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INTRODUCTION 

This paper examines the repartnering patterns of a group of men and 

women in Australia whose first marriage ended in divorce in the early 

1980s. It describes the extent of repartnering, when it occurs, its 

different forms and the characteristics associated with ea~h. The 

likelihood of' having new children in the second union is also examined. 

Until 1970, the proportion of divorced persons in the population was 

quite small: only about 1 p'er cent 'of the adult population were 

described as currently divorced in the censuses. Although the divorce. 

rate had been increasing slowly since the beginning of this century, it 

was only in the 1970s that a sharp rise was recorded when the Family Law 

Act was implemented in 1976. Since then about 40,000 marriages end in 

divorce each year compared to less than 10,000 before 1966. It is also 

estimated that -one in three marriages will now terminate in divorce 

(Carmichael and McDonald, 1986) and divorced persons (excluding those 

who have remarried) now make up about 5 per cent of the ~dult population 

(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 1988). Also, until recently 

remarriage was the usual form of repartnering after divorce; it is only 

in recent years that unmarried cohabitatlon has become more common. In 

. 1986, according to census data, 20 per cent of divorced men and 17 per 

cent of divorced women who had not remarried were in de facto 

relationships (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 1989). 

Remarriage patterns of divorced persons in Australia were first examined 

by McDonald (1974) in an analysis~f data for the 1960s, before the 

recent rise in the divorce rate and unmarried cohabitation. The study 

found that the propensity. to remarry varied with the person's age at the 

time of divorce, but that generally the extent of remarriage following 

divo.rce was high. More than 65 per cent of men and women who divorced 

before the age ~of' 35 years were remarried within six years·,' with nearly 

,'" , 
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40 per cent remarrying within one year of their divorce. It was 

subsequently pointed out (McDonald, 1982) that more recent patterns of 

remarriage might be different because of the rise in unmarried 

cohabitation. 

The remarriage rate of divorced persons according to marriage statistics 

has been declining, except for an upswing in 1976, and the decline has 

been particularly marked among divorced perso~s under the age of 30 

years (Figure 1). It would appear that de facto relationships may have 

taken the place of a second marriage for some younger divorced men and 

women. Marriage statistics also show that there is not much difference 

in the remarriage rates for divorced men 'and women under the age of 30 

years. Remarriage rates for both sexes decline with increasing age, 

with the decline much greater for women than for men so that at older 

ages men have a much higher remarriage rate than women (Table 1). 

Table 1: Remarriage rates of divorced men and women, by age, 1966-1986 

Year 

Sex and age 1966 1971 1976 1981 1986 

Men Qer 1000 divorced men 

15-29 383 296 338 194 183 

30-39 268 213 231 145 152 

40-49 127 115 157 90 102 

50-59 80 66 97 60 68 

60+ 33 29 47 27 27 

All ages 131 119 166 104 102 

Women Qer 1000 divorced women 

15-29 444 346 314 192 184 

30-39 219 169 192· 114 107 

40-49 99 90 113 67 61 

50-59 45 38 54 31 26 

60+ 13 9 13 8 9 

All ages 109 100 135 85 75 

Sources: Calculated from marriage statistics and the number of divorced 

men and women according to the population censuses 
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Data from the 1982 Families Survey conducted by the Australian Bureau of 

Statistics (ABS) indicate that a large proportion of divorced men and 

women still remarry and that the proportion in de facto relationships is 

relatively small (ABS,. 1985). The data also suggest that while the 

proportion remarried increases with duration of time since divorce, the 

proportion in de facto relationships tends to remain about the same at 

all durations of divorce. No further analysis of the data has been 

carried out. 

In 1984 the Australian Institute of Family Studies (AIFS) carried out a 

survey on the economic consequences of marriage breakdown as part of its 

Family Re-formation Project. Data on family re-format~on were also 

obtained and provided essential background to the discussion of economic 

changes (McDonald, 1986). The data showed that repartnering occurred 

fairly soon after divorce and that men were more likely than women to 

have repartnered at a given interval after divorce. However, since the 

survey respondents were all divorced in 1981 or 1983, the repartnering 

patterns observed were only those relating to the first few years 

following divorce. 

This study is based on a follow-up survey of a sub-sample from the 1984 

survey. The follow-up survey was conducted by the AIFS in 1987, some 

four to six years after the respondents' divorce so that a longer term 

perspective on repartnering patterns is now possible. The survey also 

collected data on attitudes to repartnering in its different forms, 

which provided information on the repartnering expectations of this 

group of divorced persons. 
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THE DATA 

The 1984 AIFS survey on the economic consequences of marriage breakdown 

was based on a sample of men and women who were divorced in Melbourne in 

1981 and 1983. The survey sample was divided into two groups - parents 

divorced in 1981 and parents divorced in 1983. The sample~ were 

restricted to those where both partners had been in their first 

marriage. Respondents in both groups were married for 5 to 14 years, 

were separated for 12 to 23 months before the divorce, and had two 

dependent children at the time of divorce. The dample included both 

custodial and non-custodial parents. 

Although the initial sample was selected by a random stratification of 

the ASS data tape of divorces, non-response led to 30 per cent of the 

1981 sample and 35 per cent of the 1983 sample being interviewed. 

Inability to locate people at the address given at the time of filing 

for divorce was the major cause of non-response. The final sample was 

therefore slightly biased towards the less mobile people and also 

persons of higher socio-economic status. A methodology was developed to 

correct for the first bias but it was not possible to correct for the 

second. A detailed analysis of the sample and the findings from the 

survey have been presented in Settling Up: Property and Income Division 

on Divorce in Australia (McDOnald, 1986). 

