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ABSTRACI' 

It is hypothesized that an addescent's wüiingness to acapt a stepîàthefs authority is related to 

Mors  such as the I d  of the s t e p W s  acknowiedgemaa/~ection of ditFennet between 

the stepfàther d e  and the conventional role of biologicai Wer, the degree of ciarity of the 

stepfkthets role in the step$niüy, the stepfàther end the biological mouids parenhg styies, 

and challenges to the penntil rd. of the stepfà!her. Famüy triach, consisting of a biologicai 

mother, stepâitha, and a chiid aged 12 through 18 were seiected fiom two populaûons: those 

stepfhiiies whose adolescent is wilbng to accept hisiher stepfàthets authority (group A) as 

detennined by the Step~arent Authontv S d e ,  and those stepfbniües whose 

addescent U Iess than will0ig to aaept h i s k  stepfathds authority (gmup NA). There were 

10 aises in each group. Methods used hcluded questionnaires a d  personal interviews. 

Fidings revealed that the adolescent's wühgms to accept the stepfàther's authonty inmeases 

with higher stepfhther role ciarity, the biological mothds use of an authoritative parenthg 

style, and, Iowa IeveIs of stepiàther role chahmges. The levd of the steptkthets 

aclo>owledgernent/rejedion of &kence ôetween the stepfatha role and the conventional role 

of biological fàther was not related to the adolescent's acceptance of the s t e p W s  authority. 

Contmy to the initial hypothesis, the stepfàthefs use of an adjundive parenthg style was not 

fond to be related to the adolescent's acceptance of the stepiather's authority. 



Many thanks to my cornmittee membas: Dr. C. Albas, Dr. B. McK- Dr. E. Bolch, and 

Dr. D. Smith. The time and consideration each manba contriied to this shidy has greatiy 

hdped my composition. 

Parti& dianks are due to my Advisor, Dr. R Kuerieman, for his enthusiasrn end support 

HiP comctive criticism crcgted a counterpoint produchg a strong and hiüU relationship. 

Speaal thanks to the paatiapants ofthis siudy fbr th& wilongnss to open th& households 

and pefsonal üves m such h n k  disaissions with me. As a parent 1 have enjoyed bring informeci 

ofthe many sûuggles that we are ranly collscious of until a aisis fbrces our attention 

The -t of Sociology office Mprovided invaluable technical and moral support in 

a steackt, confident m ~ l a  during these buüy years. Completion of this work was poasie 

with the managaial support of rny sister-hlaw Barbara Burton. Thuik you one and ail. 

F i y ,  and most importady, my gratitude to Dam and aü my fhmily for putting up with my 

pteoccupation with this w o k  This dissertation, iike most other deavours in my lifP, has been 

a joint effort. Thak you. 



Chaptcr I INQUIRY INTO TEE RESEARCEI PROBLEM 

1.1 INTRODUCIION 

Msny fhiiies crpaience ciifIiaihy in obtainiilg their idolescents' compüance with parental 

authority. In steptsniiües this routine di!%cuity is compounded by the fàct that a new adult 

figure, the stepparent, may also seek such compüance. 

Difticuity in negotiating the boundanes of authority is pahaps the most pivotal problem 

cordontecl by stcpaviglies (Viisher and V i ,  1979; Kompara, 1980; Lu@ 1983; Knaub, 

1984; Cmsbie-Bumett, 1988; Panneton, 1992).' The central questions are: 1) Who is 

responsiiMe for the establishment Md enforcement of fjvnly des, and Mer, 2) which nunilys 

niles are applicable. Duxing the early stages of $ni*el reorganization and formation, 

adolescai5s, biologid pamits, and stepparents stniggle with uncaiainty abwt the legitimate 

role of the stepparent, making hislhe? position and authority open to question. 

While there is a growing body of mearch on adolescerits' wüîingness to accept a stepwer's 

authority, most of this work hsS beea dominated eitha by clinical studies or mvey research. 

Clinid studies emphasize the inhaaitly pmblematic nature of stepfsmily relationships by 

f d g  on the pathological elements of stepfàmüy paxmting practices in stepfàrdies that have 

sought clinid advice (Ganong and Coleman, 1994; K d l y ,  1992). S u ~ y  research has based 

conclmions on the respoc~ses of a suigle W y  member whüe using a de6cit1~0mparison mode1 

' Authority &ers to tbat focm of powcr which diras or artiiailsrs the actions of abas thtough 
commands which art cffkcîivt becausc tbost who are commaadcd regarâ tbosc couuuands as legitimate 
(Mitcbeli, 1%8). kgithnaq is the belief conœniing the rightfiilncss of tht institutional systcm through 
which the authonty is ustrciscd (Mitchell, 1968). 

This hdy is ody concemd with stepfhthcrs, as explained on page 4. 



which assumes that step-relationships andion at a dekit cornpiireci with reiationships in natai 

rPnntes (Ganong anci Coleman, 1986, 1994; Orktns et ai., 1989; Robinson, 1984; Esses and 

Campbell. 1984). lhese studies have been baseci upon the use of natal famües a cornparison 

p u p s  and the appiication of nomu used to defme n a d  hMh/ relationships. Mo= m t l y ,  

scholan have begun to pay attention to the strengths of stepfsmis parenting (Gü&Sims and 

Crosôie-Burnett, 1989; Odeans et al., 1989; Keîiey, 1992). W e  this shift in foais ad& an 

important new dimnson to our a p p d  to stepfbnily parenting, it mnains an 

undadevelopal area of msear&. 

Researchers have corne to tecognize sevasl key sources of strain on adolesœnts' wüüngness 

to accept a s t e p W s  authonty. DifFîerences in stepaunilies have beai noteû in: 1) the level of 

the step$thds rejdon rather than acceptana of diffaence betweai the stepfhther role and 

the conventionai role of Mer (Ganong anâ Coleman, 1994; Ki* 1984; Bray a al., 1987). 

This refers to the degne to which stcpfitthers acknowledge or reject a distinction ôetween their 

nad to achieve parental sirmis and the h e i y  asaikd status of a biological M e r ,  2) the 

degm of cl* in the stepfàtb d e  (Chatin, 1978; Messinger, 1976; Bohannon, 1970; 

Visha and Vier, 1988, 1990; Hobart, 1988; Sch- a al., 1991; Booth and Edwards, 

1992; Brown et ai, 1990); 3) the degree of disoontinuity in peraiilig styies between natal 

fàmiiy and stepfiunüy (Bumirind, 1971; Buri et al, 1988; Fhe and Kurdek, 1992). This di  

to those SiSnfiant changes to the rights, priviieges and nsponsibities of the child u h&e 

has moved h m  a natai tiuiiily to a singie parent nniüy to a stepfàmüy; and 4) cbanenges to the 

parental role of the stepfàther (Becker et al., 1977; White and Booth, 1985; Ihinger-Taiiman, 



1988; Crosbie+Buniett, 1988; Clingempeel a id., 19û4). This m f b  to the degree of consensus 

negotiated between the stepfather, biologicd motha and adolescent regadhg the panmal role 

of the stepfhther. However, the nature, extent ad pcevalpmi ofinconsistetraes in stepfannly 

members' piaudes toward these sources of strk can oniy be unùerstooà h u g h  a 

cornparison of their rrsponses. Furthermore, a compUd#rsive hmework of adolescents' 

wiUingness to accept stepfathas' authority mut  incorporate a cornparison of stepfhilies who 

are not drawn h m  a clincal popuiation. 

1.2 OBJECrrVES 

The a h  of this study is to assess the impact of several sources of strain on adolescents' 

willingness to accept theit stepfsthas' authority. The sources of sbain include: 1) the level of 

the stepfàther's acknowledgernent/mjection of diffmncc between the step$tha role and the 

conventional d e  of biological kdha, 2) the degree of chrity of the stepfirthds role in the 

s t e p e ,  3) du degne of discontinuity in parenthg styies; and 4) challenges to the jmmtal 

role of the stepfàthw. This study assumes that an adolescent's wilüngness to accept hi& 

stepfathefs authonty is not unidimerisional nor can it k predicted by medy knowing the 

opinions of an inchidual fiuiiüy mankr. Raîher, we can only bcgin to understand it by way of 

systematic cornparison of responses regadhg each source of süain by each of the stepfàrnily's 

key actois: the adolescent, the biological motha sMi the stepfàther. Furthermore, it is assumeci 

that parents may d d o p  pMiarlar strengths in plvaiting p d c e s  which Witate  a more 

positive reiationship not ody with thw adolescent but with other fsniily members both within 



and externaî to the stepfamiiy. These strengtb can be best delineased by the fernoval of bias in 

stepfsmiy seltaion for study. Hem+ stept.amiiies m this widy are drawn fkom a nonclinid 

population. 

W e  di siepparents conûont simüar situations as they adapt to th& position within a 

stephdy, stepmothers are faced with additional d o n s  unique to the steprnother role 

(Ganong and Coleman, 1994). For example, the mother is gendy  accorded the rok of 

nurturex witlan the $niily, f h h m  m y  expect thar new p a ~ n a  to immediatdy assume 

responsiiii; for this d e  upon entry h o  the stephunily (Ganong and Coleman, 1994). 

However, this study concairp itseif with stepfadias kause not only do stepfathas make-up 

the statistid majonty of d stepparents as a resuît of the outcorne of most diild custody 

arrangements (Chedh, 1991). They are also d y  expected ôy th& partners to assume at 

least pamai tesponsibüity for discipiining th& stepchildren. 

The decision to f i  this thesis on adolesxnts is bascd on the assumption that adoIescents 

acpesience more difFcuiîy than do younga chüdren with accepting a stepfàh's authority 

(Lutz, 1983; Heatherington a al., 1989; Crosbie-Bumett, 1989). Young children who have 

mer physid and emotional dependaia on adults may quickiy accept a stepfhther's 

discipline. On the other hami, teenagers who are pnocaipied with changing se.xdty, 

schoolworiq fnends and sports are typicaüy süaining to break fk of cdult contrd. They ofien 

choose to adhere to panmtai discipline out of fk, or love ad rrspecf both of which the 

stepwer initially has üak ciaim. 



Most of the reseerdi conciucted on stepfiudies has been ddoped by a community of 

appüed clhicians &ch include psychiatrists, social workers and clinid psychologists. 

Clinicians have had the tend- to base th& VEews on volunteers or individuais couples and 

M e s  amuntering intra~ersonal and intâpersonal diffidties and have selectivdy f d  

on the pathological dernents of siepfsmily parcnting prac&ices (Ganong and Caleman, 1994). 

L i e  emphasis has k e n  p M  on the strengths of stepfamüy pimitingo Furthemore, 

The Speaalists in this fidd have not drawn on sûnüar clinid literature that 
presents observations of parents and dieir ciiildren in unhappy first rmMages 
Nor have these speQalists explored in depth the chical literaairr conceming 
newr married pare&md or singie parenthocd a f h  divorce, @on or 
death AU in ail, Iffi: may be beaa in the long run fbr some chüdreri who iive in 
reconstituted fhrdies than for those who live in otha, more customary nmily 
forms (1 59). 

The chical iiterature suggests that parenting problans stem h m  the inabüity of adults 

involved in stepbüy retationships to be both flexiile and creative in adapting to the added 

complexity ctcafed ôy stepchildren with more dun two parenthg figures in their lives. Unlike 

unions that becorne Mtal fàmiües over thne as children are bom, stepfàmiiies are in large 

messure "instant" fimilies. In orda for adutts and chilcireri to have th& neds met in a newty 



formeci step$mity they have to htegrate these dationships into a workable whde ( V i i  end 

Vier, 1988,1991). 

The ciinid ugumaa fOP the lYed to intepte rests on the foilowing assumptions: 

1) Thae is an impücation thot the stepfamily, not wiüke thc natal f a d y ,  is goal-oriented 

toward intimscy and inclusion. This argumaa assumes that the tàmüy is designecl to Wii the 

same neds  in sll people. Furthermore, the stepnmity structure is considered pathological 

(Minuchin, 1974) due to it's kisality to provide instcuit integraiion beause of the ambiguities 

anci uncertainties in each member's Mtual rrlationships. Famiiy structure refèrs to a clear 

organbtion of da whereby rights, dudia and respom'b'ies are recipmcated between pairs 

of individuals (Walker and Messinger, 1979). 

2) The remanied couple U expected to direct th& newly f o d  fàmiiy towarâ integation by 

outlinin8 a new of structure within the step$mity. 

3) There is a sense of urgency to create structure since it is asswied that stepWy 

nlationships wiii su&r without a high Ievel of integration. This argument implies that an 

inaease in the numôer of addt figures involved with the üfé of a child hindas integration. 

b. Positive Strategies in Stepfimily lategration 

The clinical l i t e f a t ~ ~ e  also suggests methods by which stepfàrniies can integrate: 

1) The drive to Unmediate mate a new fàmüy structure conflicts with the necessity to 

dedop a reIationship ktwan all of the actors. UnlJre the largely ascriptive status definitions 

between aâults and chüdren in Mtal fàmiiies, step dationships are cuitivated through 



interaction In this proaaq mutual respect for the status assigned to step$niily roles is 

achieved. Studies have shown that such respect often takes tfyce to fpur years to d d o p  

(Stem, 1978). Ercamples have slso been cited where the stepfatba-stepchiîd relatiodip rnay 

becorne less positive over time as a result of early d e l i i e  atternpts to estabiish definitive 

fàther-cbiid reiationships within the new faniily unit (Bray et al., 1987). 

2) There is a body of evidence to suaest that the remarrisd couple is not completely 

nsponsii for the type nor level of w o n  which d a s  d d o p  in the stepfimily. In 

Whitesett and Land's study (lm), for example, steppamts reportcd that they were not sure 

what would be involved in behg a stepparerit and t h  they were not sure of either thai. 

spouse's or th& stepchildren's a<pectations for them in the stepparenting mie. This problem 

rnay be particulady acute for stepfàthers because the paternal role, in generd, is lcss wel 

defined than the matanal d e  causing stepfathas to look to their wives and children for 

parenting aies (G-g and Coleman, 1994). Heatherington and Chgempeel(l992) found 

that &a initial attempts to fom a positive reiationship with the stepchild and to enhance 

integration of the n w  faniily unit, the offa of attention was ofken not accepteci and as a result 

many stepMers became disengaged h m  thar stepchildren. Rather than adults mating 

change in the chiidm's behaviour, it was the ctiildren who shapeû the steptàthes' behaviour 

(Ganong and Colaan, 1994). 

3) Clinicians' observations of stepfàmiües where childm have mon than two parentai fi- 

in their lives have a Mt-in bias as a remit of the seIf-selectivity in th& sample. Clhicians have 

argueci that many of th& clients are parents who cany rrsarttiJ klings fimm their past 



m-e as well as the divorce proass  and allow these hhgs to influence the communication 

h e m  al1 the actors involved with the stepnuiiily (Ahrom and Wallisch, 1987). These parents 

and often thm new spouses tend to compte with the noNeSidemiial biologial parent by either 

paraiid parenting ( ex-partmrs rnutually exchidhg each otha h m  th& parenthg practices 

with their chüd ) rather than CO-psmiting, or by an outright atternpt ta prevent contact with the 

chiid. Clinicians using this type of research population are not in a position, however, to 

observe the potentially positive impacts of severai rrsponsible ad ts  on the lives of chiidren. 

Step-relationships may add new dimensions to a chiiâ's world by bmadening hislha culaual 

Ccpeaations. There is not ody increased exposure to a wndy of behaviour patterns, values 

and lifestyleq, kit additionally, there is the pot& for new scbvities, additionai s d  supports 

and M e r  sources of identification (Skoinick 1992; K m  and Schact, 1991). Wallenstein and 

KenYs study (1980) shows that the nonresidential biological parent does not necessacily lose 

his or h a  place to the stepparent, even if the stepparent becomes an important figure in the 

chitd's We. Another shidy found chat grandpareiits through remaniage frequently extended their 

tirne and energies to their sep-granâchildren (Furstenberg and Spania, 1985). These 

relationships add to, rather tlw diminish, the children's W p  network. 

2. Communication 

By virtue of the i n c m d  number of people Md dationships within stepfiunilies there is a 

d m d  for cl= communication behweai manbcrs in orda for addts to parent effectively. 



This added complexity of îàmüiai relationships places a grata reliana on famüy membas' 

cr- in problemsolving and communication 918119 (Ganong and Coleman, 1994). 

Stepnunüy members are often considerrd ôy diaicians to argue more amcagst themselves 

than manôers of natal fidies. In addition to the Sirsins that confinnt every f b d y  that has 

children, stepfamilies mut deai with Unque s t r a h ~  aSSOCiSlfed with th& fàmiiy form. Issues 

f d  to mate most di- mrolve around macital dissabsfadion on the part of the 

remaniecl couple (White and Booth, 1985) and discipüiiary issws related to the childrms 

behaviour (Messinger, 1976). 

Chicians have founà that r d e d  couples often possess inedEective conflict resolution and 

problem-solving d d s  and are more d v e  toward each other than couples in first rnaniages 

(Bray a al., 1987). This is believed to be due to the fàct that partners are often chosai b u s e  

they can meet p-c nadq (i.e. parenting and finanaal), and not primarüy to mea 

intdlapial or intimate needs. Factors, such as low dksteem and fear of conflid (Ganong and 

Colaan, 1994) have been identifid and attnied to their poor communication sas. 

Communication bstwan steppmait and stepchild is often strained as a result of 

contradictory messages conceming stepparents' nghts and obligations to the stepchildren. 

Traditiondiy, Wfathas are the nuiiüy advisors and disciplinarians. In stepfmiks, stepfàthers 

hquently ôegin with u d s t i c  notions of behg a "miracle worker"; someone who can bknd 

two fimilies tognher d e s s i y  so that they act and mct  as an integrated iàmiiy team 

(Papanow, 1987). Conquaitiy stepparents may try too hard ad mploy an euthoritarian 

parenting styie which involves the use of punitive masuns in an atternpt to gain cornpliance. 



When this approach iàils, stepfiithas an more Wnly to retreat and engage in a more permissive 

piventing style. At this point, adolescents in piarticular msy becorne "aware of th& increased 

power and act mon pmvOCativejy towarâ th& steppamitsN (Hobart, 1988:182), thus dding 

to and perpetdng the conflict. 

The daîionship betw&n the r e s i d d  biologid parent and child is dso thought to 

deteriorate as a result of the formation of a stepfamily. C M m i  may not only have fdt a seme 

of betra .  with the dissolution of thek natai faniay but may frd a double betiayd with the 

remarriage of either parent. Unhappy childm offen s&lr to manipuiate th& parents and 

stepparents as a w y  of apnssing thek hurt, angq fc~r and dependency n&ds (Visha and 

Vsher, 1979). Ofta, this nisnipuiation is in service of an attempt to dissolve the remamiage and 

munite the biological parents. The Nt, anxiety Md insearrity of tesidentid biological parents 

d e  t h m  vuinetable to these manipulations. Second, the newlyweds may be so f d  on 

theV relationship that they overlmk the necds and féelings of th& childm (WallefStein and 

Keiiy, 1980). Clinical obsavers speailau that newly remmieci mothers tend to h m e  more 

authontarian in th& disciplinary practices with th& child (Bray a al., 1987). In an attempt to 

m-establish order and control within the h d y  and compensate for the stepfàther's permissive 

p m t i n g  style, mothers tend to use stem, dogrnatic control without explaining the fessons for 

their discipline. 

Whiie these must be ncognizeâ as reaî problems, it must be mted that not aii stepnviiüies 

wili b al1 of than, nor wül they neccssarily be ovawlwlmed ôy them. 



b. Positive Strrtegb in Stcpfmiiy Communication 

Evidence h m  o k  sadies contradicts these ciinid findingo. Fursiaiburg end Spanier 

(1979) found that femaRied women were more reccptive to controversy w i t h  the stepfrunily 

and wexe les submissive to dvir new partner tbrn women in th& 6nt marriage, d e  

remarried men were more accommodatmg to thar new partnets wuha. In Keshet's (1988) 

resarch, communication in second mankges was fôund to be more open with the partners 

having pater  skills in taking about their rrlaiiodp and issues which hvolvcd the stepfàmily. 

Furthemore, the maritril codïct *ch did ocair was atpeaed and was more easily 

accommodated. Another stuây found that hztional stepfsmiles were more able to reach 

agreement ove M y  disputes than fùndonal fini marriage families (Anderson and White, 

1986). This shows a tolerance for sccommodating the wishes of others and floriüity in conûict 

resolution contriited to a p a t e r  abüity to compromise individual desires. in Brown et ai's. 

(1990) research, nmarried couples in therapy and remarried couples not in th- obtained 

higher scores on communication and pmMem-solving skiiis scons than the sample of couples 

m their first mamage. 

Since cihicians tend to view mnaniage as a defdve rrsponse to divorce and singie 

pmdhood rather than a positive end in i t e  it is no surprise that the fms of their wodc is on 

the pathological dements of these relationships. It seems equaüy plausi'ble, however, thet many 

stepnun*es have ftlnumg relationships. lndividuals entering a stephmily nlationsbip are on 

average 10 to 12 y- olâer than those nianyllie fbr the 6rsl time (Ganong and Colanan, 

1994). ThQr previous apaiences provides them with insight into the nature of dationships 



not available to many h t  manied couples. Such insight leaâs to the growth of a more reaüstic 

attitude toward rnarriage and famihl (Furstaikg and S@a, 19791, greater mahvity (many 

of those who rrmpiry were teenagers when they fht married) (Ganong and Coleman, 1994) 

and a b i i  to compromise (Anderson and White, 1986). Although divorce rates among 

rcmsrriage caiples Saghtly aceeds those of first msrried couples (Ganong and Coleman, 

1994), it has been specuhed that the major@ of divorces in mmmiage fimilies involve 

cornplex stephndies where both partners have chiidren nsiding with thm (Ganong and 

Coleman, 1994). Furthemore, in mwy instanas. Gmong and Coleman (1994) Uidicate one or 

more of these partners may have ken previously divorced on more than one occrison This 

suggests that some individuals are more prone to end a d ~ g c  through divorce than others, 

and it is this fàctor that contriies to the tügher divorce rate. 

Whüe considerable emphasis has been pleced on the tenuous relationship ktween stepfàther 

and chil4 the role of the residential biologid puait in directmg this relationship ha9 beai 

. - .  nnnumzcd. The actent to Wtpch stepfsthas are able to efféctively communicate with their 

stepchildm is also closeiy linked with their a b i i  to comrnunicate with their partner. This 

spill-over e&d in communication processes was fiwid to have a positive impact on stephmily 

fbnctioning (Keiley, 1992). Research indicates th& tesidentid rnothas who todc the lead in 

pmviding discipline ôy ushg an authoritative parenhg style, wherein explanadons were given 

for the new fMiüy's des, were able to foster a hi* level of success in stephdy cohcgon 

rine and K d e k ,  1992). In Giles-Sims and CrosbieBuniett's study (1989), the rnajority of 

residential mothers hnd more power in decision m a h g  on ôoth major and everyday decisions 



than did stepfàîhers and adolescents. In ody i2?h of the niniiües studied, did stepfàmüîes 

report that adolescents M quai or gmter power than parents. 

Evidence su- that those stepfkmilies where the adolescent had equai or gteater powa 

than the psrents, wae sirnply conthhg a pattern of m t d o n  which otistcd prior to the 

fomration of the s t e p f i d y  (FM and Kurd* 1992; Ganong and Coleman, 1994). When natal 

fidies disso1ved some mothers CO@ by ganthg more power and authority to thar chiidren. 

This appmach sometMes had negative cotl~~quems, such as Uwrcased nmibas of challenges 

and breakdowns in communication (Messinger, 1976). Upon the d o n  of the stepfsmily, 

some of these mothers now acpected thek new pMnn to assert some parenting contrd. 

Continuity in parenhg style, such thai the biological parent mnains the source of the 

authority, means th the child fàces l e s  adjustmait with the introduction of a new adult in 

his/her üfe. Andason anâ White's study (1986) supporteci these hdings by suggesbig that 

mother-child alliances were stronga in stepfither householâs as a consequence of the 

biologicai motha deiermining the interaction paüenis between the chüd ud parental figures. 

The biologicai motha in functional stepfàmdies mamtamd 
. . 

the pre-existing relationship with 

her cMd and negotiated ha new partnds parental nghts to the extent that he wodd support 

and maintain the discipünary meawes as alnedy established. Accordhg to Keiley (1992), 

chüdren and parents in stepfiimilies have ties that p d e  the new maniage that need to mnain 

strong. Biologial parents of sucassbul stepfbdy rdationships maintaineci these ties with theV 

ciiildren and made it the basis upon whicb the new partnr wodd establish a rrlationship with 

the chitdren. 



a Clinierl Findings of the Stepfathcr Rok 

The clinid Iiteraaire i d e e s  some of the ciraimstances which can mate ficulties for the 

stepfbher rok. The numba of acton within stepfhmilies contributes to proôlans in parenthg 

as a d t  of the compldty added by d i f f e ~ g  -011s ova the pafonnance of the 

stepparent d e .  These di&rrnces rellect cornpethg agendas in remarried tamües ( V i i  and 

Visher, 1991). Gmng ud CoIem~lll(1994) state: 

In first msirlige ôuiiüies the couple b h g s  qectations to mMiege that are 
bscd psrtly on obsamtions ad ccpaienœs in th& ffniilies of ongin and 
p d y  on niltural -ans regadkg mariage. Lata, as they become 
pannts. theyagaindmuonpersonaia<paiauzsthy hadwhile p w i n g u p  
and cultural apedatiom to guide th& behsviours in the foles of parents. In 
remanied âMilies, adults b ~ g  -011s baseci not only on W y  
experiences o b d  wliüe growing up bit dm on adult a<paiences in prior 
maritaVparentaVfàmüy situations. Children also b ~ g  acpectations, as do 
fonner spouses ...( 133). 

In his article, "Remarriage as an Incomplae Institutiont', Cheriin (1978) argues that remarried 

fàmiiies &a divorce have more diffiailties than natal fâdies because they lack 

institutionalized guidehes and support to hdp tha solve their h d y  problems. He M e r  

concludes that the absence of guidelines and nom fw rok pafomce oantniuta to gmiter 

stress and inappropriate solutions to proôlems with stepfiunily m e m h .  

A lack of darity in the stepfàthers' role produces confkontatiom ôetweâi stepfàdy 

mernbers. OAen these confrontations take the form of coalitions between the children, 

biological parent and stepmer within the stepfàmdy household. ( V k  and Visher, 1978a). 



These intetactional pattems ofien invoive chüdren attempthg to gain theiu mothdJ support to 

resist the stepfàther's requests. These quests devdop uaud issues of discipine and 

nurturance whaeby du stephthds authonty is not mgnized and nwauant behaviouf not 

recipmcated by the chiid. 

Papemow's (1993) demiopmental modd shiates the source of stepfâb's conflicting 

acpcaations m d e  pertormance within the biological m o W s  hopes of fbding a better partner 

and also a better parent than the pmrious spouse. I M g  the "htasy stagen, the stepfather 

attempts to meet these expectatons and hopes to be appnaated for the efbrts. If the mother 

r&ed kcause she required assistance in parenhg ha children, the stepnaha would 

imrnediately attempt to parent his stepchiidrai. Ciinicians have pointed out that the stepfbher's 

rrspanse to panniin& giwn the la& of consensus in role pafonnance, arouses resistance in 

stepchildren and partmr (ûanong and Coleman, 1994). W e  he rnay attempt to develop a 

strong bond with the chiid, adolescents rnay not be mceptive to a nurturing stepparent. Such 

resistance stems h m  the fcrir of being disloyai to their biologicai fader ifthey wam up to the 

stepparent. Furthamore, stepfàthers rnay o h  lad< expedence in bonding with chüdren. 

Stepfbthers m y  attempt to engage in age-inappropriate activities or arpect more emotionai 

nsponsiveness than is devdopmentally n o 4  (Ganong and Coleman, 1994). 

StepMers may aiso k unaware of the necd to bond with the cMd More undertaking the 

role of discipiinarien (F~f~fenberg et. al., 1987). When the diild's animosity ratha than 

receptivity to these geshues becornes apparent, the stephuha may begin to withdraw fiom 

interacting with the chiid and the quaiity of their communication deteriorates. Adolescents, in 



parti&, have been ban to nsait an aduh figure who bas yet to develop a relationship with 

than tel them what to do (Kirk, 1984; Ganong and Coleman, 1994; Visha ad Visher, 1199)). 

At this point, mother and stephther niay begin to view k i r  mutual relationship with the 

children di&ranly. Stepfhhrs tend to view thar puma as h g  too lenient with the chilben; 

the mother, in tum, ôelieves ha new parbier is too harsh d doer not understand the chüdren 

well. 

The relationsiup of the former spouse with the stepfsniüy rnay also serve to complicate the 

role pafomiance of the stepfàther. CliniaUa suggest stepWer d e  clanty is impaired 

regardles of the quaüty of the fwmr spouse's relatiodp with the mvly f o d  W y .  Ex- 

partnas who retain mutual respect for each otha as people and parents and are able to 

maintain flexible parenting arrangements ofien continue to shan together m ~ y  of the rituals of 

the marrieci famity (Ahrom and Wallisch, 1987). Stepôithers shhg in such a relationskip rnay 

fed threatened by the doseness of ~s new partner with ha ex-spouse. The openness and 

flexiiiility of boundaries maintained by the divorced couple is oAen paceived as an invasion of 

privacy. Furthmore, any attempt by the s t e p h  to change the roulmes and fiimüy rituais 

(e.g., extatded fjunily gatherhgs) may be challengeci by the chidrai (Ganong uid Coleman, 

1994). Childm may attempt to dimpt the remmiage in order to munite their parents. This 

may k partiailady appeaüng given the nature of th& cooperative rrlationship. Jealousy 

related oonflicts are Wnly to awrir between the mother and step-er and caue loyaity 

conflicts for the chiidren. 



Ex-partners m y  dm carry the bitter, nsaitnil fsdiigs about the past m-e and the 

divorce proasr into theV new mmiage (Ganong and Coleman, 1994). Custodial mothers m y  

as a d t  attempt to punish the ntha by lirniting his access to the chiidren, and the hther may 

retaliate ôy withholding child support. Futhermore, cliildren are, on d o n ,  used to maintain 

the antagonism baween th& parents. The! noncustodial parent may make damaging staternents 

to the children about the steppamt in an e.naap to upset the ex-spouse. Likewise, the 

aistoaial parent may use the chüdren to convey darnning i n f o d o n  to the rn~n~~todiai 

parent. It is düBcult for stephitbas to aiter such a volatile JmiPtion beause of loyahy conflicts 

on the part of children and the poor communication bmvan ex-pattners (Ganong and 

Coleman, 1994). AccornmoQting the child's movements between the two housddds may 

becorne partiailady taxing, apeciaily for the stepaitha since he has entered a situation which 

was already h progress upon his arrivai. Stepfathen may fd that th& lives are king 

controUed by people they do not O<e or know. Whik these antagonisms continue it becornes 

inmingly ficuit for the stepparent and chiid to develop any h d  of positive rdationship. 

The stepfatha m y  also corne to ment the amount of thne and emotional energy his new 

partner spends arguing with ha a<-partner (Ganong rnd Coleman, 1994). 

b. Success in Achieniig Rok Ciarity 

The rote of the residential biologicai mother as the primary cuithority figure in the adolescent's 

üfe is pivotai to the success of the stephther achieving role darity (Ganong and Coleman, 

1994; KeUey, 1992). if the mother is tes~onsive to ha chiidren ôy incorporating theu past 

relationships into the d o n  of the new h i l y  form she may fàciiitate the s u d  



negotiation of the st-s status. The nature of the type and I d  of bonding between 

adolescent and stepfkher and the extent to which the steptiitha is an authority in the lives of 

his stepchildren is determined ôy the communication b e e n  the biotogical parent, ha new 

partner and her chiidren The stepfkthets mperaîion in senhg the interet& of the cMd, (i-e., 

the d e o n  to empathk with the chiid's fèeiings) has been shown to be an important fàctor in 

stepfhdy success (Kdley, 1992; kga-Tallman and PaJky, 1987; Visha and V ' I  1991). 

StepMefs who cooperate rather than compete with their pattnas in the a r e d e  of parental 

authonty have bmi fOund ta more qiiickiy estabiish a positive rdatonship with their 

stepchiidren (KeUey, 1992). Brown et al. (1990) foiad Merences between stepfàmilies in the 

extent to &ch stepfkthera received unequal levds of support in th& pannal role 60m their 

partner. The principai distinction between these stepfàmiües was the p r r s e ~ e  or absence of 

c h i l d - f d  probIemsems Chüdren in stepfàmiües receiving therapy for cMd-focused probkms 

were fk more keiy to perceive thell mother as les  supportive of ha new parmer's 

relationship with them than chiidren in stepfàmilies not receiving therapy (support was 

measund by the ûequency ofconflict behween the remmiage partners). StepMes in therapy 

for chiid-faaised proMans had more instances of open confiict betweesi the mother and 

stephther ngprcillig the stepWs discipiinary practices with the chiid than those stepfhihes 

not in th-. Thac was M e  diffaena between these stepfàmilies in the amount of 

i n t d o n  between the stepthther ad chiid. What did diffpr, however, was the extent to *ch 

the stepâaha attempted prrmphinly to both dansnd anection and respect h m  the cMd and 

assume a parenting role. 



