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INTRODUCTION 

"Family" is such a familiar concept it is usual for people to assume a common understanding of what it means without exploring the possibility of difference. Ideas about family membership and family obligations are so much a part of the fabric of thinking that we tend to take them as part of the natural order of things, yet these meanings do vary not only between cultural groups but even between individuals who share the same cultural background. 

In the area of public policy, the family group consisting of a man, a woman and their children is frequently the unit of focus, and policies tend to be based on a cluster of assumptions about behaviour and obligation within this family group. The problem for social policy is that, where family groups do not conform to these expectations, their members may not respond to policy initiatives in the manner anticipated or may be disadvantaged by policies intended to benefit them. The situation is further confused by the fact that untested assumptions about family behaviour that underpin policies in different areas are sometimes contradictory, resulting in a confusing and at times blatantly unfair impact at the family level. 

One type of family that fails to conform in many ways is the family created by the remarriage or new partnership of a parent with children from a previous relationship. This paper examines the ways remarriage families differ from first marriage families and the implications of these differences for social policy. 

My discussion is based on a recently completed study of families of remarriage.
 The project, "Kinship, Support and Obligation in Reconstituted Families", was funded by the Foundation for Research, Science and Technology in 1996/97 and 1997/98. The objective of the study was "to identify patterns of economic support, living arrangements and kinship-based obligations in families of couples who have children from a previous marriage or marriage-like relationship". A case study method was used, and the units for the study were family households that had been created by a remarried or re-partnered couple, one or both of whom had dependent children living with them some or all the time. 

The research has confirmed that remarriage families are structurally different from first marriage families. The difference makes it difficult and at times impossible for remarriage families to operate in the way that many people, including those involved in policy development, expect families to operate. This paper highlights several policy—related issues associated with remarriage families. These include: 

· the impact on remarriage families of policies developed for the care of children of separated parents, 

· the high fixed costs involved in running a remarriage family and the implication of these costs for policies involving targeted social assistance where household or couple income is the basis for assessment of eligibility, and 

· the adverse impacts on remarriage families of inconsistencies between policies developed in different policy areas. 

Overall, the research brings into question taken—for-granted notions about the way a family is constituted and how a family operates. It highlights the need for a better understanding of remarriage families in the current social policy environment where particular emphasis is placed on the family as an agent for social provision. 

The high levels of divorce and remarriage in New Zealand suggest that a significant and growing proportion of all families will be families of remarriage. Approximately one marriage in three will end in divorce, and in one in three of all marriages, one or both partners have been previously married (Statistics New Zealand 1998:61, 63). Failure to identify these family types in census or household survey data means that they remain invisible and easily ignored. 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FIRST-MARRIAGE AND REMARRIAGE 
FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS 

Several basic beliefs about what families are and how they operate come into question when applied to second-marriage families. These beliefs are that, 1) the family is a unit; 2) all family members are related; and 3) both parents are involved in parenting the children. Families of remarriage are not the only kind of family that deviates from these expectations. The priorities and obligations which apply in many Māori and Pacific Islands families, for example, means that they too will operate differently (Fleming 1997:7—20). The following analysis outlines the differences specific to remarriage families. 

The Family is a Unit 

A family household is assumed to be an identifiable group, a unit to which its members belong. Family members are all part of the same broader network of kin and relations in- law. They may do things "as a family".

As a unit, the family earns and spends on its own behalf, and the money earned by family members is available first and foremost for the support of the family (Fleming 1997). 

The family unit lives in one house. Even when family members go away for some time, for such things as study or work, the family house is thought of as their "home". 

In many remarriage families, this feeling of family unity is fractured. In the majority of the families in the study, children lived in the family homes of both their natural parents, either spending half their time in each in shared parenting situations, or making regular access visits to their non-custodial parent. Their non-custodial parents made it clear that visiting children were considered to be "part of the family", and children who moved between houses said they were members of two families and had two homes, 

In addition, payments of child support into and out of many of the remarriage family households meant that the sum of the income earned by the couple was not the sum of the income that was available for the support of their household. 