In 1987, the Institute conducted a follow-up survey of the two groups of 

younger couples. The main objectives of the follow-up survey were to 

examine the consequences of marriage breakdown some four to six years 

after divorce, particularly in terms of housing and socio-economic 

status, the rate of formation of second families, and the situation of 

the children from the first marriage. 

The follow-up rate was quite high: 93 per cent of the respondents in the 

first survey was successfully followed up and interviewed. The number 
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of respondents in the follow-up survey was 522 men and women, 254 from 

the 1981 divorce cohort and 268 from the 1983 divorce cohort. 

Each respondent in the follow-up survey was asked about all important 

events that had occurred in his or her life since the last survey in 

1984, and when they occurred. The 1984 survey had also recorded the 

dates of marriage breakdown, actual divorce, remarriage and the birth of 

children. However, there was one omission: respondents who began a de 

facto relationship before the 1984 survey were not asked when they began 

cohabitation with the de facto partner. This limitation in the data 

restricts the analysis of repartnering to current status (at the time of 

the surveys) when repartnering includes de facto relationships. 

The records of the 522 respondents in the follow-up survey were matched 

to their records from the earlier survey. Most of the data used in this 

paper come from the 1987 follow-up survey. However, data on the 

characteristics of the sample at the time of separation and divorce were 

taken from the earlier survey. 
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METHODS OF ANALYSIS 

Two approaches are used in this analysis of repartnering patterns. The 

first concerns the process of repartnering and the formation of second 

families. The objective of this approach is to examine when 

repartnering occurs and at what rate. The second approach seeks to gain 

some insight into why some people repartner and others do not and 

concerns the factors associated with family re-formation. 

The first approach is based on the analysis of life history data on the 

timing of events. Survival analysis, which is similar to life table 

analysis in demography, can be used to obtain the probabilities of 

repartnering and the proportion repartnered at given intervals after 

divorce. Since the date of repartnering by de facto relationship was 

not asked, survival analysis is used to examine the timing of 

repartnering only in the case of remarriage. Exposure to remarriage 

begins at the time of divorce, so that duration of exposure is 

calculated as the number of months between divorce and remarriage for 

those who remarried, and between divorce and the date of the interview 

for those still not married at the time of the survey. 

Since dates of the birth of new children from the second union are 

available, survival analysis is also used to examine the timing of 

childbearing following repartnering. However, the possibility of having 

children with the new partner .does not necessarily begin with remarriage 

because ex-nuptial conceptions and births occur. Since the date of 

repartnering was not always available, except in the case of remarriage, 

and since repartnering could have started immediately after separation 

from the first marriage, it will be assumed in this analysis that the 

possibility of having new children began with the date of separation. 
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Examination of the factors associated with family re-formation is based 

on analysis of repartnering status at the time of the survey. 

Repartnering status was obtained from the pre-coded response to a 

question on present personal circumstances. The categories were: (1) 

married, (2) living with someone but not married, (3) have an intimate 

relationship with one person but we do not live together, and (4) do not 

have an intimate relationship with a partner at present. Persons in the 

first three categories might be considered to have repartnered although 

only those in the first were remarried. A person who had remarried but 

had separated from the second marriage might be in categories 2 to 4 

depending on the circumstance at the time of the survey. 

Logit model analysis is used to examine the relative effects of various 

factors associated with repartnering status. This technique is 

appropriate when both the dependent and independent variables are 

categorical variables. Repartnering status is examined both as a four

category variable as well as a re coded dichotomous variable. The 

parameters in the models are estimated using SPSS-X. 
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REPARTNERING STATUS 

A majority of both men and women repartner within a few years after 

divorce. Some four to six years after divorce, 57 per cent of the men 

and 38 per cent of the women had remarried and another 13 percent of 

both men and women were living in de facto relationships (~able'2). 

Thus about 70 per cent of the men and over 50 per cent of the women had 

repartnered. If repartnering is considered to include non-cohabiting 

relationships, then 80 per cent of the men and 70 per cent of the women 

had repartnered. 

Although legal marriage appears to be the preferred form of 

repartnering, with the proportion remarried at least more than twice 

that in de facto relationships, 75 per cent of those who were remarried 

said that they had lived together with their partner before the 

marriage. This suggests that about one half of the survey sample had 

been in a de facto relationship at some time after the divorce. 

A significantly greater proportion of men than women had remarried in 

each of the two cohorts, but the proportion in de facto relationships 

was the same. A greater proportion of women than men reported being in 

a non-cohabiting relationship. Other studies of remarriage in Britain, 

the United States and Sweden also show that divorced men are more likely 

to remarry than divorced women (Haskey, 1984; Glick and Lin, 1986; 

Trost, i984). 

The two divorced cohorts of men did not differ significantly from each 

other in terms of their repartnering status in 1987. This was also true 

of the two cohorts of women. This suggests that four to six years after 

divorce, the repartnering patterns may have reached a steady state. 
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Table 2: Repartnering status at the time of the survey, by sex and year 

of divorce 

Repartnering 

status 

Remarried 

De facto relationship 

Intimate relationship 

No into relationship 

Total 

Number of persons 

Chi-square 

p 

Source: PCMB Survey 

1981 

Men Women 

61 40 

12 12 

6 14 

20 34 

100 100 

114 140 

25.78 

.0000 

1983 

Men Women 

- per 

52 

15 

13 

20 

100 

119 

cent -

36 

15 

19 

30 

100 

149 

7.89 

.0955 

Total 

Men Women 

57 38 

14 14 

9 17 

20 31 

100 100 

233 289 

22.54 

.0000 

The repartnering status of the divorced couple is shown in Table 3. 

Both former spouses in about 25 per cent of all divorced couples had 

remarried, and a total of 40 to 50 per cent had repartnered either by 

remarriage or de facto relationship. In another 40 per cent of cases, 

one of the divorced partners, more often the man, had formed a new 

family. Only in 10 to 15 per cent of the cases were both divorced 

partners still single. 