For the stepfàther, ,the development of a sucassfiil Wonship with the adolescent is best 

seaind ôy taking on a role *ch supports the p a r e d  initiatives of his partnr. His 

relationship with ha chüdren d a s  not begin as parent but as an aduh source of niendship 

(Ganong and Coleman, 1994). Stepparents in Kdky's study (1992) suggestted that the 

devdopment of mutud respect ôetween stepfàther and chiîdren was fàr more important than 

affection or the imp1ementation of an authoritative rdationship. The stepfàther's authority 

should extend only to the point of support@ those practices alrredy in place (Fime and 

Kwdek, 1992). Tbese practices should not k authobian or permissive but rather provide for 

an a d j d v e  extauion of the biologid m o d d s  parend d e  (Fine and Kurdek, 1992). Such 

a relationship niiiiimizes the extent to whnh the child's and stepfàtheis M o n s  conflict, 

and m e r ,  removes the potadal for conflict in ins new partnefs roles. Rather than brcing his 

partner to choose ôetween supporthg his n d  to becorne a parmtal auihority or protecting her 

chiidren h m  the inûuence of a new adult figun in their IMg the stepfàther is in a position to 

enhance the i n t d o n  betweer~ others both within and outside the stepfamiy, an4 in so doing, 

consbucts his own positive relationship with his stepchildren and his partner. 

Although üttle mearch has beai oonAaded on former spwe relationships in raMmed 

families (Ambert, 1986; Ahrom and Wallisch, 1987), the fàct that the new partners have been 

seehg each otha on average for one year and that the majority of mnanied couples teside 

togetha betore maniage (Gsnong and Colansn, 1994), probatly meam that stepfàthers have a 

strong level of awwn*ls regardhg thàr new partna and ha chüdren's involvanait with the 

non-residential biological parent prior to th& decision to join the nUnüy. Contmy to clinid 



studies which suggest stepâithas have the dePire to change this relationship ôy taking control 

through the process of closing the boundaries between the two fàrniiies, evidence urdicaîes that 

stepfkthers in higher fùnctionùig stepfàmüies expend great amounts of enaay in faaatstllig the 

movement of chüdren and duhs beâween fsniiles (Keliey, 1992). KdS,  states, "these Fdmilies 

do have parneable boundaries, with more people moving in and out of the fiun@ and the 

shsring of parents and grandparents' (584). In this case, stepfàîher role chnty revolved around 

the wish to dbhguish the stepfhther relationship with the child and husband-de rdationship 

with hk new partner h m  that of the biologial fiithds dationship to his diüd and the 

relationship betwcai ex-partners. S t ~ ~  in Kdws study (1992) 'süessed the importance 

of ceiebrating hdidays together wMe acknowledging the n a d  to make adjustments to 

accommodate otha scheduies. Si&, plans for vacations and special trips may n d  to be 

modifieci to 8~~0rnmodate the pians of otha parents'' (SM). Even in relationships between ex- 

partners where communication was strained because of child reipted issues, the stepfàther 

distinguished his d e  h m  the rok of parent ôy not entering the dispute. By e m m g  with 

the child, the stepfkther rnay serve as a neutrai go-between for the chiid and hisrha biological 

parents (Ganong and Colanan, 1994). 

The decision to distinguish the stepfàther d e  h m  the d e  of biologid fàther mniimizes the 

amount of disruption due to confliaiog behavioutal expaîtions fkom the members of the 

stepnunüy. Furthennore, 6 s  deckion deviates the danands on any indindual aduh to make 

desisions relatecl to child d g .  When responsible duits h m  a m n t  and past reiationships 

are able to camunicate eflkdveiy f a  die g d  of the child they can s i u n  to some degra the 



financiai, Iegal, emotionai, and chiid-rearing rights and nspoll~t~lities fw the children. This role 

clarification enables the chüd to identify with sevaal Caniig aduhs. 

B. Survey Resewcb on Sttpfmity Pamatiag 

During the past decade, &al scia>tists using survy resemh methods have ôegun to 

explore stepnimiiy dynarnics in pater  deph Suivy research has haci the tendency to adopt 

the clinicai foais of amlyshg inherent parenthg problems within stepbilies by studying 

-les most ofien rlecteû for pmgmatic ratha than theoretical purposes (Ganong and 

Coleman, 1986, 1994; Orleans et. al., 1989; Robi in ,  1984). For example, the use of samples 

from the generai population, d e r  than a steppamit population which is dificuit to locate, 

often detennines the choia of variables to be measured anci compareci between fsmily types 

(Ganong and Coleman, 1994). AdditionaIiy, many of the resuhs of survey -ch have been 

b d  on the responses of a sin& tiuiiüy manber. FinaUy, sumy nsearch has used a deficit- 

cornparison mode1 wherein stepfemily parenthg p d c e s  are cornpared with natal fhüies on 

s e v d  variables. Tiie variables selected are believed to indicate healthy hctioning m natal 

fàmilies, and differences are v i d  as problematic and suggestive of poor functioning (Kdey, 

1992). Resuits have been contradictory (Robinson, 1 984; Ganong and Coleman, 1986). 



1. The Usc md Misuse of  Natal Family Seriks in the Mcwurcmtnt of Stcpfmüy 
Rdationships 

S w e y  resea~ch on stepfàmiües has ub'l9ed d e s  designeci to measwe relationships in Mtal 

familes (Esss and Campbeii, 1984), including: the 0lmn1s circumplex model (Pink and 

WampIa, 1985; Smith, 1992), McCubb'mls double ABCX m d  of nimily stress (Crosbie- 

Bumetî, 1989a), Fam@ Environment S d e  (Brown etal., l m ) ,  and Beaver and Hampsonls 

Farnily Systems Modei (Keiiey, 1992). Whac mearchers have tended to assume that normative 

in naîai $müies are not n e c x s d y  generafizBbIe to remamid hiiies. For aample, chicians 

have identified cohesion as an important variable in s u d  patenthg in temamed fiumiies. 

Accordhg to Vsher and Vwha (1988) the view that stepfaniiles are less cohesive and need 

mon penneable bounchies has prevaiied. Cohesion has until ment times, however, oniy been 

a d c i r d  in nonempirid reports (Esses and Campbdl, 1984). Smith (1991) appüed Olson et. 

a1.k (1986) ciramiplex modd to mesaae both cohesion and adaptability in a random sarnple of 

68 remarrîed fhilies. The ciraunplex modd was designed to measun the extent to which 

parents and children in natai fàndies are fundoring in a hcdthy manna. Positive fimctioning is 

measurai on two dimensions: 1) f i d y  desion (cornectedness, mging on a continuum 6om 

disengagement to enmeshment) and 2) adaptab' i  (flexi'b'ity, ranghg Born rigid to chaotic). 

This m d  h y p o t h h  that a auvüinerr rrlationsliip acists between adequate family 

finctioning and the dimension of cohesion Scores fallUig at either m e  are associated wiih 



Smith (1991) hypothesized that the stepparemt cohesion scores would fiil ai the extreme of 

disengagement beause, uniike the biologial parent, i nh i i y  there is no dsting anotional 

bond with childm However, cohesion scores h w e d  no signiiicant diffaares b a n  

stepparent and biologicai parent. 

Smith's (1991) study a b  hypothesized that cohesion levels in r d e d  fgniiles wodd be 

lower than those in Mlal fàmüies. Ths hypothesis was supportal with respect to fernaniecl 

Eimilies with dolescent chüdm at the tirne of nmaniage but not for other temamed auiiiües. 

In an earlier study, however, Olson et. al. (1986) COund sigrificantly Iowa Iw& of cohesion in 

natal fhilies with adolescents than thor without adolescentseScentS It is eatùdy poss~ible that it is 

the prrsaice of adolescaits within the f h ü y  that d e s  the di&reoce in h d y  cohesion 

scores, not the $ct that the Giniily C fernamecl. 

A third hypothesis in Smith's (1991) study indicated that the more amplex the stepEamily 

stnichue the lower the cohesion Ievd. nipt is, the need for inaeased f i a r i i i  due to the 

involvement of meny people pemeahg the boundanes between faniily households would 

decrease the co~ectedness betweai rrmPrried fàmiiy members. This hypothesis was not 

supported. Smith suggested tha successail nmanied h i î i e s  M e  sbess~rs without their 

cohesion k g  seriously afhcted. Smith founcî that "sucassfiil" rernarried &milies were Mer 

able to handle the potential stress of a more cornplex fiMüy structure regardles of how long 

they haâ been in a remanieci fémily. 

The Bania and Hampson's (1990) fàmiiy sys&ems modd has dso identined dimensions of 

healthy fàmiiy functioning. This model, like the ciraunplex modd, was designed to m w e  



heaithy dationships in iistal fimilies. Ho-, it it fàmiiy hctioning on a ünear 

continuum using more variables than the circumplex m d .  Fardy heahh is measUrrd dong 

the foiiowing dimensions: structure (how the nUrmy organh iisdt), mythotogy (beliefk about 

the M y ,  negotiation (problem dvhg), autonomy (allowing Tor individuai differetlce~ to be 

expressed), and @kt (range ofkling ad cotitlict). 

In Kdky's audy (1992), Beaver and Hampson's modd was used in an attempt to achieve 

two goals: to masure ifs appropriateness for assessing s t e p H y  M o n i n g ,  and to assess it's 

a b i i  to differentiate -an stepfamües rrccMng and not receiving tbaapy. Fourteen 

stepfâdies wae rectuifed through media adveefi~emenf~ who defineci themseives as wd- 

hctioning. S i  other stepfamiles who were receiv'ing fàmily counselüng were fecruited 60m 

M y  aganies. ûniy husbands and wives were asked to respond to questions on the seif- 

report. nie foiiowing subscales were induded; conflict, cohesion, expressiveness and 

leadership. AdditionaUy, traineâ tninedobsavas videotaped a series of opencnded interviews which 

included aii household manbers of the stepfsniily. 

Kdley found signifiant diffaarcs in o v d  health between the two groups of stepfhiiies. 

The vaiidity of these rrsultg however, is questionable kcause of the problems d a t e d  with 

the use of siatisticai analysis on a srnail sample. Keüy f d  that aii stepbiîies in h a  study 

were more cohesive in gened than were natal fimilies. Step$niiües' mean scons for cohesion 

were higher than netal fhiiies' mean scores. Whüe this Ming iwr, contrary to ciinid 

impressions, a content pMtysis of the video tapes showed that al1 these stepfhilies did have 

permeable boundanes, with more people moving in and out of the famüy and the sharing of 



pamas and grandpuem. Cohesion was mamtamd . . 
by the partned flocibility in adapting to 

schedules that enableci stepfkmily members to met on planned occasions. The most surphg 

Gnding was that aü families in the sample wae relativeiy healthy as mauurrd by each of the 

subscales. AU sams were in the rnid to upper range on the heaîth cornpetence d e .  The 

component of this nsearch which contri'buted the most to our undastsndii>g of the stnngths in 

siepnunüy dationships was the use of a quplitptive component to help tOnn an interpretive 

fhunework for the <luamitstnn . . findings. The qualitPtive anaiysis was based on 20 stephnilies, 

ail of whom were fbnctioning dativdy wdl, rather than fbcusbg on h ~ ,  groups of stepfidies 

4 t h  dinaent tevels offiinaioning. 

2. Fi idhg B a d  on Single Family Member Rcsponses 

S w e y  -ch hdings have tiequently died on setf-report survey nsponses of one M y  

member because of the relative ease of coliecting a large amount of nich data Ganong and 

Coleman (19û4) conducted a comprehensive review of the empirical literature on stepfamüy 

relationships and found: (a) the tendency to mUect seIf-report data h m  a single respondent, 

usually the child (30 studies); @) a reliarice on survys, with data only gathered once h m  each 

respondent (34 studies); (c) use of one method of gathehg data (34 studies); and (d) the use 

of nonprobaôiity sampling techniques (30 studies). The authors suggests that the dearih of 

multivariable-mdtixnethod studies, and of stuâies obtiiiiing Rsponses fiam W p I e  W y  

manbers is a major weal<n*rs of this mearch (Esses and Campbeü, 1984; Rob'hon, 1984; 

Ganong and Coleman, 1984). 



Inconsistencies m the reported Whigs have been attributed to these! methodologid 

shortcomings. These methods of asesmmt have unique fiaws @obimon, 1984). Two of the 

most cited empiricai studies were conducteci by Bo- and kkh (1962) and Duberman 

(1973). Bowemian Md Irish andynd questionnaires complaed by over 2ûûû stepchildmi in 

junior Md senior high schoois. On almost evcry de, the r d t s  wac contradictory to the 

findngs of hibarnan. Bowetman and Irish characterized stegrelationships as stnssnil, k h g  

affection and king less cohesm than rdationships in natai âmiües. Duberman studied a 

d o m  sample of 88 remarried couples. Responses wen okPined h m  the biologid parent 

and stepparerit. In contrast to Bowerman ancl M ' s  fidmgs, 64% reporteci exallait 

nlationships. In comparing the outcorne of dinêrent routes to mnarriage Duberman found 

succcssnil neIati011ships wae more Waly to ocair when previous marriages enâed in the death 

of a spouse rather than divorce. Bowerman and Irish found the opposite; children were better 

adjusted toward stepparents whai previous d a g e s  aded in divorce. 

Recent studies which have utilizcd setf-report responses of one fsniüy rnernk have also 

revealed Uiconcl&ve resuits in th& findings, ad researchers have s t resd  the need for 

multiple respondents to validate conclusions (Giies-Sims and Crosbie-irumett, 1989; Ganong 

and Coleman, 1986; Kdley, 1992). Some studies have fiund that step$niüies have more 

problems unique to th& f b d y  sûucture than natal fbmibes (Waiierstein, 1985; White and 

Booth, 1985; Lutz, 1963; Schwebei, 1991; Elliott, 1991), yet other s t u k  suggest M e  

difference in marital satisfhction or famüy adjwtment (Claxton et. al., 1992; Fm and Kurdek 

1992; Smith, 1991) and increwd satisflaction in stepWy couples 1989). 



The main design weakiess in thae stuâies stems âom the practice of eliciting information 

Born only one hniiy manba, usudly a parent or child, but not both Rcsuhs taid to k bias 

due to concIusions which are ôased upon the st- manba whose rrsponses are king 

stuàied. Because of diffamoa in position within the stepfhüy, motivation tom forming 

new relationships, and regardhg the nature of the relationships, it is likely that 

perceptions of childmi and parents are M è m t .  ResQonses to sich issues can be besi 

undersfood within the context of the world view of ail actors in this triadic (biologicai parent, 

steppvag chüd) rdetionsbip. 

ûther pmblems unique to wnttai asemmts Uidude: (a) a degree of unmtliinty as to 

whaher or not respondents actdly behave in accordance with wtiat they reported; @) the 

problem that respondents mua be old enough to nad and write in orda to participate in 

assessmait studis, (c) age diérences imply di&rait lev& of comprehension, and the 

instnament used mira refiect ttiiS (Rob'in, 1984). Cl-, in orda to ovacome these 

diffiailties and pmide a levd of mahodological uiiifomity, studies of steptàmiiy relationships 

rnust incorporate a multimethod and muitivariable approach, operationalized in a fasinon that 

can k easiiy comprehended by al1 rrspondents. 



C. Ratiode for the Hypothaa of the Study 

1. Rejcctian of Datacna Between the StepClthcr Rok and the B i  Fatber 
Rok 

The relationship of an aâolesailt with hislha stephmily is diffaeni h the rrlMionship 

with IiiYiha b i i  hmily. The d o n  of a stepfiunily resuits m the need to aeate an identity 

which maka seme of the fact that the adolescent's genealogical location has ôeen disrupted by 

the mmhge of at least one of bis/ha biological parents. Thus, the adolescent must rnake 

saise of the reaiity that hdshe has been removeâ h m  the conhuity of the genetic and cultural 

diffèrent genetic and cultural consthmon. Tbe biological parents mua display some 

understanding ofthis fàct and be wiiiing to take it into account as a basis for constnicting the 

Rejection rather than ackn~wled~emed of subjective and objective diffetences between the 

stepfbther role and the conventional role of M e r  has been identifieci as one &or associated 

witb discipline problems between aâolesants and stepfithers (Ganong and Coleman, 1994; 

Kklq 1984; Bray et al., 198% Crosb'ie+Burnett, 1988; Wallerstein ud KeUy, 1980; 

Heatherington et al., 1982). Thae ditfennca d e c t  the distinction between the largdy 

ascriptive social relationship between a biological Mer d his child and the achieved sociai 

Kiilr (198)) distinguished aümowledgemcnt of dinawa fmm rcjection of MC~CL~CC in the adoptive 
parent role tiom the biological patent role in mgnition of tbc kt that the child bas additional, special 
needs, problcms, questions and is willing to be supportive. Stcpparcnts w b  adcnowledge this ~ e r c a c e  
not only inform tbe child of the nature of Wu rclationsbip but often riaialize, (i.e., oclcbratc) the 
formation of thcu ncw family. S-nts wbo tcject this dinerttlcc tead to dcny any din'tnce exists 
behveen their relationship with the child and the biological parents' relationship with the child. 



relationship betweai a stepfàther and his child. Subjective differerices refèr to the routine 

p n s a r c  of love in the rrlationship between a biologid fàther and tiis ctiild in coneast to the 

stepfirther's nced to intentiody d d o p  this affedion with the child. Objective -ces 

r&a to the biologicai ririhds iargely unchallenged le&hacy as disciplinacian toward his chüd 

in contrast to the stepiàther's need to achieve and cultivate ~uch l m ,  which may always 

remain tenuous. 

Stepfàthem Who adopt a rejection of d i f f e f e l ~ ~  approach to stephdy üfe attempt to re- 

create the image of the mclear fâmüy by rejecting the i d a  that stepfMiÜy W p  is Misent to 

natal kinship (Ganong and Coleman, 1994). Stepfathns rnay fPü to mskc alIo- for (or 

derstand) the fâct t h  there is a real problem for the child who may fa1 that cornpliance with 

their wishes is an act of betrayal toward hislher biologicai hiha, or that the child is angry and 

confUsed and happy to pnish the stephther who may be perceiveci as a cause of the 

dissalution of his/ha famüy of ongin. Thrwgh the use of this strategy, the stepfàther attempts 

to suppress the nad to create an alternate identiîy as stepfather in relation to the chiid and 

immediateiy assumes the rok of pannt to his wüèts adolescent chüdnn Men sometirnes take 

this responsi'b'i Seriously end attempt to move quic& into the d e  of head of howehoid and 

to assume the authority traditionally accorded this rok (Wderstein and Keiiy, 1980; 

Heatherington et al., 1982). 

The adoption of this strategy places the stepfatha in a p d o w  situation because it creates 

a h e w o t k  which generates tensions Md leads to bath distortai or inadquate inteqmtations 

of his relationship with the adolescent. Cotl~e~uently, the stepfàther may fail (especiaüy with 



the adolescent child) to b d d  a b& for worlcing out some agreement between himseifand hk 

stepchildren which Win help h m  to leam how to desl constnictively with the anger, far, 

-on and other volatile emotions which stem h m  the dissolution of the childrenis first 

fàtnüy. MeSSUIger (1976) found that it requires approxhateiy three years for siepfàîhers to 

d d o p  Sffectionate dationships with s&epchüdren. It is durllig this tirne that nisny stepWen 

assume the parcnting nsponsi'bilities of disciplinarian and decision-maker (Wallerstein and 

Keily, 1980). Amieties occur as a resuit of thQI fèar of behg c o m p d  unfàvourabiy with the 

chiîdren's biologicai fàther. Consequentiy, stsiepfithn may fal inseam and dopt a stem and 

rigid discipünsry s&ance toward their siepchildren (Wallerstein and Keüy, 1980). 

Conî?ontations ma. a b  a r k  as a result of the dolescent's questionhg of the legitmiacy of 

the stepfhther as an authority figure (Cmsbie-Bumett, 1988). Research shows that such 

demands may lead to challenges which result in power stniggles W e e m  the adolescent and 

stepfàther. The most destructive consequet~ce~ of these challenges are d d  intaaction 

between the stepfbther Md the adolescent (Gües-Sims and Crosbie-Bumett, 1989), the eady 

removal of the adolescent h m  the home (White and Booth, 1985)y and slightly higher rates of 

divorce than nrsi d a g e  hmüies (White and Booth, 1985; Becker et al., 1977). 



t Achowkdgwimt of D ' i i a  mccll thc S t ~ p f 8 b ~  RdC uid tht Bid* 
F a t k  Rok 

The litemture review has, to this point, pimarily indicated the wePkKsses of many ciinical 

studies and sumy studks in reseamh on stepfhiiy relationships. Furthennon, patterns of 

stepfàmiiy behaviour deaimental to the formation of a healthy relationship between adolescent 

and stepfàther have been thus fiu ernphasized. But there are rlso some positive contributions 

that flow h m  this research. 

Several promisinq leads wiii now be explond which wiil assist in the formulation of 

hypotheses. When sieprathers acknowledge tbat both s u b j h  and objective ciifferences do 

exist between their role and the conventional d e  of fàther, the @ai issues involved with 

stepfaniily relationships are more e d y  included in the dady convdons of ail stepnunily 

manbers. That is, the parametas of the stepfàhea's relationship to the children with regard to 

the nght to give and receiw affection, to give guidance and support, and to discipüne, is 

determineci in a process of negotiation emong the fàmiiy manbas niha than being ammed, 

imposed, or taken for granted. These stepfhthers are more fkquaitiy caiied upon ôy their 

stepchildren to help estabfish their i d e  in the complicated dual fiunly situation (Kirlg 1984). 

These siepfàthers also discuss with adoIescents, in a positive manner, whet step-relationships 

mean to than. As stepfiitherJ, they an sarPitive to th& children's nad to n&d on their 

nlationship with their biologid ntha, they dwywledge the importance of cdebrating 

holidays togetha, whiie acbwiedging the need to accommodate otha scheduies; and they 



are~0~tofthenecdto~eOccaSi011~widiintheaihurrofdiestepfsmilytomnind 

each family -ber of the reaiity of thek status as a ~lepâuiiüy (Kirk, 1984; Keüey, 1992). 

Stepfstthers who have adopted this approach report féwa discipline problems with their 

adolescent stepchiidren (Kelley, 1992). Accotding to Visher and V i a  (19883, these 

stepfhthem are more kW to agne that it is important to reach a consemus with the 

biologid mother with respect to the nature and extent of th& authority ova the adolesœnt 

More dealing with mattas of discipiine. Furthermore, these stepfàthers an mon prepared to 

expiam the logic of joint decisions to their adolesœnt and dow for the possiiüity of challenge. 

According to Kdky (19921, a prominent facor found in heaithy sep- W o n h g  is the 

I d  of enetgy thst stepfhthers expendeci in negotiating their status as an authority figure to 

th& teenage stepehüdren. Kirk (l9û4) suggests that parents who adopt this strstegy are ôetter 

able to take the role of th& stepchildren and empthk with the child as hdshe manages the 

strains and challenges assoQaed with this special Éaoly W. In Kdey's shidy (1992), 

stepfithers f?om nonchical âunüies monitored th& siepchilh's belirviour during the &st 

two yeam of mamhge without activdy making demands on t h .  ûnly &ex respect had 

developed in their relationship did stepWers begh to take a more active role m the sharing of 

discipline. In orda to nutha explore and probe the vaiidity of this clah in the litaatwe, this 

study thetefore hypothesizes that: 

(1) In stepfiuniües where the stepfàther acknowiedges that subjective and objective diffaenas 

do exist bawaa his rok and the conventional nitha role, the adoiescat will be more wüiing 

to accept h i d m  stepfhther's authonty. 



b. Ambiguity of Stepfatber Rok 

The d e 4  of siepfbther is ambiguous because fèw ailtufal nomu, exkt for sharing the duties 

of psrrnthood with the biologial parent. Whpt, precisety, is the rok of the sepparent? What if 

the stepfkther and his new spouse diffa on definitions of appropriate behaviour for the 

adolescent? A questioning of the legitimacy of the s t e p W s  authority can aise when the 

adolescent, biologicaî mother, and stepfhther have dafaine exp%ations about the role of the 

stepparent (Visha and V i ,  1978a, 1978b; Bohmon and Erickson, 1978; Bray et al., 1987; 

CrosbieBume!tt, 1989; Brown et al., 1990, Laua and Lawr, 1991). 

During the formation of a remanieci fiunüy, adolescents and stepffthas expaience d e  

arnbiguity in their expectdons oc and feelings towar4 one another (Whitesetf and Land, 

1992). The mother may ais0 apaience uncatavdy with regard to h a  new spouse's 

relationship to ha chüdren @id and Melville, 1994). Issues arise about which areas, and to 

what artent, she wül dlow ha new partner to exadse authority over h a  dllldren. Many 

mothen in CrosôiaBumett's study (1989b) concluded that thy, not the stepaitha, should 

have major respons'b'i. The stepfàthets w o n s ,  altanritivdy, may have been 

established by traditional Soaal nistom and oAen reinforced by chüdhood apaisna andfor 

previous maritai @ence (Walker and Messinger, 1979), and will include mle behaviour 

traditionaiiy ascribed to the parent d e .  

Clanty of the stepfàther d e  must k achieved thnwigh negotiation among mankrs of the 

new fiunüy (Bird and Mdvillq 1994). This effort n q u h  time and a tolemt wiiîingness to 

' Roles are clusters of nghts and obligations in rccjprocai dations between pairs of individuais and the 
patterns of expected behaviour associated witb these ri* and obligations (Walker and Messinger, 1979). 



disaiss CO- about the initiation of an sonate nelationship with the siepchild, the 

iiiitiation of ûiscipLinary pracfices, and an raliry to cumpromise individual acpectations. The 

stepfàther who acknowiedges the adolescent's ntuetmce d his Waek d i e r i c e  about his 

p a r d  role, and is then able to stcp back snd i i d l y  p d  with caution to estaMi& sorne 

kind of corn has a bettcr chana of providïng the I d  of love, support and guidance 

needed by the chiidmi (Bud wd Melville, 1994). This study thedore hypothesizes that: 

(2) In stepfiunilies where the siepfather has cstablished or received greater role cl@, the 

adolescent wili be more wihg  to accept hislha sbcpnithds authonty. 

c Chaatging Pumtal Styles 

By the tirne a nmsrried fsniiSr is created, the adolescent child rnay have been conf?onted with 

a minimum of three Mérent parenting styies: (1) the parentbg styles of hidher natal parents; 

(2) the parenting style of a singie pemn; and (3) the parenthg styles of hi* parent and 

stepparent- Diffèrent parenthg styles represent signifiant changes to the nghts, privüeges, 

duties and tespo~~~ibiiiities of the child. Rapid dianges ad transitions in parenting styie ha= 

been shown to be relateci to discipüne proôIems Ui stegfamilies with adolescent childm (Bray 

et al., 1987; Fie and K d e k ,  1992). Following the diguption of the natai familys ali mbers  

experience a degree of d'iailty adapting to the m o n .  Custodid parent and adolescent 

may becorne more tightly borad together and intadependent, particuîariy when the absentee 

parent has littie contact with the fonDty (Walku and Messinger, 1979). For the adolescent, this 

change repfesents a modification to the authority Wshe has always known. Unda these 



c i r ~  adolescents are fcequentiy giMi tmre indepadence as a result of assuming 

additional fàmily lle~~~nsi'bilities (Schwebel et aL, 1991). Consequedy, the aiirana of a 

stephther into a M y  after m d a g e  poses a potentiai tbreat to the adoleseerit's 

independence when the stepfather undertalces the rok of jmrent and establishes new 

disciplinary pfactices. The ~heepaither may assume the mie of disciplinarian as a consequence of 

his own culturel acpedations of the rok of fatha or as a result of the other p d s  d& to 

establish an i n d  level of order and structure into the fhmily unit (Wallet~~ein and KeUy, 

1980; Bray et aL, 1987; Papernow, 1987; 0ü& S b  and Crosbie-&irnett, 198%). 

How does a stepfsther negotiate with a chüd who no longer takes IiiW conformity for 

gnuited? In such situations, steptàthcts may employ one of s e v d  styies to achieve parental 

authority. Parental styies employed in first marriage nmüies indude authoritative, authontarian 

and permissive parenting (Buri et al., 1988). Permissive parents tend to be wam toward their 

children, are nondmanding, noncontrolling, and are kss likeiy than other parents to punish 

their dùldren. AuthorMan pamits expect unquestioning obedience as they attempt to control 

th& chiidna's behaviour, ofien through the use of- discipünary masures. Authontaove 

parents are characterized as fum, clear and reîatively demanding in k i r  dealings with their 

cMdren, but this authority tends to be moderated by a rational, flexi'ble, and communicative 

mode of parenting. 

The most aicoessftl parenhg strategy used by stepâithaJ to l e g k b  th& (wthority is 

adjunctive parenthg (Fine and Kurde 1992). Here, stephthers denlop a wam, involved and 

communicative relationship with theu adolescent stepchüdren (Heatherington et ai., 1982; Bray 



et al., 1987; Kelly, 1992; Fuie and Kmdek, 1992). Bray et al. (1987) descrii such stepfâthers 

as being neither detacheci nor bmdïately overinvolveâ. Adjunctive parenting d e s a i i i  

stepMersl behaviouis that support the parent who has 8ssumed primary responsiiilüty for 

childnaring. Bray et al. (1987), and Heatherington et ai. (1985) f o d  that stepfathers who 

aiforced but did not set d e s  to be toliowed, whiie the biologid motha asmmed an 

authoritative and active mle of disciplinarian, had more positive relationships with stepchiidren. 

This study thdore hypothesizes W: 

(3) In stepfàmiiies where the stepfàther aiiploys an adjunctive parenthg styie, the aâolescent 

wiil be more wüliiig to accqt M e r  s t e p W s  authorityy and 

(4) in stepnunilies where the biologicai motha aploys an authoritative psnnting N e ,  the 

adolescent will be more willing to accept M e r  stepfather's duthority. 

d. Chaüenges to the Pucntal Rde of #t Stepfather 

Normative ambiguity in stepf8müy telationships gives rise to the potentiel for confirsion with 

respect to appmpnate parenthg practices. Famiiy manbas, both wRNn and e x t d  to the 

stepauniiyy rnay object to the discipünsiy practices of the stepfàther, ancl and-, he may 

object to the discipûnary practices of his p-. Challenges to the parental expecclitions of the 

stepwer tend to undemiine the authority of his relationship with the adolescent famüy 

mmber (Vsher and a n d i ,  1977, 1989; Heatherington et ai., 1982; Crosbie- Bumett, 1988; 

Mger-Tailman and Pssky, 1987). The most severe intemal challenge ocairs when the 

biological mother objests to ha new partnets style of discipline used on ha chiid (Rob i in  



and Bamt, 1986; Crosbie-Buniett, 1989a). The stepfàhets use of authontSriSn parenting 

accompanied with punitive forms of pmkbmt are often refiected in parents' c o n m .  For 

example, mothers in Crosbie-Bumats study (1987) sharrd the sabimait dut there is no worse 

ftduig than to "watch him exert discipline ..., aadc dom.., (and) exert power..." (1071). 

The internai challenge to the stepfàther's authority becornes even mon complex when the 

stepfkther also has children fiom a previous marriage h g  in the household. The poss i i i  of 

disagreement about chilbarhg practices can incmse substantially as the fannly unit becomes 

more cornplex ( i h h e h g t o n  a al., 1982; Crosbie-Bumett, 1989a). If one parent is entirdy in 

charge of h g  Md enforcing the nila fbr th& biologicai chüâren, the possiiüity exists that 

dinerent des for difkmt sets of children may devdop (Davidson and Moore, 1992). 

The stepfàther's authority over the adolescent is undemillied when he questions the pamting 

practices of his spouse, particularly if his actions undermine the adolesent's indepadence. 

Frequently, divorceà mothers and their adolescent chilbai becorne involveci in a carcive 

relationship (Heatherington et al., 1982; HeaSherington et ai., 1985). Divord mothers and 

their adolescents in HeathAsgton et d's study (1982) were o h  engaged in power struggles. 

These struggies predoniMntly revolved around a codüct bnweai the wthers' desire to 

protect th& adolescents h m  the disruptive effects of divorce and the need to discipline their 

adoIescents. StepWters in the ssme siudy ofken expressecl diss~t isfbk~ o?!! the mothds 

protective control over the child d their wish to hdp the mother "get a hardie on that kidn. 

The aduit8s history iF. parenting ais0 tads to confbund what is to be considereû appropriaie 

discipline. Ihinger-Tallrnan. (1988) tound that parents with more previais apaience in child 



rraringmayaiticiZethepncricesthsttheotha~u~*rwith~owndiildrmnUs 

hding is consistent with those of Crosbie-Burnett (1989a) who fowd that husbands with no 

prior Merhg experiaia were Iess assatm aûout pam*il leadership for thansaves or thek 

new wives. She condudeci thaî "the apaiaice of prior $thang may k a rrsoura that 

stepfathers brhg to remarrjages, thus increasing their peremal power as paaived by mothers" 

(1073). 

