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Gender Construction in Remarried Couples’ Wedding Planning
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Background
•As remarriage has become more common, 

remarried relationship interactions appear to 

resemble first-marriage dynamics (e.g., Gupta, 

1999, Sullivan, 2004), although remarrying 

women may do less work than once-married 

women (Sullivan, 1997).

•Little is known about how gender is 

constructed in wedding planning for couples in 

which someone is marrying for a second time  

or more, and if they do anything differently, 

what accounts for this.

Results
ÅMost couples’ previous weddings were formal, 

traditional affairs compared to their most recent 

weddings, which were smaller and less “fairytale” 

oriented.

•Three of 14 fourteen couples (21%) were transitional.  

More couples were traditional (6, or 43%) or egalitarian 

(5, or 36%), compared to transitional. 

•TextPortrait analyses indicated distinctive patterns in 

who carried out wedding work (Figure 1), including 

the role of “other people” (grey coding) in wedding 

planning.

•Flexibility was important in planning, but was based on 

having had the ritual once already rather than through 

any gender consciousness.

•A matrix analysis (Table 1) showed that even though 

second weddings required less work to plan compared 

to first weddings, brides and grooms tended to have

similar levels of involvement, relative to their

spouses, in their weddings.

Discussion
ÅFigure 2 shows how the presence or 

absence of certain factors determine the 

couple categorization.

ÅTransitional couples are less common in 

remarried couples, compared to first time 

weddings, but this may be a cohort effect.

•Although remarriages tend to involve  

smaller and less “complicated” weddings, 

many individuals reproduce gendered 

work patterns from their first weddings, 

consistent with other research 

demonstrating that gendered family work 

dynamics are not so different in 

remarriages compared to first-time 

marriages (Gupta, 1999; Sullivan, 2004) 

even when remarried women do   

proportionally lower levels of housework 

than first-time married women (Sullivan, 

1997). 

•Aging or life experiences can contribute to 

caring less about what other people think, 

having increased self awareness, 

reassessing one’s priorities (Sakraida, 

2005), and becoming more assertive.    

However, aging does not appear to 

contribute to increased gender 

consciousness in relation to division of 

labour in wedding planning. 
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Figure 1.Comparison of TextPortraits

Method
ÅSemi-structured, in-depth interviews with 14 

couples

•Husbands and wives interviewed separately

•Data analyzed using the gender perspective  

(Ferree, 1990; Thompson, 1993), focusing on 

“doing gender” (West & Zimmerman, 1987) 

•directed content analysis method (Hsieh & 

Shannon, 2005), applied wedding planning 

categories (traditional, transitional, and egalitarian) 

from Humble, Zvonkovic, and Walker (2008)

•open coding

•TextPortrait analysis in MAXQDA 2007 

software

•matrix analysis (Averill, 2002)

Sample Description
The couples (n = 14):

•married 9½ months (avg) (range: 1 week –

3 years)

•11 couples cohabited prior to marrying 

•average wedding cost was $6,940

•most couples (n = 9) involved divorced 

brides and grooms marrying for second 

time

The individuals (n = 28):

•average age was 49 years old (range: 30 –

68) 

•most were White, European

•half had university degrees

•¾ employed, 5 unemployed, 2 students

•80% had personal incomes $40,000 or 

higher

•80% had children

Note: Color assignments in TextPortraits: yellow- bride did by herself, blue- groom did by himself, red- couple did together, grey- other 

people did the task or helped out (e.g., mother, friend, neighbor), white- specific references to family members nothelping out. 

Bride did 

many more 

tasks on own 

compared to 

groom

Groom had 

little to no 

involvement 

in wedding 

management

Many tasks 

were carried 

out together
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Figure 2.Typology of Gender Construction

Anne (egalitarian)

Note: Numbers in parentheses refer to couple number of bride or groom. The bride from couple #1 (transitional) and groom from couple #4 

(traditional) are not included because neither of them had been previously married.
aThere was very little preparation needed for the first wedding. bThere was very little preparation needed for the second wedding.

Table 1.Comparison of First Wedding 

with Most Recent Wedding
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