Information on the repartnering status of the former spouse was obtained 

from the respondents. It was possible that in some cases the 

respondents might not be fully aware of th~ actual situation of the 

former spouse but gave an answer just the same. The proportion of 

respondents reporting that their former spouse was living with a partner 

was significantly higher than the proportion in.de facto relationships 

among the respondents themselves (Appendix Table A1). 
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Table 3: Repartnering status of respondent and former spouse by year of 

divorce and sex of respondent 

Status of self and 

former spouse (fsp) 

Both remarried 

Self rem./fsp.de facto 

Self df./fsp. remarried 

Both de facto 

Self .rep. /fsp. single 

Self single/fsp. 'rep. 

Both single 

Total 

Number of respondents 

Source: PCMB Survey 

1981 1983 

Males Females Males Females 

- per cent -

25 24 25 17 

16 7 9 11 

8 6 9 9 

2 3 2 3 

22 11 20 12 

22 32 .25 35 

4 17 10 14 

100 100 100 100 

103 129 110 139 

The same discrepancy was also noted in the 1984 survey which had as part 

of its sample the present respondents (McDonald, 1986). It was thought 

then that the different wording of the repartnering questions relating 

to the respondents and their former spouse might have been responsible, 

or just that respondents might be more ready tO,report their former 

spouses as repartnered while being more cautious about their own 

repartnering status if they were in de facto relationships. The wording 

in the present survey was more specific in asking whether the former 

spouse was married or living with a partner and was similar to that of 

the question on the respondents' repartnering status so that:the present 

discrepancy is unlikely to be due to different interpretations of the 

questions. Because of this discrepancy, the information on the 

repartnering status of the former spouse in Table 3 may not be totally 

accurate. 
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TIMING OF REMARRIAGE 

How soon remarriage occurs after divorce is shown in Table 4. Men 

remarried more quickly than women. More than one-quarter (27 per cent) 

of divorced men remarried within the first year of divorce and 39 per 

cent remarried within the first two years compared with 15 per cent and 

25 per cent of women respectively. Six years after divorce, 61 per cent 

of men and 44 per cent of women had remarried. The probability of 

remarriage was highest in the first year after divorce for both men and 

women, and then declined with longer durations of divorce. Obviously as 

time passes, those who are still single become less likely to remarry as 

they get older and have more difficulty finding a partner, or are more 

likely to be those who do not want torepart?er. 

Table 4: Percentage remarrying and cumulative proportions remarried at 

given intervals after divorce 

Remarrying 

within the: 

1st month 

2nd-6th month 

7th-12th month 

13th-24th month 

25th-36th month 

37th-48th month 

49th-60th month 

61th-72nd month 

Number of respondents 

Source: PCMB Survey 

% 

2 

16 

9 

13 

6 

6 

6 

4 

Men Women 

Cum.% % Cum.% 

2 1 1 

18 8 9 

27 6 15 

39 10 25 

45 7 32 

51 4 36 

57 5 41 

61 3 44 

230 289 
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FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH RBPARTNBRING 

Various studies have shown that remarriage and repartnering after 

divorce are also related to age at divorce, the presence of children and 

social class (Haskey, 1984; Trost, 1984; ABS, 1985; Glick and Lin, 

1986). Repartnering status according to various characteristics of the 

respondents is shown in Table 5. There appears to be a negative 

relation between repartnering and age at divorce: a greater proportion 

of both men and women who were divorced before the age of 35 had either 

remarried or were in de facto relationships compared to those who were 

divorced at older ages. 

Education and occupation appear to affect the repartnering status of men 

and women differently. A higher proportion of men who had tertiary 

qualifications or who were in professional or managerial occupations had 

repartnered compared to those with lower education or who were in trades 

or manual occupations. However, repartnering among women appears to be 

inversely related to social class as measured by level of education and 

occupation.. A lower proportion of women with tertiary qualifications 

and those in professional or managerial occupations had repartnered 

compared to women with less education or who were in trades or manual 

occupations. 

Although chi-square tests indicate that these relationships are not 

statistically significant probably because of the small sample size, 

similar patterns have been observed elsewhere •. A study of remarriage in 

Sweden found the same pattern of an increasing rate of remarriage with 

level of education for men although low remarriage rates were observed 

for Swedish women with both low and high\levels of education (Trost, 

1984). Studies of remarriage in the United States have consistently 

shown that divorced women who did not finish high school had the highest 

percentage remarried while those with some college education had the 

lowest (Spanier and Glick, 1980; Glick and Lin, 1986). It was suggested 



Table 5: Repartnering status in 1987 by selected characteristic and sex 

Intimate No Number of 
Remarried De Facto relationship relationship respondents 

Characteristics Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women 

- per cent -
Age at divorce*++ 

Less than 35 years 62 43 16 18 8 15 14 24 105 187 
35 years or more 53 29 10 7 11 19 26 45 124 102 

Education 
Less than Year 11 51 42 13 14 8 18 28 26 39 88 
Year 11-12, Trades 57 37 16 16 7 16 19 31 122 121 
Degree, Diploma 58 35 10 11 14 16 18 38 72 80 

Occupation 
Professional, managerial 61 34 14 16 11 19 14 31 109 58 
Clerical, sales, service 58 41 13- 14 11 15 18 29 38 97 
Trades, manual 50 53 15 9 7 12 28 26 80 34 

Who made decision to separate*++ 
Self 68 42 11 16 8 18 13 25 47 161 
Spouse 50 27 15 9 9 18 26 45 133 66 
Joint/neither 62 40 13 15 11 11 13 34 53 62 

Who controlled finances in first marriage 
Self 55 38 13 13 12 27 21 22 77 55 
Spouse 51 40 11 14 11 11 27 34 37 114 
Joint/not sure 59 36 15 14 8 17 17 33 122 120 

Age of younger child at divorce 
0-5 years 62 38 15 14 . 9 16 14 33 91 117 
6-13 years 54 38 13 14 9 17 24 31 140 171 

1< p<.05 for men (repartnered compared with no relationship) 
++ p<.Ol for women (repartnered compared with no relationship) 
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that the better educated women had probably married later and were 

divorced at a later age than the less educated; thus they might have 

greater difficulty repartnering because of the relative scarcity of 

older educated single men who might be considered to be eligible 

partners (Glick and Lin, 1986). 