The boundaries of many second-marriage households are therefore permeable to a greater degree than the boundaries of first-marriage households, in that both family members and family resources move across them as of right, and family membership of children overlaps. 

All Family Members are Related 

First-marriage family members are all related either by marriage (either legal or de facto), or by birth ("blood") or by adoption. These relationships define membership of the family unit and the nature of the relationships within it. Parents share a joint commitment to all their children, and the children have expectations of parenting and support from both their parents. 

Typically, children will address the parents by the appropriate kin terms, such as "Mum" and "Dad" and family members will refer to one another by terms such as "son", "father", "mother", "daughter" and so on. Associated with these terms are cultural blueprints for appropriate behaviour and obligation. 

In a remarriage family, not everyone will be related. The new marriage or marriage-like partnership links the adult couple, but there is no legal or biological relationship between a parent’s children and his or her new partner or spouse. The "blood" relationship between natural parents and their children, and between natural siblings, is a powerful symbol which evokes a sense of common family membership, and without this symbol, the relationship between step-kin lacks a conceptual blueprint. 

Use of the "step" kin terms might be expected to transfer the cultural blueprint for a parent—child or sibling relationship through a social fiction of relatedness, but in the majority of the families this did not occur. Almost all the children in the study called their parents’ new partners by their first names, not "Mum and Dad". They reserved "Mum" and "Dad" for their biological parents whether or not they saw much of them, and whether or not they were still alive. Most of the new partners said they resisted being called "Mum" or "Dad" by their partner’s children, 

Many new partners used terms such as "his (or her) kids" or "my partner’s children" or "my wife’s (or husband’s) children", to refer to their new partner’s children, emphasising their lack of parental relationship to them. Describing his relationship with his second wife’s teenage daughter, one man said: "We’re more like flatmates." The most common way of talking about the relationship was for new partners to describe themselves as "friend" to their wives’ or husbands’ children. 

Rejection of the parent—child kin terms reflected rejection of a parent—child relationship. 

The Parents Will Both Be Involved in Parenting the Children 

Parenting is a complex relationship which involves four basic components: 

· providing economic support; 

· meeting everyday physical needs such as meals, clean clothes and so on; 

· providing supervision, education and guidance; and 

· offering personal support. 

Some parenting tasks are, or were, distributed according to gender. It used to be accepted that fathers provided economic support and mothers provided the basic physical requirements in the home and supervised very young children. In some families the tradition is for fathers to be the ones to enforce discipline by punishment and mothers to be a source of comfort. These gender divisions have become less evident over the last fifty years, but however these four tasks are distributed in first-marriage families it is common for both parents to be involved. 

In the remarriage families in the study, however, the tasks of parenting were not necessarily shared between the two adults in the household. They were sometimes allocated along blood lines instead. 

For many of the children in the study, their real mother or father was very much a part of their lives even if they did not live with them all the time, and their parent’s new partner was not thought of as having a parental type of relationship with them at all. A belief frequently repeated in interviews was that "children can only have one father and one mother, and (my partner’s) children already have a father (or a mother) who may not live with them but who they know well and see often." Even when the child’s natural parent was not longer in touch, a parent’s new partner did not necessarily take the place of that parent by assuming a full parental role. 

In terms of economic support, most of the women did not expect their new partners or husbands to provide totally for the children from their previous relationship. While the man of the household often contributed more than the women to the general living costs from which the children benefited, the accepted view was that the children’s fathers should contribute child support, and almost all the women were making their own contribution to the support of their children through full-time or part-time employment. When an absent father did not make any contribution and the new partner was more obviously supporting the children, the mothers in particular expressed a belief that this was an undesirable situation. 