The stepfkîhets authority over the adolesmt hmüy manber can be challengeci ôy the 

objections of otha bkth relatives toward his parenthg pcactices. Bccause chiidren are able to 

expand the nmuiirige faniily's boundanes to inchide past and present extendeci W y  

rnemks, they may ad up d g  as m g e r s  back and forth h a n  custd~al and non- 

custodial parents (Ihinger-Taliman and Pasiey, 1987). Sinoe adolescents may not be welî- 

acquainted with the step$tha rit the tirne of remarriage, the biologid Mer and Iiis parents 

(grandpareiits) may give unweicome input colIcerning the s t e p W s  disciplinary meastues 

@adson and Moore, 1992). Such input can serve to legitiniize the adolescent's kiings of 

Ioyaity toward metnôers of the bkth faniily and subject the authority of the stepfàther to 

disrepute. Despite this tendency, r*iearch hdicata that nutodial mothers do make an &oit to 

maintain the bonds between chiidrem and their paternal grandparents (Chalin and Furstenburg, 

1986). figer-TaIlman (1988) found that the cecognition of such bonds may sewe to mediate 

the negatve influence which amrnpanies the flow of information h o ,  and out ot; families 

relateci thmugh a child. This study thedore hypothesizes that: 



(5) In stepfàmilies whae the stepfàther m e n c e s  the tiwest numkr of chaîîenges iiom 

nuMlymanbas about Hsprrrntsl d e ,  the adolesmtwül bemorewillingto accept hislha 

stepfàther's authority. 

***** 

This review of the lit- has assisied in the formulation of the research pmblem for this 

study which is an investjgation into the e&a of a saies of sources of saain in stepfàmiiies 

&ch m y  a&a the willingness of an adolescent to accept the authonty of a step$ther. 



Cbapter II RESEARCH METaODS 

2.1 SUBSErric 

Fam@ trUad$ consisting ofa K i  mother, stepfiithcr, and a chüd aged 12 through 18 years 

were selected h m  two populations: those stepfiunilies wIiose dolescent is willing to accept 

hunia stepfnthds authority (A group) as detanimd by the Steooarent Authoritv AcceDtanoe 

Scale (to be d i d  laîa in thk chipa), and those stepâuiiiiies whose adolescent is Ias than - 
wining to accept hiiha stepf8ther's authority (NA group). There were 10 A-gmup and 10 

NA-gmup fbüies iDchdcd in this study. 

F d e s  were drawn h m  Wipeg ad Saint Pierre, Manitoba Nieen of the 20 fâdies 

were drawn fiom the use of a snow-bail sampling technique involving M y  t d k d s .  One 

fàmily nsponded to a retérral h m  a Famüy Savices Miofmation Centre. In tdews  lasted 

approximately one hour and took place in each ws home. Eadi timiily was visited at least 

twice. 

AU the mothers and stepfiithers in the shidy were marriecl or living together for at least six 

months. Adolescaits liwd at lesut hatirne in the sbepfamüy fbr at least six months of each 

year. In addition, ail adolescents had made contact with th& biological ûither during the pgst 

Ye= 



23 DATAGATEIWNG 

A. DataCdkction 

The snowball ample began with 3 r e f b d  h m  hmay aqwWmxs. Two of the 3 referrals 

consented to participate in the study. Mernbers of these fhüies pmvided the names and phone 

numkn of fiiendg relatives and work cornpanions whose family characteristics matched those 

sought in this shdy. These people wa thai contacted; onîy one f h i î y  consented to 

participate. This jmttem of low acqtmce continued up to the point where M phone calls 

produced a sarnple of 5 $müies. AÎcepunce rates UrnrPcd subsmthily whai members of 

those fàmiîies who nfared the names of o h  contacted these individuais and gamereâ th& 

consent to participate. Confindon of these t'iunilies' wilüngness to participate was estabtished 

with a tekphone d. 

A&r &ai consent h m  each adult and assemt fiom the aâolesamt was obtained (see 

Appendix B for consent and assent fbnns), each of the 20 fhüies was intaviewed on at least 2 

occasions; two nunües were interviewcd on 3 occasions due to di86icuity establishing a time 

when al1 3 family members were home togeber. Each participant provideci writtai approval or 

disapproval of thm conversations being taparecodeci. Al1 participants appmved of having 

their convetsations recorded Participants were told that the nseerdi involved the study of 

stepfbther dationships within stepfàmiiies. They were also told tbat ihy d d  a& for question 

clarification and stop completing the questionnaire at any tirne. 

During the fh vis& questionnaites were filleci out by each participant; a h  provideci their 

nsponses in separate mm. This was then foiîowed by a bridintaview designed to cl- my 



motives in conduchg this rese9n:h The interview was ooncluded by establishing an 

appointment for the second udavew. Iluring the second visif I began by interviewing the 

adolwxnt qwateiy. 1 then met with the aduits who tespondeci to my questions in the 

pmsence of their partner oniy. Each p a m t  coduded their c o d o n  kfon the other began 

to participate. FoUowing the interview with each aduh, all thm were invited to attend a round 

table confaenee where 1 could mer prok the patterns that wae eshblished ûom the details 

of their individual rrsponses. The interview was conduded with a debriefing as to the exact 

nature of the shidy. When requested, and when rll mes c o r n e 4  hàings b a d  upon the 

measumnents of cadi individuai nnaüy's responses wac descri'bed and possiie acphaûons of 

these findings w e  then d i d .  

This research seeks to gather idormation h m  three nspondents in order to improve on the 

weakness of past research, and consequentiy there wen three versions of the questionnaire. 1 

&st provide a g e n d  review of the stepfsther version, end then proce!ed to a more detailed 

discussion of the various subscales and th& dBkent versions. 

1) Background Characteristics 

niese chanaaistics can be fnnd on page 143. The htent of phring information on 

background characteristsics was to mate a eontext for intapreting the results of this study. 

2) Stepparent Authority Acceptance Scale 



The items included in this subscaie can be found in the Appendices, page 145. The extent to 

w h i c h a n a d o I e ~ c e n t i s W i n m g t o e c a p t a s t e p n t h d s a u t h o i i t y b P s m o s t ~ ~  

m a i s u r r d i n t a m s o f t h c ~ p o w a ~ f ~ m e m k n w i t h ~ t o b o t h m o j o r a n d  

everyday decision-making (Giies-S'ulls and CmbhBwnett, 198%). Aspeds of each 

siepfkniiy's biographical background were contrasted and biological motha, stepfàther and 

adolescent were adceci to asses their power to rnake decisions watiin their h i i y .  Giles-Sims 

and Crosb'~eBurnett's W g s  emphasized b t h  the ned to sumy different farmy mernôers in 

theirperceptionofpower, and thenecd tomisun theamountofagmmmtinspecificareas 

of authontative relationships withb the stepfuiiüy. Ganong and Coleman (1994) wnmed 

with these oonclusions and pointed out the naxi fbr an UlsiNmnt that demonstrates the 

devdopmnital aqwcts of adolescent-adult respect within stcptàmily relationships. 

In drafong the basic fonnat of the step£kther authority acceptance questions, it was decided 

that the measurement of the 8m0~nt of shind respect bawea, adolescent and stepfàther 

wouM provide one indication of the adait to which the adole~cetlt would be inclined to abide 

by the wishes of hk or h a  stepnitha. Li addition to the stepfetha Md adolescent opinions of 

th& m e n t  retationship, it was also important to have some indication of how U s  resationship 

ddoped fiom the time the stepfàther first joined the iàmüy. The questionnaire thdore 

included items masuring the discipünary devdopment of the stepfkthefs authoritative 

nlationship with lis adolescent stepchiid. The intent was to see ifthere was any maerise ni the 

cornpliance of the adolescent to tk wisha of the stepfatha over the course of the relationship. 



3) Acknowledgemaa/Iÿection of Difference Betweai the Stephher Role and the Biological 
Father Role 

The questionnaire items for this ocsk can be f w d  on page 147. This d e  allows US to 

address h y p o ~ s  #1 which states, "In stepfhmiües where the stepfàhr aclaw,wledges that 

subjective and objective di&raias do &st between his d e  and the oonventional fdtha role, 

the adolescent wili k more willing to acap hislha st-s authority." The questionnaire 

items thaî were created to masure the levei ofactaiowiedgcment/rejedion of subjective and 

objective diaacnas khween the depfither mle ad the conventiod tatha role were based 

on Kirk's 1984 shidy of adoptive! dationsiips. The applicabTty of three of the onginai 

variables in assehg these diffaaias in dep-relationships was questionable and thus the 

decision was made to ddete the inclusion of coping acthity, sameness/diffefence and 

gratincation. Two of the original variables in W s  theory of adopive rehionships, empathy 

and communication, wexe measund m this stuây because of th& usefblness in d g  the 

nature of the communication between a stepfadia and adolescent. Aâditionally, the extent to 

which the stepfatha vaIidates the adolescent's relationship with his or ha biologial Mer is 

applicable to the asriasnaa authoritative relationships w i t b  the stepnmiily. A ttmd variable, 

aScnptiodachievenaent of the stepfàther rde, was created Fw inclusion in d g  the 

acknowledgernent or rejection ofdïf€èreme in the stepfàther mle end the cowentionai Mer 

role. 

Unlike the opebaided descriptive format of W s  study, a Wrert scaie was used to measure 

individd scores. By basing the sritamnis in the questionnaire Qrectly on the aitaia spccined 



in W s  study, the r e s p 0 1 1 ~ ~ ~  were brought as close as possible to Kirk's theory of cecceated 

family relationships. The main qyestion then becomes wbetha the respondent ha9 adequateiy 

understd the item, not whctha the m h e r  ha9 adequateiy i n t e r p d  the tesponse. 

4) Rote C&ity W e  

The questionnaire items for this d e  can be found on pg 149. These questions allow us to 

address hypothesis #2 &ch states, "in siepfàmiiies where the stepfptha has established or 

received greater role clarity, the adolescent wül be more willing to .ccept his/her s tepWs 

authonty." Questions useâ to mtaaue stephther role clanty were based on the original d e  

created by Brown, Green, and DNJonuS 1990. The subdes repte~ented were stepfàther 

initiation, support, recjprocity anâ satidàdotl. The satishdion subsde in this original study 

provideci little relationship to d e  chrity and thus the decision was made to not use it in this 

study. The consensus and stepchild initiation subscaies were added to this study beause of 

th& applicabüity to the mesciurrmait of stepânba role clm. Lewl of consensus between the 

biologid mother Md stepiàther regardmg the stepWs disciplinuy pradices with the 

aâoiescent addresses the nature of the stepfàther d e  within the oontext of his reiationship to 

his partner and adolescent stepchild. The l e d  of the stepfàther and biologid mothefs 

enmuragernent to the aâolescent's initiation of requests fb help and displays of m o n  as 

perceiveci by the adolescent a h  addresses this context of the stepfithefs role. 

Whik the originel scak maaurd one dimaision of activity through out each of the subscaies 

by Pneiysuig the fkquency of prescri'bad events, this study b d e n e d  the number of 

dimenaions and thus pmvided a more comprehensive d y s i s  of the stepfàther role. 



Dimarsions of activity indudeci fquency, degree of acceptana and level of support. The 

inaeased numkr of dimedons more adequatdy ddressed the dti-fàceteâ nature of 

rneasuring the clarity of the stepfrtha de .  

5 )  P a d g  S w  Sale 

The questionnaire items fw these saks cm k fand on pages 152 and 163. Responses to 

these items aliows us to explore lypothesa #3 and #4 wtiidi statq 'in step$mines whae the 

stepfàther employs an a d i  pmdng style, the adolescent wiU k more williiig to acapt 

hidher stepfSthds authority" and "In siepfsmiües whae the biologîd mother mploys an 

auhoritasive paraitiiig sSe, the adolescent WU bc more wiiiing to rcccpt hi- stcpfiithds 

authority.." Questions used to meiisun stepfktha and biological motha pamitiiig styk were 

based on the d e  developed by Fm and Kurdek (1992). Items fw authoritative, authontarian, 

pamssive and adjunctive parenhg styies were modified for this study. The modification to 

each parenting style d e  entailed addressing each of the items toward the biologicai mother, 

stepfhther and adolescent rptha than dely toward the adolescent. 

6) Stepfhther Rde Challenge S d e  

The questionnain items fw this scale cm be fauid on page 154. Responses to these items 

allows us to explore hypothesis #5 which states, "In stepbilies whae the stepfkther 

apaiences the fewest numba of challenges h m  âuilly members about his parental 

expedatons, the adolescent wiU be more w i h g  to loapt IiisAia stepfkther's authority." 

Questions cnated for the stepfhther role cbaiienge d e  wexe basecl on the theoretical premise 

that many stepfàmilies acpaience Uwrrwd I d s  of conflict relative to Grst d a g e  M e s  



due to the acpended n n i k r  of adors who have emotionai ties to each of the stepfâmüy 

membeq particulariy the adolescent. Questions spccised the situational contexts and the 

actors involveû in the situation in orda to ascatam the fissuency of confüct. 

DATA ORGANlZA'IION 

I wül now dUaiss each of the d e s  ud subscaia UICluded in the questionnah in greatex 

deta& In addition to the deven backgound questions, six d e s  were used in this mdy, eoch 

with N own subscaie. Infornietion on the dcpadent d l e  wi l  k pmvided h t ,  folowed 

by the independait variables and intenming variables. 

A. DependentVutbk 

The dependent vzYiab1e in this study is the de- to which the adolescent is willing to accept 

the authority of the stepfiitha. The dolescerit's willingn*r, to accept hisiha stepikther's 

authority was m d  with the folowing sale: 

S t e ~ ~ a m n  Authority AcceDtana Scale This set of questions was spedically constnicted for 

the present study. It has two versions, one for the stepfàther and one! f9r the adolescent. A 

fàmüy composite score was deriveci by averciging the scores for the sapfàther and adolesmt. 

This d e  was not admhktered to the biologicai motha besause she w d d  not usuPlly be 

awan of the detail rcquind in the questions which pextain to the dationship between her 

partnerandhachiid. Furthennore, her~isthatofanintercstcdôystandersinceshe'J 



not dkedy imlved in the dyadic relationship bween stepparent and child. This scale 

contains 2 subscaîes and 9 items. 

Subscaîes 

1) The Muaul RcsDect subscele ( i i i  pg.#145) measures the ~ount  

of sharrd respect bemeen the dolacait and stepfiither. 

2) The Disci~üaarv M o m e n t  s u b d e  (items #10#12, pg#146) measuns 

the reasonableness of the siepfithds disciptwiy ngriirrmaits of the 

adolescent during the time he has kai in the stepnniily as paceived by the 

stepfhther and the adolescent. Responses to items are on a S-point Likert d e  

ranging from l=Aimost Newr to 5=Almost Aiways. 

In addition to the use of these d e s ,  three sumnsry questions (items # 143, pg.#145) were 

asked of the adolescent, s~epfâther and biological mother. A composite score was derivecl by 

averaging the scores for the addescent, stepfàk anâ bio1ogicai mother. 

These questions marnnc pemptions of 

1) the ovaall relationship between the adolescent and the stepâithcr, 

2) the overail emotiond distance b v c e n  the dolescent and the stepfather, 

and 3) the overaii esse with which the adolescent taiks with hkher stepfather. 

Responses to thme items are on a 7-point Lücert d e  ranghg h m  

(1) l=Vq Oood to 7=Vay Bad (2) l=Vay Close to 7 = V q  Distant 

(3) l=Vay Easy to 7 = V q  Strained. 



The airnuiritive score of the cesponses wiibn ePdi stepâmiiy to these caunnary questions 

wasusedtoscreenstepfâmiiit~forinchrsioninthisJbidy. Theaimwastoinchdeanequitable 

number of fsniües whose scores dected eitha a close or diaans relatioiiship between the 

adolescent and his or ha stepfstha. This ïhi,inan was wlisstered to 20 fàmüies; aü 

fàmilies were included in this study. 

B. Indcpcidl!ntVui.bks 

Hrpothesis #1: Ik Rehtiombip Betweeo MIRD and Acceptrnce of AutLority. 

The indepaident variable in the first hypottiesis is: the level of acknowidgement/rejection of 

diierences ktw&n the stepfitha d e  anâ the conventional $uia d e .  The l e d  of 

acknowledgement/rejection of difIirâice betwem the stepfadia role Md the conventional 

fither role was measured with the foilowing d e :  

was modifiecl h m  it's orioIiginal design. Modification was necessary because most of the originaî 

questions were creaîed to analyze adoptive ntha than stepfiunüy reiationships. ' The original 

design was dmloped with 5 subscales, and a 40 item Ur*umait. The subdes represented 

were Co~injz Acti* E r n e  Communication, and Gratification. AU 

items were to be respondd to with descriptive answers bom either parent in an adoptive 

W y  or the biological parent in a stepfàmiiy. 

- - - - 

WC KUlr's initiai gudy in 1%3 employed tk adrnowledgemeat/rcjcction of diffennce stmtcgy 
only in the aaaiysis of adoptive tjunilies, his foiiow-up snidy in 19û4 used this svategy to cxamiuc both 
adoptive and stepf8milies. 



nie modified scak has two fwmq one for the stepâtha and one Fw the biolo@d mother. A 

nuniEy composite score was deriveci by ava;lgng the mres for the stcpfadia and biologicaI 

m o k .  The adolescent did not nspod to tbU sale because W h  mry not k aware of the 

necesmy information rrquncd. It contains 3 subscales and 14 items. 

Subscales 

1) The AsaiptiodAchievement s u W e  ( i ï  #1#4, pg.#147) was 

specifically conJtnicted for the prisait study. The AscnptiodAciiievement 

subde  m e a ~ e s  the degree to -di the stepâithcr beiiev*, that an 

aflcéctionate and authoritative relationslip with his stepchild must k achieved. 

2) The Co~munication s u b d e  (items # S a ,  pg.#147) (Ki& 1984) measures 

the extent to which the stepfàther disauses with his partner and adolescent, bis 

dationship with the adolesœnt stepchild. 

3) The Empathv subscde Çitems #1 MM, pg.#148) (Kirls 1984) mearains the 

extent to which the stephtha validates the adolescent's relationship with 

hider biologicai fhbr .  

Responses to the items on the original Communication and Ern* subscaie 

were rnodüied to a Epoint Liert sde.  Responses to items on the 

~ ~ t i o d A c h i e v e m e n f  subscale are rmuund on a 5-point L&ai scaie. Each 

of the 3 Likat d e s  range âom l=Strongly Agree to S=Strongiy Disagree. 

While the original sales have neva been subjeded to empkiod validation, faa vaîidity of 

each scale's reiatiorrship with the AD/RD strategies was demonstrateci in Kirk's 1963 study on 



adoptive fkmüies. Kirk found that a high degne of acknowiedgement of di&rrna is 

associateci with a high degree of unpathy wiui the diil4 and with a readkss to think about the 

chiid's (otha) biologial parent(s) (198495). 

The dependent variable for the second hypottiesis is: stepfatha d e  dWty. Stepfkther d e  

ciarity was messured with the fdowing d e :  

Ste~pamt Role Scde (SM) (Brown, Circq anâ Druclanan, 1990). 

This d e  was modifiai h m  i f s  o r @ d  design. The original design was dweloped with 4 

subsdes, anâ 28 itesns. The subscales ncpresented were StepfBtha Initiation, Support, 

Recipmcky and Satîdàdon. The Stepfàther Initiation subde measum the amount of 

authority-related and nurturant and M d g  behaviour initiated by the stephther. The 

Support subde mcasuns the amount of support by the b i i  parent for the stepfàh's 

nurhirant and Mending behaviw. The Reci~cawoatv subscak measUres the amount of 

reciptocity by the ahlesant toward the stephhets initiatives. The Satisnic(ion subde 

measures the amount of fàmiiy satisfscbion with the stepfiuhds de .  AU items were to be 

tespondeci to on a 5-point Liert d e  with l=Aimost Never to S=Almost Always. Each 

subde had three fonns, one each for the biological mother, the stepfàther, and the stepchild. 

The orighd S t e ~ m e a t  Rde Scsk ('Brown, Gnm, and Drucianan, 1990) only measUrcd 

one dimension of activity through out each of the subsalcs by adyshg the kquency of 

prescn'bed events. The modification of this d e  broadem the number of dimensions and 



provide a more camp-ve aiiplysis of the stcpfatha de .  The Sstisfaaion subde was 

not indudeci m this study because it's rehionship with the depedent variable is pexiphed and 

thus w d d  contri ie  We to pmving the hypothesis. 

The modified d e  has thme hms, one cacb f9r the biologicai mother, the stephther? and 

the adolescent stepchiid. It contains 5 subscaies and 30 items. 

Subscaies 

1. The St-fad# Indation subde (iiems #1#6, pgM49) mes~uns the 

amount of auhonty-relateci and nuiurant and belnemihg behaviour initiateci 

by the stephtb. This subscale was given to each of the three respondents. A 

composite score was d e r i d  by avargiag the scores of the dine respondents. 

2. The Consaisus s u b d e  (items #8#12, pg.#149) was spea f idy  

constructeci for the prsait study. The Consensus subsde measures the lewl 

of consensus between the biological mother and stepaatha ngrudiig the 

stepfhthei's discipiinary pradices with the adolescent. This subde was given 

to the stepfàther and the biologicai m o k .  A composite score was derived by 

averaging the scores for the stepfather and biologifal mother. The adolescent 

was pnechlded noni nsponding to tfas aibscaie because he/she may not have 

been awan of the levd of cocisensue, as it relates to the relationship m e e n  

hidher mother and stepfiitha. 

3. The Reciprocity subsde (iterns #13418, pg.#150) m e a m  how amepting 

the adolescent's response is to the initiatives of the ~apauha as paaived by 



the stepfiither ami the dolescent A composite score was derived by avaaging 

the scores for the stepfaha and adolescent. The biological mother was 

precluded thm res~onding to this suôscde kause sbe may not be mame of 

this idormation. 

4. The Support subscak (items #19#25, pk#151) measuns how supportive 

the biologicai mother O with regarâ to the etepfgthds numuant and 

befiiending ôehaviour towad his stepdiild as perceived by the stepfiither and 

the biologid motha. This subscaie was givai to the stepfitha anci bioIogicai 

motha. A composite score was daived by averaging the scores for the 

stepfkther and biologid mooha. The adolescent was pduded fiom 

responding to this sale because he/she may not bave been Miy awan of this 

intorrnafion. 

S. The Stepchüd W o n  subde (item #14#18, pg.#161) was speciticaliy 

consüuded for the prsait sh>dy. This subscok messurrs whecha the 

adolescent perceives the stepfiither ad biologial mother to be enamging 

whai the adolescent initiateci requests fw help and displays of dktion. ûdy 

the adolescent responded to this subde. The potential desire to appear as 

emcouragllig parents malces the siepfàther and biological mtMs rrspons*l of 

limitecl value for our purposes. 

Responses to items on each subsale wae NaSund on a 5-point Uert 

d e .  Responses to items on the Ste~father initiation & d e  ranged h m  



l=Almost Never to 51Almost Always. Responses to item on the Consensus 

subacple rangeû h m  l = h o s t  Never to S=Almost Always. Responses to 

items on the Reci~tocity subscaie rangeci h m  l=Rcjecting to S= Acaphg. 

Respanses to items on the Support subde ranged fiam IXhallenging to 

7=Supportive. k p o w s  to items on the Stepdiüd m o n  s u b d e  mged 

Alpha dhbifity scores on the Stcpment Role S d e  (Brown a al., 1990) h m  ranged ffom 

.70 to .9û on the various suôscales. 

Hypotbesa #3 and M: nie  Rditionship Bchveen Parenbig Styles and Acctptance of 
Autnority. 

The independait variable in the third hypothesis is: stepfkther's parenting style. The 

independent -le in the fourth hypothesis is: the biologicai mothds parenting style. 

Stepfàther and biologicai mother parenting style was maaued with the followhg d e :  

parent in^ Stvies. Authontatnre (items #1, #5, #9, #13, #17, pg. 152) authontarian (iiems #2, #6, 

#IO, #14, #18, pg.152) ancl permissive (#3, #7,#11, #lS, #l9, pg.152) parenhg styles were 

measUrrd by items adaped Born B i  et al. (1988) by Fi and Kurdek (1992). Adiunciive 

parentins (#4, #8, #12, #16, $20, pg. 152) Win be measured by items adapted h m  Fie and 

styles wae modifieci fw tliis study. The modification to each parenthg style Uurtnnnnt entailed 

addressing each of the items t o d  the biological mother, acpnnha Md adolescent ratha 

than sokly towud the adolescent. Three Fomu of this d e ,  each of which included items 



regarding PU parenting styles, were d: one each for the biologid moüvr, stepfàb and 

adolescent. Questions were designeci to measure the biological mothets paoeption of ha 

psrating styie with the dolescent; the stephthds -on of 19s puenbiiig styie with the 

adolesant; the adolesaats -on of hi- mother's parenhg styie with IMJha, and the 

adolescent's pemption of Mer stepfathds parenhg styie with IiBnnia. A composite score 

was daived by averaging the scons in esch of the dyadic nliitionships. The scak contains 20 

items. Responses were scored on a L'iert scak ranghg h m  l=Stronly Disagree to 

7=Strongly Agree. 

Alpha fe l iab' i  for the authoritative , authorhian, Panapgve, and idjunctive d e s  were 

reporteci as .70, .42, .67, and .68 m q e d d y ,  for mothas, and .78, .77, -69, and .S5 for 

stepfàhers (Fine and Kudedq 1992). 

Hypothais #% The Rdrtionsbip Between Stepfather Rok Chrilknge and Acceptanet of 
Authority. 

The independemt variable in the nffh hypothesis is: the number of challenges fiom $Mly 

members about the parnital apeaabons of the stephther. It was m d  with the folowing 

Stepfàher Role Chdiaine Scsk. This sde was specifidy constmcted for the present study. 

It has two forms, one for the biological mother and one for the stephîher. A composite score 

was daived by avasging the scons for the biologicai maha and the siephttha. It contains 4 



subscaies and 18 i t e m  The adolescent has kai precluded fiom responding to this d e  

beauueWshemayhavelimitediiifORnationwithrrgudstottiisisJue. 

Subdes 

1) The P a t d  Solidady subscale (" #74iO, pg.#155) measud the 

degree of codict between the adolescent's kehgs of loyaity towarô hulha 

biologid W s  authonty anâ nl h g m a s  authority. 

2) The Loyalty Division subscale (items 61 1413, pg.#156) masurrd the 

fkquency at which the dolescent was akdy to question Iiisnia stepfathds 

authority kllowhg visiu or contacts witb h k i k  biologid father. 

3) The Intemal Disci~îinary Challenge subsale (iiems #14-#20, pg.156) 

masund the fquency with which the biological motha anci step* 

objected to each othefs disciplinary practices with the dolescent. 

4) The m b d e  (iiiems #21#24, pg.157) 

messured the hquency with which mmkrs of the stepfhüy's extenâed 

faniüy objected to the stephrihds disciplinary pradices with the adolescent. 

Responses to items on eech d e  were meaMed on a 5-pont Lümt d e .  Respaclses ranged 

fkom l=Almost Nmr to S=Almost Always. 

In addition to the use of these d e s ,  six summry questions were asked of the stepfMer and 

biological mother. A composite score was deiveci by avaaging the scores for the stepfiither 

and biologid mother. 



1) Tlr& questions @ems #t, #3, #5, pgtS4) meaMed the fkpency of 

visitzdions kiwcm the adolesœnt and Iiidha biological artha, matanal 

gnndpan?nt(s) and plitaiiPI giandparent(s). Rcsponses to these items wae 

measud on a 7-point L k r t  scale. Respollses rangeci h m  l=At least once 

per week, 2=Two or three timS pa month, 3-Once per month, 4=Two or 

threetimespryem, S = û n c e p e r ~ ,  tobNcvaMd7=N/A 

2) Three questions Cttems #2, #4, M, pg.154) measurtd the dimptive &kts 

of adolescent visits with hidha biologicai ndha, matemi grandgrsndpsnnt(s) and 

patemai grandpamit(s) on the adolescent's behaviour. ResQonses to these 

items on a 5-point Likert scale mged h m  I = x e a n l y  Duniptiq 2=Vay 

Disruptive, 3=Sligh@ Disrupive, to eNot Disiupive and 5=N/A 

In addition to the quantitative data obtaiiud h m  each ofthe d e s  in this study, information 

was also gathaed through the use of quaütative research techniques. Personal mterviews were 

used in an attempt to dari@ the phenomenologica reaüty of the reiationship between the 

adolesanf stepfiither and the biologid mother within each stepîàmiiy. ParCiah attention 

was directeci toward inconsistetlcies between fâmily member's responses to questions in each 

d e .  

C. BaelgroundVutôies 

Scvaal intervening backgrotjnâ &ables d d  potaairlly mot%@ or interf i  with the 

dationship between the independent and depadent variables and d t  in spurious findings. 



W e  this rese9n:h clunot provide a dehitive am@& of the e t k t  of thae variables, tbey wül 

be activdy considemû in the *S. 'ïhroughout the litashin miiew, a series of potemial 

intmening variables wae iddec i  and can k grouped m the foUowing wiy: 

1. Number, geoder and ages of chiklrcn in househdd 

n i e g r e a t a t b e n m i b a o f c h i t d m d t h e ~ i n t h e g a d a d a g e p r ~ e o f t h e  

nunily may add to the dXm&y ofqplying parenhg skiüs which are age spedc. Young 

adolescents may be more emotionaüy anci physicaiiy dependent than olda dolescents on the 

immediate p r a a i a  of aduh figuses in th& lives. 

The relationship between gada and the nature of the adolescent's dationship with the 

stepfather, as reported in the literaûue, has been f o d  to be inwndusn*. W e  some authors 

have found that f d e s  have a partiailady dose bond with their mothers thus cnating the 

potentiai for conflict with the presenœ of a s t e p h  (Amato and Kieth, 199 1; Aquilino, 199 1; 

Bray, 1987). o h  have fOund that gsder dinaaices are negüg'ble (Chganpsd and Segai, 

1986; Heathetington and Chgempeel, 1992). 

2. Frequaicy of contact 

Frequency of contact khucai adolescent anci hi* biological f'àther has kai shown to 

have an impact on the stmigth of their reiationship with the stepfatha (Ganong and Coleman, 

1994). Adolescents who have tegrilr contact with th& biologicai htha are 1- Wrdy to 



accept the authority of a s t e g h  ttw those who spad l e s  time with or neva sa th& 

biologid 

3. Number of rtcpfathds b i i d  &Wren üving in stcpf~i ly houscbold 

Some stephnüïes have children fiom both partmm residing in the same home. This more 

cornplex stepnumly structure has ôeen f d  to advasdy afièct stepfather-stepchild 

rdationslyps (Coleman and Ganong 1990). CMdren h m  Mèrent aimily b a c k g r d  now 

residing in the same home mwt corne to adapt ta a common set of niks The adaptation to this 

process has o&n been fOund to reauît in d i a i t  des for diffaat chiîdren. 

4. N u m k  of ebiîdren pvtben have had together 

When the remmieci couple have a cMd together, it is thought to bring ail stepfamily 

mernôers doser together as a family unit (Gamng and Coleman, 1994). 

5. Maritai statu of the bioiogical aother and stepfather 

Marital status rnay potentiaUy have an &kt on the 1 4  of cornntmmt the stepfhther has to 

his relationship with the adolescent. 

68 Rcvious parent* apa*.ce of stepfatber 

A stepfhthefs previous psnnine aprience d d  potaitirlly add to bis a b i i  to pcuait an 

adolescent stepchild (Gmng and Coleman, 1994). W e  a step-relationship has mmy unique 



qybties compared to biological relationships, the irvressed a b i i  to negotiate adolescent- 

amiit conflicts may have developed due to this experienœ. 

7. Lciigth of tiae togetkr as i fmily 

h g t h  of tirne spent together as a fâmiiy bas been npeatedly noted in the Iiterature as hahg  

a profbumi e&a on the nlattonsliip between stepfitha and cliildren (Ganong md Coleman, 

1994; Ihinger-Taliman, 1988; Fuie and K u r d e  1992). Problems thought to ooan in the d y  

ddopment of the stephmJy t d  to be tesolved as the hmily lives t o g e b  for a longer 

period of the. 

8. Nature of bioiogicai mothds rrlitionsbip with h a  es-partner 

The nature of the relationship between the biological mother and ha at-pariner has been 

show to i n t e r f i  with the relationship between adolescent and stepfather (Crosbie-Bumett, 

1990; Ganong and Coleman, 1 9 9 9 .  A positive dationship betweeri ex-partnas has beai 

shown to dirninish the stepfathds authority over the adolescent wtiile a negative dationship 

inmases the stepiàîhefs authority by increasing the f h d j t s  econoniic and motional 

dependence on the stepfatha. 

9. Nature of stept'thcr's rdrtionsbip with b a i  rnotherb ex-putncr 

The stepfathds relationship with the mother's ex-partner has beai tkud to have an dkct on 

his relatiotiship with the adole~cenf (Ganong and Coleman, 1994). A &ve dationship een 



poteaiiauy divide the loyalty of the adolescent ktweai hi& biologid faiha and stepfather 

whereas a positive nlationship inaeavs the number of emotiod supports in the adolescent's 

itfe and thus reduces the conflict betwetm family 10yaIties. 

10. SocirlCIus 

Family incorne has been shown to be oorTe18tcd wiib t i d y  values, partiailrirly with regard to 

punishment or cunsequences of addescent behaviour. Lower class fàmüies have ka, shown to 

nly more on punifive meuuns wbaeas middle incorne nmiaes dy more on negotiation 

benween paremts and chiid or on the mnoval of adolescent privileges (Nett, 1988). 

2.4 PRODUCIION OF DATA 

A. Measunment Information 

It has a h u i y  ban indicated that the primaiy data produced by this study U the set of mean 

scores calaihted for eacb faniüy on each as* of both dependent and independent variables. 