While the proportion remarried is lower among women in professional or 

managerial occupations than among those in other occupations, the 

proportions in de facto or non-cohabiting relationships are greater. 

These women were likely to be financially more independent than those in 

other occupations and might have chosen to have relationships that 

involved less commitment and allowed greater independence. Among men 

there was no clear relation between the proportions in de facto or non

cohabiting relationships and education or occupation. 

Men who said it was their decision to separate were the most likely to 

be remarried, and those who said it was their former spouse who made the 

decision to separate the least likely to remarry. There was not much 

difference in the proportions in de facto or non-cohabiting 

relationships according to decision to separate. 

Unlike the men, the proportion of remarried among women who made the 

decision to separate was about the same as the proportion among women 

who said the decision to separate was a joint one or could not be 

attributed to either partner. Women whose spouse had made the decision 

to separate were·the least likely to have repartnered either by marriage 

or de facto relationship. There was not much difference in repartnering 

status according to who controlled the finances in the first marriage. 

Everyone in the sample had two dependent children at the time of divorce 

so it was not possible to examine the relation between number of 

children and repartnering status. Custody of children apparently has 

little effect on the repartnering status of divorced men, but the sample 

of male custodial parents is not large. It was not possible to examine 

repartnering patterns of women by custody of children because there were 

too few cases of female non-custodial parents for comparison. There was 

no significant relation between the age of the younger child and 

repartnering status. 
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Survival analyses according to age at divorce, level of education and 

who made the, decision to separate also show that men and women who were 

divorced at younger ages remarried more quickly, men who made the 

decision to separate were likely to remarry very soon after the divorce, 

and women with tertiary education were much slower to remarry than those 

without (Figure 2 and Appendix Table A3). 

There was not much difference in the proportions remarried within the 

first year of divorce among men aged less than 35 years and 35 years or 

more at the time of divorce, but there was a large difference for women 

in the two age groups. The difference in the proportions remarried 

between those who were divorced before age 35 and at age 35 or older was 

greater among women than men at all intervals after divorce, suggesting 

that divorcing at older ages had a greater negative effect on remarriage 

for women than for men. This is not unexpected considering that men 

usually marry women younger than themselves. Thus older divorced men 

would be expected to have less difficulty finding a new eligible partner 

than older divorced women. 

Comparison of the timing of remarriage by age at divorce for this sample 

of men and women who were divorced in the early 1980s with similar 

findings by McDonald (1974) for persons divorced in 1965 shows that the 

recent divorce cohorts did not remarry as quickly as those who were 

divorced 20 years ago. Less than 30 per cent of the men and only 20 per 

cent of the women divorced in the early 1980s and who were aged less 

than 35 years at the time of divorce remarried within one year compared 

to close to 40 per cent of both men and women of similar age who were 

divorced in 1965. However, the proportion remarried within six years 

was the same for men in both studies, although somewhat lower for women 

who were divorced in the 1980s compared to those divorced in 1965. This 

suggests that younger divorced persons now tend to defer the second 

marriage and may instead live in de facto relationships rather than 

remarry very soon after divorce. 
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A large proportion of men who decided to separate from the first 

marriage remarried in the first year of divorce and over 50 per cent 

remarried within two years. In contrast, women who decided to separate 

remarried at a much slower pace and less than 50 per cent had remarried 

six years after divorce. It might be more often the case among men who 

made the decision to separate that repartnering was the result of a 

relationship that had existed at the time of separation. 

Men and women with no post-school education or only trade or technical 

qualifications tended to remarry more quickly in the early years after 

divorce than men and women with tertiary qualifications. By the end of 

the fourth year, however, the more educated men had caught up and about 

50 per cent of men in all three groups by education shown in Figure 2 

had remarried. Among women, the catching up by the more educated did 

not happen, and divorced women who had tertiary qualifications had lower 

remarriage rates at all durations of divorce compared with women with 

lower levels of education. 

Logit models have also been fitted to the data to examine the relative 

effect of each factor on repartnering. Because of the relatively small 

number of cases, the number of independent variables in the models have 

been kept to a minimum and restricted to those that are likely to have 

some relationship with repartnering. The logit model in Table 6 

examines having repartnered by remarriage or de facto relationship 

according to four factors: sex, age at divorce, decision to separate and 

education. The parameter estimates are the logarithm of the odds of 

having repartnered compared with not having repartnered. Each parameter 

indicates the net effect of having that characteristic on repartnering. 

A positive estimate indicates that the characteristic is associated with 

higher than average odds of repartnering whereas a negative estimate 

indicates lower than average odds. The relative importance of each 

factor may be judged by the relative sizes of the difference between the 

estimates associated with that factor. 

