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Table 2. Examining dating transitions and relationship quality for children's adjustment (V= 316).

 Empirical and theoretical research states that divorce is typically a difficult transition for families, * To address study hypotheses, multi-level models were conducted using hierarchical modeling

: : : Children's Adjustment Variables
particularly children (Amato, 2000; 2010; Hetherington & Kelly, 2002; Lansford, 2009; Wang & techniques .(HLM’ Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Three quels were conducted, with each mod§l
Amato, 2000) corresponding to a measure of children’s post-divorce adjustment. For each model, length of time Externalizing Behaviors Internalizing Behaviors Prosocial Behaviors
’ o . . . e . . j j ithin- ture ch in time of i t

* Yet, parental post-divorce dating has been associated with facilitating families’ post-divorce 121353lsélsldzcmeiltsicl)izllllldfnaitntt};ic?tth;ﬁ dp slrsog tleer\;ilvtvoerceali)nglel cfe (? Itlfaetsrlen rleI;leen?e dl r;iilﬁengsetr_l Intercept 30 (.04)%** 19 (.03)*** .84 (.03)***
adjustment, particularly for mothers (de Graaf & Kalmijn, 2003; Langlais, Anderson, & Greene, . oy v Teept and S0P . L TP pOSE Maternal age .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00)T
2016) divorce dating transition: relationship initiation, relationship dissolution, and subsequent dating Racea _01 (.02) _01 (.01) -.03 (.02)*

' . . . . . . . . relationship (serial or simultaneous dating relationship), an approach outlined by Singer and Education® 01 (.00) 00 (.00) 00 (.00)

. Pare.nts are likely to experience the .followmg.relatlons.hlp tran.smon.s aftel.’ chym.rce: a) entering a Willett (2003). We report AIC, BIC, and R’ for model fit as described by Woltman and colleagues Income® .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00)
(serious or casual) dating relationship, b) exiting a dating relationship, c) initiating a subsequent (2012). |
dating relationship, or d) dating multiple partners simultaneously (Langlais, Anderson & Greene, S Length of marriage (years) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00)
2015) N =316 PartICIPants Length of separation (years) 00 (.00) 00 (.00)* 00 (.00)

‘ ° — y . . . . . .

. There 1S evidenge that thes§ post-divorce dating transiti.ons beneficially influence mothers’ post- + Children: Mean age =7.77 years, 52% female Number of children. 05 (.01)*** .00 (.01) .00 (.01)
divorce well-being (Capaldi & Patterson, 1991; Langlais, Anderson, & Greene, 2016), but the V" e R - ._ ) Age of youngest child .00 (.01) .00 (.00) .00 (.00)
influence of these transitions for children’s adjustment has not been fully explored. others: Mean age = 50.0 years, Range 21- - A Transition to cohabitation .04 (.03) 02 (.02) -.03 (.02)F

° 0 11 _ : - . i )
» Family systems theory provides theoretical support for whether or not dating transitions influence 200 TEBEIIOLS 1T SETS-ERE BOvETInGn SH I Rmee » Transition to remarriage 05(.04) 02(.02) 02(.03)
: Y : , : : and 82% working at least part time ¢\ Child's age .02 (.01)** .00 (.01) .00 (.01)
children’s adjustment (Broderick, 1993; Hetherington & Clingempeel, 1992). - _ _ | o
. : S { Child's gender -.04 (.07) -.04 (.05) .08 (.05)
B : , : : : e Median length of separation = 6 months (range 0- b .

* Based on this theory (Bowen, 1991; Broderick, 1993), post-divorce dating transitions may not 103 months) - _ e Child's age x gender 00 (.01) 00 (.01) 00 (.01)
affect children because, theoretically speaking, it cannot be assumed that the child has formed a s Slope -.03 (.01 )*** -.01 (.01) -.01 (.01)f
“dyad” with his or her mother’s dating partner. _—— Partnering Intercept -.02 (.02) .01 (.02) .00 (.02)

* In some cases, a child may not even be aware that his or her mother is dating and/or in a romantic 64% Caucasian 1.3% T e — 3399 0.35K Partnering Slope .00 (.01) .00 (.01) .00 (.01)

relationship, and thus has not been introduced to a dating partner (Anderson & Greene, 2005; _ . Egl?_tl(::ﬁelf Igglcl;y X (())(; ((' %(;)) 8; Egg% ; (())(; ((' (())(;))
2011); the formation of dyads takes time and requires stability (Broderick, 1993; Hetherington & 27% Hispanic 7.8% Had an MA 32.9% 35-75K Post-g artner Slope P '00 ('03) ' 00 (' 02) '03 (°02)
Clingempeel, 1992), which may not occur during mothers’ post-divorce dating. 99/ Black 28.5% Had a BA 33.99, 75K and above Serial Dating Intercept -.01 (.01) -.01 (.01) .01 (.01)

* Therefore, the goal of this study is to extend those findings to examine how these post-divorce . Serial Dating Slope 04 (.02)F .03 (.03) -.03 (.02)
dating transitions influence children’s externalizing, internalizing, and prosocial behaviors to 37.6% Some college Simultaneous Dating Intercept .04 (.02)7 .01 (.01) -.01 (.01)
determine if these transitions assist or hinder children’s post-divorce adjustment. 154%  Completed HS Simultaneous Dating Slope -07(.09) .02 (.06) .00 (.03)