The unpaid household work involved in providing for children’s physical requirements was less obviously shared, but there were some families in which Dad took over the cooking and child care when his children were staying. 

Supervision, education and guidance was often an area of contention. This is the dimension of parenting where values and personal parenting styles come into play. When I asked couples which of them was in charge of the children, or who "said what goes", I found that households with children from both parents’ previous relationships could be divided between those where each parent was in charge of their own children and those where parental authority was shared. There were also families where the two separated parents continued to share the parenting of their children even though they lived apart, leaving no role at all for their new partners. 

Teenage children in particular were likely to resist the authority of a new adult in the household. The children who took part in the study made it clear that they located parental authority in the "blood" connection they had with their natural parents, and they used this argument to reject attempts by a new partner to impose authority: "Nah, you’re not my Dad, you can’t tell me what to do." 

The last of the parenting tasks involves what I have loosely labelled personal support. By this I mean giving children a relationship within which they feel affirmed and loved. 

One of the major themes to come out of this study is that the feelings people had towards their partners’ children were very different from the way they felt towards their own children. 

In the more harmonious households in the study, parents’ partners told me they enjoyed their partners’ children’s achievements and took pride in the skills they learned. A number of people described their feelings towards their partner’s children as "love", but those who were themselves parents acknowledged that is was a different love to the love they experienced for their own children. 

However, some parent’s new partners found it difficult to love or even like their partner’s children. Many of the people in my study believed they should love their new partner’s children, but struggled to find that feeling in themselves. Feelings towards a partner’s child could be good or bad depending on how well the two got along. When they were bad however, there could be open hostility There were several examples of teenage children leaving home to escape conflict with a step-parent. Without love and acceptance it is difficult to give children the personal support they need. 

THE LEGAL FRAMEWORK AFFECTING THE ORGANISATION OF REMARRIAGE HOUSEHOLDS 

Some of the issues which make remarriage families structurally different from first marriage families are reinforced by policies relating to the care of children after divorce and separation. These policies have been developed with a focus on the separated parents, but they have a major impact on families formed when parents remarry. 

The Child Support Act 1991 enshrines the principle that parental obligations are the result of the parent/child relationship, not of marriage, and that parents remain responsible for their children even though their marriage to the children’s other parent has ended. A new partner or spouse is not, according to the law, in a parental relationship with his or her partner’s children, and has no legal rights or obligations towards them unless these have been specifically established by a court order. 

The Child Support Act established a system whereby a non-custodial parent pays for the support of his or her children according to a set formula. Payment is obligatory if the custodial parent is receiving the Domestic Purposes Benefit, but custodial parents who do not receive the benefit can apply to have the Child Support Agency collect child support on their behalf. 

Arrangements for custody, that is responsibility for the overall care of the child, may be settled by mutual agreement or by the Family Court. In recent years both court and personal decisions have emphasised the importance to children of continued contact with both parents, so that access to the child by the non-custodial parent is usually part of a custody agreement. In a minority of cases, joint custody is a chosen option and children spend roughly half their time with each parent. (There are, of course, still a large number of situations where non-custodial parents break all contact with their ex-spouse and children and neither access visits nor child support happen.) 

As a result of access and child support arrangements, children represent a continuing link to the previous marriage partner, and their care demands at least a minimal level of communication between parents over issues of money and visits or exchanges of children. 

Issues of child support, and the custody and access of children, were a dominant aspect of household life for the families who took part in the research. Patterns of custody and access dictated the make-up of each family, and child support arrangements, or the lack of them, had a significant impact on the money available for the family to live on. The case studies represented a broad range of custody and access arrangements (see Table 1), but in the majority the mothers had custody of their children and the fathers saw their children on regular access visits. 

THE COSTS OF CUSTODY AND ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS 

In most of the households in the study both the man and the woman had children from a previous relationship. The woman’s children were there most or all of the time, and the man’s children lived elsewhere with their mother and came to visit him, or shared their time equally between him and their mother.