The results in Table 6 show that the sex of the respondent is the most 

important of the four factors in the model in determining whether a 

person had repartnered by remarriage or de facto relationship at the 

time of the survey. The next most important factor is whether a person 

divorced before or after the age of 35 years. According to the 

parameters in the model, the odds of repartnering for men were three 
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Table 
a 6: Logit linear main effects model of rep art ne ring status by 

selected factors 

Factor Parameter estimate 

Sex 

Male 

Female 

Age at divorce 

<35 years 

35 yrs or more 

Decision to separate 

self 

spouse 

joint/other 

Education 

no tertiary qualifications 

tertiary qualifications 

Grand mean 

N=5l8 

Model likelihood ratio chi-sq. = 12.9565 

d.f = 18 

P = .794 

a 
repartnered = remarried or in de facto relationship 

* significantly different from zero at the 5% level 

.6006 

-.6006 

.4065 

-.4065 

.2490 

-.4143 

-.1653 

.0649 . 

-.0649 

.4473 

* 

* 

* 

* 
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times the odds for women [odds for men relative to odds for women = 
exp(.4473 +.6006)/exp(.4473 -.6006)]. The odds of repartnering for a 

person who divorced before the age of 35 years were slightly more than 

twice that for a person who divorced after the age of 35 years, other 

things being equal. A person whose spouse alone had made the decision 

to separate had significantly lower odds of repartnering. Education was 

divided into two categories only: with and without tertiary 

qualifications. The parameter estimates for these two categories were 

not significantly different from zero. The model fitted the data quite 

well as indicated by the likelihood ratio chi-square value (p = .794). 

Multinomial logit models were used to contrast the various forms of 

repartnering. The models also showed that the two demographic factors, 

sex and age at divorce (whether divorce occurred before or after age 

35), were related to repartnering status in terms of whether a 

respondent had remarried, had a cohabiting relationship or had a partner 

(Table 7). However, they were not associated with significantly higher 

odds of remarriage instead of being in a de facto relationship or of 

being in a de facto instead of a non-cohabiting relationship. Persons 

who were passive in the decision to separate were much less likely to 

repartner in any form. Persons in professional/managerial occupations 

were also more likely to repartner while those in trades and manual 

occupations were more likely to be still single. Aside from this, the 

social class factors - education and occupation - appeared to have no 

significant relation to the different forms of repartnering. 



Table 7: Multinomial logit main effects models contrasting various forms of 
repartnering, by selected factors 

Factor 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Age at divorce 
Less than 35 years 
35 years or more 

Decision to separate 
Self 
Spouse 
Joint/other 

Grand mean 
N= 

Model LRI2 
d. f. 

P = 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Age at divorce 
Less than 35 years 
35 years or more 

Education 
No tertiary qual 
Tertiary qual 

Grand mean 
N = 
Model LRI2 
d.f. 

P = 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Age. at divorce 
Less than 35 years 
35 years o-r more 

Occupation 
Professional/managerial 
Cler/serv/sales 
Trades/manual 

Grand Mean 
N = 
Model LRI2 
d.t. 

P = 

Remarried vs 
not remarried 

.2576* 
-.2576 

.0742 
-.0742 

.0994 
-.1611 
-.0617 

.5524* 
518 

11. 924 
21 

.942 

.2098* 
-.2098* 

.0837 
-.0837 

-.0134 
.0134 

.5433* 
518 

5.904 
12 

.921 

.2101* 
-.2101* 

.0875 
-.0875 

.0263 

.0426 
-.0689 

.5486* 
518 

17.460 
21 

.683 

Non-marital 
relationship vs 
no relationship 

Model 1 

.185 
-.1852 

.2749* 
-.2749* 

.2107 
-.2422 
-.0315 

-.4366* 

Model 2 

.1024 
-.1024 

.2880* 
-.2880* 

.0252 
-.0252 

-.4836* 

Model 3 

.0686 
-.0686 

.3190* 
-.3190* 

.2393 
-.0093 

.2300 

-.4418* 

De facto 
r.elationship 

vs non
cohabiting 

relationship 

.3392 
-.3392 

.5078* 
-.5078* 

-.1099 
-.1045 

.2145 

-.0149 

.3424 
-.3424 

.4716* 
-.4716* 

.2236 
-.2236 

-.1489 

.3366 
-.3366 

.5014* 
-.5014* 

.0075 

.0181 
-.0256 

.0517 

continued ... 



Table 7 continued 

Factor 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Age at divorce 
Less than 35 years 
35 years or more 

Decision to separate 
Self 
Spouse 
Joint/other 

Grand mean 
N = 
Model LRI2 

d.L 

P = 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Age at divorce 
Less than 35 years 
35 years or more 

Education 
No tertiary qual 
Tertiary qual 

Grand mean 
N = 

LRI2 Model 
d.L 
P = 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Age at divorce 
Less than 35 years 
35 years or more 

OCcupation 
Professional/managerial 
Cler/serv/sales 
Trades/manual 

Grand Mean 
N = 
Model LRI2 

d.L 
P = 

Repartnered 
vs no 

partner 

.2094* 
":.2094* 

.2080* 
-.2080* 

.1736* 
-.2152* 
-.0416 

-.1069 
518 

11. 924 
21 

.942 

.1383* 
- .1383* 

.2198* 
-.2198* 

.0124 
-.0124 

-.1413* 
518 

5.904 
12 

.921 

.1159 
- .1159 

.2419* 
-.2419* 

.1683* 

.0080 
-.1763* 

.1117 
518 
17.460 
21 

.683 

Non-cohabiting Remarried 
vs cohabiting vs de facto 

relationship relationship 

-.3105* .2530 
.3105* -.2530 

-.2575* -.2429 
.2575* .2429 

.0238 .1484 

.1193 -.1489 
-.1431 -.0005 

-.4335* 1.3305* 

~ 

-.2940* .1990 
.2940* -.1990 

-.2436* -.2124 
.2436* .2124 

-.0983 -.1516 
.0983 .1516 

-.3693* 1.4030* 

Model 6 

-.2970* .2177 
.2970* -.2177 

-.2558* -.2353 
.2558* .2353 

.0186 -.0704 
-.0390 .0807 
-.0204 .0099 

.4135* 1.2540* 

* Significantly different from zero at the 5 per cent level 
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REPARTNERING EXPECTATIONS 

Respondents in the follow-up survey were asked several questions about 

their attitudes to and expectations about repartnering to gain some 

insight into their repartnering behaviour. Their responses also 

provided some indication of their perceptions of the level of commitment 

associated with the different forms of repartnering. 

