.  It was clear that she did not want to discuss that issue with me but the 
story that he told added so much depth to the interview.  Without the partner’s 
perspective being included in the interview that information would not have been shared.  
Therefore, I am glad that through the proposal process we were able to create procedures 
that would allow that to happen.   
 
Also, there was a point where the couple was discussing how their past relationships have 
brought them closer together because without experiencing hell first they wouldn’t 
appreciate their current relationship as much.  As the husband was sharing this experience 
his wife reached out and touched his arm affectionately.  Watching that exchanged 
spurred a desire to develop some type of process research regarding the remarital 
experience.  Although I am unsure what that would look like it had an interesting affect 
on me.  I sat there and wondered how the divorce rate for remarried couples is so much 
higher than first marriages.  Seeing the warmth and concern on their faces it was evident 
that they were extremely compassionate with one another.  Trying to incorporate that 
discrepancy in my mind triggered the following thought: 
 
You seem to have different types of remarital relationships.  They are: ones where the 
spouses are the same as previous partners, ones where the spouses are entirely different, 
ones where the previous relationship was better (ct. at EAP), and ones where the current 
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relationship is much better.  It seems that the ones that left a terrible relationship and 
found happiness in their 2nd marriage are grateful for the experience and appreciate their 
spouse, this couple would most likely fit into that category.  I wonder, however, what the 
experience would be like for a couple where the second relationship is worse.  I have yet 
to encounter that within this study but it would be interesting to keep an eye out for it.  I 
imagine that the remarital relationship and the interventions/resources necessary for 
helping remarried couples would look drastically different for couples in each of those 
cells. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 175

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX F 

SAMPLE OF PRE-ANALYSIS/OPEN CODING 
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SAMPLE OF ACROSS DATA SUMMARY 
 

Lack of Trust in Past Relationships: 
 

a. Hard to trust again (12 of 16) 
i. 1H— It wasn’t easy and you still have flashes… I feel really safe.  

I’m not saying that I feel 100% safe, there is always that little 
piece in the back of my mind that wonders if there is something 
that I am unaware of. 

ii. 1W—I was kind of layered behind a brick wall that no one was 
going to get in.  I was very protected. 

iii. 2W—at first I was extremely cautious. I was very protective over 
my business, him looking into it. I was I don’t know, real cautious 
about everything. 

iv. 2H—gave me a lot of problems at first. It was hard for me to open 
up about certain things. I was very hesitant about trusting 
because it was like I wanted to control everything that I did 
because in the past…there was no trust base there. 

v. 3H—when I was dating D, there was some.., I didn’t mistrust D 
but there was that same kind of hangover from Michelle and if D 
said you know I am going somewhere or would come home late… 

vi. 3W—When I first started dating [it was hard to trust]…I really felt 
like I had been deceived by my first husband 

vii. 4H—I was scared to death. I didn’t want to give anybody a 
chance to get close to me. Because I had been through it once 
and I didn’t want to go through it again. 

viii. 5H—You can crawl into a shell overnight but crawling out of a 
shell takes time…I ask a million questions [because] you find 
out…who you can trust and who you can’t trust. 

ix. 5W—it’s very hard to open yourself up that much because there is 
a lot of room to be hurt. 

x. 6W—I try to remind myself not to close off. Don’t shut down…I 
think that became pretty much a survival tool for me the first time 
around. 

xi. 6H—If I am going to get rejected I want to do it now and go on to 
the next person. 

xii. 8W—I had already cruised by his house when he was asleep to see 
if the dogs where there, the house was there, that it was a real 
place…because I wasn’t just as trusting as I used to be. 

 
b. Relationship turned bad due to some type of betrayal 

i. Affair (7 of 16) 
1. 1H—Which in the end turned out to be the downfall of the 

relationship.  She was friends with a guy and went their 
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way… if God can put me through the biggest trial…it 
would be betrayal and that is what I felt. 

2. 3H—I know she had one affair with another guy and I 
suspect others and overtime I had learned that but yeah.   

3. 4H— We just grew apart, got more and more distant. 
Little things would just set me off or set her off. I found out 
she was cheating on me. That was it. 

4. 6W—realized that he was having an affair…after that I 
remember reaching the point where I thought you know 
there is going to be nothing left of me. I can’t do this the 
rest of my life. 

5. 7H—The only area that I can think of my ex had some 
boyfriends that I found out about (mentioned other reasons 
for divorce as well but this one, according to his report, 
came up most in new relationship) 

6. 8W—And he drank and he did drugs. He smoked 
marijuana, he did crack cocaine. He slept with other 
women. He spent money like it was going out of style. He 
didn’t work. He was on welfare. 

7. 8H—I could hear two voices and I am like wait a minute 
we are the only two people in the house and then I’m like 
oh, duh…even though she denied it unequivocally that 
there was no one I suspect that there was someone else. 

 
ii. Financial betrayal (2 of 16) 

1. embezzlement/financial fraud 
a. 2W—And at that time he had told me that he had 

taken the money and I was just slapped in the face. 
I had no idea…The trust was betrayed. I just felt 
betrayed. And I could never trust him again. 

b. 2H—my ex-wife wrote 2500 dollars worth of hot 
checks in one year on her own bank account…I 
tried to trust what she did, to trust her 

 
iii. Unemployment (3 of 16) 

1. 1W—And then things didn’t go so well job wise for him 
and so we ended up moving to Lubbock… he left so it was 
a very short relationship 

2. 3W—he was unemployed four times in our marriage and 
the last time was for 2 years and we had three teenagers at 
home and I finally just said that is enough of that. I will 
support the three kids you support yourself. So that was an 
ongoing problem throughout the marriage so. It just left me 
feeling really insecure and not, not knowing that there 
was going to be any stability 
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3. 7W—If he wasn’t happy in a job he just quit because he 
felt like I was making enough money…it really first started 
the day I brought our first son home from the hospital 
because when I came home from the hospital he had quit 
his job that day 

 
iv. Lack of communication/Affection (3 of 16) 

1. 5H—the communication between J and I stopped. It was 
as if we were two people living under the same roof...but 
we are not working together. 

2. 5W—he was going in one direction, I was going in the 
other, we weren’t talking a lot, we weren’t together a lot 
and it doesn’t make for a good relationship when you are 
not communicating and you are not together. 

3. 6H—Over the years she became much less 
affectionate…When we had conflicts she would clam up 
and wouldn’t communicate at all. And I would literally 
have to back her into a corner and force her to respond to 
me… those were really [it], the lack of affection, the lack 
of communication, and her personal habits. 

v. Prison (1 of 16) 
1. 4W—He was in jail probably 30 times and went to prison 

twice.  The second time he went I just decided that was 
enough 
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

Central Category—Trust in Relationships (16/16) 
 

1. Lack of Trust in Past Relationship (12/16) 

a) Level of betrayal (9/16) 

b) My experiences with divorce  

 Difficult (6/16) 

 Relief (6/16) 

 Mixed (3/16) 

2. Attempts to Increase the Likelihood of Trust  

a) Polar Opposites (16/16) 

 Intentionally chose somebody different (9/16) 

 Subconsciously chose somebody different (5/16) 

 Unaware (2/16) 

b) Not Tolerate Same Behavior (13/16) 

c) Just Clicked/Felt Comfortable (12/16) 

3. Presence of Trust in the Current Relationship 

a) Physical and Emotional Reactions (16/16) 

b) Acceptance and Trust (11/16) 

c) Avoid Similar Behaviors (8/16) 

d) Being Open and Honest  

 Partner behavior (8/16) 

 Personal behavior (8/16) 