What these arrangements meant in practice is that children were continually coming and going. The households in the study were very often flexible groups, containing large numbers of children when the tide of access visits was high, diminishing to smaller family groups and sometimes to adults on their own as the tide receded and children moved to their other parents. 

Table I Custody, Access and Child Support Arrangements of the Men and Women in the Study

	Type of Arrangement
	Women
	Men

	1 Mother's custody, no regular paternal support/contact
	10
	0

	2 Mother's custody, regular paternal support/contact
	21
	14

	3 Shared Custody
	2
	4

	4 Father's custody, regular maternal support/access
	0
	4

	5 Father's custody, no regular maternal support/access
	0
	4


(The terms "mother" and "father" refer to the natural parents of the children) 

1. Mother has full-time custody; father has no regular contact with his children, and pays no 
regular child support. 

2. Mother has custody; father has regular access, and pays regular child support.

3. Children spend about half their time with each parent. (In our examples the children spent 
half their time with each parent, and the child’s time could be 
divided half-weekly, weekly,
 
two-weekly, or even monthly. 

4. Father has custody; mother has regular access, and pays regular maintenance. 

5. Father has full time custody; mother has no regular access to children and pays little or no
 
child support.

The most common formula for access visits involved the children visiting their non- custodial parent alternate weekends, half the school holidays and sometimes one week night as well. This could amount to a third of the child’s time. So, in a typical case study household, for about one third of the time the man’s children might be staying on an access visit, and for about one third of the time the woman’s children be away seeing their father. These visits might or might not coincide. This kind of shifting family membership is not part of life in the usual first marriage family, and it has a considerable impact on household organisation and resource use. 

Remarriage families may not be large all of the time, but when access arrangements bring them all together, they can be large. The majority (27) of the 36 couples in the study had four or more children between them. Two couples had seven children, five couples had six children, six couples had five children and fourteen couples had four children, all well above the national average of 2.25 children.
 

Most of these children were members of more than one family household and moved between houses. However, when they were in one or other household, they were usually considered to be members of that household. Consequently, houses had to be big enough to hold them all. Young people spending a third of their time in a household need their own storage space, their own beds, and some or all of a bedroom. 

Non-custodial parents often lived with a sense of guilt about the effect of their divorce on their children’s lives, and the fear that the children might decide not to come on visits if they did not enjoy themselves when they were there. They therefore wanted their children to be happy when they did visit, and did not want them to feel like visitors. This wish contributed to their wanting to give their children a room of their own. 

For some couples, providing the extra bedroom space needed for all the children had meant buying a large house, or taking on an extra mortgage to enlarge an existing house. Where children moved between two houses their parents might both have the expense of paying for bedroom space that was only needed half or one third of the time. 

In the households of couples who could not afford bigger houses, visiting children had to sleep on the living room floor with no space for their clothes and other belongings. In these circumstances it is not surprising if access visits dwindle. 

As well as needing more house space than the average first marriage family, remarriage families have added transport costs. Not only do they need big vehicles if they are to go anywhere together, they also have the cost of transport associated with access visits which can amount to a considerable sum if the children have to travel between towns. 

A big spread in children’s ages, characteristic of some remarriage families, prolongs the costly period of childrearing for parents, with implications for their ability to invest in other things such as their own superannuation. 

What these structural issues mean in practice is that remarriage family households are expensive to run, and face specific costs which do not occur in first marriage families. A number of these expenses come together in the example of a man I call Peter Green.

Peter’s first wife had custody of their four children, who ranged in age from eight to sixteen. Peter had left money in the family home where his ex-wife and children lived and, as she lived on the Domestic Purposes Benefit, he paid child support for four children through the Child Support Agency. Because of the amount he was earning, the sum Peter paid according to the formula was in excess of the amount of the benefit and his ex-wife received the extra as a cash bonus. He also paid for extra clothing and educational costs for his children, and the costs of their transport when they came on access visits. 