These data were elicited in response to cardUy struchirrd questions. The question anâ answcr 

technique has not been the ody methoci employed thus fâr in the short history of stepfàmüy 

research. Aitemate methods have ka> used, such as quaütaive participant obaaMtion (Esses 

and Campbell, 1984) mmôiied with content Malyss for the pirpose of asseshg the nature of 

stepfamily rrlstionships. Participant o b d o n  was not anployed in this study. In addition to 

the obûusive nature of an outsidds ObsaMtion m the fiinctioning of individual familes and the 

sewsetdvity problems of those h i i i e s  which wodd d o w  such an intrusion, COS and time 



commitments of such an approach arc beyond the rrsairces avaiiaôle fw this research. The 

physicai prrsence of this researcher at the time of question completion ailowed for the 

possiibility to darify ambiguity fôr nspondents. Furthamore, Jsrificlaion of the eaact meaning 

of these questions to indnnduai stepfimiüy members was obtained tliraigh the addition of 

unsüuctured mterviews. Thus, the richness of the data was enhanced as a nsilt of probing 

individual's nsponses which di&rrd significdy h m  those other fanuly manbas. 

The caldation of Mthmetic means in individuai and stepfhiiy scores is method01ogïcally 

problernatic ôecase raponses to ôoth depenâent and independent variables conskt of data at 

the ordinal I d  of for which the logid mesaire of centrai tdency is the 

median, not the mean (Babbie, 1992). Use of the nthmetic mean is d y  resewed for 

continuous data at the interval or ratio Id of masurement, where the distance between 

values is exact, quai, and achially b w n ,  whereas the QiJtance in scores between an 

adolescent who is completely wiiling as opposeci to completdy unwilling to accept a 

stepfhkts authority c a m t  k so prrgsdy h w n .  Neverthelesq whüe not completdy 

j d e d  in statisticaf terms, the use of means in ordinal data is a common and uid psehilce 

@ k W a s  and Nachmias, 1987). Furthemore, the fact thiu many otha researchers (Esses and 

CarnpkU, 1984) have almdy done so in stephdy studies ad& weight to the jusbiscation of 

M g  done so here. 



B. Mtwurtment Application 

In administering the research stimuJus, in this case asking questions, two options w m  

avaüable: 

. . 
1) to use a - - o r i d  schedule, perbps a seif-admlliistered, closed-ded, 

questionnaire and mail it to a large number of siepfiunilies. niis procedure was too unwieldy 

for~m~studybeauiae60OdMQalsh20stepfmiiüieswacint~ewcdmpasononstleast 

two occasions. 

2) to anploy a more quditativeiy-oriented questionnaire. This was my choice beavuse the first 

option would require a Iiirge samp1e h m  a population that is â i fb l t  to Io-. 

C. Measurement Rationaie 

The khd of issues to be pmkd were best appmschtd through the use of a strucnired 

question-answer survey. This p d w e  was uscd to diminate manipilaton and dance on the 

measurement of b e h a v i d  indidicars It eiicits idomation *ch speaks dinctly to the 

hypothaki authocieitive relationships withh the step$Mly. 

This procedure does, however, haha iiabiies. The primary îiabihy is that it is obtnuive and 

therefbre prone to pducing feSiCfiVe dkcts. Then is no eaq solution to dûs problem. How 

do we question someone's opinions without amusiiig a response set in them? The only 

consolation is that this obtmhms has been consistently prisait in di formats of stepfàmüy 

question-~~~swc~ m h ,  and may in fhct k lessencd by the possiibility for individuais to 

explain their m e .  



A second limitation of the questiot+anmm mdhod ofmeammmt is iîs dependence upon 

hguage. The meaning of the questions is paitiadiiriy wlnaaMe to nnsuitapmaci 
. . 

'on. The 

questionnaire devdoped for this study assumcd the poss i i i  of questioning a 12 yesr old 

child with approramateiy a grade 7 education The second interview enabled the respdndent to 

c~respomesthptdiffcndhmotherstepfaniüymanbas. 

AdwdIgii i tationofthtquestiond~methodisthat~isl imtcdto~reports.  AS 

such it is subject to proôlems such as memory-decay, b i i  motivation and abüity of the 

rrspondeirts. 1t does not mcasure soaal action d k t i y ,  or indicate the context of the 

individuai's d a 1  He. A questionnaire oniy enables the nspondent to give a brie h e d  report 

on the patterns of thek judgement. This study was able to overcome some of these problans. 

Proôlems reiating to the memory, bhs and motivation of nspondents was at leasî partially 

~bythenspoiisesofothafarmymankntothe~~m~questjotl~. 

Finaiiy, this study trianguiated the methodologies of imperson intetyiews utüizing both 

dosedded and subsequedy opat-krmatted questions. What was lost on the potamal 

weelmess of the smail sample size and h e m  the degrce to which fhdhgs couid be genaalized 

was stnngthened by the potentially pater vaîidity of the resuhs. 

D. Measumment Instniment 

As stated above, this saidy has developed a rigotous mseadwadministered, in-home 

questionnaire to mcasurr the depadent variabk, an adolescent's willingness to accept a 

stepfàthefs authority, and 5 independent d l e s :  



1) the I d  of acknowledganent/rejdon of subjective d objective d i fbnces  between the 

stepfâther mie and the conventional fàther rok. 

2) stepfather d e  clarity. 

3) sep-pamitiog 

4) biological mothds parrnting style 

5) the numba of cMenges h m  facnüy members about the parental expedatons of the 

st ep Mer. 

The respollses of muitiple siephiiy members were usecl to pwrcap composite scons for 

h i l i e s  on each of the vanables. This rnay k one of the most signifiant contriions of this 

Jhdy because no adequate instruments have been devdopd up to die pnseat, and the lack of 

such has hampered the vaüdity of research in suthoritetive felationships with the stepfhdy. 

This chapter has prrsented the rrseanh methob and procedures anployed for this stuây of 

the &kt of a series of saurces of strain on an aàolescent's wihgms to accept a stepfàther's 

authonty. It has d e s c n i  how the variables were identified, how rrspondents wae sel& 

and how stepfmüy scores were m d .  The quantitative and quatitative Mayss of the data 

in the foiiowing chapter produccd wiîi provide som answers to the questions posed by this 

mdy. 



Chape III RESEARCH RNDINGS 

3.1 DATA ANALYSIS 

Because of the s m d  nrmkr of fàmüies used in the sample, data wac analyzed ushg 

descriptive statistics Sum totais wcre uJed to t d y  each PdMdud funüy m a n k r s  scores and 

mean scores were used to aeate a composite fsmily score. Sec Apperxüx C fOr individual 

W y  membds scons. 

in the quelitatve amporent of this sRdy, it was laponant to place emphasis on oôtaining 

fiurmy stories conceming diQr expericnce on the topic of stuây. It was important to disawer if 

there wue conmon thams wbich âistinguish individuai bunüy memôers in the acceptance ad 

non-acceptana groups. The d e s  used to measwe the depadent anci independent variables 

wexe suppternented by in-pason mtdews with the stepwer, biological motha and 

adolescent. These intaviews p& the respondait's own m o n  of the e&a of each of 

the independent variables on the ado1escent's rdationship with his or ha stepwer. The 

t d o l o g y  used in these intdews, it must k mteû, did not dvedly ad* the dolescent's 

wilüngness to accept a stepf8thei's authority. As was the case in the wording in the sale items, 

the phrase "acceptana of authority" was cd iû l y  avoided because of the potential to 

introduce biaa Interviews war  pnçsad by an introduction which stated that, "the purpose of 

this inquiry is to 6nd out what you as a îàmily do to d e  your W o n s h i p  as a stepfàmiiy 

work". 1t is oonceivable that an &kt of any wording rmy furtha b i i  the perception of 

wüiingness to accep authoaity, the speciiicity of the questions was dative to particular 

questions aiready answaed in the quantitative component ofthe stuây. 



Rerjults wül k pmented in the fbllowing pages. Each hypothesis' quanPitabve fhdhgs, 

quaiitative fdings anâ conciusions wül be pnsnted in tliis orcîer. 

3.2 HYPOTHESES 

There are five hypotheses. Data analysis wüî k oqphed mund than. 

A. HypotbcsU#l 

in stepfamilies when the si- edaiowiedges that subjective anâ objective dinemices 

do Osst h e m  his rok and the conventional îather rote, the adolescent Win be more willing 

to acoept his/her s t e p W s  authority. 

1. Quantitative Fiiuding on Wlüiignm to Accept Authority 

The dependent variable, the adolescent's willlligness to accept hisîher stepfsthds authority is 

operationalized as the sum of composite scores on: the Mutusl Respect wuiunay questions, 

the Mutuai Respect subacole and the DiscipiinSry Deveiopment subsde. Farnily #1, for 

example, scoreci 34.1 on the adolescent's wülingness to accept a siepfsihds authority based on 

ameansamof 11.6ontheMubialRespea aunnsryquestions, 13.0 on theMutuai Respect 

s u b d e  and 9.5 on the Discipünary Development subscaie (see Tables CI, C2 and C3 in 

Appendix Cl- 

The individuai's score on the Mutuai Respect s m m r y  questions is the rnun of their 

responses to thrre items. These items messurr perœptions of: 



1) the 04 r e l a t i d p  baweai the adolesmt and the thesiepoaha, 

2) the ovaall emotional dietSnce between the adolescent ad the s t e p e ,  and 

3) the o d  ease with which the adolesmt taks with his/her stepWer. 

Respollses to the three items are measund on a 7-point Lü<at scale ranging nom (1) 1=Vq 

Good to 7-Very Bad (2) I=Very Close to 7=Very Distant (3) l=Vq Essy to 7=Very 

Strained. In fàmiiy #1, the adolesceds score of 15 is the sum of sooring 3 on item #1,6 on 

iternQ and 6onitan#3. Thestepfàther'smreof 11 isthesumofscorhg3 on item#l, 4 on 

item #2 and 4 on item #3. The bioIogical motha score of 9 is the mm of SCOM~ 3 on item #1, 

4 on item #2, and 2 on item #3. See Appadix C For individual tespondent scores anâ 

Appendix D fôr subscale scores. 

Composite scons on the adolescent's willingriess to accept his/her s tepWs authority 

ranged 60m a possible low of 12 (complady wiOing to accept the -s authority) to a 

possible high of 66 (completeiy unwiîling to accept the stepnuhds authority). The d range 

in this study was 16.6 - 39.5. The 10 in the top W o f  this range were designated as fàmilies in 

*ch the adolescent was wiüing to accept the stephithr's authotity (A group), whde the 10 

fiunilies in the bottom half of this range were designated as fhnilies in which the adoIeScenf was 

l e s  than wülUig to accept the stepfiither's authority (NA group) (see Table #1). 

The relatively small range of scores betwan 1 fiunilies indicates that d e  di&iehces do 

exist in the actent to which addescad~ are wülhg to rccep th& stepfitthers' wthority, these 

diffetences are not substantial. 



F e  #Q .................... 16.6 
F e # 7  .................... 19.0 
F d y  #18 .................. 19.0 
F d y  #15 .................. 20.0 

.................... Family #6 20.5 
Faniily #16 .................. 20.8 
Famiiy #3 .................... 20.8 
Fantily#17 .................. 22.8 
F e  #2 .................... 22.8 
F e  #14 .................. 22.8 
Fun& #S .......,,...., 26.0 
Fuaily #11 ......... ....... 26.1 
Famiiy #13 ...-.,,.. 29.5 ..... Fmiiy #10 , , ..,., 32.8 
FImily #1 .....,..,..,. 34.1 
Family #9 , ..... ..,..... 34.6 
Fmüy #II .. .. ....... ... 35.8 
Famüy #20 ......,, ., .. 36.6 
Famüy #19 .... , .., .... 37.6 .... Famiîy #12 ............ 39.5 

2 . Qualitative Fiiiidings on WüI'mgness to Acccpt Authority 

The Mutuai Respect summsry questions were the only oppoduity fbr each of the M y  

members to provide their pemptions of the o v d  datiomhip between the stepfâther and the 

ad01 escent. W e  acons in g d  were not high, thae was a trend for adolescerits in the NA 

group to portny their ldstionship with their stepfàther as k g  more @ive tlw either of 

the adults . Collversdy. in the A group. it mu the adults rather than the ado1escair who 



perceivecl more hstames where the nlstionship may have been stiained or capable of king 

improved upon (see Table Cl). Individual mspondait score panaiio on the Mutual Respect 

subscale indicate fnu dkgemies m scores. The pattem on NA gmup indmduai scores on the 

Disciplinary Development subscale showed greater divergence than A gmup scores. This 

suggests that steptàhrs and adolescents in the NA p u p  have a pater tedenq to chgree 

with each 0th- over issues dated to discipline than stepfkthers and adoIescxnts in the A 

group. 

In the interview, adolescents in the NA lgoup were fkr mon incüncd to pmvide recent 

instanas of situations where they haâ Qtha c k p e d  or argued with their stepfhther than 

dolescents in the A gmup. Adults in the NA group, on the 0 t h  hanci, were more k d y  to 

give examples of instances whae the ado1escent wu now kaa abie than in the past to get 

dong with the stepMer. Few iiiJiruwrs were provided whexe the stepfàther d e  changes in 

his activities to improve hk relationship with the adolescent. Adolescents Md addts in the A 

g m p  most o h  stetai that a positive dationship aiways existed baweai the adolescent and 

stepiàther and that time had ody brou@ hem dosa together. 

Respollses to the Mutuai Respect subde heightemd the awamKss of many stepMers in 

the NA group to the pnsad rather than past relatioriship with th& adolescent stepchüd. These 

stepWers gave examples of recait ocnimnc*l which indicated that the adolescent questioned 

or ignored their insûuctions. As one stepfhhr pointed out, "How can you rrspect any one 

who completely ignorm thgr CUIIéW, pertiaihrfy efta 1 went to gnat laigths to explain that 

the door would k locked ifhe did it again." 



Adolescents in the NA group. while tiequaaiy citing examples of contempt t o d  their 

steptsther, particularly with refhnce to the notion tht thek st- had in minci "what was 

best for than", wae more Wuly to show greater lads of mutual respect than th* stepfather. 

O&n it was suggested tbat, l f i t ' s  (theV relationship) nat great MW, you should have seen it 

before." 

Adolescents and stepnidurs in the A group showed rrtabivdy less contempt with ngard to 

th& rrlationsliip. These stepfathers, unlike those in the NA group, mm tkquerrtly pnised the 

guidance provided by th& partner m fàcüMng thQr rapport with the adoiesent. One 

siepfàîher stated, "His mother has known him a lot longer than 1 have and has done a good job 

of raising him unda more trying ciraunstaac*, than our present situation Who am 1 to tel 

them things shdd be changeci?" niese adolescents were dso more ükdy to reciprocate U s  

respect. Not only were there Cnua saioiw arguma*l with the stepfkther than those in the NA 

group but the disagreements were mne W<dy to be directeci toward or involve the mothets 

demands. As siated by a 16 year old girl, There1s M e  rraoon to be upset with him. 1 how 

where these ideas about studying anne hm." 

niae wae high concordance rates khveai adolescents' and stepfàthers' acons in both NA 

and A groups with respect to the DiscipliFmy Deveiopment subde. That is, both groups of 

respondemts in the NA group reporteci a relatively high number of cornplaints about discipline 

nom the time the stepfàther first joined the famly to the present. wkeas both groups of 

tespondents in the A graip showal a low Runkr of cornpiaints concerning discipline. One 

signifiC8nt di&rrnoe ôetween the responses of both adolescents and stepfidhas in the two 



groups was th& answer to the question, "As of now, how oftai do you fed you have the right 

ta tdl your stepchild what to do?" The mrjority of adolescents ad steptinheR in the A g m p  

answened ben~een "sometimeso and "hquemly". In contrast, adole~cenf~' answers in the NA 

group tended to pod around "somethes*, d e  stepfathers snswas were between 

"fkquaidy" and "aimost always". It appears îhat siepnithas in thh group in contrast to those 

in the A group are more inclineci to paaive th& position wahlli the s t e p W y  as an authority 

figuredesaviiignspect. 

The i h t  independent variable, the lnnl of aclaiowiedgernent/rejection of subjective and 

objective Werences between the stephther role anci the conventionai fatha role was 

calculateci as the wun of the total scores on: the AsaiptiodAchievement s u b d e ,  the 

Communication subde  anâ the Ernpathy subscak. See Appendix D for mbscales. Composite 

scores for the kvd of rk>owledgement/rejeztion of subjective and objective dafaenas 

between the stepfinher role and the conventionai mer role ranged h m  a possible score of 14 

(acknowiedgement of subjective and objective dBmmes between the stepfàther d e  and the 

conventional Mer role) to a possiie score of 70 (rejection of dinaaias between the 

stepfkther role and the conventionai fPsha role). The small actuai range between scores (27.0 - 
43.5) indicates little diffaa>ce bnwem fimilies in their intapretation of acknowiedgement or 

rejextion of dinaaice be$ween the stepfither d e  ancl the convenfional fPtha d e .  (see Tabk 

#l) Furthemore, PO scores are reiativdy kw, suggesting that each f8imly acknawiedges to 



some extent that a diffèrence does arist kMai the stepfiîher role and the dienventional Wer 

d e .  F*uiany, the NA and A group scores are dispased thnnighout bis range ad show no 

relationship to acknowledgement or @Sion of ditfaauxs between the siepfatha d e  and the 

conventional fhther d e .  Even dinrgenaes in scores at the individuai level hrd no tn?aring on 

whether the W y  was in the A or NA group. See Appeadix C. Group scores that would 

support the hypothesis should clusta together with A gmup h i i i e s  at the Iowa ad and NA 

group hmiîies et the higher end of the d e .  Since thU is mt the pattem, the hypothesis is not 

suppoited See Table #2 for individual fPniüy scores on levei of acknowledgement/rejection of 

diffèmce. 



Range 14 (Acknowiedg~) . 70 (Rejection) 

(Composite of biologicai mother a d  stepfàther individual scores) 

Family #2 .................... 27.0 
Famiîy #9 ...... ......,. 27.0 

.................. Faniily #17 27.0 

.................. F d y  #14 27.5 
.................... F e  #3 28.0 

Famiiy #12 m...... "W., 28.0 
Fuoily #IO ..........., 29.0 ...... Family #13 ......... 3û.S 

.............. Fatu* #20 30.5 
.................. F d y  #15 31.0 

.................... FamiiyM 31.5 
Famiiy #19 ......,- 31.5 ................ Famiiy #8 34.0 
Family #6 .................... 37 .O 

.................. Faniily #16 37.0 
Fimly # l l  .........., 41.0 
Fmily #5 .....-........ 42.0 

............. F~uniIy#l 435 
.................... Farnüy #7 43.5 
.................. Family # 1 8 43.5 

4 . Qualitative Findhgs on Aehiowkdgemcn~jcctiOa of DWerc~lce in Rola 

This anaiysis was intended to discover ifdiffetetlce~ existed betw&n stepfiithers in the ways 

in which they perœived the id* of their saepfàrnüy . That is, to what adeid do stepfàtks 

ananpt to mate  a supportive miiiai fbr th& sep-. a miîiniüiai where the diid feels 



cornfortable in dcaling with the ciifibnces ~reafed by the changes in puaitmg? Thae was a 

high levd of concorûance betweai A and NA gmup fmnüies ai a inunba of important issues 

which are related to the process by which ômiüy members i d e  with each otha. M the 

mothas and steghthers suggested the deveiopment of an afbdormte reiationship is not 

someihiBg that can k nished nor cari it k atpected to auiom8ticaiiy occuf. These aduhs elso 

con& that a I d  of mutuai respect had to be gained m the contact of the M y  beEm the 

steptatha could ccpcct to play an authoritative rok. Lut, ai! stepfàkm acknowiedged the 

need to foUow thar partnds lead with regard to unâersfanding th& expmtions of th& 

adolescent's behaviour. 

Famiiy diffaaias Rgarding the stepfkthefs authority did exist, however, in the amount of 

formai discussion between partners and adolescent conceming the parameters around which 

the step$tha was a<pecied to discipline the adolescent. These discussions were not speaficaliy 

relateci to any incident, but dm, imvolved a g d  chrüication of individuai -011s. 

The diffaaices in the amount of d i d o n  ktweai hmlies, howeveq were not reîated to the 

extent to which adolescents were wüling to socept their stepfkhefs Buthom. Most mothers 

felt th& kiowkdge of their partnefs attriites pduded the need to disaiss with than theh 

a<peçtstions of his authoritatnte role. They indicated th& partnas haà estabîished a good 

relationship with theg adolescent before they actually iiveû together as a family and that tirne 

s j m t  coducting da@ routines had onîy bmght than closa togetha. 

Mothers m families #2, #3, #9, #los #14 anâ ri7 6equcntiy made disapluie a topic of 

discussion with th& pattners Md adolescents. Furthermore, in each case, these discussions 



extadeci h m  the time preœding the formation of theV stepfhmilies &O the first year of thm 

famüy rrlaaonships. These mothas Mt that it was important to dari.@ any misunderstanduigs 

regardhg the way in -ch they adaded th& authority ove their adolescent. Molcscenis in 

these fàmilies also indicated they hd clear exptations with regard to their stepkthers' 

authoritative d e .  Thy fkquentty CM Jpecitic conversations, particularly during the tirne 

th& stepfàther &st joàud their b i i y ,  whae th& motha and stephther clarifieci the 

stepfâthe!fs relationship to the $mSI. Each adolescent was informed that their stepfhther was 

never expected to take the place of îheir fhther nor d d  he make danands on th& behaviout 

without disaissing it h t  with thek mother. Adolescents in fàmüies #9 ad #IO stated th& 

mother and stepfàther i n d i d  nom the beghnhg of th& relationship that their mother would 

mnain as the sole source of authonty over them. The stepfâther in both finiüies, even afkr 

several years, ha0 iittle authoritative involvement with th& adolescent. Adolescents in fsmiles 

#2,3, #14 and #17 sEated thy, dong with theV mother and ndepfàther established a fiunly mle 

whaeby their motha wodd remah respomiMe for establishing guidelines concaning curfew 

and homework. They indicated th& stcphidur has continued to &orce these des, 

partidariy in thek mothds absence. 

Families #2, #3, #9, #IO, #14 and #17 wae a h  moe inclineci to disaiss, as a grwp, the 

adolescent's relationship with m e r  biologid finha. Mothers and stepfiithas in these âwüies 

indicated these discussions were ianly p r o M d c  Md fdt it was thCir nsponsbi to 

fsciltate, as much as possible, thek adolescent's t h e  with thek fsthas. The mother and 

stepwer in hmily #12 elso placed considerable unphasis on diSCUSSUlg this topic. However, 



many of the diScusSom with k i r  adolescent were confiontational whaieva it had anything to 

do with ha biological fstha. Bath mother and stepfhther fdt th& adolescent's visb were 

oAen disniptive to th& fwYly. They i n c i i d  tht visits fhquedy rrsulted in the adolesent 

retuming home only to question ha mothds authority. 

In aii other îàmiiies, discussions invoîving the adolescents' visas with thcir biological fethas 

were conducteci ôetwcen the biological mother and adolescent. These stepfhthers indicated that 

visitaton arrangements were establis)ied WOCC thy e n t d  the fiviiily and fdt their input 

w d d  make th& adolescent Tcd ~comfortab1e. The lack of input, however, conûibuted to 

the d o n  of problems. Whüe stepfathas supported these ammgemerits, stepfbthen in 

h i l i e s  #8, #11 and #13 stated thme have been occasions when the timing of the visits 

conflictecl with other ibdy plans and they have intecvened in the discussions. nie stepfàther in 

M y  #û inâicated that while he disliked spoiling his adolescent's pians to visit her clad, he was 

cotlcetned with supporthg the interests of the whole famly. He stated, "If we have somtlillig 

p l d  as a iàmiiy, then 1 wouici aqKd her to participate; unfortunately, it's me, rather than 9 

of us who bemmri the beam of bad news" The stepfiidias' attempts to avoid uncomfortabIe 

situations inadvertetltly aused division rather than bringing the fàsdy together. 

S. Hypothais #l Condusions 

Hypothesis #1 compares stepfhthers who accept that there is a dinêrence betweeri the 

stepfatha role and the conventional îàther role, d those who do not in order to determine if 

thcn is a di&nnce in tams of their adolescent's willingness to acapt their s t e p W s  



authority. It was antiapated îhat these two gmups of adolescents wouid have di&mn scores 

dated to their stance t o d  thm stepfàthefs authority. In other words, it was anticipaîed that 

the $niilies' attitude toward the di&mwrs which are part and parcd of stepf8müy relasionships 

would have a karing on the adolescent's reoep~cc of the s t e p W s  authority. The chta in 

Table #3 show the nmiba of stq>birmes which fàîi h o  each category and lead to the 

conclusion that there is no diffèrence ktwcai stepbdies wheie the stepiàther scapts that he 

should play a di&mit d e  than the conventional fkther and those stepfamilies where such a 

dutiaction is n$xt&. In both situations thae was no disoerniile donrrnce in the dolescent's 

wüiingness to acapt his authority. A c o o ~ y  hypothesis #1 is rejected. 

Subsequent interviews revealed that many mothem and stepfiithas in these stepfàmüies, 

unlike adoptive fàmüies m W s  study (1984), tèit W e  need to validate or communicate the 

nature of th& stepfhdy rdationship in relation to the adolescent's biological hmily. This 

laves the question of the adolescents' i d e  without crny saise of closure. Whüe conhuecl 

presence of the biologica motha and intedent presence of the biologicai Githa in the We of 

the adolescent malitsins the adolescents' ties with the past, it d a s  not secure their bond with 

th& new M y .  Stepfkîhers who attempt to save diar adolescent the discodort of disaissing 

their identity create a barrier between themselves and th& dolescent. This banier ultimately 

questions the legiiimacy of the family membaslPp beause the degiree of connectedness 

baween stepfhhr and adolescent is subjest to doubt. 

TaMe 3 The Rehtionship Between Position on Authority 



DWcr)llcu and Acceptuice of 
Author* 

Aeecptm! Rejccting 
Authority Autbonty t l - i  

rii stepfhüies where there is m e r  role dMty about the d e  of the stepfauwr, the 

Position on the 
Dbifllcrcllces 

adofescent wiii be more willing to accept Iiislha stepfjlther's authority. 

1. Quantitative Fmding on Roie Cluity 

The second independent &le, stepfàther role clarity, is opedonaiized as the sum of the 

total scores on: the Stepfàther Iiiitiation suôde; the Consetlsus subde; the Reciprocity 

subscale; the Support subde  and the Stepchild Initiation subscale. (see Appendix D) Possible 

scons for stepfhther rok clarity ranged h m  30 (a low degree of stepfàther d e  c h i @ )  to 150 

(a high degree of role clarity). Actual scores ranged ôetwcen 83.1 and 135.3 indiating a 

substantial diffaena beMen fhdies in their perception of stepfhther role ciarity (see Table 

#4). Scores b@ at the midiange of the d e  and end in the upper-range, suggesting sorne 

fàmüies paaive a modemte degm of stepfiitha d e  clarity whüe others paceive a high 

degree of stepwer d e  clenty. The NA graip scores cluster at the 10- a d  of this range 

whüe A group scores duster at the upper ad. 

Rejection 

Acctpt~ct  

4 

6 

4 

6 



In the Step-er W o n  subde most NA gmip scores cluster at the lower end of the 

range whüe A group scores cluster at the hi* 4. This indicates rnost stepfsthen in NA 

gmup fàmiües initiateci less authOntative and rutu@ and khiending behaviour to thar 

adolescent than step- in A grcup kniiies. 

In the Consensus subscak al1 fimilies, ex- for 4412, report a high levd of consaisus 

between the biolopical mother and stepoitha regadhg the stepWs disciplinary practices 

with the dolescent. While NA group scores tenûed to duster at the Iowa ad of this range, 

the range was so smaO that group scores add Me infonnatim in explaining the dationship 

between the levei of consensus behveen partnem and the adolescent's wülingnes~ to accept the 

stepfathds authority. 

In the Reaprocity subscale, the pattern of fsmily scores suggest that in some fàmiîies the 

adolescent moderately accepted the stepnidids initiatives, while 4 othen the adolescent 

almost totally accepteci the stepfathds initlltiva. NA group scores clustered at the lowa end 

of this range and A group scores clustered r the higha end. This indicates rnost adolescents in 

NA gmup fbilies were less aeoepting of thar sapfsihas' initiatives than adolescents in A 

groupfkmiIies. 

In the Support s u b d e ,  famüy score patterns suggest biologicai mothers in some nMiües 

offi substantial support for their psrtnas' b&auÜnp behaviour toward th& adolescent, whiie 

in 0th- hunüies, biological motha offér almost toiai support. NA p p  scores dustered at 

the lowa ad of this range and A p u p  scores clustered a the hi* end. This indicates 



biological mothers in NA gmup fâmiiies O& less support for th& partnas' Mending 

behaviour towd their adolescent than biologial rothas in A group fiiniilies. 

The pattern of scms on the Stepchad Itiitiation subaale suggests that in some fimilies the 

stepfàther and biologicai mother modersteiy araoage the adolescent's idhion of requests 

for hdp and displays of affection, wliile in other fiunilies, stepfàthem and biologial mothers 

almost totaiiy arourage th& adolescent's re~uests. Further, it suggests that in faniiEy #IO the 

stepfàther h s t  totaNy discounges the adolescent's re~uests fw heip and dUplays of affection. 

NA gmup sams duster at the Iowa end of this range and A gmup scores ckister at du higher 

end. This indiCates that the stepfàther anci biological mother in NA gmup fiunilies offi l e s  

encouragement to their adolescent's M o n  of requests for hdp ad displays of affedion than 

stepfathers urd biologieal mothem in A group fàmiües (see AppadO< D for subscale scores). 

N i e  of the ten Iowest scores in stepfàther role darity kknged to Wes where the 

adolescent was l e s  than wüang to accept the stcpfathds authority. Hypothesis #2 is thedore 

supported by the quanitative àata. 



Range 30 (low ciarity) - 150 (hi& ciarity) 
(Composite of biological mother, srepfauia and dolescent scores) 

Famity #12 ............."...". 83.1 
Famiiy #IO .,-. ."...,"... 86.8 
Famiiy #19 ....-, 1û2.0 
Family #2û lû4.8 
Family #9 .o..,"- 105.1 
Famÿy #Il W.-. 105.8 
Fun@ #1 ,,...-..- 110.8 
Famüy #S ...,.- 113.0 
Fam@ ##6 .................... 116.5 
Fmüy #8 .....,,.,,.,. 117.6 
Famüy #3 .................... 118.3 
Famiiy #15 .................. 118.3 
F d y  #l7 .................. 118.5 
Family #4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 22.3 
Famiiy #l6 .................. 124.5 
Famiiy #13 .,., ...... ... 126.1 
Famdy #7 . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . 126.3 
F a d y  #18 .................. 126.3 
F d y  #14 .................. 128.3 
Famiiy #2 .................... 135.3 

2. Qualitative Fihdings on Role Ciarïty 

The oongniency in individuai nspondent scons on the componaits of the Role Clarity d e  

is strongiy related to whether the M y  is m the A or NA group. Individuai family manbers' 

scores in the A graup are more siniilar on every subscaie otha than the Consensus subscale 

thuiindividuaisams in theNAgraip. Thescfindingssuggestthatf8niilymanbas in the A 



p u p  have a greater levd of understanding and support fbr the initiatives of the stepfhthers 

than fiunis manben in the NA -p. 

nKqusÜtative~~fdowsfoaweson~diffaaresbawcmstepfiunitiesand the 

degree to which mankrs legitiniin the stepfàthefs d e .  That is, to what extent do stepfathas 

negotiate their authoritative involvement with thQr adoIescent? W e  adolescence is a time of 

growing independaice regardles of b ü y  stnicture, Md iIthough addt involvement may be 

met with resistarsce at the best of times, there is stiü a need for the adolescent to h w  that 

faniiliril authority figures bave a nirturing interest in their intemention activities. Most 

adolescents in NA group fiundies ah that tirne consesints afkcteâ theÙ stepfithds 

conversaîions with them. Thy tended to view most conversations with their steptàthefs as 

pragmatic, involving chores, homework and airfnvs rather than issues of concan to 

themselves. S c h l  and comwiity rdated aaivites, aich as sports or plays were of interest to 

approximately 8V?% of ail the adolescents in this study, but adolescents in the NA group who 

were interested in these events expresseci the féeling that thàr stepfàthers wouM attend oniy 

a f f a  th& mother hd requested him to or d e  an issue of the event. Communication between 

the adolescent and stepnitha was ailkted by this kdc of intenst. An eightem year old stated, 

"The oniy time he's rrally intetested in tahg  to me is when he needs hdp outside. ûther than 

that, he rarely gives me the tirne of day." When rsked how he res~onded to his stepfàthets 

requests he stated, "Fm les than M e d  to help him. When he hies to k nice, I offen Mm 

it's my mom taking, not him. So, CMI then, it's hard to be nice aii the tirne." Whik adolescents 

in the NA group Mt they o h  oMiged th& step- when th& hdp wu needexi, several 



expressed nsentmnt because of the pragmatic motives behind moat of th.ir siepfàther's 

conversations. 

For mny of the odolaeen*l in the NA w p ,  tHs nsa*mait a&ctcd the! extent to which 

thy wae wüling to initiate conVefs8tions with theV stepfkîher. When asked how o h  they 

appmched their stepfàther for hdp, WMial Uidicaîed they w d d  i i ~ i  ask Ouias indicated 

that at the request of their mother, they had SOU@ thàr stepMer's Mp. One adolescmt 

pointed out that complying with his motha's request, Id hk stepfkthes to d e  Occassonal 

commaits which dected his f&liigs of being *second ôestH. A n o k  adolescent stated his 

stepfsither onœ told hirn "that if Fm no more than a lsst mort thai dont botha at alin. While it 

is iikeiy that (31 stephnhem in this group do not make such derogatory commaits on a 

consistent basis, t is collceivable that even OCC8Sional comments of this land would have a 

lasting effea on adolescents and undmninc their willingness to d e  to th& steptàther's 

requests. 