For those who remarried and who had lived with their partner before 

remarriage, marriage represented greater commitment and security than 

being in a de facto relationship. Nearly two-thirds of both men and 

women said that 'marriage as a symbol of love and commitment to each 

other' was an important reason for their decision to marry rather than 

continue to live in a de facto relationship (Table 8). A greater 

proportion of women than men remarried because they thought marriage 

offered more security than living together. About one-third of both men 

and women had remarried because they thought it was better for the 

children. Few people decided to marry because of pressure from family 

or friends or because it was easier to organize their money or property. 

There were some revealing differences in the repartnering expectations 

of those in de facto relationships and those in non-cohabiting 

relationships with regard to their commitment to the present partner and 

to a second marriage. While about 50 per cent of those in de facto 

relationships said that they probably or certainly would marry their 

present partner, only about 20 per cent of those in non-cohabiting 

relationships thought that they might do so. In fact nearly 30 per cent 

of those in non-cohabiting relationships were certain that they would 

not marry their present partner, compared with 3 per cent of those in de 

facto relationships (Table 9). 
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Table 8: Remarried respondents who lived with partner before 

remarriage: reasons for deciding to marry rather than continue 

to live in de facto relationship, by sex of respondent 

Reason Males Females 

% saying reason was very important 

Pressure from family, friends 4 3 

Easier to organize money, property 7 9 

Marriage is better for children 29 32 

Always intended to marry 26 44 

Marriage more secure than living together 28 44 

Marriage as symbol of commitment 64 64 

Number of respondents 97 87 

Source: PCMB Survey 
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Table 9: Persons in de facto relationships or non-cohabiting intimate 

relationships: whether expect -to marry present partner 

Whether expect to 

marry present partner 

Certainly-will 

Probably will 

May/may not 

Probably will not 

Certainly will not 

Total 

Number 

Chi-square 

p 

Source: PCMB Survey 

Men 

De facto 

19 

28 

25 

25 

3 

100 

32 

12.207 

0.0159 

Women 

Int 

r'ship De facto 

- per 

23 

0 

27 

23 

27 

100 

22 

cent -

19 

32 

16 

30 

3 

100 

37 

15.808 

0.0033 

Int 

r'ship 

9 

12 

31-

19 

29 

100 

42 

Two-thirds of those in de facto relationships who did not want to marry 

their current partner said that they did not believe in marriage any 

more (Table 10). Although this was a reason also for the majority of 

those in non-cohabiting relationships, many people in non-cohabiting 

relationships also said that they wanted 'some degree of independence'. 

A greater proportion of people who were in non-cohabiting relationships 

compared to those in de facto relationships thought that it was better 

for the children if they did not marry, that they wanted to keep their 

finances and property separate, and that marriage would have a negative 

effect on the relationship. Women in non-cohabiting relationships also 

tended to be less certain about their partner than those in de facto 

relationships. 
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Table 10: ~hose who have either a-de facto or non-cohabiting 

relationship but who did not expect to marry the current 

partner: reasons for not marrying 

Whether expect to 

marry present partner 

Men 

De facto 

Women 

Int 

r'ship De facto 

Int 

r'ship 

, saying statement applies to him/her 

'Don't believe in marriage any more' 67 

Partner won't/ unable to marry 20 

'Setter for the children 

if I don't marry' 

'Children do not want 

me to remarry' 

uncertain about present partner 

Want some degree of independence 

Want to keep property, 

finances separate 

Marriage would have negative 

effect on relationship 

Would lose social security benefits 

Number of persons 

Source: PCMB Survey 

o 

7 

27 

33 

13 

13 

7 

15 

60 

7 

33 

7 

27 

60 

27 

27 

o 

15 

67 42 

14 14 

o 19 

5 3 

5 31 

33 56 

14 19 

10 17 

o 6 

21 36 
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Not wanting to marry the current partner did not, however, imply 

rejection of a second marriage. Only about 50 per cent of those who did 

not expect to marry their present partner said that they probably or 

certainly would not remarry at all. Persons in non-cohabiting 

relationships had lower expectations of and were more ambivalent about 

ever remarrying than persons in de facto relationships. Close to 20 per 

cent of those in non-cohabiting relationships said that they would 

'certainly not' marry in future, but few persons in de facto 

relationships were that certain. Even those who had not repartnered did 

not rule out a second' marriage. Three quarters of all those who were 

single at the time of the survey said that they would like to have an 

intimate relationship and to marry in future. 
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REPARTHBRIHG AND CHILDREN 

The birth of new children tended to occur at a longer interval after 

divorce than repartnering so that in the first few years after divorce 

only a small proportion of those divorced would have children from a 

second union. Just over 30 per cent of men who were divorced in 1981 

and 18 per cent of men who were divorced in 1983 had new children by 

1987. It is difficult to say whether the percentages reflect a real 

difference between the two cohorts in their childbearing behaviour or 

whether it is due to the two-year difference in the time interval of 

observation. The difference in the proportions with new children was 

much less among the two cohorts of women. Less than 16 per cent of women 

from both divorce cohorts had new children (Table 11). 