Peter lived with his second wife, Jackie, and together they had two young children. Because the youngest was still a baby, Jackie was not in the paid workforce. Peter had bought a house with a large basement room which could accommodate all four of Peter’s other children when they came on regular access visits.

Peter was thus supporting six children and two women in two households. The house space for which he was wholly or partly responsible contained a double allocation of bedroom space for four children which was unused for part of the time. Peter told me that he had calculated that he had to earn at least $60,000 a year to maintain all the costs he faced and maintain what he considered a reasonable standard of living for himself and Jackie. Even so, money had to be carefully budgeted and the couple found it impossible to accumulate savings. 

LIVING WITH THE CHILD SUPPORT ACT 

Assessment of the liable parent contribution is made by the Child Support Agency according to a formula which takes a percentage of the liable parent’s taxable income after deducting a sum as a living allowance. The percentage taken varies according to the number of children to be supported: 

one child 
18 % 

two children 
24 % 

three children 
27 % 

four or more children 
30 % 

The statutory minimum that must be paid is $520 a year, or $10 a week.

The living allowance incorporated into the formula is designed to ensure that the liable parent and his or her dependants have a minimum standard of living, and is determined by the baseline of social security benefits. The living allowance for a person with dependent children (which applied to all the people in the case studies) is based on the gross married rate of the invalids benefit plus family support for up to four children. 

Under ideal conditions, money would flow into and out of remarriage households as parents paid their contributions for the support of their own children. Such ideal conditions are seldom realised. Among the couples in the study with children on both sides, there was more often an imbalance between money being paid out and money coming in. 

Financial issues between separated couples are often contentious and child support is no exception. There were some parents in the study who maintained conflict-free relationships with their children’s other parent, but there were others where child support became a weapon in the ongoing ex-matrimonial war. 

The resentment felt by some non-custodial fathers resulted in a refusal to pay anything towards the support of their children, or in efforts to pay as little as possible. It is relatively easy for self-employed people to disguise personal income as business or trust income and to be earning a taxable income which justifies only the minimum child support payment. Needless to say there were no non-custodial fathers in the study who admitted to doing this, but three women who were receiving only $10 a week for their children said they were certain their ex-partners should be paying more. When airfares for their children’s access visits, smart cars and other signs of affluence were in evidence, it was hard to accept the paltry sum of $10 a week for the support of the child. As one mother pointed out, it would not even cover bus fares to school. 

Another avoidance technique was for the non-custodial father to give up his job and go on the dole so that he would pay only the minimum. There were two examples where this was said to have occurred or had been threatened. The introduction of work testing may help to prevent avoidance of this kind in the future. 

I observed that a father’s refusal to contribute to the support of his children could result in severe financial stress for the family of his ex-wife, especially if her new panther was paying the full liable parent contribution on behalf of his children. Charles Young’s financial situation reflected the financial difficulties that can be faced by a remarriage family when child support payments are one-sided: 

Charles’ ex-wife had custody of their three children and received the Domestic Purposes Benefit. Charles’ second wife, Ngaire, had three children from three prior relationships. One father had left the country and paid the minimum of $10 a week, another two had lost touch and paid nothing. 

Charles had a professional career and his income was above the ceiling for the child support formula. He was therefore assessed at the maximum amount for his liable parent contribution. He paid about $800 a month to the IRD. This level of liable parent contribution took a considerable portion of Charles’ salary. As there is a built-in cost-of-living adjustment in the formula, the amount Charles paid was "ratcheted up" annually, although he had not received a pay rise for the last three years. His disposable income was therefore reducing on an annual basis. 

In addition, Charles funded the costs of access visits for his own children, who lived in another town. Costs included a monthly drive of about five hundred kilometres to see them and fares and extra food and consumer goods when they visited during the holidays. 