Model Fit
Hypotheses 9 4% Less than HS AIC -1042.322723 -2646.097013 -3762.759737
BIC -1029.330859 -2633.105149 -3749.767873

* Hypothesis 1: Each of the following post-divorce dating transitions will not predict changes in R? 02 01 01
children’s internalizing, externalizing, and prosocial behaviors: mothers entering a new dating Table 1. Comparisons of sample characteristics across different dating histories (/V = 316). Note: Statistics are standardized beta coefficients and presented as B(SD).
relationship, experiencing a dating breakup, entering a new subsequent dating relationship, and No Dating Monogamous Serial Daters (N Simultaneous Total sk < 001, **p< 01, *p<.05,1p<.10
dating multiple partners simultaneously will not impact children’s adjustment. (N=49) Daters (N=145) = 05) Daters (N=60) (N=319) 2 Dichotomized 0 = white: | = noz;-white).

* Hypothesis 2: Relationship quality will be negatively associated with children’s externalizing and Mean SD  Mean SD Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD L (233 I8 ®Measured on a scale of 1 (8" grade or less) to 13 (Advanced college degree, Doctoral).
internalizing behaviors, and positively associated with children’s prosocial behaviors. Number of dia YT *Measured on a scale of 1 (Less than $5,000 per year) to 17 (880,000 or more).

Measures entries Y1233, 925 1238, 795 1498, 779 2132, 1249 1458 9.7l . * Results: Based on the results, children’s externalizing behaviors appear to decrease with time, but
, > | - Length of marriage® 132.00 72.94 111.70 63.53 129.01 61.74 132.52 63.99 12226 6521 2.39 generally appear unrelated to mothers’ post-divorce dating behaviors. Children’s internalizing
* Dating Transitions. Mothers reported their relatlonsh%p Status on each monthly survey for each Length of 433 2234 2013 270 078 1988 647 701 1456 206 8 3]%wE behaviors is negatively associated with the end of mothers’ initial dating relationships, but are
partner.they Qated. Mothers selected one.of the.followmg options: 1 (InteresFed but not yet separation® woab e T on $ob ' e ' ' ' otherwise not related to post-divorce dating transitions. None of the predictor variables were
romantically involved), 2 (Never romantically mvolved, and now no longer interested), 3 (Ina Mother’s age 39.14,  7.06 3571, 642 36.88,, 648 3737, 627 3679 659 3.61* associated with prosocial behaviors. In general, these models only explained between 1 and 2% of
casual romantic r.elatlonshlp), 4 (Ina Serious romant.1c relationship), and 5 .(Ron?antw re}atlonshlp Percent non-white 39 49 41 49 37 49 22 42 36 48 2.33 e wardaree S o Tderfe hele e, . .
was casual or serious, but has ended). This information was encompassed in a discrete-time, Education” 8.16 274 763 281 858 241 828 246 803 267 224 Discussion
person-period dataset, with each line of data corresponding to a monthly survey. A dichotomous Income® 11.02,, 542 937, 541 11.88, 496 12.63;, 5.18 10.75 542 6.88%** * Based on study results, children’s problem and prosocial behaviors do not appear to be directly
variable signaled whether a mother began a relationship (variable = 1) and another variable Number of children  2.00 .82 216 96 194 & 205 .79 207 .89 37 impacted by mothers’ post-divorce dating relationship transitions.
measured the time in that relationship. When a mother was not in a relationship, the dichotomous ﬁ;ﬁf dOf youngest g ey 247 601 287 626 252 598 303 618 278 1.17 » These findings are supported by family systems theory (Bowen, 1991), where post-divorce dating
Vgrlall)le an}cll the tmtlle variable altemgteq ba(cl:k tq zlero.dA.mmlllar appr(ziach, butld1ffer?t variables, Child's age 204 188 779 187 758 205 777 221 177 197 39 transitions alone may not impact children’s adjustment.
signaled when mothers began or maintained serial and simultaneous dating relationships. Child's 47 i asa 0 485 n asa 0 4% v 1R  Rather, what may be more meaningful is the rapport between children and their mothers’ dating
* Dating breakup. Mothers who broke up with a romantic partner responded with a 5 to the externalizing ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' partners, which may be represented by the negative association between internalizing behaviors
question previously described (*...relationship has ended”). The date that the breakup occurred Child's d 447 93 4.60 50 468 18 4.50 45 4.58 53 5 24 and relationship quality of dating relationships.
triggered a dichotomous variable to alternate from a zero to one. internalizing * Post-divorce dating relationship experiences have implications for maternal well-being (Langlais,

Child's prosocial 2.01 .65 1.87 47 1.80 43 1.93 46 1.89 49 1.95
Note. Means with no subscript in common differ at p < .05 using Bonferroni post hoc comparisons.

* Relationship quality. Mothers responded to the following item considering satisfaction with her Anderson, & Greene, 2015), but do not appear to influence children’s adjustment, which provides

dating partner, “All things considered, how happy or unhappy has the relationship with this person * < .05; %% p < 01; *** p < 001 helpful information for professionals when assisting families’ post-divorce adjustment.
. ’s . . ) . P .
been this past month? Response ch01ces.ranged from 1 (Very Happy) to 6 (Very Unhappy.) and aMeasured in months References
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