Stepfàthers in the NA group, on the other hand, paaived themselves as intaisay involved 

with their adolescent's interests. While a lack of tirne was a mtlcern for some, many cited 

examples of occasions whae they and thar wivcs attended events holving the adolescent. 

Other than two fàmüies in the NA g m p  wbae the adolescent and stepfhîher shared a 

partidar interest (one in snowmob'iling and one m attadng uiiivasity cowes at the seme 

time), howwer, no stepfhh provided instanas wiwre he and the adolescent did something 

together. 



Mo& in the NA group Meweâ the aàivities which ocaind regularty at home as the key 

saircc of enjaymait for bieir adolescent and partna. T i  spent together pafonning 

household, yard anâ mechanical tlsk was seai as an opporhirrity not only to accompüsh a goal 

which was p@c in nahire, but to better understand each other by worlriiig togethet- 

requests for help, most a t t r i i  this nsaitmmt to motions typically e x p d  by teenagers 

In the NA group, the biologial mother in aunly #12 was the ody one who did not support 

her parmds datioaship with ha adolescent. Coalitions in this fimas, o8st at multiple levels. It 

was agrad that the adolescent not oniy mght an alliance with ha mother when 

diweements between h a  and ha stepfiither escalateci into arguments, but aiso attqted to 

gain the support of younger sibüngs in orda to convince ha motha that the stepfàther's 

eqmtations were u~easonable. Both adults fdt that signifiant djustments in the fiunifs 

pattern of interaction wen requmd. 

Unlüre NA gmup &milies, issues imrolving the dolescent in A gmup fimilies were 

fhquently discussai between the dolescent, mother and stepfhther. These stepfhthers 

expressed that they and th& adolescents could talc most o b  with dative ease regardless of 

how serious the issue. ûne stepiàhr said he arriveâ at this point ôy supporting Iiis adolescent 

stepson in good tims and bad. 

I f s  fine to dirra your Ici& whit to do and bw to do it, but when thefre 
hurt in&whebiar i tbehm~~fnendSorf iun iS ,d iydashoulde .His  
rom is a strong lady but one person hPs only ao much m. h e  made my 
shoulders available to ail of than and 1 think they biow it, at 1- so my wife 



in the A group, stepfbthed support fw dwir dolescent exterided bcyond conversation and 

included requests to imad thar ad01eSCart~ evaiis. Adolescents recaiied sdiool and 

comnaiaity adivities where they were ehher participants or spectators whm one (or both) 

aduit(s) would attend. Severai of these ad01escents ponted out that conversation with their 

stepfather fiequently revolved arounâ these Mnis. One adolescent's exanple was the amount 

of time it took bis stepfàther to hdp him maice a wooden chest tiw a shops project in school. 

Whüe the adolescent was quick to point out tbao lis unde knew more about woodwork than 

his stepfkther, he was cilro vexy cIar ebout the amount of enwt his stepfétha had invested 

nading liirary books on wOOdwodc. 

Adolesants in the A gmup reciptoc8ted this support by validating their stephthefs 

initiatives. 

" He thinks he was a cornedian in a former lie. We iaugh ri hh, not because 
his jokes are h y ,  they're not, but beause he can act so stupid. He has a way 
of doing that just to bring us ail together." 

When asked to acplain this, he coinnanrd. 

"We could be just tstlig supper ad out of the blue, hep corne out with, 'this 
remindsme~fatimewhen'~ anâwelljustdupandsay, OhGodnot again. 
Next t h g  you hiow an hour has gone by, my Gien& have bgn here for 
twenty niinutes, and well k taking about schooi, f?iends, girls or sometimes 
even my dad and bis H y .  W s  alright." 

These stepfàthers, with the support of th& partner, negotiated th& reiationship with th& 

adolescent. Th& diSCUSSions and involvernent in faniily adivities not only validated their 
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position in the farmy ôut dso legitllriiral their role as an d t  authority. 

3. HypothesU #r Conclusions 

Hypohesis #2 compares stepMes where the stepfàther has greater d e  clarity with 

stepfàrdies where the stepfâther has a Iowa d e  darity to detemine if there are any 

diffaaiccs in their adolescents' wüiingness to accept th& step$üwrs' authority. Accordhg to 

the hypothesk, it was antiapated that in stephni*es whae the stepfitk has greater role 

clarity, adolescents would be mm wiliing to accept thek siepfjitheis authority. 

The data in Table #5 support the hypothesis. interviews coIfObOrated this hdirig. 

StepWers in A group fanYles negotiated th& rok by disaisring dim nlationship with the 

adolescent. These discussions leghhid t k  bond with the new faniily. Adolescents in the A 

group wae not only more accepthg of their stepfbthefs initiatives but perceived their 

stepfiathen as more scapting of thcir initiatives. Steparthap m NA group fidies were las 

incline- to include disaission as a means of ciadjhg this tefationShip. They di& however, 

more fkequentîy use conversation to provide M o n  or request their aâolescent's help in 

perfotming specific W. This inaeased the likelihood of dolescents questionhg their 

stepfàther's initiatives, and dtimately, th& leghacy as a fàmüy memba. 



Tabk 5 The Rdationship - 
Bctneen Rnlc C M Q  and 
Acceptaoce of Authority 

Rok elnrity 

~ Position on Autbority 

Authority Authority 

in stepfhilies where the stepfhther employs an adjunctive parenthg styîe, the adolescent WU 

be more willing to acapt his/her stepfàthefs authonty. 

1. Quantitative Fmdings on Stepfather P m t i n g  Styk 

The third indepenâent variable is stepfàther parenting style. Questions were designecl to 

measure the stepfithets perœption of his parenthg style with the adolescent and the 

adolescent's perception of M e r  stepfhher's parenthg style with him/her. CompoSte scores 

on each parenting styie d e  fanged from 5 (strongîy disegrad with each statement) to 35 

(strongly agreed with cach statement). Parerithg style was determinecl ôy the highest mean 

score on statements in which the steparther and adolescent most strongîy agreed. For example, 

W y  #l had a mean score of 18 on pamissive parenhg 24 on authoritarian p m g ,  25 on 

adjunctive pannting and 28 on authoritative prnntiiig (sa Appendix D). In this same W y  

the stepfàther ad adolescent most stmngly agreed that the stepfhther used an authoritative 



pamding styie, and hence this famSjs stepfàther parenthg styie was desi~ated as 

authoritative. Famiiy scores indicate one stepfpiha used a permissive p a d g  styie, six used 

an adjunctive parenting styie, nine used an authontative patentllig styîe and four stepfhthers 

used an authontarian pamtbg style. These scons suggest considerable variation between each 

h ü y ' s  perception ofthe step* parenthg styie. Whatas the hypahesis indicates A group 

scores w d d  cluster at the djunctive parenhg dyie and NA gmup scores w d d  indude ail of 

the other parerhg sykg this did not ocair. Not only did scores show a dinkrence in 

stepfhdies where stepfhthers uscd an a d I l  paraiiirig styîe (contmy to the hypothesis), 

but stepfbdies when the stepfhther used an authoritative parenthg M e  had a greater number 

of adolescents Who were wüling to accept th& stepfithets authority. Hypothesis #3 is 

therefore not supporteci by the quantitative data (see Taôie #6 for individuai M y  scores). 



Tabk #d Stenfather Pmt inn  Stvk 

Range 5 - 35 ~ennissive, M l  Authoritative, Authoritarian) 
(Composite of stepfiitha and adolescent scores) 

(NA FSlllljljes in Boldface) 

Family # i l  ..........., Permissive 
Famly #l2 .......... Authorbian 
Famly #13 -.,, Authorituirn ............ Frime (Y19 AuthoiituLa 
Family ##20 ......... ArîhoritUiin 
Famüy #1,, ,, . Authoritativt 
FPmüy #2 .................... Authoritative 

.................... F a d y  #4 Authontative 
Famüy #7 .................... Audioritative 
F'amily #8 ............., Authoritritivt 

.................. Famiiy # 14 Authoritative 

.................. F d y  #15 Authoritative 
Family # 1 7 .................. Authontative 

.................. Family # 1 8 Authontathe 
Family #3 .................... Adjundve 
Famiiy #5 .............., Adjunctîve 

.................... Faniüy #6 A d j d v e  
Family 119 ,.....,.... Adjunctive 
Pamiiy #IO ................ Adjundive 

.................. Family # 16 Miunciive 

Two signincant pattenu mage h m  the q-ve daîa on the individuai responses to 

stephther parenting styie. Fht, in JO( fhiües (#3, #S, #6, #9, #IO, #16) the stepfather used an 

sdjunctive prrrrnting styie, and in each case, with the exception of fàmiiy #S, their scom an 

very high. This aiggests adolescents in these fàmüies strongiy acknowledge the kvd of support 

th& stepfàthas provide for th& mothas' authontcioive judgemaits. This is pMiaildy 



siflcant for fkmiües #9 and #IO, both of which are in the NA group, yet the step$thers and 

aQlesam~ strongly agree on the s t e p W s  use of a premting style which was hypothesised 

to increase the adolescents aaqtawe of the stepfathds authority. Second, niniüies in the A 

group generdy have a iarger di&rarce in parrnbgig style scores than fhüies in the NA grnip. 

NA group Familes #9 and #10 are the exception to ths hding. Diffaaices between the 

parenhg styies with the highest and Iowa scores in these two faxdies is great. These hdings 

suggest s t e p h  ad adolescents in A group &nilies and in Gmiiies #9 end #10 s b  a clear 

understanding of the parameters of the s t e p W s  authoritative role (see Appenâix D for 

Three of the six stepfàthers who used an adjunctive parenthg style were mernbers of fàmiües 

in the NA group. In two of these k e e  fidies, the adolescents' individuai scores on the 

adjunctive rneasucement wae extremely hi& Qusotative inquiries into this hdhg revealed the 

folowing d t .  It was the mother, in both case!s, who Mt the need to expiain the nature of 

parental ptactices in th& fimilies. The mother m fhmüy #IO began ha account by stating, "1 

think you have been asking the wrong questions." Needless to say, this statement gave this 

author a moment of pause. When adcecl to clai@ ha meaning, she went on to explain, 

"1 am my son's mother and parnital 6gw. My pemier is both rny lova and 
con&iant. W e b  ken togetha for ahnos six yars and h m  day one, this is 
how we have decided to arrange the fànuly. My partner and son get dong h, 
but my son has a M e r  who loves him a lot. He d a s  not need a n o k  aitha. 
The relati0ns)iip bctwan my son and psrtnr is b i d y ,  ho- my parrna 
doesmt parent myson. Hell helphimwithhomeworkanâhispaperroute, if 
my son asks, but he does not get involved with niks fbr bdiaviow, that is my 
ta&. Much of whrt you have ken asking is based on the assumption that more 
or les of a bond &sis between my partner and sor Like 1 said, thy get dong 



Her son concumd with his mothefs explanation. He indicated, "1 dont know him v q  weL 1 

never thUik of us as being dated in any way. He can be nice, but my mom can teU you more 

about him than 1 can." 

This styk of non-parenthg was nutha daborated by the mother in family #9. 

"My partna has aiways been very qui* in our ten yean of d a g e .  His 
involvement with rny son, just like witb the otha ici& has aiways been 
removeci. Dont get me wiong, he loves my faniüy, it's just that f ie  always 
d e d  the shots. 1 guess 1 I d  h t ,  in my 6rst tnarrhge. He's never 
quedoneci myjudgemeat, he just goes dong with the flow." 

"1 never had a fhüy  More and 1 think she better than 1 knows what's best for 
the kids. Her son &es to see his dad and 1 dont blame him, 1 Wred to be with 
my dad when 1 was pwing up. 1 hdp to provide a good home and 1 think 
thatts the best anyone can ask for." 

The adolescent in this fsniiy was somewhaf more resentfd about not sharing a life with his 

stepaither. "1 wish he would do something once in a d e .  It's aiways him and my mom for a s  

long as 1 cm remember. He d 1 seldom argue, but then, we seldom do anything. 1 mess it's 

just in his nature." These sccounts question the validity of measuMg the adolescent's 

willuigness to accept a stepfathds authority for these two families. The dwelopment of an 

authontative reletionship ktween these stepfhîhers and their adolescents was neither f o s t d  

by the adults' actions nor antiàpated when the stepfamilies were f o d .  Furtheamore, these 

hdings suggest that an altemate parenting style, non-pamthg, does not merely happai by 

chance, but &, ocairs through the volition of the parental figues. Lastly, given the 



longevity of these fàmüies' relationship~ the eifédveness of this parenting styie amnot be 

discounted as a phase t h g h  which individual stephniüies wiP pas betore thy put in place 

some ahernate arrangement. 

in four stepfàmiües the stepfither used an authoritanan parenthg styîe, and in one stepfàmüy 

a pamissve style was wed; in each of these M e s  the adolescent was less than wilîing to 

afcept th& stepfàîhex's authority. The Theo1escents' and stepfàhs' scores on these d e s  were 

consis<ait, indicating that both rrspondaas in these fhiiies wae in agreement that the 

particukr parenting styie was, in h t ,  ùeing used. Each of the stepfàthem who used an 

authoritarian parentin8 style provided justifications for their actions which stemmed fiom th& 

perception of how their own fàthers relateci to them as teenagers. One stepfiither suggested, 

"My daà didn't let me get away with much d 1 dont thhk it did me any harm" His partner 

was eager to point out, "You an talking of when you were young. niink of ali the arguments 

you and your dad got into when you were old m g h  to spcak y w  mind." Further 

conversation with both partners revealed the m o t k  to k 1- than accepting of ha partner's 

parenting style. She again made tefixenice to how old he was when he spdre out against his 

Mer's directives and how these episodes kquently d t e d  in an argument. She ended the 

conversation by sa- "Remember that, the nad tirne our son questions y w t  orded'. 

The stepfkther in fàmüy # I l  used a permissive parenthg style with the ad01escent. He had a 

wami relationship with bis adolescent which was neither demanding nor controuing. He felt 

that his 17 year old siepâaughter was a relatively mature young woman who was capable of 

making informeci choices on her own He dm indicated that most aqpments in the home were 



reflezted the belief that his stcpdaughter was ofken not capaôle of rmJang sound hices. 

'Cornhg home late on school ni@ seems to be at the top of the iist. H a  mother has told ha 

over and over that she can't hctioa pmpdy with too üttk sieep. Partykg is more important 

than school wok' His stepdaughter fdt she and ha stepfatha got dong pretty weü. "We talk 

about when he was yaung. He loves to talk about his tebellious youth in the 60's. niose 

sounded W<e great bms.' When asked what kinds of des he imposes, she mponded with a 

laugh and asked, "what desn? 

"My mom and 1 argue moady. Usuaîîy it has somahing to do with my fiends 
and school. But lateiy, she has stopped giving me such a hard the. Maybe he 
has convinced ha that h growing up and that 1 Phould start msking decisions 
on my own." 

Her mother corroôorated this sentiment with an indication thpt she was prepared to give up on 

any Mer argwnents with ha daughter. She stated, "1 guess she's got to grow-up sometime, 

Nie stepfbthers used an authoritative parenthg style with th& aâolescait; two of these 

steptathers were in fhilies where the adolescent was less than wüling to accept th& 

siepfàther's authonty. Both of these stepfàthers indicated the importance of explainhg to th& 

adolescents why particular niles 6% and how it's in their best intaest to follow these 

guidelines. Upon questioning these adolescents, it became apparent that they understood the 

nature of these des; both indicated &y had heard these d e s  Born their mothers. However, 

thae appeared to be mentment thaî it was their stepWers making these statements. 



One of these adolescents indicated, "1 don't want to hear him teU me what to do. It's like he's 

trying to take over h m  my morn. And what nally bothas me is that she knows it too." 

The other adolescent shsred similar beliefk, but spsiCied that the n u o n  for Iiis féeiïngs was 

associated with the len* of tirne they have hown each other. "He tries too hard at beirig a 

Mer. Itts mt that hets mean 1 just don't undentand why he wodd try to enforce des on a 

fbnily he hasn't known for vay long." Each of these stepfsmilies had been togetha for six 

months. 

Seven of the nine stepfjithas who used an authoritative parenting style had dotescents who 

were wüiing to accept theV stepfhthets authority. Stepfàthers and adolescents in these families 

shareû an understanding of the neeessity to provide a reason why nuiiily rules are made. Few 

stepfàthers felt th& requests diffacd h m  those d e  by their pactners Generaüy, th& 

partners conaured with these belid; no one au id  recall an instance where the adolescent had 

cornplaineci that the stepnithds demand was wuasonable in dation to those made by their 

mothas. Similady, adolescents in these families indicated that conflids with th& stepfbtherst 

requests wae rare. When thy did occur, the cause was most often a matter of 

misunderstanding, rather than any attempt to ignore the legitn>acy of the stepfathers' authority. 

3. Hypotbais #3 Conciusions 

Hypothesis #3 States that ody an adljundive stepfàther parenthg style wül increase the 

likelihood that an ado1escent wül acap a s t epWs authority. More speciiically, it tests the 



prediction that authoritative, permissive and authoritarian parenthg @es will have a negatve 

impact in gaining an adolescent's udhgws to accept a stepfathds authority. 

The quantitative data in Table #7 tepresent a major anomaiy in the research findings. 

Contraty to the hypothesis, stepfidies where the SiepEither usai an authoritative parenting 

style had a pater number of adoiescaits who wae wüling to accept th& s t e p W s  

authority. As anticipateci, stepfathas who used a Pamspve or authoritiuian paraising style 

had adolescents who were les than willing to accept their s t e p W s  authority. Otha than 

adjunaivc parenthg authoritative parenthg w d d  be the prrfemd type of proactive parenhg 

Mes. 

in probmg wlry only thra of the six stepiàmilies where the stepâitha used an adjunctive 

pafenting styie were in the A group, subsequent Uiterviews revealed that in two of the other 

three stepfhdies in the NA gmip (fbdies #9 Br 10) the stepMeds parenthg input in the 

stepfâther-stepchüd relationship was insignifiant. The measurement of mutual respect and 

discipiinary development showed that aclolescents in these stepfhdies wae l e s  than willing to 

accept their stepfàthers' authority, but these variables rppear to Uiaccuratdy portray the nature 

of the siepiàther-adolescent relationsiûp in these thpsees. As descn'bed by the motha and 

stepfither in each of these step$niilies, these stephthers do not actively parent, and their 

involvannt 4 t h  their adolescent had always remahci per iphd  These adolescents' 

relationships with the stepfbther wae d e s a i  as neitha rdecting nor accepting but ratha as 

neutral. 



A possi'ble stplpnation for the ullopecfed Gndllig that so many stepfsthas who used an 

authontativeparrnting~eIiadado~thptwac~torcapdwirauthontyissimpiy 

that the data are cross-sedonai, not longitudinal. S i  individuals who are members of 20 

stepfàmilies and have been togetha fw varying lengths of time were measmd at roughs the 

same point in tmie, instead of meamhg each stepfàmüy at an eady stage of th& relationship 

and then @ at a later stage of their relationsbip. Had the latter ban don, rny guess is that 

the d t s  wouid have been dafaa* As it & the hding may k due to sorne cohort e f f i  in 

the sampling, or pahaps it is the case that a chüd has less to cornplain about when des are 

cleady stated, explained in open communication, and can be challengeci. Whatever the reasons 

for the surprishg fùidings, hypothesis #3 is obviousiy not supportecl by the âata. 

Table 7 The Ràationship Betwcea 
Stepfather's Parenting Styk and 
Acceptance of Authority 

Position on Authonty 

puenting style 

Accepting 
Authority 

O 

3 

7 

O 

permissive 

adj unctive 

authoritrüve 

authoritaiirun 

Rt@tbg 
Authority 

1 

3 

2 

4 



D. Hypothcsisfba 

h stepfàmiIies where tbc biologid motha employs an suthoritsttive pannting style, the 

adolescent will be more wüluig to accept his(her s t e p M s  authority. 

1. Quantitative Fiadhg on Bidogiul Mothefs Parenhg Styk 

The fourth independent variable is biologicai mother parrnimg style. Questions were 

deSgned to measurr the biological motheis -on of her parenthg styie with the 

adolescent and the adolescent's -on of h*lha moWs pamnig style with hllnnier. 

Composite scores on eech parenthg style ranged h m  5 (strongiy disagreed with each 

staternent) to 35 (strongiy a g d  with each statemmt). Pmting style was daermined by the 

highest mean score on statements in which the biologid mother and adolescent most strongiy 

agreed (see AppendSc D for scores on the biological mothers' paraiting styles). Three 

biologicai moshers usai an a d j d v e  psnnting styie Md 17 biological mothers used an 

authoritative parenting style. These scores indicate ünk variation between biological mothas' 

parenting styles. These data supports the hypottiesis.(see Tabk #8). 



Tabk #8 B b M c d  Mothcr's Pammtinn Stvk 

Range 5 - 35 (PennjSSive, AdjunCDive, Authontatm, Authoritarian) 
(Composite of bdogid motha and adolescent scores) 

(NA Families in Bol*) 

........ Fia@ #12 Adjunetive ......... Fm@ #19 Adjunctive 
F u l y  #20 ................ Adjunctive 
F-w # l  o o , o o m  Aiithoribtiw 
Family #2 ..................S. Authoritative 
F a d y  #3 .........*.......... Authontative 
Famüy #4 .................... Authoritatk 
Fmiiy #5 . .  Authoritrtive 
Farnily #6 .................... Authoritative 
Famüy #7 .................... AuthontatiVe 
FMI@ UO , .  Authontathe 
Famüy #9 .m............ Autbontativt 
Famüy #IO ,.,...... Authontrtive 
F m l y  #Il ...,...... AuthonEitive 
Famly #13 .............. Authoriîative 
F d y  #14 .................. Author'itative 
Family #15 .................. Authoritative 
F d y  #16 .................. Authoritative 
Fam@ #17 .................. Authontative 

.................. F e  #18 Authoritative 

2. Quaütative fiadings on bioiogicai mothds parenthg styk 

The quantitative d y s i s  of dinerential pacspions in parenting style reveaied that the 

mothas in NA group fâm%es #9 and #10 had the hi* seores on the authoritative d e .  

This finding is consistent with otha finauies on these fàm%es in thaî these mothem have dearly 

deûned th& p a d  d e s  to th& adolescents ad ptners. These mothem are the sole 



sources of parental authority to dieir adolescents. Second, other than these two b d i e s ,  

mothas in the A group had higher scons on the authoritative scak than mathers in the NA 

group fàrniües. Adolescents in the A group fàmüies, in mrrtrast to NA gmup fidies, have a 

Wer undershding of the des because they have km clearly statcd and aplained in open 

eomrnunication Third, the bighcst scons for mothers in NA group fhmiües #12, #19 and #20 

are on the adjunctive parenthg d e .  Furthemo~, the di&nnce in each of these M y ' s  

seores on the four parenhg @es is muimsl. This sug~egs a lack of consistenq in the 

parental apeciations of these mothers, that thac mens are vaguûy defhd, and as a 

oonsequence it is difficuh for these adolescents to kmw what is expected of them. 

In the intetviw with these M e s  it was important to probe the extemt to which biologicai 

mothers had rnaintained coasistenCy in thcir parenting mes with thnr adolescents since the 

formation of th& step$niüy. The accauits given ôy the adolescents in hmiües #12, #19 and 

#20 to descrii the e&a of theb mothers' use of an adjundive parenthg @e diffacd 

significantly nom th& mothers' accow*l. Adolescents in these fiunilies were consistent in their 

Mef that th& mothers hsd t ransfed  th& respom'b'ilities as parents to their partnea. Each 

adolescent de-scri'bed M e r  mothds authority over Iiimlha as being somewhat submissive in 

relation to th& step$dier's authority. One adolescent use- the phrase, "sdd out" to describe a 

change in his mothets parenthg style. 

"She has never been strict or Mything, kd in the lest year or so, she has really 
d d  out to my stepfiither. 1 1  he just manipiiates ha into believing that we 
have to be told what to do ail the tirne. It's no good trying to talk to ha. sheU 
just tell him and thai go dong with whiteva he sap." 



Another adolescent aiso expressed the klidthat cormersafion with Y mother ans affeaed by 

hismother'swillingnesstogoalongwithhisstepfàthetsdmisndg rsthathanmaintah thetype 

of dationship thy had in the past. 

Wed~8yshadairdissgrranaitsbutrtl~IcwMtdlkhowIfatud 
sheddlisten.  Nowtnllaiig tohaisliketiJIMigtohim. Hedwaysadsup 
findingout.Andmnthoughthecomplaintwasgiventoha,the~ 
comesfiomh Inmmikronœ, ~ttooiongago,~haaboutthis .  We 
sat and e e d  and 1 really thought it wodd malcc a differaice. Not so. She 
must have tried to acplin what I said, to him. He ir&cmed m that if1 had a 
pmbkm about h b ,  1 should be mui enough to t d  him. Now 1 say nothing to 
nobody-" 

Mothers in these fàmüies were m m  incüiKd to view the role of th& parenthg style as 

oomplanentary rather than subordhate to thar partners' paraitel style. One mother suggested 

that it's diicuit for any one individuai to raise a fwiüy. 

"You never know if you are doing the right thing or not. 1 wodc a lot of 
weekends and 1 never know Grom one week to the nact my shifts for the 
foilowing week What we$e tried to do, is diScriss issues of the day afta either 
ofuswmehornefiomworkThatway,wecanmamtam . . 

some consistenq 
4 t h  what is happening with the kids." 

Fuitba discussions with this mother revealed that supportSig h a  psrtnds idea of how to 

parent her adolescent wss les smssfiü then negotiating disagreements ôetween h a  adolescent 

and partner. 

"It used to be a battic zone whaiewr 1 came home; my son wovld k itta me 
before 1 evem got my mat off and my partner w d d  be alone in the kdmom 
tuningouttheworld Ikrever Mt ükeIwpsbeingtomapart. Ourthaspi 
told us we mai to talk more with each other, than at each other. And 1 think 
we've succeeâed. Now, Mre 1 entmtah my son's complaints, my pertna anci 
1 wiU sit and have co&t together. Whatem whpteva Boô hm begun 
mgadhg discipline, 1 try to maain consistent." 



Seven of the smmteen stepfwiilies whae the biological mother used an authontative 

parenting style wae in the NA group. Adolaants in fm of these NA gmip îamïlies 

expressed concem fw the disnge m the ways their mothers disdiiargcd their authority. One 

adolescent klt that whamr he and his motha di@ on a decision she w d d  ask hk 

stepfitther to enter their conversations in order to support ha jdcatioru. He stated, "It's not 

that Fm complaamig about my des, ifs just that it's as ifshe can't malce a d G o n  on ha own 

She had to More." AdoIescents in the other t h m  fbiiies shared a sirriiiar concem, however 

here the emphasis was not on the mothds rbüity to maice a personal decision, but raiha how 

her discipline had becorne increasingly more stringent since she remaRied. On adolescent 

indicated, "1 dont thhk she's d h i r  or anytiiing, kit she has chged. 1 know for sure, in the 

last couple of years, fie been goundeci more o h  ad usuPlly for longer laigths of time than 

More. " 

nKn was ais0 evidemce to suggest that mothers in these seven NA group families âid not 

inoorporate the s t e p h k f s  input into many fkdy decisions. Adolescents in these fhmiiies 

indicated that th& mothers w d d  dUaiu finrily nJcs with them on the occasions when th& 

stepfàthers wae not present. One aàolesca* exphmd that he and his motha had aiways 

tallced alone about fbdy des. "Rules are somthing my mom and I o h  taik about. For as 

long as 1 can remember, we just 91 m the kitchen, u s d y  a&r sehwl, and we'd disnw school 

work and sometUnes she'd teil me about ha job." When asked if his stepfàther jouvd tkir 

disassions, he stated, "He wodd rnost o h  be doing somethîng else if he was home or dse he 

wouid be in work" He nuther indicated that his stepfàther was never asked to lave than 



alone, it was just his habit to depart h m  the srniaiion ifthe adolescent and motha wae sitting 

downdisaissngGunilyissues. " H e l i k e s t o p u n a i n b i s w o ~ p . W s Q t h a f i g ~ g  

or rnakingsomethingnew. But Iknow t h a t W t w n l n o m a n d 1 1 ~  he and k h a v e  

ooffbe togaha. 1 guess he must heu us waiking a d  or sornetbg.' Otha adolescents in 

this gmup named similar behaviout where th& stepfathas would remove t h d v e s  when 

they and their mothas talked of fiimiS issues. One adolescent d g a i  how his ~tepfadra 

would go for CO& to the donut shop uound the coma every Saturday moming. h t h e r  

descrif i  how the stepfather r e f d  to his kdroom as die "Uns sanctumn, Md stated that his 

stepfbther used this m m  as a personal remrt. These adolescents were very cl- about the 

fàct that they and th& modias wodd rrgulaily talc during the time th& stepfàthers were not 

P m -  

Mo- of these NA goup adolescents concumd with many of these sratements. Severai 

felt it necessary to maintain a personal dialogue with theV adolescent as they had dways done 

in the pst. These motha explainecl the impo<tince of nliiimmig any dimptive effects as a 

result of the! formation of th& new fâmily. The stepfàthefs acclusion h m  these conversations, 

however, estabLished the potential for confüct. If the stepfatha did not regrilas share h 

routine discussions, his input was feceived der decisions wae Plnady made. This situation 

creatd a problematic contact whereby thc stephthds attitudes mi@ confüct with these 

decisions. These exclusionary practices mi@ cause him to question his legitimacy as a M y  

member par&iailariy if he Mt compdkd to comply with these deQsioM As one stepwer 

stated, " Sometimes, 1 dont lmow if 1 sctually bdong W. Furthennore, if the stepfàther 



addresseci the nad to change these decisions, his views mi@ be dimptive to the estabiished 

order within the h d y .  Such disniptions Mght cause the adolescent to question hk or her 

The mothers in fbüies #9 and #10 fdt that thy, not their partnem, wae the k y  sources of 

authority in th& dolescents' lives. They, rot unlü<e the mothers in the A p p ,  exp& a 

strong neeâ to rnainrM the same authontPtive relationship with thcir adolescent as thy had 

dont m the past. AU A graip mothen Uidicated that nuiiüy niles were d i d  with the whole 

âunüy. Group A mothas with olda adoksca*l indicaîeû that their dolescents were ail 

becaming incress'igiy autonomous, partidariy with issues related to bal time, pst-secondary 

education and part-thne work However, these mothem and those of younger adolescents 

eKpeaed th& adolescents to abide by hnily niles. These mothas dso sharrd the bdief that 

nJes do not neassady have to remain ri& but are subject to negotiation under the right 

tir-. As one mother put it, 

"Fm not without fadings nor am 1 that old. 1 remember what W Wre growing- 
up a s a t q e r .  Whensheashmeifsheanstayout iatadwherweekend 
curfew, 1 try not to immediateiy dismiss ha request. It's hard mind you. N a& 
hatoarp1ainwfiyshe~toa~y0rdlata,whtlmKdiepliuisonbeaig 
home, where she's going to be, l'il d d  a phone number, and most 
important d a s  she have a ride home. To quelify dl this, 1 think it's important 
also, to Say, no matter how good of a kid ide got, and she nally is a grest Ici4 
this won't happai every weekend." 

Adolescents in these oMiües showeâ considerabte rrsped for th& mothers and geMaly 



3. Eypotb~is #4 Condusions 

Hypothesis #4 was intded to serve as an elabontion ofhypotheaie #3. The stepfàther's use 

of an authoritative parenting styîe wu not expected to p d u c e  an Uiaeased numba of 

adolescents who are willing to acccpt thcir stephthds Mhority, but even if it dici, this 

hypothesis suggests that only a certain type of pamiting style used by the biologieel mother will 

fiuiction to increase the dunas that an adolescent will wrept a s t q M & s  authority. More 

speafically, it tests the pfediction that adjUIICfiVe, pamissive ud authonterian parenhg styles 

wiü have a ngrtm impact in galliiiig an adolescent's willingness to acapt a step$tha's 

authority. 

The quantitaîive data in Table #10 show that biologicsl mouias use an authoritative 

parenting style more 6quentIy than other parenthg styles. The faa that s e ~ ,  (fimilies #1, #5, 

#8, #9, #IO, #I l ,  #13) of 17 stepfiimilies where the bidogical mother used an authoritative 

p d g  styie had aâolescents who were l c s ~  than willing to accept th& stepf8thers' authority 

puts the e8jçecy of matemal authoritative parenthg as a way to enhance .oaptance of 

stepfàther authority into question. A possie reason for this hdhg in at least four of the 

fàmilies may lie in the cornand &kt of the mothefs prirrnting styie with the step$thds 

parenting style. StepfWers in nuriilies #1 and X8 used an authoritative parenthg style yet had 

been a part of the femiS for only six montho. In M y  #I l ,  the stepfàther useà a permissive 

parenting style, and in tiuiUly Cl3 the stepfàther uad an suthocitaian parenting style. Mothen 

in these h i l i e s  mamtamd . . individual c e s p o ~ i i t y  for dkussing fàmiiy issues with their 

adolescent. Howeva, these prSLCtices inaease the poosibility of confîict with their partner. ha 



adjusting to this problem, these mothas modified th& authoritative relationsbip with thar 

adolescent by kcoaiing mon saingait in thcir demands. nKse modias' scores on the 

authontarian d e  are only Süghtly Iower than their scons on the authontative d e  (see Table 

#32 in Apperidix D). In fàsnilies #9 and #IO the bioIogid mother is the sole source ofauthority 

over the adoIescent, but the sephithas in both fiiniiües accepted and suppocted this 

arrangement. In faMly #5, the stepfEither Usai an adijutlctive parenthg ayle and thdore it's 

propaties in the NA group annot be expliined with these variabis (see Table #9). û v d  the 

preponderance of evidence supports hypothesis #4. 