As a result, Charles and his wife found it difficult to make ends meet. It was difficult to find the money for extra expenses such as doctor’s fees. Charles’ high income meant that the family did not qualify for any assistance with the job retraining his wife Ngaire was undertaking. 

Yet attempts to have his liable parent payments reduced had been unsuccessful. They were told their application was not granted because of the income Ngaire was earning. Ngaire was working part-time as well as retraining and caring for her own children. Although Charles’ children were all moving into their teens and becoming more independent, there was little incentive for Charles’ ex-wife to move off the benefit and into full-time work, as abatement rates made this move uneconomic unless she earned quite a high income. 

POLICY IMPLICATIONS FOR CHILD SUPPORT 

Charles’ situation illustrates several policy issues. Firstly, it demonstrates that the Child Support Act can operate to the disadvantage of the remarriage family when it applies on one side only. Secondly, it shows that the joint income earned by a couple is a very poor indicator of the money available for the support of those within their household, and therefore is not an accurate standard for assessment of eligibility for targeted services. It is likely that in families such as Charles Young’s the disposable income after child support payments is equivalent to the disposable income in families below the threshold for eligibility for the Community Services Card. If Charles and his wife had applied for a Community Services Card, his child support payments would have been taken into account when their income was assessed, but Charles was not aware of this. He believed that eligibility was assessed on total income and that he did not qualify for assistance because he received a relatively high salary so it did not occur to him to apply. Another issue for policy is that members of the public may have insufficient information to access assistance that is available. 

The application of the Child Support Formula appears to leave little room for consideration of the circumstances of the remarriage family and, in cases such as the examples I have quoted above, couples can feel penalised for remarrying. Yet the remarriage of parents with dependent children often results in a mother ceasing to be dependent on the Domestic Purposes Benefit and is therefore an advantage to the State. A high proportion of women who come off the Domestic Purposes Benefit do so because they remarry. An analysis of data collected between January and June 1997 revealed that 29% of Domestic Purposes Benefit cancellations were people who had repartnered or reconciled with a previous partner (Goodger 1987). 

Lack of Policy Consistency 

Another problem that stems from the invisibility of the remarriage family is the lack of consistency between policies developed in different policy areas. Because there is little information on the way remarriage families operate, different assumptions are made in different policy decisions about the financial responsibility for children of separated parents and step-parents. An example that was highlighted in my study is the inconsistency between the Child Support Formula and eligibility for Student Assistance: 

Alan Finlay paid Child Support to his ex-wife on behalf of their two school-age children. He had formed a new relationship with Alison Parker whose children were older and had both left school. Alan was refused a reduction in liable parent payments because it was not accepted that he was supporting Alison’s children. However, Alison’s daughter’s application for a Student Allowance was turned down on the grounds that the combined income of Alan and Alison was too high. 

Alison said, "Because Alan and I are living together and he contributes to the running of the house, even though at the time my daughter was away at university and he doesn’t contribute to her support directly, he does pay half the telephone and half the electricity, therefore his income is loaded onto mine." 

Alan said, "And yet they will not acknowledge in any shape or form that I am contributing to the support of Alison’s children for the purposes of Child Support." 

Inconsistencies such as this are experienced by remarriage families as a double disadvantage, leaving them with a sense of undue penalty 

Punitive Attitudes Towards "Wayward Husbands" 

It is possible to detect a punitive attitude towards men who leave their wives in the way many people react to the problems of remarriage households. They are viewed as reneging on their responsibilities and deserving penalty. This attitude was illustrated during a discussion of one of my case studies by the remark: "this man’s problem is he has too many wives!". 

The attitude is outdated in a legal environment where there is no-fault divorce, and where the decision to leave a marriage may be initiated by the wife as often as by the husband. It is a view which ignores the needs of the second wife and her children. While I am not questioning the obligation for a separated father to contribute to the support of his children, I suggest that equity between the first and second families should be a consideration in arriving at the level of child support to be paid. 