Among those who repartnered, about 30 per cent had new children (Table 

12). More than one-third of remarried men and women had new children, 

but the proportion with new children among those in de facto 

relationships was much less. Only 19 per cent.of the men and 10 per 

cent of the women in de facto relationships had new children. 

Not all new children born to remarried respondents were born within 

marriage. Twenty per cent of the children were born ex-nuptially, and 

another 18 per cent were born within nine months of the respondent's 

second marriage. More than half the respondents who had children ex

nuptially had married by the time of. the survey; however, 10 per cent of 

all repartnered respondents with new·children were in de facto 

relationships (Table 13). 
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Table 11: Percentage of 1981 and 1983 divorce cohorts with new children 

by 1984 and 1987 

% of respondents with new children: 

in 1984 

in 1987 

(Men) 

(Women) 

Sources:PCMB and ECMB Surveys 

Year of divorce 

1981 

15 

24 

(31) 

(15 ) 

1983 

2 

14 

(18) 

(12) 

Table 12: Percentage with new children among repartnered respondents, by 

partner status 

Partnering status Men 

Remarried 36 

De facto 19 

Total repartnered 33 

Women 

- per cent -

35 

10 

29 

Total 

36 

14 

31 
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Table 13: Timing of birth of new children by repartnering status 

Sex and repartnering 

status of respondent 

Men 

Remarried 

De facto 

Total 

Women 

Remarried 

De facto' 

Total 

Total 

Remarried 

De facto 

Total 

Early 

Ex-nuptial nuptial 

birth birth
1 

Nuptial 

birth 

- Number (%) -

9 6 33 

6 

15 6 33 

(28) (11 ) (61) 

8 10 21 

4 

12 10 21 

(28) (23) (49) 

17 16 54 

10 

27 16 54 

(28) (16) (56) 

1 
Born within nine months of second marriage 

Total 

48 

6 

54 

(100) 

39 

4 

43 

(100) 

87 

10 

97 

(100) 

Comparisons of the proportion w~th ex-nuptial births among respondents 

according to various characteristics such as education and whose 

decision to separate did not show any relation. The proportions with 

ex-nuptial birth, nuptial births within nine months of the second 

marriage and nuptial births after nine months were more or less the same 

for men and women~ for persons wit~ and without tertiary qualifications 

and irrespective of whether the respondent was the partner to leave the 

first marriage (Appendix Table 4) •. 

Life table analyses showed that 20 per cent of divorced men and 15 per 

cent of women had new children by the end of the sixth year after 

separation or about the fifth year after divorce since in most cases 
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divorce occur.red about a year after separation. While repartnering 

tended to take place fairly soon after divorce and slow down· with time, 

the birth of new children usually occurred some three to five years 

after divorce (Table 14). 

Table 14: Percentage and cumulative percentage of respondents with new 

children, at given intervals after separation 

Interval 

after divorce 

Within 1st year 

1-2nd year 

2-3rd year 

3-4th year 

4-5th year 

5-6th year 

6-7th year 

7-8th year 

Number of 

respondents 

, 

1 

1 

3 

6 

6 

2 

5 

4 

All respondents 

Men Women 

Cum.' , Cum.' 

1 1 1 

2 1 2 

6 2 4 

12 5 9 

18 3 12 

20 3 15 

25 1 16 

29 0 16 

230 289 

Repartnered 

Men Women 
, Cum.' , Cum.' 

2 2 2 2 

1 3 1 3 

5 8 3 7-

9 17 9 16 

9 25 6 22 

3 28 5 27 

7 35 1 28 

6 41 0 28 

161 147 

As expected, repartnered respondents who were less than 35 years at the 

time of divorce were more likely to have new children than those who 

were divorced at older ages (Table 15). There was no significant 

difference in the proportions having new children according to decision 

to separate. Women with low educ~tion or who were not in the labour 

force appeared more likely to have children in the second union than 

those with higher education or who were in professional or clerical 

occupations, but these differences were not statistically significant. 

The proportions with new children among men according to level of 

education or occupation also did not differ significantly. 
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Table 15: Repartnered men and 'women: per cent with new children from 

second union, by selected characteristics 

Characteristic Men Women 

- per cent with new children -

Age at divorce 

Less than 35 years 49 31 

35 years or more 14 12 

Decision to separate 

Self 

Spouse 

Joint/other 

Education 

Less than Year 11 

Year 11-12/Trades 

Degree/diploma 

occupation 

prof./Managerial 

Clerical/Serv/Sales 

Trades/Manual 

" 

(p .0001) (p = .0477) 

32 28 

36 29 

35 24 

(p = .9424) (p = .8487) 

28 37 

"40 22' ' 

29 24 

(p = .2980) (p = .1912) 

40 24 

19 17 

35 29 

(p = .1312) (.p = .0510) 
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PAMILY COMPOSITION 

Repartnering results in a return to the couple family for divorced 

persons who may be living alone, with parents, relatives or friends, or 

in one-parent families after marriage breakdown. The family composition 

in 1987 of the two divorce cohorts is shown in Table 16. Although the 

distributions of men and women by family structure were very different, 

they were quite similar for the two cohorts, suggesting that both 

cohorts may have reached a steady state in their living arrangements. 

Four to six years after divorce, about half of both men and women were 

back in a similar family situation as before, that of a couple family 

with children. There can be three types of couple families with 

children when divorced persons repartner, depending on the relation to 

the couple of the children present. About one-third of the respondents

in the sample had formed stepfamilies where all the children were the 

biological children of one partner and stepchildren of the other 

partner. Another 10 to 15 per cent were in couple families where 

children from one or both partners' previous marriage/relationship as 

well as children from the current union were present. The third kind of 

couple families with children is the intact family where only children 

from the current union are present. 

As expected, a higher proportion of men than women had formed second 

families that were intact families. Very few women were in intact 
h 

families because they were usually the custodial parents and tended to 

bring their children from the previous marriage into the second union. 