(NA Families in Boidnia) 

Famüy #1 l...... Permissive Autboritativt 
Fun* #If,... Autboritulla Adjunaivc 
Famiiy #13...... Autûorituiui Autborititive 
FMI@ #19...... AuthorituUa Adjunaivc 
F m @  #20.,." Authorituirn Adjunctivt 
Family #l.,.... Authori!ativt Authorit.tive 
Family #2 ...... Authoritative Authoritative 
Faniily $4 ....... Authoritative Authoritative 
FanYly #7 ...... Authoritative Authoritative 
Family #a..... AuthontrtFve Authoritative 
Family #14 ... Authoritative AuthoritatiVe 
Family #15 ..... Authontative Authontativc 
Family #17 ...... Authontative Authoritative 
F a d y  #18 ..... Authontative Authoritative 
Family #3 ...... Adjunctive Authontative 
Famiiy #S...... Adjunetive Authoritative 
Farnily #6.. . . . . Adjunctive Authoritative 
Family #9..,.. Non-Partnting Authontathe 
Famiiy #10..... Non-Pamting Autboriîativt 
Family #16 ..... Adjundive Authontstive 



In stephniiies whae the stephther acperiences the fewest numkr of objections fiorn W y  

manbers about his pgnnirlapeçtations, the adolescent d be mon wüling to accept M e r  

stepfithets mthority. 

Tibk 10 The Rdationship Betweem 
Bidogid Mothds Parenthg Styk 
and Acctptaace of Authority 

1. Quantitative Fidiags on Stepfather Rok Chaümgt 

The fifth independent variable, stepfiitha d e  chailenge, is compriscd of the sum of 

composite scores on the P a t d  Solidarïty subscaîe, the Loyalty Division subde,  the Intanal 

Discipünary Chaiiaige s u b d e  and the Extemal Discipünary Cirallenge subde.  The nunber 

of challenges h m  f h i i y  manbers about the panntal apectations of the stepfhther ranged 

hom 19 (a low nunba of challenges) to 95 (a high number of challenges). Acûjai h ü y  scores 

ranged between 21 .O and 46.0, indicating oniy moderate chalienge to the stepfiiihds parental 

expectations. 

Position on Authority 

Accqting 
Authority 

Rejectïag 
Autbority 



It is important to note, however, that the NA gmup sams ciuster at the upper-end of this 

range while A group rom cluster at the 10- ad This nndLig is consistent m the Loyalty 

Division subscale and the Intemal Disapünary Challenge subscsk. Scores h m  the Loyaity 

Division s u b d e  suggest adolescents in NA gmup fainües are moderateiy mon likeiy to 

question their s tepWs authority hUowing vigts or contacts with thm biologid fàtha than 

adolescents in A group fhiiies. 

Scores h m  the Intemai Disciplinary Challenge subsde a h  suggest a modemte di&rence 

hetweai fàmiiies regarchg partnefs perœptions of the numba of objections to each OMS 

discipllliary practices with the adolescent. Scores begin at the lower-range of the d e  and end 

in the mid-range suggesting that in some stepfamilies partners have fèw objections to each 

other's discipünary practices with the addescent wtiile in oüur âunüies partners have a 

moderate number of obections. FuUny, NA group scores cluster at the upper-end of this range 

while A group scores cluster at the Iowa end. 

Findiigs on the Patemai Solidarity subscale end the E x t e d  Discipbaq Challenge subscale 

were not codstent with those on the Stephther Role Challenge SC&. On the Patemai 

Sotidarity subscaie, scores indicate that d fàmilies have a low degree of codlict between their 

adolescent's f&g of loyaity towards hidher biological mets authoity and hislher 

stepfather's authority. Furthennote, thae is no dationship between NA and A group scores 

and W y  scons on this subde .  On the Extanal DUQplinuy CMenge subscaie, ali fâmüies 

eXpenared few objections h m  extendecl fàmily rnembers mgadhg the stepfiuhets 

disciplinary exptatiom with the adolescent. Eight of the ten highest scons in stepfitha role 



challenge bdonged to fhdies whae the adolescent was l e s  than wüling to acap the 

s t e p W s  aueuthonty . Hypothesis #5 is therefOre aupported (see Tabie #11 for individuai fémily 

scores on stepfàther challenges) . 

Range 19 (low numôer of challenges) . 95 (hi* number of Ghallenges) 
(Composite of biologicai mother and stepfà&r scores) 

(NA Families in Boldface) 

F d y  #16 .................. 21.0 
Family #2 .................... 21.5 
FaMly Pl7 .................. 21.5 
Family #4 .................... 23 . 0 ...... Family #13 .......... 23.0 
F m *  cY9 , . ".. 23.0 
Famiiy #14 .................. 25.0 
Famüy #6 .................... 25.5 
F m  #7 .................... 27.0 
F a d y  #15 .................. 27.0 
Family #18 .................. 27.0 
Famiïy #S .................. 27.0 
Famiiy #8 ...... ,, ........ 28.0 
Famity #IO .............. " 29.0 
Family Il .."".**".. 30.0 
Family#3 .................... 31.5 
Famiiy #19 ................ 35.5 
Famûy #il ,. . .  37.0 
Famiîy #U) ..........,.... 375 
Famiîy #12 ..,...,.... 46.0 



The greatest dkgence in individuai scores rippepnd on the Loyahy M o n  subscale and 

the Intemal Disciplimy Challenge subscalet ûn the Loyaky M o n  s u b d e ,  this divergence 

was particularty distinct in fàmilies #IO a d  #12. interview data Vdicate that in both of these 

NA group nunües, the mothas fdt there was a strong Wrelihood that thQr adolescaitlr would 

question their stepiàthers' authority foiiollowing visits or antacts widi their biologid f8thers. 

Th& partners, however, fdt that it was v q  unWEeîy thek aûolescents wwld question their 

authonty folowing these caitads or visits. 

In famüy #IO, the mother hiad usumed the sole responsiiity for disaissing with her 

adolescent al1 visitations with his biological Wer. Furthemiore, she alone, negotiated these 

visits with her a-partner. Since h a  ex-partner IMd out of the province, the adolescent's visits 

with his were o h  for Jmral wcda This motha indiiatcd that the change in 

authoritative structure between households hquentiy CeSulteci in ha adolescent rrtummg to 

her home oniy to ment the presence of ha new partner. However, d ~ ,  not ha psrtna, was 

the one to disaiss issues involving a return to the authoritative structure of their home. As 

such, this placed her in the position to witness ha adolescerit's motions. Ha partner did not 

disaiss these issues with the adolescent, and therefbre, h m  his W e ,  his adolescent àid 

not more hquently question his authority a b  he navncd h m  visithg his âitha than More 

the visit. 

The stepfatha in faniis. #12 indicated thot whüe he wderstood why his wifè fdt their 

adolescent haà loyaity oonûicts betweai him and ha biologid Mer, the major source of 



conflict with his dolescent whai she retmed h m  visiting ha biologkal îàther s&emed h m  

disagreements concemîng the visits. He sumested ha stay with ha fàther was frequemly 

longer t h  hhialiy plarned and ofta> neither she nor ha M e r  idormeci anyone of the change 

in pians. TheSc delays affecteci activities in the stephmis, and d t h t e d y  creaîed tension among 

ifs members. In an atternpt to curtail thae tensions, he inâicated thp on OCC8Sion, he had 

stopped the MSts More o h  than not, however, &ese actions were challenged by his 

adolescent. The mother played a passive mle in thse conûontations. She suggested that whüe 

she understood ôoth sides of the issue, shc d d  not sit back and allow ha daughter to 

continue f* so upset. In most f h i l y  &grœments, shc sided with ha daughter. She and 

her partner agreed that thk type of d o  was kquentiy the cause oftheir fhmüy arguments. 

The Internai Disciplinary Challenge subde had the greatest divergence in individuai scores. 

StepMers and their partnas in nMüies #8, #9, #12, #19, #20, #3 and #6 had the greatest 

ciifference in scores. Five of these fhiiies (#a, #9, #12, #19 and #20) are in the NA gmup. 

Family #12 is the ody fàmiiy whae both partnas ûequently objected to each othm 

disciplinary pfacfices with the adolescent. In five of these icvai fhdies, it was the mothm 

who fiequentiy o b j d  to their putnent disciplinary practices. ûniy in a i e s  #8 and #6 did 

the stepnuhas more fispuentiy object about the way thar partners' disciplid th& adolescent. 

This would suggest that mothen have more com#ns ngarding th& partner~' parental role 

with their adolescents than do th& pamurs. This findBig is partiarlariy relevant given its 

p d e n c e  in fàmiües where the adolescent is l e s  than wühg to accept hisnier stepîàthets 

authority. 



The interviews were used to aiulyze the types of challenges between prîners conceming the 

stepfkther's paraitP1 d o n s  ad the Qrcmrrtiaca unda which these chdenges took 

piace. Problems apressed by mathers in the NA gmup chistered around stepfrtha power, 

partiailarty discipline ad authody. These mothers made statements about their parnier's 

reiationship with their adolescent sud, as the folowinpg: 

"I~~metimeSraaititwhaihsrriestodisaplinmyso~kitItrytomnanber 
this U a leamhg proass for aii of us. 1 k>ow patience is niportant, we've 
talked about it msny times, but it can k r e d y  hard." 

"niae have been occasions whea 1 dont fCd he ha9 the right to interfère with 
the things 1 have told my son." 

"Watching them when thy argue can drive me ctay. Thank goodness the two 
of thern have been able to resolve th& diffhences in the iast M e .  It was o h  
very uncornfortable at one point." 

When asked what advice they would give to a âid involved in a stepfàmiiy reIationship, they 

respondeû, "Talk, talk and mon  Mc. Discuss what you would k e  to expect h m  your spouse 

with regard to discipline and support." 

Most stepfkthers in the NA group were not opposed to th& parnids diSaplgLsry practices 

with the aàolesant. Furthemore, 1 conavrrd with the importance of disaissllig their parental 

expectations, although several Uidicated a need to broaden the context for fiunüy disausion- 

Sevaal stepMers wexe concemed that th& parnia haû not adjusted th& âimssion of these 

pradices to include their participation in decisions involving the adolescent's activities. These 

stepfàthers indicated that whik it it important for their partner to maintain an authoritative 

relationship with th& ddâ, it is aîso important to aisure that -one is made to f d  included 



in the new Gmiily relatiotiship. Stepfjithas in this graip indicated that on OcCBsion, thar input 

was requested a f k  th& partner and adolescent bed mde a decision aWianiiiig an ment or 

activity involhg the adolescent. This p W  the stepEather in an awkwud position He d d  

either agrce with the decision or challenge it, but either way, he did not contrihate to it 

Furthennore, ifhe challenged a decision, he not only dissppo'inted his adolescent anâ d i s d  

their relationship, he created a guifbetween his partner and M. 

Parentai -011s were &dom chellengeâ by e i k  parnia in A group fiunilies. Most 

partners in these fimilies neva fbnnaUy G d  how the stepfàther would involve himsdfin 

an authoritative role with the adolescait. Mothers in this group di4 however, actively promote 

tàniiiy discussions. They i n c i i d  the importance of not only uicorporating the presence of 

another individual in the family household but activeiy ensuring th& partna be made to fPel a 

part of the Evnily. Coslitions betweai mother and adolescent were avoided by creating a 

context in which decisions wliich afkted the fEmüy unit were detemined ôy both psrtnas and 

the adolescent. 

3. Hypothesis #5 Condusions 

Testing tbis hypothesis involves comparing stepfhmüies where the stepfâîher has a high 

number of rok chaiienges with stepfamh whae the stepfatha bas a low numkr of rote 

challenges to detennine if thae are any di&mias in their adolescents' wiiiingness to accept 

their stepWers' authority. This provides a m a ~ e  of the effècts of abjections regardhg the 



stepfbther's parental acpectations on the ad01esœnt's W'iuingness to accept hi- s t e p W s  

authority. 

The q u a d a h e  data in Table #12 show that stepfiimities where the stepfàther has a low 

nwnôer of chailmges to his d e ,  has a greater number of adotescents who are wüling to accept 

his authority thsn those steptiiai*es where the stepfkther haP a high nwnber of chsllcnges. This 

nnding, which was confinned by the interview data, suggests that stepâitha d e  challenges 

increases the likelihood of the adolescent rejsC.g his stepfbhefs authority. Hence hypothesis 

#5 is supported. 

Interviews revealed that the gnxtest numkr of challenges, pattiadarty in NA group $niilies, 

are baween the biological mother Md stepfiitha. Mothas in NA group fsniiles, uniilce A 

group fiamilies, give more priority to nïiintainllig the exclusivity of th& reiationship with their 

adolescent, than incorporating ibis reiationship with their new partner. The parental 

Wpeaations of these stepfhthers are subjezt to doubt rad this cunsequently increases the 

potential mdid in decisions invohing the adolescent. 

Table 12 nie Rdationship 
Behveen StepfathaJs Chaüengcs 
and Accepîance of Authotity 

Position on Authority 
, 

L 

Acceptiag 
Authonty 

9 

1 

Stepfather's 
Chaüenges 

Rtjccting 
Authority 

3 

7 

Low 

Hish 



Caainiy &ors other than the independent variabies helped shape the orientation of the 

adolescent to a stepWer's d r i t y .  W e  dehitbe aiulysis of die earct of other variables is 

not poss~ile, the foliowing demographic infirmation provides some context for interpreîing the 

results of U s  stuây (see Appendix A). 

A, Gender 

Stepchüd gada had no influence on their w i h p e s  to rcept their stepfathds authority. 

There were an equal numba of 5 maks ancl 5 fémales in the group of 10 stepfàmüies whose 

adolescents were more willuig to acœpt their stepfàthefs authority. S i y ,  there were an 

quai  number of 5 maies and 5 fernales in the group of 10 stepfàmiiies whose adolescent was 

less than wiamg to accept th& a-s author@. 

B. Age 

As is apparent fiom Table f 13 klow, the age of the adolescent had no discanile bearing on 

the likelihood that they wouid be more or les  wüüng to accept th& stepfhthers' authority. 



Table #13 Adolescent Age by F e  Type 

AGW TYPE OF FAMILY I N A I A / N  
12 YEARS OLD 

13 =ARS OLD 1 2 t 2 t 4  

C, Incorne 

There is no discenii'ble pattem ktween stephüy incorne and adolescent's wiiüngness to 

accept theh stepfhther's authority (see Taôle #14). 

17 YEARS OLD 

18 YEARS OLD 

Table #14 Fquency of Fmüy Incorne by Famiïy Type 

3 

2 

INCOMW TYPES OF FAMILY 

s 20,000-40,m 

$40,000-60,000 

$60,000-80,000 

S 80,000-100,000 

s loo,ooo-lso,ooo 

1 

1 

4 

3 

NA 

2 

3 

4 

O 

1 2  

10 

A 

1 

6 

1 

O 

10 

N 

3 

9 

5 

O 

3 

20 



De Lengtb of T i c  Togeth- u i Fam@ 

There was no discanible relationship between lm@ of time togetha. as a fàmiiy and the 

adolescent's wiiiingness to accept a s tepfkhfs  authority, as Table If15 danonstrates. 

Tabk W1S Lengtb of Time Togctber as a Fuiily by Fimly Type 

There was no apparent reiationship k w e m  mariîai statu and the ado1escent's willingness to 

accept the stepfktheîs authocity (see Table #16). 

TabIe#l6 MaritaiStatarbyFamiiyType 

TIME TOGETHER AS A FAMILYI 
TYPES OF FAMILY 

0.5-1 YEAR 

1-2 YEARS 

2.5-3.5 YEARS 

4-6 YEARS 

8 YEARS 

IO YEARS 

NA 

2 

2 

3 

2 

O 

1 

10 

MAIUTAL STATUS/FAMiLY 
TYPE 

COMMON-LAW 

MARRIED 

A 

3 

3 

1 

2 

1 

O 

10 

NA 

7 

3 

10 

N 

5 

5 

4 

4 

1 

1 

20 

A 

5 

5 

10 

N 

12 

8 

20 



F. Râatioasbip of Wik to Her Es-Partner 

The better the wife's reiationship with ha a<-partner the more likely the adolescent is wiiling 

to accept the steptkhis authority (see Table #17 bdow). W e  this relationship is fir h m  

paf% the wife's a b i  to get dong with ha ex-partner has a positive influence on the 

authontative rrbbonship between ha new psrhia and ha adotescmt. This finding tads to 

contradict the üterature in that a poor rdstionship between ar-parûxm pesumaMiy inaaises 

the d o n a l  and ecommic depadence of the stepnmily on the stepfàther thus inmashg the 

likelihood that the adolescent would k more willing to accept his authority (Ganong and 

Coleman, 1994). 

G. Relationsbip of Stepfather to Ba Partnds Ex-Partner 

The betta the stepfàthfs rdationship witb 1 partnet's ex-partner the more keiy the 

adolesant is wü19ig to accept the stepfathefs authority. Again, whüe tbis dationship is not 

@kt, it d a s  suggest that the stepfather's positive relationship with his partnets ex-mer 



has a positive influence on his reîationship with the adolescent. This tends to support the 

litaahire in that a positive reiationship between stepîather ami biological fàther d u c e s  

potential loyahy conflicts between the adolescent Md these mak parend figues (Ganong and 

Coleman, 1994). 

TaMt #18 Rdationsbip of the Stepfather to 
His Partnefs Eh-P-CC by Fmiiy Type 

RELAmONSHIP OF STEPFATHER TO HIS 
PARTNER'S EX-PARTNEW TYPES OF I N A I  A I  1 

H. Stepfunüics Wbo Have Bid a Child Together 

Thra of the 20 stepfamilies haà at least one chiid togder, two of these stepfidies' scores 

are in the NA group and one is in the A group, suggedng that thîs -or made no discanile 

Merence in the adolescent stepchild's wülingnars to acccpt the stepfàther's auhrity. The 

srnali sample size of course, makes it impossible to detmnine with certaine whether a 

relationship Cests between these variables. 

AMICABLE 

NOT GOOD 

NON-EXISTENT 

1 2  

1 2  

7 

10 

3 

10 

3 

3 

10 

20 



L Adolacentqs Contact Witb Bioîogid Father 

The data in Table f 19 suaest that the ado1escds inmad kquency of contact with 

hi* biologïcal fatha incrr~s*l the ükdihood that hdshe would k wilang to acap the 

stepfhther's authority. This finding is contrary to the k a î u r e  (Ganong and Col- 1994) 

and couid be a spurious resuit. 

Tabk U19 Contacts by the Type of Contact and the Type of F m i i y  

1 FREQLJENCY OF CONTACTS mE!3 OF FAMILY 1 NA ( A 1 N 

1 WSrï EVERY SECOND WEEK-END I  1 ° 1  O 

1 PHONECALLS ANDIORLET'IERS 3-5 TlMES A I 5 I O I 5 

VISE ONCE A MONTH 

VISIT ONCE EVERY SIX MONTHS 

J. Stepfatherts Children Not Living At Home 

Nue of the 20 stephhrs  had biologicai children fiom a previous dationship not iiving in 

theV househoId; al1 of these cMdren were under the age of 18 yiears. Sewm out of these nine 

stepMers were in the NA group. Then is no perce9n'ble relationship between stepfkthed 

fresuency of contact with th& non-resident chilâren and their a b i i  to gain their adolescentst 

witlingness to aaept diarauthonty. 

1 

2 

5 

O 

6 

2 



K. Stepfather's C h h n  Living in the Remamiage Hocwbdd 

Four of the 20 stepthas had biotogical chiidren h m  a previous reJaaionship üvïng niO time 

in the remaniage household. Tiuee of these stepfâmilies were in the NA gmup. W e  these 

numbers indiate that a more complex stepfPmSr relaxionship detracts h m  an adolescent's 

wüüngness to accept a s t e p W s  authority, three of fair stepfàmüies are tw smsll a sarnple 

to genefalize beyond these par t iah stepfàmilies. 

This chapte has presenteû the findingo of the &kt of a series of sources of strab on an 

ad01escent's wüüngness to accept a stepfkîhds authority. 11 descn'bed how the data were 

processed, it profled the characteristics of the stepfàmüies in the semple, and tested the 

relationships between the dinaaa sources of strain and an adolescent's wüiingness to afcept a 

stepfahefs authority. 



CHAPTERIV SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The reMew of the l i t a a ~ e  was suggestive of rnany fàcton that may have an impact on 

whether the adolescent child WU accept the stephîk as an authority. This study hso idiowed 

us to etinimate surne of then, ad has enrichecI d refincd our undefstanding of how other 

fhctors operate. This nsearch has d m  demonstratecl the promise ofa periicuiar method01ogicai 

approach which CUI capture the points of view and the interactionai dyneniics of the thra 

parties most invold: the Jtepfatha, biological mother and adolescent chiid. 

A. Substantive Rcsults 

StudKs have established the canrality of the stephther-stepchild relationship for the 

successfui negotiation of the stepfkthets role in the stepfamis. ïhe quaîity of that dationship 

has been f i  to be a bats preûictor of healthy stepf4niüy frtndoning than the quality o f t h  

marital relationship (Clhganpal et ai., 1984). When dolescents reporteci thaî their 

stepfàthers oî3xed les encangement, thy were predomhantly those adolescents who were 

l e s  than wüiing to acoept th& stepâithets authority (NA group himilies). These same 

adolescents indicated that unda these ciraanstanc*l they were las then wilüng to rmprocate 

the few initiatives of theïr stepfàthers which were, for the most pars of an instrumental nature. 

When stepfathas hdped to aihivate supportive, nunUrirg, Mending behaviour most 

adolescents responded positivdy (A fbilies), but kit they did not the adolescents responded 



less posïtively (NA hiües). This h h g  findiiigérs with Brown et. al's hdbg (1990). In Brown 

et. al's Ou6, aii stepfbhen paceived their behavim as supportive, yet the d o n  of the 

adolescents was divided positiveiy and negativdy. 1 wouid suggest that the present hndings are 

more reliable because the sample was drawn h m  a norrcfiiiical popJation whereas Brown et. 

al. utiüzeâ a sample where 5% of the faunilies were recQWlg therapy for a child foased 

Q~~~ 

Signiscant diffénnces did exist betwem the N A d  Agroups in the anvwnt Md natsue of 

discussion between adolescents uid stepfrthas. Gmup A stepfhthers negotiated their d e  as 

îàmily mmbers @or to establishing an author'rtative nlationship with theh adolescent. NA 

group stepfâthers were les  inclined to use discussion as a meam of clarifjhg the nature of the 

relationShip. They dici, however, more hquentiy use conversation to provide diredon or 

request their adolescent's help in pafonning household tadcs. This suggests that instrumentai 

role behaviour is les important in inaeeJng the dolescent's wüiingness to accept the 

stepfàthefs authority than the more afkt iw discussions ôetween stepfhther, mother and 

adolescent to negotiate the legitimacy of the stepfàther as a fimiily mankr. Previous research 

has also found Little difference between iùnctiotial and âyshndonal stephdies in the 

stepparent's involvement it the thed (Anderson, 1982). These stuclies, reporteci howeva, 

that hctional stepfàmiiies wae distinguished h m  dysfrmctonai ones by a higher levei of 

oommunication between the stepchüd anci steptàther. 

The biologicai mothds use of an authontative parenhg styie was positiveiy rrlaed to the 

adolescait's wüüngness to acapt the stepfâthets authority. m supports previous findings 



(Heatheington and Clingaiiped, 1992; Fme and Kwdek, 1992) where the biologid mothets 

use of an authoriEstRz parenthg style had a positive impact on adolescent d i  in 

stepfàmilies. These mothas have continueci to mannsintheretmdeofprimarydiscipünarian 

in their adolescent's liEe. 

The kt that sevm of 17 stepfbiiies where the biologid mother used an authontative 

piuading styk had adolescents who were l es  than wilüng to accept their stepWer's authority 

was d c i p a i e d  anci wunt erintwtive. Evidence h m  this resean:h suggests a potentiial 

interactive e&ct betwem the mouids prrrnting s@e and the s t epWs perenting styte. 

Interview data indicated that in at Ieast four fhiües, mothas modifieci their reiationship with 

theV adolescent by kcoming more siringrnt in their d d s  in orda to synchronize it with 

the parentai reiationship ôetween th& parnier and doIescent. The stepfàthefs pluaitllig style 

appears to have precipitated the change and posai a potential threat to the adolescent's 

independence. Ulbnately. this d t e d  in the inaeased Udihood of the ado1escent questionhg 

the stepfrihds authority. These findine are not unake the reailts of cîinicai research *ch has 

found that the bd>aviour of newiy remaniecl mothas t d  to kcome more demanding in their 

discipiu>ary practices with their chüd (Bray e$ al., 1987). The present sndy has clarifiai this 

rdationsbip by showing that it was not the physid pnsaice of a stepfhther &ch produced a 

change in the mothds parenthg practices, but rather. the inûuence of his parenhg styte on the 

dynamics of the relationship ktwan mother and adoIescent. 

This study co~toborated the findine of previous research (Robinson ad Bamt, 1986; 

Crosbie-Bumdf 198%) that stepfàthers Who experience higher levds of confiict over parnital 



apectations with th& partner have more disciplmsry problems with their chiîdreri than 

stepfgthers with low Ieveis of codict. Stcpiàthers in NA goup fàmilies received a moderateiy 

hi* number of challenges to their prrrnsal npctrtions than stepfkthers in A grwp firmilies. 

These challenges came ahost exciupvdy h m  thar partners. 

M o h s  in NA group fiunilies, unoke A giaip finiüies, gave more priori@ to maintahhg the 

priniacy of th& relationship with th& adolescent and o h  decüneû to iricorporate th& new 

partner into the discipby/g~venran~e dimension of th& nhtionship with th& cliüd. 

confüct between th& desire to protect thek adolescent h m  the disniptive e&ns of divorce 

and the ned to maintah a consistent Iml of discipline with thEr adolescent. The resuits of this 

study corroborate the Heathahgton et. ai tind'mgs and d e e p  our undastandmg of the 

underiying sources of strain in stepfàmüies. However, wilüce stepfàthers in Hegtherington a. 

ai's study (1982). stepnithers in the pr*ian study wen rot critical of th& paroids parenting 

practices, but instead were aitical of the extent to which dry were aiiowed to participate in 

$miSr decisions involving the dolescent. The pacmtai ~ o n s  of these stepfàthers were 

abject to ambiguity and comequemtly inmead the numk of conûicts with th& psrtnas. 

KirKs -ch (1984) on adoptive, and to a iimited extent stepfarnily, nlationships stnsses 

the positive Mhie in acknowiedging the differerices b*weai fictive and natal HP. This 

study did not support these hdkgs. The question to k ariairacd is why did eo many nmiiües 

in the present study not f#l it neoessary to comrnunicate witb the adolescent conceming the 

diffefences in the nature of th& stepfbdy reiationship as compared to a natai î hdy  



rdationship? This issue becomes particulsrty patLwnt gMn thc aict that, not unlike adoptive 

relationships, the formation of stepfamly relationships involves the need to aeate a new fannS 

i d e  whereh each individual can d d o p  a saise of bedonging (Kirls 1984). One possible 

explanation is that in adoptive fhiües pamas mist recognize the fact that tbcir chiid has beai 

totany removed h m  Hs or ha genedogid I d o n  and no longer has regular contact with th 

or ha  b i i  pemits, whüe stepfàthers aita a family in which the chiid's gdogical  location 

has only been disupted by the removal of the birth fàîher fiom the tiunily home. Such a W y  

has it's own socioniliural orda anâ this oorda is mantUnd throua the oontinued prrsare of 

the biologicai mother and int- prsaice of the biologid faihP in the life of the 

adolescent. There is also continuity in biography with the motha who has gone through the 

disniptions with ha chüd. St- in this situation m y  attempt to Save th& adolescents the 

discodort of disaissing their new f b ü y  i d e  givai these on-going relationships In other 

words, it may simply be tht the continuhg prrsaice of one biological parent and the more 

regular involvemerit of the non-residential biologid parent makes this rote distinction less 

Unportant in the lives of stepchildm than it is fbr adoptive childm 

The findings with nspect to the hypothesis &ch predicted a relationship between stephther 

parenthg style and the adolescent's wühgness to icap the stepWefs authority, were not 

readiîy hterpretable. Four styles of parenthg were posited: authoritative, adjunctive, 

paniissive and authontarian. As it tums out, thae was an additional option: non-parenting. In 

two fimilies (#9 & MO) it beame clear that mne steptiuhas do not acthdy pamg in that 

th& involvement with th& dolescent had always rasined periphaa. A non-parenting style 



wodd moa accurately descn'be such a relationship. As anticipateci, stepfPthas who used a 

pexmissive or authoritarian parenthg styie had adolescents who were less dian wiliing to ecapt 

theu stepfâther's authority, and stephdies where the stepfjlther d an authontative 

pamting style had a grtater numkr of adolescents who were wüling to accept th& 

s t e p W s  authonty. Authoritative prnnts are proactive in their interaction with adolescents, 

and their success in esclfblishing a positive rapport is achieveâ by engaging in a dear, yet 

relativdy demanding, commmication pattern which does not thnata, th& adoIesceritls 

independence. Adjundive parents react to events as they unfod ofking support without 

imposing apeaetion* P-s the mosi fiuitful appmPdi is a blending of these two styles, in 

which step-fathas support th& partner's wishes but Jso attempt to explain to the adolescent 

the raison for existing des. 

The foacs of the reiationships in this study is on the social construction of meaning within the 

organLstion of the stepânniy, d as such, compoits weli with ethnome<hodology, symbolic 

interaction, and with ftnctiod dedinitions of the fsnnS. The parrnt-chiid role is socially 

negotiated. Bluma suggesteâ that rok mslOng is an imrpretatiVe pataâigm. Actors contindy 

take into acaunt the perspedve of the otha whiie constnicting th& social reaüty. SiSimilady, 

Garfinke1 stresed that ail social orda is negotiated and is accepteci until M e r  notice. The 

activity of creating a taken-for-gmted reaiity is especirlly d e d  for in emergent settings like 

neating a working bled-hniily structure. Stepfamily rnembers must be fesponsible for 

communicating thev taken-fbr-gmtcà reslity with personal a m m t a b i i  as idanined in 

Garfinkel's d a 1  psychology. The des stepfàmüy m e m h  us to conslnict theil social 



redity, the way they apply these and the mthods they use to create a sense of orda in 

their lives adianas and broadens traditionai conceptions of authoritative rehionships within 

the stepfarnüy. This Jhdy has shown the siflcmœ of the reciprocity of paspeciivcs in 

deveîoping these dationships. Mwy stepfathem on<Mned thqr share!d the same understanding 

ofde~g~othahmilymanbasuntüthywac~evidetlcetothc~~nttary.The 

findings of this sbudy d e d  how stephilies aetRrdy and continuously oigaiiscd th& 

relationships baseâ on these emergent undastandmgS. For example, many of the stepfkthers in 

the NA group M e s  iirtiaiiy d tlru put of th& pemit91 tesponsib'i iduded 

discussingwithtbeopermasndd01esceritthosehes~diwaepaa'mnttothefiunüy 

unit. It became evident eady in their dationships that during those times when theV partner 

and adoIescent disaassed discipiiMly/govem~nc issues, they were not necessarily expected to 

participate. Although the structure of dKse dationships produced confiicts in parental 

mens, several stepfàthers adjusad thcir actions in orda to accornmodate thek pariner 

and adolescent's privacy. 

B. Method~crlResults 

This study was based on muhiple rcspndents' Paoeptiotls ofthe impact of souices ofstrain 

on ad01escent's wiliù~gness to accept th& step-s wthority. Previous sunny -ch 

(Esses and Campkg 1984; ûanong and Coleman, 1994) nsults on stephiiy relationships 

have bem inconciusive due to the fact that conclusions have kai baseci upon responses of a 

single stepfiunsl member. Previous studies (Bowerman and Iridl, 1962; Dubeman, 1973) have 



ais0 suggested thaî adolescent stepctiildren tad to view dnir stepfjlrmy relationship more 

mgativeiy than either the steppamit or residential biologicaî pamn The b b g ~  Li this study, 

however, suggcst that the grratesi difBeretlce~ in responses were not between adolescents and 

aduhs, but radia between individuals in fhiües where the adolescent was willing to accept the 

stepnithds authority and indiMdusls m fàmilies whae the adolescent was las than wiiling to 

acccpt this autho*. The cb&mceq howrva, were not great. 

Whai questioned, adolescents who paFaved their reiationship with thek step$thcr as king 

somewhat negative wac fir more likely to have cliffirent nsponses than either adult, as 

opposed to adolescents who paaived a positive reiationship with their stepfhthem. These 

diffèrences were primarily attriied to a lPdc of clarity in their understanding of th& 

dationship with tbeg stephhrs. In A group hdks, it was the adults who percemd more 

potentiai sources of strain than the adolescents. 

The extent to &ch each adolescent accepted their s tepWs authority dso had an impact 

on the levd of agreement bawm th& mother and s tepWs responses. Raponses between 

the biological mothers and th& partaas in the NA group fàmiiies showed greater divergence 

than those h e m  partnas in the A group families. 