WHAT IS A FAMILY? 

A broader issue raised by the research is the question of what constitutes a family unit. As I noted at the beginning of this paper, it cannot be assumed that a remarried couple living in the same house with children from their previous marriages will in fact both be responsible for the parenting and support of all the children. In some remarriage families parenting will be shared. In others, each parent will be responsible for his or her own children, and their relationship to the children of the other will be more or less that of a friend or acquaintance. In some of these latter families, the first marriage family may continue to operate in terms of parenting, even after the divorce, and in others, parenting will be similar to that in a sole parent family. 

Both models, that of shared parenting and that of each parenting their own children, can be seen reflected in different policy responses. My example above demonstrated that the Child Support Act is based on the continuity of parenting by both parents after divorce, while arrangements for Student Assistance, in taking into account the combined income of a parent and his or her new partner, assume remarried couples will share responsibility for each others’ children. Other family-based policies which take no account of the special characteristics of remarriage families assume, by implication, that they will operate like first marriage families with both adults sharing responsibility for all the children. Eligibility for the Community Services Card, based as it is on couple income, assumes shared parenting responsibilities. 

Future policy initiatives based on family households need to take account of the fact that the parenting unit may not be the same as the residential unit. Just because an adult shares a home with a particular child and co-habits with or is married to the child’s parent, it cannot be assumed that he or she supports or is responsible for the support and supervision of that child. 

CONCLUSION 

The conclusion of this research has been that remarriage families differ both structurally and relationally from first marriage families. These differences are not well understood, and this contributes to the invisibility of these families in policy. The focus of policy relating to divorce and the care of children of separated parents is on the divided family. Other family-based policies assume all families are like the first marriage family. Either approach results in remarriage families being vulnerable to disadvantage because of their invisibility. A remarriage family can be doubly disadvantaged by policies developed in different policy areas using different models of the family. 

On top of these policy-related disadvantages, a remarriage family faces the extra costs of supporting children who move between two houses. Split families where children are in contact with both parents are more expensive than intact families because of the duplication of resources required. 

Perhaps the most important question the research poses, however, is the question "what is a family?" Applied to the growing number of remarriage families in New Zealand, a model based on the first-marriage family is inappropriate. It is time for a re-examination of the way the family is used as an instrument of public policy. We need a more flexible notion of what a family is and how it does and should operate, recognising the range of different kinds of family that co-exist within New Zealand society of which remarriage families are likely to be an increasingly high proportion. 
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� A total of 33 case studies formed the core data for analysis. Couples who participated were mainly from the greater Wellington area, but a small number of families from rural areas in the lower North Island were also included. Most interviews were face to face, but efforts to increase the number of rural families resulted in two telephone interviews with rural couples in the South Island. There were also three interviews with a woman partner only (including one who had left the remarriage relationship and spoke retrospectively), bringing the number of households for which information was available to 36. 





The study was not designed to make cross-cultural comparisons, but no one was excluded on the basis of ethnicity. The majority of participants were European New Zealanders, but there were also six who identified as Mäori, three Samoans and one Tokelauan. A range of income levels were represented. All but five were two- income couples, so household incomes were correspondingly high. Annual household incomes were as follows: 


less then $30,000 		3 couples 


$30,000 to $49,000 		12 couples 


$50,000 to $69,000 		5 couples 


over $70,000 			15 couples 


(The total of families with recorded incomes is 35 because the household income of the woman who spoke retrospectively was not included.) 


Children’s experience of remarriage family life was recorded in a separate study. 


� This description of the attributes of the family unit draws on the work of anthropologist David Schneider (Schneider 1980). 


� The average number of children per family for all families with children in the 1996 Census of Population and Dwellings was 2.25 (Statistics New Zealand unpublished data from the 1996 Census). 


� All names have been altered to protect the identity of participants.


� These figures were in use at the time the interviews were done, in 1996/7, and are still current. 