For the same reason, very few women who repartnered were in couple 

families consisting of only the new partner but no children. Relatively 

more men were in this family type. 
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Table 16: Family composition of respondents in 1987, by year of divorce 

and sex 

Family 

composition 

Couple with children 

Step-family 

Blended family 

Intact family 

Couple ,only 

One-parent family 

Lone person, house~old 

Single, living, with 

oth,ers 

Total 

1981 

Men 

50 

19 

13 

18 

24 

9 

13 

" 

3 

100 

Women 

- per 

52 

36 

15 

1 

1 

47 

1 

O· 

100 

1983 

Men' 

cent -' 

53 

35 

10 

8 

14 

11 

14 

7 

100 

Women 

51 

39 

10 

2 

·2 

48, 

0 : 

0 

100 

Among those who had not repartnered, the family composition is also 

different for men and women because women were usually the custodial 

parents. A greater proportion of them th~n men were heading one-parent 

families,at the time of the survey. Close to one-half of all women were 

still single parents with custody of, their, childl;',en compared with only 

10 pe,r cent of men. Divorced men·,often wj,thout children living with. 

them were more likely than wo~~n to live alone. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The majority of divorced'persons repartner and they tend to do so fairly 

soon after divorce. There is some evidence that those who divorced 'in 

the early years of this decade were slower to remarry than people who 

divorced some 20 years ago. Comparisons of the timing of ~emarriage ' 

show that the proportions who remarried within the first year of divorce 

was much less for those divorced in the early 1980s than those in the 

mid-1960s, but the cumulative proportions remarried by six years after 

divorce was about the same. Many of the remarried persons in this study 

had lived with their current partner before marriage which suggests that 

many divorced persons now repartner first by de facto relationship and 

then remarry somewhat later. A small proportion of persons had also 

repartnered by having a non-cohabiting relationship. Many of these 

people were not certain about a long~term relationship with the partner 

or wanted some degree of independence. 

Men are much more likely than women to repartner after divorce. 

Repartnering is also related to age at divorce and who decides to 

separate from the first marriage. Persons who are younger at the time 

of divorce have a greater likelihood of repartnering while those 'who 

were passive in the decision to divorce were slower to repartner. 

Further studies involving larger samples are needed to examine further 

the effects of social class factors such as education and occupation on 

repartnering after divorce. 

Repartnering is also sometimes associated with having new children. 

About 30 per cent of both men and women who repartner after divorce have 

had children from the second union some four to six years after divorce. 

Because men have a greater likelihood of repartnering, the proportion 
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with new children is greater for divorced men than for women at any 

given interval after divorce. In this study, 20-30 per cent of the men 

had new children compared with about 15 per cent of the women within six 

years of their first marriage breakdown. 

Thus a significant number of divorced persons take on new family 

responsibilities a few years after divorce which are in addition to any 

they may have in relation to their first family. Because of their 

greater likelihood of repartnering, many men often have responsibilities 

for two families within five years of divorce from the first marriage. 

Women, however, are more likely to remain single parents. These gender 

differences in repartnering patterns have policy implications for family 

support following marriage breakdown. 

It should be noted that the divorced men and women in this study were 

all selected for certain characteristics and this may limit 

generalization of the results to all divorced men and women. All the 

men and women had two dependent children at the time of divorce from the 

first marriage. The study sample was also slightly biased toward 

persons of higher socio-economic status. While the findings of this 

study should be interpreted with these cavaeats in mind, they 

nonetheless provide some useful information about the repartnering 

patterns of persons who divorced at the beginning of this decade. 
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APPBRDIX: Tables 1-3 

Table A1: Percentage of remarried respondents who lived with present 
partner before marriage by year of divorce and sex of 
respondent 

Males 

Females 

Chi-square 
p 

Source: PCKB Survey 

1981 

- per cent -
78 

80 

0.004 
0.9477 

1983 

71 

82 

1.328 
0.249 

Table A2: Repartnering status of self and former spouse, by sex of 
respondent and- year of divorce. 

19tfi 1983 

< ~ •• 

Men Women Men Women 

- per cent -
Self remarried 60 40 52 36 
Self de facto 12 12 15 15 

Former spouse remarried 49 56 47 45 
Former spouse de facto 25 16 23 29 

Source: PCMB Survey 
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Table A3: Cumulative percentage remarried at given intervals after 
divorce, by selected characteristics. 

Months since divorce 

6 12 24 36 44 60 

Cum. ·~r cent remarried 
"... ., ..... -" . .,~ .. ~ 

Men 

Age at divorce 

Lt 35 years 19 28 44 49 56 63 

35 years 'or more:' 16 ' .. 26 ,.; 35 42 46 '53 
. .;;' 

Women •. -.f',}.. 

Age at divorce 

Lt 35 years 12 20 30 37 42 46 

35 years of more .4 6 17 24 26 32 

. ( 

Men 

Whose decision to se12arate 

_ .. Self 26 41 54 o· 61. 70 74 

Spou~e 12 20 32 39 46 49 

Joint/other 23 31 44 46 46 58 

Women 

Whos~ decision to se12arate 

Self 13 21 32 37 42 45 

Spouse 2 5 14 21 24 24 

Joint/other 6 10 19 32 35 47 

Men 

Education-

Lt Year 11 21 30 42 45 50 

Year 11-12/Trades 19 27 41 45 52 61 

'Degr~e/Diploma 13 24 35 44 49 55 

Women 

Education 

Lt Year 11 9 15 25 38 41 47 

Year 11-12/Trades 12 18 29 34 37 41 

Degree/Diploma 5 10 20 25 30 34 

72 

68 

56' 

48 

36. 

)-
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