Combiieà, these fhdings emphasue the 4 to s u ~ y  more them one faMS member and 

ais0 suggest that the influence of dinerent authoritative structures on the degree of agreement 

itseff nads to be investigated. This supports the study of hger-Tallman and Pasîey (1987) 

where happiiy remarried couples agreed sigriificantiy more in their paaptions of &equency of 

or cbqpment than unhappily remamiecl couples. 



4.2. SIGNiFICANCE OF TEE STUlDY 

The major contributions of tias study can ôe smmrbd as fOUows. F i  this study has 

c o n t r i i d  to our theore$ical kndedge within the substanh area of the sociology of the 

nunily. The shây has brought to the sociology of the b d y  a conaptual d-on of 

authoritative relationships that describes these types of datioriships in both Mtal and aitanate 

fàmüy forna. Unlüce the largely d p t i v e  statu datioriships between aduhs and children in 

natal fsmiles, step relationships are aihivated thraigh interaction. As a result, mutupl respect 

for the stahu assigneci to stepfàmily d e s  must be achicved. For the stepparent, the 

development of an authoitative relationsliip with the dolescent is best seami by taking on a 

role which supports the parental initiatives ofhk partnec This dationship niininiizes the extent 

to which the chiibs and stepfglhds a<pcctations coriflict, and ah removes the potentiaî for 

conflict in his new partnets des. 

Thae are several m o r s  that shape chüd-parent dationships: authority, discipline and 

nurturance. Our fhdings allow us to begin to probe the interconnections mong these. Famiîial 

relationships are based on a socid order which is constructed through the negotiation of 

individual W y  members. 

A second contriion is methodo10gical. The development of an in-person administered 

questionnaire a~companied by foliow-up in taviews witb d p l e  stepfirmily mabas drawn 

h m  a nonclidal population wül enable resardi in stepfkmily nkiionships to progress in 

ways that it d d  not d e  limiteâ to both clinid samples or individual swvey nspondents. 

ûther efforts to measun authoritative relationships within s t e p M e s  have ken characterized 



by clinical bias and lack of systematic mauu by which to compare chilcûen's and amilt's 

nsponses The r*iccueh design adapteâ for tbis study includes the multipIe respondents witliin 

each W y ,  thus fâcUahg the coniperison of complex patterns within stepfhüy fi. Beaus 

the relationships are cornplex, the qurntiative âata are not nceasrrily definitive; th? do, 

however, dow for a d ancl foaued disasion with rrspoadaits in foUowvp interviews. 

Third, this study has SiBiiifiicance for the pwing body of mearcb on authoritative 

re lat idps  wahin stepfàmiiies. The rdationships between the variabtes of this stuây will aüow 

meamhm to use a more infornexi approach whai working with ciinid popiiations. Clinical 

studies have suggesteû that the stephdy structure be considend pathoI~&i @Ainuchin, 

1974) because of ifs i n a b i i  to provide instant integration to membas because of the 

ambiguities and utlcertainties in each memWs mutuai rdationdiips. Given this view, familes 

are thought to need a clear organhtion of des, whaeby rights, duties and nsponsiiilities are 

enacted by M y  manbas. However, the purporteci need to immediateiy force a sense of 

family contradicts the even m e r  need to dow a reiationship to dewlop ôetween al the 

actors. Most adults in this study stressed the importance of do* constructing the stepfàther's 

relationship with the chiid by the mother's use of an BUthOritative parenthg styie with the chiid 

as a basis for the new îamüy order. Momver, th orda did not mnain fixed and permanent, 

but rather adapted to the ddoping dationships betweai f b d y  members. 

Clinid studies have aiso uidicated thet the stepfamüy, not unüke the natal niniüy, is goal- 

oriented t o d  Lnimicy anâ inciusion. 1t is rsnaial that the thniiy is designeû to tiilnl the 

same needs in d people. Families in the prisait study, however, did not aii aian the same 



need for intimacy and indusion. St-ers in îàmiIies #9 and #IO, for exampIe, clarly had no 

apedations of phying pmntal rdes Their status was negotiated Rom the beginiing of their 

relationship with their ppitnn, d based on the longevity of their nlationships, this p d  to 

be a succesdM arrangement. 

Ctinicians have suggested permas in stepfpmilies argue more amongst themselves than 

pertms in fûst niamage faniiles because of issues nhad to discipbinary problems with 

stepchilciren. Each of the d e s  used in this shidy addressed the partnaSn level of agreement on 

issues related to th& adolescent's ûehaviour. Contnry to the cliiiical stuàies, resuîts indicated 

that partners in ail fhdies shand a moderate to hi@ 1 4  of agreemnt on these issues. Most 

families devoted considerable effort in disaissing concerns about thek adolescent's behaviour in 

orda to ensure both partnem shered the same expectations. 

Clinicians have also reportecl that communication betweai steppamt and stepchüd is often 

stmhed as a nsull of contradictory messages conceming stepparent's rights and obiigations 

with respect to the stepchildrm But most mothers in this study phyed an active role in 

clacifjiing the rdationsbip baweai their partna and adolescent. They took the Ieaâ in providing 

discipline by using an authoritative parenting strategy. Thy set the initial parameters for the 

new w s  ruIes and were able to foata a relative high IeveI of success in building worlcsbk 

patterns which engendered fàmiiy cohesion. 

F i ,  clinicai sbidies have suggested that stepMers Iack d e  CI* W of the 

complexity cmted ôy c ü f k i q  cnpeaatons for the pafomisnce of the stepîàther d e .  This 

view is based on Cherlin's (1978) conduson that the absence of guidelines and nom for role 



paformance c o n t r i  to gr- a and inappropriate mhitions to problems with 

stepôMify members. AU the stepfbthers in this shdy, however, had modemte to high lcvds of 

role darity. Th& pertnas played an active role in rrego- th& status thrwgh disaissions 

with th& adolescents. Most stepfathas cooperated with th& partnefs Watives and were able 

to esbbiish a positive rrlatioaship with thgr adole~cem~~ Mothers in euh of the fbiiies 

o f f d  substadai support to their parhiei's rrktionship with dvir adolescents. 

4 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTEER RESEARCH 

Mary questions have been raised during the course of this nsearch that have not been fiilly 

answered, or even addressed. Some have been central to this stuws prirnary focus. The 

recomrnendations for fiurther research are as foUows. 

Methodologicaiîy, mch cwld be done to m e r  vaiidate the d e s  dwdoped for this study, 

and possibly improve them through revision. The best mePsuns of validity and rrOabiüty couid 

be obtained if scores derived h m  the questionnaires in this sample wae compareci with scores 

fiom additional and iarger ssmples It wouid cl- k desirable if large nunôers of abjects 

couid be randomly selected from the step population anci subjected to both the questiorinaire 

and the inteMew. 

Another way to improve the validity of the d t s  would be a mearch design that coritrolled 

the demographic variables identifieci in thh study-. adolescent gaida, dolesant age, M y  

incorne, length of thne together as a fiuiiily, manisl stahis, relationship of wife to ha ex- 

partner, rrlationdiip of stepfàther to his partnets ex-partner, stephüies who have had a cMd 



togctha, adolescent's contact with the biiologkd 6ilha, step-s daldmi not living at home, 

stepfàther's children living in the miipmase housdiold. AL00 more gaiasl &tors such as 

raciyethnic composition of the hniüy might be indudecl. 

Fuain investigations of the e&cts of danographic chanicteristics on an ado1escent9s 

wilüngness to accept a s t e p W s  authority might indude the cornparison of stepfiuiiües with 

simüar dernographics. hngitudid studies of the effécts of these sairas of strain on the 

adolescent's wübgnes to accept a st-s authority would also generate findlligs more 

convincing than those ofmoï-sectional studies such as the piaan  Shi&. 

It would be wonmvbile to recast the way we tW aôout stepparents. Pahaps we shouid 

tliùJc about them as members of a fâmiiy who play a supportive d e  and not necessarily a 

parenting role. Naniies, for example, uphold h i l y  values, apedations, etc., in the name of 

the parents but do not establish these core dements offjmaly order. This would dow us to 

move away h m  the desigmtion of non-parent or even authontaiive parent. For example, a 

Big Brother may give reasoned advice to an adolescent *ch may hdp shqe hisnier 

behaviour without confounding the matter by attempting to act the d e  of parent. 

The parenting style of the mother and stepfather as w d  as the interadive &kt between 

them sams to be of centrai importance to our understanding of how stepparent authority 

patterns cm be best fic*taied The complexity of such pattems suggests that a more detded 

quaütative ethnography of negotiations between the tMdic manbas (mother, stepfkkr, 

adolescent) over time wouid k necessary to adequaîeiy proôe ad tease out the intaactive 



effeds. it is unükeiy thrt the merhoddogy anpioyed k e  would be dequate although it could 

be improwd tinough a series of mmed questionnaires and more f9aised inteMews. 

F i ,  fkther natha into stepfMer rok &ity would kneM h m  the mduson of the 

Stepchüd hbtion Subde (SIS) on the Step$dia Role Clsnty d e .  SIS provides 

adolescents an oppoctunity to express the extent to &ch they fipl ba t  th& initiatives have 

beai encouraged ôy mothers a d  steq&hers. GMn the fkct that responses to this subacale 

strongiy supported otha componemts of the de, it seems advisable to include SIS in any 

fiuiha study in this - 
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1. How msny of your partner's children üve fÙU-time (a minimum of 6 monhs a year) in this 
howehold? 

2. What are their gadas and age? 

3. W& to ~ O W  ddest dolrrant stcpdiüd who is under nineteen yean of age, how 
o f b  during the past year did he/h have fia to bice contact witb Iiisma biological Mer? 

4. Do you have chüdm who live fidl tirne in tlgs household? 
Yes. No. If so, how mani> 
What are their g d m  and age? 

5. Have you and your partner had ait least one chiid together? 
Yes. No. 

7. How mmy Mdren do you and your parnier have who do not iive m this household M- 
tirne? Yours 

Your partnets 

8. How long have you lived as a mernber of this nmiüyl 

9. How would you cheradaUe your partnets avrad relationslip with ha ex- partr& Very 
Good. Amicable. Not Good. Nowexkte~ 

10. How wwld you chact&e your cunmt relationship with her a-pertncr? 
Very Good Amicable. Not Good. Nonaistent. 



1 l.Appcoxhateiy, what is the combined ruvul gros incorne of you and your 
A Under $20,000. 
B. Between $20,000. and â40,OOO. 
C. Between $40,000. and $60,000, 
D. Be- $60,000. and $80,000. 
E. Between $80,000. d S 100,000. 
F. Between $100,000 and S 1 50,000. 
G. 6/er $150,000. 



1. Overall. how w d d  you your reiatiomtop with your stepchiid? 

2. ûverall, are yai emotiody close or ewt iody  distant h m  your stepchild? 
Nailis 
c h  

vsy w 
Ckr DiiIia 

'!q Dams 

3. ûveraii, how do yw nnd takng to your siepchild? 

4. When you discipline stepchild, 
how o h  d a s  hdshe nmind you 
that you are hi* stepfbther? 

5. When you tdl your stepchüd to 
do sornethllig, how often does 
hdshe fd you have no respect for 
himBier? 

6. When you a& your stepchild to 
do something how o h  do p u  
think h&e has no respect for you? 

7. When yai a& your stepchiid to 
do something, how oAai do you 
have what is best for him(her in 
mind? 



AhCa Samc a 
A h # y r w -  Rrety - 

8. How often do you tbhk yair 
mpchild's actions d words show 5 4 3 2 1 

disnspea for pur authority? 

9. How oftai do you spad time 
wishing that you and your stepchild 5 4 3 2 1 
could develop more respect for each 
other? 

10. As of now, how often do you 
fd you have the nght to tdl your 5 

stepchiid whit to do? 

i l .  When ya, tried to discipline 
your stepchüd at the time you first 5 

joined this fàmiiy, how o b  did 
your stepchifd cornplain or try to 
appeal the desion? 

12. Whai you first joined thk 
W y ,  how often were your 
requests ofyour stepchiid 
unreasonable? 



(Stepôidds Fonn) 

2. Whem 1 begen a reiationship with 
my stepehüd, it was Unportant to 
dow my authonty over my 
stepchiîd to deveiop over tirne. 

3 .1  ôegan a relationship with rny 
stepchiid by devdoping *on 
Won initiating discipiine. 

4. It is important that I explain my 
feelings about our stepfhdy 
reiationship to my stepddd. 

S. My wife and 1 âiscuss how much 
affection 1 should give my stepchüd. 

6. M y  wife and 1 agree that we need 
to discuss the type 0fdisQplinary 
mcasurPs 1 S h d d  apply to my 
stepchild becrPsse of the uniquemss 
of the stepparent d e .  

7. My stepchild and 1 do discuss 
how Y slha relationship with hisrna 
biologicai Mer fits in with our 
relationship in the stepfiunüy. 

8.1  acknowiedge that my stepchild 
needs to discuss how much 
af!fiion 1 shouid give him/ha. 



9.1 acknowledge that my stepchild 
has a need to discuss my nght to 
impose discipüne on himlha. 

IO. 1 try to d e  my stepchild fèei 
fiec to disaiss the importance of liis 
biological fkther in his üfe. 

12. It is important to u n d m  my 
stepchild's feelings about his/her 
relationship with his/her biologicai 
fkther. 

13.1t is important for me to e x p h  
to my stepchild how stepfiimis 
relationsliips diffa h m  biological 
famiiy relationships. 

14. It is important to support my 
stepchilâ's attempts to maintain ties 
with M e r  biologicai Mer. 



1. Howofiendoyou~than 
your partner tell your stepchild what 
to do in important fiunüy mattas? 

2. How often do you done decide 
the consequef~ce~ for your 
stepchiîd's misbehaviw 

3. How o h  do you enccoriige 
your stepchûd to tall< to p u  about 
his intensts and concems? 

4. How often do you offer to help 
your stepchild with something 
without being asked? 

5. How offm do you suggest a 
pleasurable activity for y w  and your 
stepchiId to do together alone? 

6. How o h  do you offm to attend 
an ment in which your stepchüd is 
participating, such as a school play 
or a game? 

7. How offen do you show M o n  
to your stepchiid? 

8. How ofbn do you and your 
p u b i a  disagne about your 
discipÜnacy practices over your 
stepchild? 

9. How often do you thhk you and 
your partner discuss how yai 
should discipline your stepchdd? 



Almoil Some AbiPr 
Ah#yr hcquaify &m Rrdy k u  

10. How ofien have yai thought to 
your sdf, that you wisbal you and 4 3 2 1 

your partner wouid mach some sort 
o f w = - ~ g * - ~ ~ a  
discipline your ste~child? 

11. How often do you aiggest in 
h n t  of your stepdiild, that your 5 

partnds ideas of appropriate 
discipline are cliffaa* to youn? 

12. How oRen does your psrtner 
suggest in han ofyarr stepchifd, 5 

that your ideas of appropriate 
disciphe are dinaait to b? 

13. My stepchild's nspolrres to me 
when 1 show affection to himnier 
are.. . 

14. My stepchild's res~onses to me 
when 1 enaurage himher to talc to 
me are. .. 

15. My st epchild's c e s p o ~  to me 
when I O& to M p  bimlha are ... 

16. My stepchild's responses to me 
when 1 explain wtiy he shodd not 
Ast doing what 1 request m... 

17. My stcpciiiid's nsponses to my 
suggestions for hdshe ancl 1 IO do 
so- together are... 



18. My stepchild's nsponses to my 
decisions as to whether or not 5 

attendaneventinwhichWsheis 
participahg are.. . 

19. My partner's responses to me 
about the affection that 1 show to 
niy stepchild are... 

20. My par inds nsponses to my 
encouragement of my stepchüd to 
talk to are.. . 

2 1. My partnets responses to me 
about my offas to hdp my stepehiid 
are.. . 

22. My partnds respollses to my 
initiation of enjoyabie activities for 
my stepchild and 1 to do together 
are.. . 

23. My partnefs respanses to my 
decisions as to whether or mt 1 
attend an event m which my 
stepchiid is participating are... 

24. My partnds responses to me 
when ha chilà cornplains aôout my 
discipline are.. . 

25.Whaimypertnadkgeeswith 
me about tdüng my stepchiîd what 
to do, ha nsponses to m are... 



1.1 usuaiiy give my stepchild a 
reason why nuiiily des are made. 

2. My stepchitd n d s  fnze to talc 
to me when Wshe thinks I have 
been unfair. 

4. Ahhough 1 exped my stepchild 
to foiiow M o n s ,  I will talk to 
~eraboutwhatIa<pea .  

5 . 1  am wiliing to change what 1 
expect of my W d .  

6. If 1 dont agne with my 
stepchild 1 usuaüy force hllnlher to 
do what 1 think is right. 

7. When 1 a& my stepchild to do 
something, 1  apa h i m k  to do 
it right away without &g any 
questions. 

8 .1  use force to get my stepchüd 
to do what 1 want hlln(her to do. 

9.1 deai with rny stcpchild strictly 
when helshe doesn't do what 
Wshe is suppod to do. 

10.1 insist that my sapcliild does 
wtiat Iwantbecausekntheone 
in charge. 



11. Ibeiiwemystepchüdshould 
have his/her way most of the time 
in the âiniiiy. 

12.1 let my stepchild do what 
h e / h  wants to do even if5 goes 
againstwhatIwant. 

13.1 la my stepchild do just 
about any t h g  wshe wants. 

14.Ihardlyevertdlmystepchiid 
how hefshe should act. 

15. Anything my stepchild does is 
okay with me. 

16.1 hold my stepchild to des  set 
by M e r  mother. 

17. My partner &es the des 
and 1 cany them out. 

18. My partmx has more say 
about what my stepchiid can and 
cannot do than mysetf 

19.1 make sure my stepchüd does 
whatmypartnerwamshim/herto 
do. 

20.1 leave most of the des of 
what my stepchild does up to my 
partner- 



S t e c M m  Rote Challeme Scale 

1 .How oAen does your stepchild visa with his/ha biologicai fkther? 
l)Atlea§tonceperWeek 
2) Two or thme times per month. 
3) Once per month. 
4)TwoortlneetimcSper~- 
5) 0nce per year. 
6) Never. 
7) NIA 

2 . h  average, are these visits with his/her bidogid fatha disniptive for himk? 
(Dismptive mesw king more confiontational or rgBnssve than Wshe would k on average) 

1) EimaMLy disriptive. 
2) Vay dimptive. 
3) Slightiy diiptive 
4) Not disniptive. 
5) N/A 

3.How o h  does your stepchild visit with hisiher patemal grandpamt(s>? 
1) At least once pa week 
2) Two or thme times per month. 
3) Once per month. 
4) Two or thme tsneS per year. 
5) Once per year. 
6) Never. 
7) NIA 

4.ûn avefage, are these visits with hisher p a t d  gnndpsraa(s) disruplive for h W  
(Disruptive meam being more conûontational or ciggnsriive than hddn wouid be on average) 

1) Exmmety disniptiveve 
2) Very dimptive. 
3) Slightiy disruptive 
4) Not disruptive. 
5) NIA 



S H O W  often does your Jtepctiild visit with his/her matenial g n d m s ) ?  
1) At least once per week. 
2) Two or thfee times per month. 
3) Once pa month. 
4) Two or tlirre6nsperyar. 
m = p a y =  
6) New%. 
7) N A  

6 . h  average, are these visits with h k k  matemai p d p M n i ( s )  disruptive for 19m/hd! 
@isuptive means king more conûontational or aggresh thm Wshe would k on average) 

I)tumnaydisniptiveptive 
2) Vay disruptive. 
3) Slightly disruptive 
4) Not disrupiive. 
5) N/A 

Abioir Same Ahial 
Ahmyr F=Pm' 4hmB Rrdy Nam 

7. In so fàr as discipline is 
5 4 3 2 1 c o n c a n 4  how o h  d a s  your 

stepchild indicate p u  an m g  to 
take the place of hislha dad? 

8. How ofien do you make 
decisons ngardiag your sîepchild's 5 

behaviour that he/she believes 
should be decided by hisrna nithal 

9. When you ask your stepctiild to 
do somethhg hdshe daesn't agree 5 

with, how often does he/she tell 
his/her fàthef? 

10. When you discipline your 
stepchild, how o h  does hdshe 5 

compare your decisions with the 
way hislha m e r  disciplines 
himther? 



1 1. Foilowing a visit with W e r  
bioloacal fàther, how o h  does 
your chiid's behaviour becorne more 
combative (combative means a 
dananair towarci physicai 
agpsion) toward you in 
cornparison to Mer behaviour 
b&re the visit? 

12. Foliowing a visit with hisrna 
bi010gicai M e r ,  how o h  d a s  
your chüd question fbdy des 
he/she wodd not n o d y  
question? 

13. Following a visit with hidha  
biologicai fâther, how o h  d a s  
your chiid argue with you? 

14. How ofka does your partner 
object to you being t w  authorîtative 
with your stepchild? 

15. How ofkn do y w  thmk your 
partner wishes you wodd change 
the way you discipline your 
Stepchil? 

16. How ofhm does your partner 
think your intentions whiie 
disciplinhg your stepchüd are 
guided by your bdiefthat ywr 
stepdnld has too mu& 
independence? 

17. How often does your partner 
and your stepchild get into a power 
struggle ovcr your parnids 
authority with ha chüd? 



18. How ofkm do you think your 
partner féds a codict ktwcai the 
need to protect ha chüd and the 
need to be an authority figure to ha 
chiid? 

19. How O& have yai told your 
partner that she is too lenient with 
her child? 

20. How often do you think your 
partnefs disapünarypraaces with 
h a  chüd attempt to c~untef-act the 
idluences of your discipünary 
practices? 

21. How o h  have your stepchùcits 
patemal gmndpai~nts objected to 
your partner about your use of 
discipüne with y w  stepchild? 

22. How oAa> have your stepchild's 
maternal grandparents objected to 
your parnier about your use of 
discipline with your stepchüd? 

23. How ofkm hss your child's 
biologid mer objected to your 
use of discipline with your 
stepchild? 

24. How oftm have yout stepchild's 
maternai grandparents objected to 
you about your use of discipline 
with your stepchiîd? 



(Adolescent's Fom) 

1. Ovedi, how wouid you asses your relationslip with your st- 

2. OveraU, are you emotionaiiy close or emotionaity distant h m  your stepfiuher? 
Ndda 
Cbr 

vciy m 
Cbr 

vay 
Diirrl Diirmr 

3. Overaü, how do you find taiking to your step$thd! 

AhPit Sanw Ahmii 
A l w R y I h o q u s d l y ~  w Nebu 

4. When your stepWer discipünes 
yoy how often do you remind hirn 4 3 2 1 
he is your stepfàther? 

5. when your stepfàther tells you to 
do somthhg, how o h  do you 4 3 
fel he has no respect for you? 

6. When your stepfhther askr you to 
do something, how o h  do you 4 3 
think he fals you have no retpct 
for you? 

7. Whai your stepfiither asks you to 
do something, how oAen do you 
thhkhehaswhatisbestforyouin 
rnind? 



Ahiai SQic Ahait 
Ahyr -vw .(grir Rnly NCMI 

8. How ofhm do you think ywr 
actions and words show disiespcct 5 4 3 2 1 

for your stepfàtk's authow- 

9. How of€en do you spenâ the  
wishing that you and your stepfather 5 4 3 

couiddenloprnorerrspectfweadi 
other? 

10. As of mw, how often do you 
fd your stepfàther has a nght to 5 

tell you what to do? 

1 1. Whem your stepfatha tried to 
discipline y w  at the tirne he ûrst 5 

jomed this famiiy, how o h  did you 
cornplain or try to appeai the 
decision? 

12. When your steptiitha fbst 
joined this M y ,  how ofien did yai 5 

think his nguests of were 
unreasonable? 



1. How ofken does your stepfiither 
teU y w  what to do in important 
family matters? 

2. How often does your stepfatha 
alone decide the cmsequenœs for 
your misbehaviow? 

3. How ofken does your stepfàh 
encourage you to taik to him about 
your interests and cancans? 

4. How o h  d a s  your stepEather 
off- to help you with something 
without king asked? 

5. How ofkm doa your ste~fkther 
suggest a pleasurable activity for 
you and him to do together alone? 

6. How often does your step$ther 
06s to attend an event in which 
you are participating, such as a 
school play or a game? 

7. How often does your stepmer 
show afEdon to yw? 



8. My responses to my stepfbther 
when he shows affkdon to me 5 

are.. . 

9- My responses to my stepfatha 
when he encoumges me to t& to 5 

him are... 

IO. My responses to my stepfatha 
when he ofas to heip me are... 5 

i l .  Myresponsestomysiepfatha 
WtienheexplainswlyIshouldnot 5 

resist doing what he quests are... 

12. My responses to my stcpfither's 
suggestions for he and 1 to do 
somehing together are. .. 

13. My responses to stepfhther's 
decisionsi as to whether or not to 5 

attend an event in which 1 am 
participating are... 

14. When 1 adc to talk to my 
stepfàther, he is. .. 5 

15.WhenIwishtodisaisswithmy 
stepfàther my expcaations of his 
role in the M y ,  he is ... 

16. When 1 show afkction to my 
sîepfatha, he is.. . 5 

17. When 1 offa to help my 
stepnnha, he is.. . 5 



18. When 1 request my siephhefs 
help in explainhg finiily issues, he 5 



parent in^ Stvks 

(Adolescent's Fom - Stepniüia Parenting) 

1. Mystepfathausuaüygivame 
a reeson why fàmüy des are 
made. 

2. Ifedneetotalktomy 
stepfhtherwhaiIthinkhehas 
been unfiiir. 

3.MystepfâtherlistenstowhstI 
thidch making hniiydecisions. 

4. Aithough my stepfàther expects 
me to foliow directions, be will 
talk to me about what he acpeas. 

S. My stepfàther is wining to 
change what he expects of me. 

6. If my stepfkther doesnt agre!e 
with me, he usuayl forces me to 
do what he thinks is right. 

7. When my step- adcs me to 
do something he expects me to 
do it right away without asking 
any questiotls. 

8. My stepfàther uses force to get 
me to do what he wants me to do. 

9. My stepfatha d d s  with me 
strictiy when 1 dont do what ï'm 
supposecl to do. 



10. My stepfâther insists that 1 do 
what he wants because he's the 
one in charge. 

11. MystepfiithaWiwesthatI 
shwld have my way most of the 
timeinthehmiiy. 

12. My stepfhther let's me do 
WhatIwanttodoevenifitgoes 
againstwhathewants. 

13. My stepfàther let's me do just 
about any thing 1 want. 

14. M y  stepfàther hardy eva tds 
me how 1 should act. 

15. Anything 1 d a s  is okay with 
my stepfàther. 

16. My siepfâther holds me to 
des by my mother. 

17. My motha makes the des 
and my stepfàther amies them 
Out. 

18. My mother has more say 
about what 1 can and cannot do 
than my stepfather. 

19. My stepwer makes sure 1 do 
whatmymothawantsme to do. 

20. My ~repfatha leaves most of 
the niks ofwhat 1 do up to my 
mother. 



Parentin~ Stvies 

(Adolescent's Fom - Biologid Mother Pambing) 

1. Mymotherusuallygivesmea 
reason why nnnily des are made. 

2. Ifdfreetotalkto mymother 
when 1 think she has been unfàir. 

3. My mother listeas to what 1 
think in making f b d y  deaSons. 

4. Ahhough my mother expects 
me to foiiow directions, she wül 
talk to me about what she 
expects- 

5. My rnother is wiiiing to change 
what she expeds of me. 

6. Ifmy mother doesn't agne with 
me, she usuaily forces me to do 
what she thinks is right. 

7. When my mother asks me to do 
something, she apeas me to do it 
right away without asking any 
questions. 

8. My mother uses force to get me 
to do what she wants me to do. 

9. My rnother de& with me 
süictiy when 1 dont do what I'm 
supposed to do. 

10. My mother insists that 1 do 
whatshewantsbecauseshe'sthe 
one in cbarge. 



11. M y  motha bdieves that 1 
shaildhavemyway~ofthe 
time in the faniüy. 

12. My mther let's me do what 1 
wanttodoevenifitgoes~ 
whatshewants. 

13. My mother let's me do just 
aboutanythingI~~1. 

15. AnythmgIdoesisokaywith 
my mother. 

16. M y  mother holds me to des 
set by my stepfather. 

17. M y  stepfkther makes the ruies 
and my mother CBCCies them out. 

18. My stepfither has more say 
aboutwhat Icanandcannotdo 
than my mother. 

19. My mother makes sure 1 do 
what my stepfkther wants me to 
do. 

20. My mother laves most of the 
d e s  of what 1 do up to my 
StepMer. 



1. ûved, how wouldyou assessyourclüd'swith yourptnd 

2. û v e d ,  is your chüd emotionaüy dose or emotiody distant Eom your partner? 
Nglha 
Clirt 

vay lu 
aaœ Dirra 

'!=y twma 

3. ûved, how do p u  nnd your chiid's convdons 4 t h  your piumer? 

i.Whenmypamiabegana 
relationship with my chiid, aûkdon 
between them developed siowiy. 

2. When my partnet began a 
relationship with my child, it was 
important to allow his authody 
ova my chiid to deveiop over time. 

3. My partner began a nlationship 
with my chiid by devdoping 
&&ion More initiating discipline. 



4. It i s h p o r t a n t t h a t m y ~  
explain his f&gs about our 
stepnunS rdptoasliip to my a d .  

5.Idisaisswithmypertnahow 
much affection he should give to my 
child. 

6.1 agree with my partna that we 
neeâ to discuss the type of 
disciplinary messuns he should 
appiy to my cMd kcausc of the 
uniqueness of the stepparent mie. 

7. My child and partner do disMs 
how my child's relationship with 
hiSrna biological Mer Ms in with 
our relationship in the stepfàmüy. 

8. My partner acknowiedges that 
my child needs to disaus how much 
affecton he should give himlha. 

9. My partna aclmowiedges that 
my child has a ntd to disaiss his 
nght to impose discipline on 
him/her. 

10. My partner üies to d e  my 
child &el &ee to disaiss the 
importance of h i h a  biologîcai 
Mer in hisher Me. 

1 1. It is important to accommodate 
rny chiid's schedules with hisiher 
biologid nither and his fàmiiy. 



- d Y  
==F 

12. It is important to understand my 
cM@s fkelings about hidher 4 

telationship with hi& biologicai 
bther. 

13. It is important for my partner to 
explain to my cMd how stepGunS, 5 4 

nlatiorships di&r h m  biological 
W y  fewonships. 

14. It is important to support tny 
chiid's attempts to maintain ties with 5 4 

hidher biological Mer. 



St- Rok Claritv Scak 

(Biological Mother's Fom) 

1. Howo&ndasyourpamer 
rather than you tell your chüd what 
to do in important fàmiiy matters? 

2. How ofim d a s  your partmx 
alone deside the consequences for 
your child's mkôehaviour? 

3. Howofhdoesyourpamier 
encourage your chiid to talc to h i .  
about hisîher interests and 
concerns? 

4. How often d a s  your partner 
O& to hdp your cMd with 
something withait being asked? 

5. How of ta  does your partna 
suggest a pleasurable activity for 
him and yow child to do together 
alone? 

6. How o f b  d a s  yair partna 
off'er to attend an event in which 
your chiid is partjcipating, such as a 
schd play or a garne? 

7. How often does your paxtner 
show affection to ywr chiid? 

8. How o f b  do you and your 
partner disa,gra about your 
partner's discipîinary practices ova 
your chiid? 



pertM should discipline your a d ?  

11. Howoftaido you suggestin 
hn t  ofyour chilâ, that your 5 

parinefs idem of appropriate 
discipline are dinaait to youn? 

12. How ofkm does your partner 
suggest in h n t  of your chiid, that 5 

your ideas of appropriate discipline 
are Mennt to-tÏis?- 

13. My responses to my m e r  
about the affection that he shows to 5 

my chiîd are.. . 

14. My responses to my partnefs 
aicouragernent of my chiid to M c  5 

to are.. . 

15. My responses to my parmer 
about his o h  to help my child 5 

are.. . 

16. My responses to my partner's 
initiation of enjoyable Iictivities tOr 5 

my chüd and hirn to do together 
are... 



7. My tesponses to my partnefs 
decisions as to whether or not he 
attend an event in which my chüd is 
participating are... 

18. My respollses to my partner 
wha my chiid cornplains aûout his 
discipline are.. . 

19.WhenIdisagreewithmy 
pamiaabouttelüngmycMdwhat 
to do, her responses to him are ... 



1.IuSuallygivemychiidareason 
why fsmily d e s  are made. 2 3 

2. My child feels fk to talk to me 
when hdshe thinks 1 have been 1 2 3 
untàù. 

4.AithoughIacpedmycliildto 
foUow directions, 1 will talk to 2 3 
him(her about what 1 expect. 

S. Iamwillingto changewhatl 
acpeci of my chiid. 1 2 3 

6. If1 dont agree with my chiid 1 
usuaüy force himiha to do what 1 1 2 3 
think is right. 

7. When 1 ask my child to do 
something,I~himmatodo 1 2 3 
it right away without asking any 
questions. 

8.1 use force to ga my chiid to 
dowhatIwanthim(hertodo. 

9.1 deai with my chiid strictiy 
when Wshe doesnt do what 
hdshe is supposed to do. 

10.Iinsistthatmychiiddas 
what Iwantbecausehtheone 1 2 3 
in charge. 



11. IbdievemychiidshwW have 
hisnier way most ofthe tirne in the 
nniiiy- 

12.1 let my chiid do what he/she 
wants to do evenifit goes a g a k t  
WhatIwant. 

13.1 let my chiid dojust about 
anything hdshewants. 

14.1 hardiy ever tdl my M d  how 
h&he should act. 

15. Anything my child does is 
okay with me. 

16.1 hold my child to rules set by 
h i s k  stepfàther. 

17. My partner makes the niles 
and 1 c m y  them out. 

18. My partner has more say 
about what my M d  can and 
cannot do than 

19.1 make sure my chiid does 
what my partna wants himher to 
do. 

20.1 lave most of the niles of 
whstmychiiddoesuptomy 
partner. 



1.How often does y w  chiid visit with hidha biologid fhther? 
1) At least once per wtdc 
2) Two or three thes  per month. 
3)Oncepermonth 
4)TwoorttneetmKsperyear. 
5m=paycsr- 
0) Nevex. 
7) NIA 

2 . a  average, are these visits with hisha biologial fàther aiJnptive for himhr? 
@isntptive means being more conûontatiod or agpssive then Wshe wouid be on average) 

1) M y  disnptive. 
2) Very disruptive. 
3) süghtly disniptive 
4) Nat disruptive. 
5) N/A 

3.How often does your chiid visit with Iiislha pirtanal grandparent(s)? 
1) At least ona per w a k  
2) Two or three times per month. 
3) Once per monîh. 
4) Two or t h  times per year. 
5 )  Once pa year. 
6) Never. 
7) NIA 

4.ûn average, are these visits with hislher p a t d  grandparen4s) disniptive for hamer? 
(Disruptive means being mon confiontationai or ciggnssive than hdshe wouid be on average) 

1) Extremely disniptive. 
2) vay dimptive. 
3) slighdy disnlptive 
4) Not disniptive. 
5) NIA 



5.How often does your chüd visit with hisiher matemal grandparent(s)? 
1) Atleastoncepawcdr 
2) Two or three times pa month. 
3) Once per month. 
4) Two or t h e  times per year. 
9 ~ p a y e s r -  
6)Never. 
7) NIA 

6.0n average, are these visits with hidm matana @parent(s) disupiive for hnilhd! 
(Disnrptive means k g  more cotifi.ontatid or aggresh than hdshe WOUId be on a v e )  

l)-disruptm 
2) very disniptive. 
3) Slightty disru* 
4) Not disruptive. 
5) NIA 

Abiol Sam AhiPii 
A h v * y r - *  Rrdy N c w  

7. In so fiu as discipline is 
concemed, how often does your 5 4 3 2 1 

child Udicate your partner is trying 
to take the piace of hislha dad? 

8. How ofien do your partna mske 
decisions regarding your child's 
behaviour that helshe believes 
should be decided by hi& tiaheR 

9. When your parbm asks your 
child to do sornethhg Wshe doesn't 5 4 

agez with, how ofien does he/she 
tell hifier father? 

10. When your partner discipiines 
your diü4 how oeen does he/she 5 4 

compare his decisions with the way 
Iiislha Mer discipümo himlhd! 



1 1. Foilowing a vis& with hi- 
biologial fatha, how oflm does 
your chilci's behaviour becorne more 
combative (combative means a 
deme~ulour toward physical 
aggnssion) towarâ your partna in 
cornparison to his/her behaviour 
More the visit? 

12. Foiiowing a visit with hislhcr 
biologid fàther, how o h  does 
your chüd question fâmüy des 
helshe w d d  not nom>dly 
question? 

13. Foiiowing a visit with hidher 
biological M e r ,  how o h  does 
your chüd argue with your m e r ?  

14. How often do you object to 
your partner king too authoritative 
with your chiid? 

15. How ofhm does yourpartner 
th& that p u  wishes he wodd 
change the way he discipiines your 
child? 

16. How o h  do you thhic your 
partner's intentions while 
disciplining your chiid are guideci by 
his belief that your chiid has too 
much independence? 

17. How often do you and your 
child get into a power stniggîe over 
your authority with your chiid? 



18. How ofkn does your patner 
think you f a s  a c d i a  between 
the ned to pmtect your diüd and 
the need to be an authority fi- to 
your chiid? 

19. How ofhm has your pmtner told 
you that your an too lenient with 
your chiid? 

20. How often do you think your 
discipaniuy practim with your chad 
attempt to counter-act the 
idluences of your plirhur's 
discipüaaiypradces? 

21. How o h  have your a d ' s  
paternal grandparents objecteû to 
you about your parmer's use of 
discipline 4 t h  your cbiid? 

22. How o h  have your child's 
matanal grandparerits objecteci to 
you about your paftner's use of 
cüscipiine with your chüd? 

23. How often has your chiid's 
biologid fatha o b j d  to your 
partner's use of discipline with your 
child? 

24. How o h  have your chiid's 
materna1 grandparents objezted to 
you palmer about his use of 
discipiine with your chüd? 



nie Dcteiminrnb of 

Adokrait!, Wilüigwar to Accept a Stepfather's Authority 

Consent F m  

This research is k g  conducted by Raymond Foui, in partial fiüfilmait of a Ph-D. degree in 

sociology at the University of Manitoba The pilpose of this research is to ~ s e s s  iàctors which 

a&ct adolescents' wilîingness to accept  the^ stepfàthefs authody. 

It is the ah of this r d  to praiide an accurate description of the types of stepWy 

parentai roles, nghts ud nsponsiiies which contriMe to the fo&on of heahhy 

siepfàmily relationships. The mlts  of this study will provide a clear understanduig of how 

parental roles within the step$müy impact on an adolescent's willingness to acccpt hifier 

s t e p w s  auhority. 



Iunderstadthat myward, mypsrtnaandmysdfwinkinterviewedon at leasttwo 

separate occasions by the researcher fw approxhately one hour et each tirne. These gaaMews 

wil! consist only of questions about eacti of our paoeptions of stephiriily rrlaiionships. 

1 agree tht in the interviews, (please chedc one) 

( )ouranswerswül betaperec~rdedthentransfenedtowrittencopy, or 

( ) our answers wiü "ody" k wnttai down, with na tape recording imrolved. 

I understand that any irrfordon obtained wül be M d  in sDid confidence and our identities 

will not k dlldosed in the publishing of the rroardr 

I understand that our participation anci our d ' s  participation is complet& volum~ry and 

that each of us are able to withdraw at time in the tesearch. Additionaily, e i h r  my partner 

or 1 may withdraw consent for our ward's participation at any time in the research. Each of us 

have the nght to decline any and all questions put to us My prmia anci 1 mpy choose without 

penalty to witMraw any or dl information that we Md our wiuâ have provided to the 

researcher- 

1 am aware that this m h  has kai approveâ by the Depermient of Sociology Ethics 

RNiew Committee and Xwe have any cornplaints about the procedures we can all the head of 

the department at 474-9260.1 und- that ifwe have eny questions about the research we 

may leave a message for the researcher, Raymond Foui, or Rod Kueneman, advisor, at the 

department of sociology, University ofuanitoba, at 474-9260 

1 understand that any nvdaiion of ehüd abuse wül k reported to the studfs advisor and to 

iegal authorities 



1 understand tbat I will rrceive kdback upon the conclusion of the atudy as to the nndings 

of the research. My partner rud 1 wül k infamed as to whaî M b g s  have ken conduded 

nom our $mily's input. Second, based upon the consent of my ppctnr and I, our adoiesmt 

wiii be infiormeci of the hdhgs concluded h m  aa fliniüy's input. Ihird, my partner and 1 Win 

have the opportunity foiîowing the condusion of the saidy to mat with otha parents involveci 

in this shdy and discuss how s t q f i d y  dynamcs dht authoritative relationships with 

adolescents 1hPvcdudundet~tOOdwhptthereseaichissboutaswdlwhaimyward,~ 

partner and my participation invoives wd my signature on this page indicates thst 1 am williiig 

to give consent for my wud end niysdfto participate. 

DATE SIGNATURE OF MOTHER 

DATE SIGNATURE OF STEPFATHER 

DATE SIGNATURE OF RESEARCHER 



The Determiarnts of 

Adokscemt's WiMiigics ta Acopt a Stepfathefs Authority 

Assent Fonn 

This nsearch is king mnduded by Raymond Foui, in p a d  fiünhnan of a Ph.D. degree in 

sociology at the University of Manitoba. The purpose of this research is to assess Won which 

atfèct adolescents' wilüngness to acapt theV stepWs authority. 

It is the aim of this research to provide an accurate description of the types of s t e p W y  

paraaal roles, rights and responsiiilities which contiibute to the formation of healthy 

stepfarny relationships. The nsults of this study wiü provide a cl- understanding of how 

paraisal roles witlilli the stepfàmiiy impact on an adoIescent's willingness to accept hidher 

s tepWs authority. 

I undentand that 1 will k intervieweci on at last two separate OCCZlSions by the d e r  

for apprortimateiy one hour at each tirne. 'Ihese interviews d consist ody of questions about 

my perceptions of stepfamüy nlatiodips. 



1 agree that in the intaviews, @lease check one) 

( ) m y a n s w e r s w i l l k t a p e r e c o r d e d t h e n ~  toweittencopy, or 

( ) my answers wül "only" be wnttai down, with no tape recordllig involveci. 

1 understand that any uifonnation obtained will be Md in strict caindare and my idatity 

wiii not k disclosed in the piboshing of the research. 

1 understand thiit my participation is complaciy voluntacy and that 1 am abie to withdraw at 

any tirne in the d. 1 aiso n s a ~  the right to dednv sny and all questions put to me. 1 

may also choose without penalty to withdraw any or rJI hfbmmtion thiit 1 have provideci to the 

nsearcher. 

I am aware thpt fhis research has ban approved by the Department of Sociology Ethies 

Review Cornmittee and if1 have any cornplaints about the procedures 1 can csll the head of the 

department ai 474-9260. 1 undundastand that if 1 have any questions about the research 1 rnay 

leaw a message for the reseafcher, Raymond Foui, or Rod Kueneman, advisor, at the 

department of mciology. University of Manitoba, at 474-9260 

1 understand that any revelation of chiid abuse wüi be reported to the stuws advisor and to 

legai authonties. 

1 undentand that based upon the consait of rny motha and stepfMer, 1 wül be infonned of 

the findings concludeci h m  our fàmüy's input into diis study. 

1 have read end u n d a s i d  what the rrseardi W about as weü what my participation involves 

snd~Sgnahueon~~emdiclt*,~Imwillingtopiiticipate.  



DATE SIGNATURE OF ADOLESCENT 

DATE SIGNATURE OF RESEARCHER 



INDIVIDUAL RESPONDENT SCORES 

Range: 3 (wry close) - 21 (very distsn) 

Fimiiv Steofather Addcsant Math# 
(NA) 11 15 9 

#5 (NA) 10 11 9 
#8 (NA) 9 5 8 
#9 (NA) 8 8 13 
#IO (NA) 9 17 8 
#il (NA) 3 9 5 
#12 (NA) 9 8 7 
#13 (NA) 7 7 13 
#19 (NA) 1 1  10 9 
fMo(NA) 8 10 1 I 
#2 (4 7 7 5 
#3 (A) 3 6 7 
#4 (A) 3 3 6 

(A) 8 4 6 
#7 (4 9 9 11 
#14 (A) 7 7 5 
#lS (A) 3 3 6 
#16 (A) 6 7 6 
#17 (A) 7 6 6 
#18 (A) 3 6 3 

The Mutuai Respect suriariiuy questions were the oniy opportunity for each of the h i i y  

membas to provide their perceptions of the ovadl nlaoionship ktwccn the stej&her and the 

adolescent. W e  scores in g e n d  ktween hunily membas were not iarge, there was a trend 

for adolescents in the NA group to por&ay thek reiatioiisliip with thir stepfatha as being more 



negative than eaha of the aduits. See scores on f b i l y  #I and #IO. Convasdy, in the A p u p ,  

it was aiha of the aduhs rather than the adolescent who paaivcd more mnanceS where the 

relationship may have bem süained or impmved upon 

Tabk #C2 Mutual Resnect Subsccrlt (Authoritv Accentance &aie) 

Range: 6 (much munial respect) - 30 (no mutual respect) 

F m *  Stwfatber Adolescent 
w) 14 12 

#S (NA) 10 9 
#8 (NA) 17 19 
#9 w) 14 17 
#IO (NA) 15 14 
#Il 1 (NA) 15 11 
#12 (NA) 19 20 
#13 (NA) 11 14 
#19 (NA) 18 16 
#20 (NA) 17 15 
(A) 9 10 

#3 (A) 8 8 
#4 (A) 10 6 
#6 (A) 8 8 
#7 (A) 3 7 
#14 (A) 10 9 
#15 (A) 9 10 
#16 (A) 9 7 
#17 (A) 8 11 
#la (A) 9 8 

Individuai respondent score patterns on the Mutuai Respest subde indicate fnv 

divergemies in sawa. In fàct, the greatest cnffénnas are behmai the and 

adolescent in A group fàmüies #4 ad #7. In faniily #4, the adolescent perceives gregter muaial 



respect than the stepfâhr. In frniily #7, ho-, the stepfather perceives greater mutuai 

respect than the adolescent. 

Range: 3 (9 few discipümy coqtaiins) - 15 (many discipiinaiy eomplaints) 

Famüv StcDfathcr Addcsant 
#l (NA) 8 11 
#5 (NA) 8 5 
#8 (NA) 10 11 
#9 (NA) 7 12 
#IO (NA) 8 6 
#11 (NA) 8 7 
#12 (NA) 10 14 
#13 (NA) 5 11 
#19 (NA) 10 IO 

(NA) 12 10 
#2 (A) 6 8 
#3 (A) 5 10 
#4 (4 3 5 
#6 (A) 5 8 
#7 (A) 6 7 
#14 (A) 7 7 
#1S (A) 6 7 
#16 (A) 6 7 
#17 (A) 8 6 
#18 (A) 7 6 

NA group individuai scores on the Wplinary Devdopment subde showed greater 

divergence than A group scons. In NA group M a  #9 d #l3, Md A group tivnily #3, the 

adolescent paceived th& siepfiitha had mon discipiinary cornplaints about their behaviour 

than was perceived by the stepfàther. 



Range: 4 (completeiy achieved rdasionrhip) - 20 (compieGdy ascn'bed reiationship) 

Familv Stmfather Mother 
# l ( ' A )  9 11 
#s (NA) 11 13 
#8 (NA) 9 10 
$9 WA) 4 9 
#IO (NA) 9 7 
# i l  WA) 16 5 
#12 (NA) 10 9 
#13 (NA) 4 4 
#19 (NA) 9 10 

(NA) 11 6 
#2 (A) 8 8 
#3 (A) 4 6 
#4 (A) 5 12 
#6 (A) 10 8 
#7 (A) 11 6 
#14 (A) 10 7 
#lS (A) 8 8 
#16 (A) 10 8 
#17 (A) 9 7 
#18 (A) 10 7 

Major divergetlcies in the stepfàther and mmothas' 'scons oowied in f8miües #Il, #20, #4 

and #7. The stepfadiers in fiunilies #Il, ;#U) and #7 wae more ükdy to percehm theV 

dationship with their aâolescent as asaibed, whaess th& partnas perceivecl this relationship 

as aimost oompleteiy ach id .  In fàmiiy #4, the oppsite pattem apsts. Divergemies in scores 

had no besring on whaha the âunily was in the A or NA group. 



Tabk #CS Communication Subsclk fAD/RD Scrltl 

Range: 5 - 25 
(extensive communication bythe stepnitiur q a d n g  Iiis rdaitionshipwiththe adotescent) - (üttie communication by the siepfiitha rrgarding l i s  rdationship with the dolescent) 

FamiIV Stcbfathtr Mother 
19 14 

The ody si@cant divergence m individuai scores is in nunly #Il .  The! biologicsl mother 

paaives îittîe ~omunication by the stepfptha regardhg 1 dationship with the adolescent 

d e  the stepfatha pacemS that he adaisivdy comunicates tliis datioiiship. 



(Refkto hVpotheSis#l) 
Range: 5 - 25 

(step- completeiy validates the adolescent's &onship with hi* biological $tha) 
- (stephtk completeiy indidates the adolesccllf's r$ationship with hislha biological ôitha) 

Fun& Ste~father Mothm 
#l (NA) 19 15 
#5 INAI 12 12 
a (NA) 7 15 
#9 INA) 5 9 
#IO (NA) 8 8 
#il (NA) 23 8 
#12 (NA) 9 7 
#13 (NA) 13 13 
#19 (NA) 8 8 
#20 @A) 10 9 
#2 (A) 9 7 
#3 (A) 11 8 
#4 (A) 12 7 
#6 (A) 9 13 
#7 (A) 20 13 
#14 (A) 9 7 
#iS (A) 11 8 
#16 (A) 9 13 
#17 (A) 7 9 
#lS (A) 18 15 

SisnifiCant divergencies in Udividual scores ocaarrd in faniiles #8,#11, #4 and #7. In each 

of these fàmiiies, otha than famrly #8, the step- somewfiat invalidateci his adoIescent's 

relationship with his/her biologid fàther. The biologicai mothas in these tàmilies, on the other 

hanci, perceived th& pMnas as being more mcünd to Müdate this nlationship. In W y  #8, 

the opposite pattern Occunred. Dmrgencies in scores haû no besRng on whetha the hmüy 

was in the A or NA group. 



Range: 7 - 35 
(üttie authoritatiw and mutmnt and Mending behaviour initiatecl by the stepfiak) - (a considerable amount of authoritative and aubtring ad befnending initiated by the 

step-1 

FlliiilV stt~f1tbtr M0tbtr Addcsccnt 
#l VA)  23 23 15 
#5 (NA) 23 26 23 
#8 ow 26 26 28 

(NA) 29 21 15 
#IO (NA) 18 23 17 
#il (NA) 23 27 17 
#12 (NA) 16 16 15 
#13 (NA) 27 18 23 
#19 (NA) 18 22 17 
no (NA) 24 22 15 
#2 (A) 24 27 25 
#3 (A) 24 28 20 
#4 (A) 22 23 25 
#6 (A) 24 25 26 
#7 (A) 29 30 23 
#14 (A) 26 23 23 
#lS (A) 27 24 25 
#16 (A) 24 25 26 
#17 (A) 23 26 23 
#lS (A) 30 29 23 

The adolescents in fàmiües #1, #9, #Il, #19, #3, #7 and #18 aJl pacQved considerably less 

authoritative and nuiturpnt and Mending behaviour initiated by thcir stepfather than either 

th& stepfathers or mothers. The grrcitesr divagaiaes in scores are ktweai NA group 

adolescents in fimilies #1, #9, #11 Md #19 and th& stepfsthas. 



Range: 5 - 25 
(a low Id of consemus ùetween biologiaJ mother ad stcpfiitha rrgarding the stepiàthets 

discipünary pf8Ctiocs with the dolescent) - (a hi& levef of consensus khuan the biologid mother and the stepfàhr ngPnling the 
stephthefsdisciplliarypracticeswiththedolescan) 

Fmnib Stenfathtr Mother 
#l (NA) 19 23 
#5 (NA) 16 22 
#8 (NA) 19 20 
#9 WA) 21 21 
#IO @A) 17 22 
#il (NA) 16 21 
#12 (NA) 12 10 
#13 (NA) 23 21 
#19 (NA) 19 18 

(NA) 21 18 
(A) 25 22 

#3 (A) 18 18 
#4 (A) 21 18 

(A) 21 21 
#7 (A) 21 22 
#14 (A) 22 25 
#lS (A) 18 21 
#16 (A) 21 21 
#17 (A) 23 20 
#l8 (A) 21 22 

The oniy significant diemnce in îons is in nunily #5. The biologicai mother perceives a 

high Id of consaisur ôetween ha and h a  paitna ngarditg his discipiinary practices with the 

adolescait whiie ha psmia perceives a modaate kvd of consensus. 



Range: 6 - 30 
(the adolesoaits totai @don of the stepfàthefs i n h t k s )  - (the adoIescerit's totai rcccpunce of the stepnthds aiitiatives) 

F m h  Ste~fatber Adoksccnt 
(NA) 19 24 

#s (NA) 24 22 
ow 24 29 

#9 (NA) 24 17 
#IO (NA) 18 10 
#Il (NA) 21 18 
#12 (NA) 18 21 
#13 (NA) 29 28 
#19 (NA) 21 18 
#20 (NA) 20 19 
#2 (A) 29 29 
#3 (A) 30 25 
#4 (A) 24 29 
#6 (A) 22 23 
#7 (A) 30 24 
#14 (A) 30 25 
#lS (A) 21 24 
#16 (A) 24 29 
#17 (A) 22 23 
#18 (A) 29 25 

The greatest divergence in scores apptars in hi l ies  Il, #8,#9, #IO, #3 and #16. In fhibes 

#1, #8, and #16 the addescents ahno& totaUy acceptecl th& steptiithas' h i h t k s  and dieu 

stepfathas perceived that th& adolescents modcrateiy accepted th& initiatives. In fàmiiy #IO, 

the stepfétha peraMd the iddescent modatdy ~cecpted his iniitirtiva whiie the dolescent 

aimost totally rejected bis stepfàthefs wtmtws . .. . . In fàmiIies #9 ad #3, the sapfàthers 



perce id  their adolescents to have a hi@ I d  of rcoeptana of their initiatives whiie the 

adolescents levei of acccpt~nce mis lower. NA graip f.amiiies #1, #8, #9 and #10 had more 

divergemies in scons than the A group bnilies #3 and #16, and fidermore, these 

divergemies wae greater in size. 

Range: 7 - 35 
(the biologid mothds total bdc of support of 

ha parimr's Mm bdiaviour towards ha dolescent) 
- (the biologicai mothefs totd support of 

h a  partnets befnarduig behaviour towards h a  a d o l ~ )  



Thegreatestdivergenceinsamsappearsin~#5, #12,#20,#3,#6, #7,#15,#16, #17 

and #18. W e  aii individual scores indicatc the biological mother's moderate to rihnost total 

support of h a  partnefs ixfkdhg behaviour towards her adolescent, di&renccs d s t  

between fhiiies es to which partner paaivcs the gr- I d  of this support. ûfthe seva A 

p u p  fidies #3, #6, #7, #lS, #16, #17 and #1û, oniy in one fàmiîy, #3, does the mother offèr 

less support of her pririnds behiadrrig behaviour towads ber adolescent than the amount of 

support perceiveci ôy ha partmr. ûfthe three NA gmup fhiiies 6, #12 and #20. the mothers 

in two fàmiiies, #12 and #20, offa les  support than the amount of support paceived by their 

P m -  



Range: 5-25 
(total disauragernent by the stepfkther and bïologid mothdJ tcsponse to the aidolescent's 

requests for help ud displays of M o n )  - (total encouragement ôy the stepfkther Md biologicai mother's response to the doIescentîs 
Liitiation of requests foa help and dupiays of dbction) 

Fm& Adok!scent 
(NA) 20 

#5 (NA) 20 
(NA) 20 

#9 (NA) 14 
#IO (NA) 6 
#11 (NA) 17 
#12 (NA) 15 
#13 (NA) 21 
#19 (NA) 17 
#20 FA) 17 
#2 (A) 24 
#3 (A) 19 
#4 (A) 24 

(A) 20 
#7 (A) 21 
#14 (A) 20 
#lS (A) 24 
#16 (A) 24 
#17 (A) 21 
#18 (A) 21 

Adotescents were the oniy hunily member to respond to items on this sak. Adolescent 

scons in die NA group tàmiiies are considerabiy Iowa than the adolescent a#ms in the A 

gmup fàmilies. 



Range: 5 (mngiy disalpee with each statanat) - 35 (strongiy agree with each statemat) 

Flinilv Putntinn Stvlc Stenfathcr Adokcent 
#l @A) A u t h o r b t b  29 27 
#5 (NA) M . v e  24 28 
#8 (NA) Authontzdive 23 29 
#9 (NA) Mjundjve 26 32 
#lO (NA) Mjunctive 26 35 
#i 1 (NA) Peniiissive 27 29 
#12 (NA) AuthorMan 28 30 
#13 (NA) Authontarian 26 26 
#19 (NA) Authontarian 23 31 
#20 (NA) Authoritarian 25 31 
#2 (A) Authontative 31 29 
#3 (A) Mjunctive 30 30 
#4 (A) Authoritative 28 30 
#6 (A) Mjunctive 29 31 
#7 (A) Authoritative 31 25 
#14 (A) Authoritative 32 26 
#15 (A) Authoritative 31 31 
#16 (A) Adjunciive 29 29 
#17 (A) Authoritative 30 30 
#18 (A) Authontative 29 27 

The -est divergence in scons rppears in fàmüies #û, M, #IO, #19, #20, #7 and #14. 

W e  dl individuel scons Udicate the stepfatha and adolescent moderately to strongly agm 

with the statements on the partiailrit parenthg Me, difkmms in the number and site of 

divergent scures exist behveai the NA and A gmup fidlies. ûfthe five NA group fanYles #8, 

#9, #los #19 and #20, suniies #û, #9 and #20 h m  the d e s t  divagaicy of six. The two A 

group h ü i e s  #7 and #14, have divergdes of six. 



Pal 
Aul 
Aul 
Aul 
Aul 
Aul 
Aut 
Ad! 
Aut 
Adj 

Aul 
Aut 
Aut 
Aut 
Aut 
Aut 
Aut 
Aut 
Aut 
Aut 

inn Stvk Mother Addcsctnt 
Wve 24 28 
itative 30 22 
i t a h  30 20 
itative 26 32 
itative 33 27 
itative 24 30 
tive 27 25 
itative 28 24 
tive 23 27 
tive 26 30 
itative 32 26 
itative 30 30 
Wve 30 26 
itative 31 25 
Sative 33 27 
tative 30 29 
tative 29 28 
tative 29 23 
sative 31 29 
tative 30 28 

The greatest divergence in scores appean in nuiiüies #5, #8, #9, 110, #Il, #6 ud #7. AU 

individual scores indicate the mother and adolescent modemteiy to sbongiy agree with the 

statements on the particuiar panning style. Dinaar*, on the numkr of divergent scores 

exist baween NA and A p p  fiunities. Families #5, M, #9, #10 ud #Il are in the NA group. 

Families#6and#7areintheAgoup. 



Range: 4 - 20 
(a low degree of codict between the a d o l ~ s  k h g s  of Ioyalty t o d  h k h r  biologicai 

fadids authontyand Iiislha s k p h h t s  authonty) 
- (a high d m  of conflia khueai the ad01escait's Mings of 10- towards M e r  

biological W s  authoiity ansi h k k  stephthds authority) 

Fuailv Stemfatber Mo- 
#l (NA) 4 4 
#5 (NA) 4 4 
(NA) 4 4 

#9 (NA) 4 4 
tio (NA) 5 4 
#11 (NA) 6 5 
#12 (NA) 4 4 
#13 (NA) 4 4 
#19 (NA) 5 4 
#20 (NA) 4 4 

(A) 4 4 
#3 (A) 5 5 
#4 (A) 4 4 
#6 (A) 4 4 
#7 (A) 4 9 
#14 (A) 4 4 
#lS (A) 4 4 
#16 (A) 4 4 
#17 (A) 4 4 
#18 (A) 5 8 

Fiunily #7 shows a chergence in scores. The rnother perceives a slightly higher degree of 

confiict between ha adolescent's fèeiings of loyalty towards bis biological W s  authority and 

his stepfathets authority than her partnec 



m~3- 15 
(adolescent was very unükeiy to question bis/her s t e p W s  authonty folowing visits or 

contacts with hi* bioIogial fsUur) - (adolescent was vay iikely to question hama s tepWs authonty foiiowing vists or 
contacts with hi* biological fadia) 

The greatest divergence in scores appears in fiimities #10 and #12. In both of these NA group 

fàmüies, the mothers Mt there was a strong Walihood their adolescents wouid question their 

stepfhthem' authority fbliowing Msits or contacts with th& biologid hthas. niàr v e r s ,  



howeva, ftlt that it was very ualüteiy th& adolescaiss w d d  question thek authority 

foiiowing these antacts or visits. 

Range: 8 -40 
(a low îkpency at which the biologid mother ad stcpfiitha objected to ach othas 

âiscipiinsry practiccs with the adolescent) - (a high hquetlcy at *di the ôiologicaî mother and stepnths objecteci to each others 
disapiiasrypraaices) 

Familv Stenfather Mother 
WA) 19 19 

#5 (NA) 18 14 
#8 WA) 21 13 
#9 @A) 7 14 
#IO (NA) 15 12 
#11 (NA) 19 19 
#12 (NA) 24 32 
#13 (NA) 13 11 
#i9 (NA) 15 23 
#20 (NA) 17 27 
(A) 10 11 

#3 (A) 14 23 
#4 (A) 10 13 
#6 (A) 19 9 
#7 (A) 13 11 
#14 (A) 12 16 
#1S (A) 14 18 
#16 (A) 10 10 
#17 (A) 12 9 
#18 (A) 14 10 



The -est divergence in scores cippesrs in h i l i e s  #8, #9, #12, #l9, #2û, #3 and #6. Fve 

of these flamiiies are! in the NA group. Famüy #12 is the oniy fàmüy whae both pam#s 

paceiMd a high n#luency a which they objected to each oürn disapüniay practices wah the 

adolescent. In five out of these seven M e s ,  it was the mot&rs who perceiveû a higher 

frequency of objections with th& pPnnrs. Only in fhdies #8 and $6 did the stepfathers 

paceive a higher fiequency of objections. This wouid suggest that mothem have more 

objections about their mers' p a r e d  -011s conœming th& adolescents than do th& 

parnias. This finding is partiailarly devant m firmilies where the adolescent is kss than wilüng 

to accept his/her stcpfathds authority. 



-:4-20 
(a low fiesuericy t wtiich mankn of the stepfiniüy's extended nuiiüy 

objected to the stephibids disciplwry pcactjces) 
- (a high fkquency at which tnemkrs of thc s t e p h d ~ s  exteded f b ü y  

objected to the stcpndids disciplinary @ces) 

Familv Stmfather Mother 
(NA) 4 4 

#5 WA) 4 4 
#8 WA) 4 4 
#9 WA) 4 4 
#IO (NA) 4 5 
#11 (NA) 11 4 
#12 (NA) 6 7 
#13 (NA) 4 4 
#19 (NA) 7 5 
#20 (NA) 7 6 
#2 (A) 4 4 
#3 (A) 4 6 
#4 (A) 4 5 
#6 (A) 4 4 
#7 (A) 6 4 
#14 (A) 4 4 
#15 (A) 4 4 
#16 (A) 4 4 
#17 (A) 4 4 
#18 (A) 6 4 

Family #11 showed the only divergence in scores. The motber perceived a low firesuency at 

wfiich manbas of the stepfhi ly 's  extedeci fàmüy objectecl to ha partnds dkipiinary 

practices. Ha partner, ho-, perceid a moderateiy high numkr of challenges h m  the 

extended faniily. 



SUBSCALE SCORES 

Mutual Respect SummaryQuestions 

Composite scores of summary questions on the Mutual Respect subsides range h m  3 (very 

close) to 21 (vay distant). Scores ranged from 4 to 1 1.6 suggesting We overail difl[ierence in 

ernotional closeriess. Eleven fbüies scored between 4 and 6.3: and nine hüies scorecl 

betweetl 7.3 and 11.6. AU nine of the Ima fàmilies are in the NA p p .  These scores are 

consistent with the respollses masuhg the adolescent's willingness to accept his/her 

stepfbthds liuthority. Furthermorie, NA group M y  mns dustend at the higher end of the 

range indicating that adolescents and stepfathas in these hmiües are aot as close as those in A 

group fàmilies. See Table #20 fw individual auriily scores on Mutuai Respect subscsk 

sunmiary questions. 



Range: 3 ( ~ y  dose) . 21 (wy distut) 
(respondenss . mOthet. stepfiither. addescent) 

(NA Families in BoId)jlrP!) 

Mutuai Respect Subscak 

Composite scores on the Mutual Respecr subscale range h m  6 (much mutuai respect) to 30 

(no mutual respect) . Eleven faniiles s c o d  between 8 and 9.5, and rOne fàmiîies scorexi 

b e e n  12.5 Pnd 19.5. An nim of the latta famiües are in the NA group . NA and A group 

scores arc consistent with nsponses on the Muaial Resped Summary questions; the range of 

fhdies' scores U d and NA gmup fainüy scores dustd  at the upper ad of the d e  





4 and 7.5, and men fàmüies scoreci ôetween 8.0 and 15. AU seven of the latter families are in 

the NA group. NA and A group scores are innsistent with responses on the Muaid Respect 

Sunnnary questions and Mutuai Respea subsak to the extent that most NA group h d y  

scores c lus td  si the upper d of the range. However, unlike those scores, these sams have 

a iarger range. This indiCates a substantial dinsarc in the number of discipünary amplaints 

bdwecn A and NA group families; mmwt NA group fidies eicpaenced more discipiinary 

amplaints than A group fimilies. See Table #22 for individuai $miSr scores on Disciptinary 

Devdoprnait. 





Snan range (4.0 . 12.0) suggest fèw di&raias bctmar fiunilies regadhg thcir pemeptions of 

the extent to which the stephtk/adolescait relzaionship is achieveû or a s c r i i  . Further. it 

indicatesoU~estadtoküminthenecdfathcstepadhatoachievehisnlatio~p 

with his adolescent . See Table #23 for individual b ü y  aans on ascrifi achieved 

reiationships . 

..... ....... Fm@ #9 ...... 6.5 
.................... F d y # 2  8.0 ........ Fun@ #10 , .. 8.0 
.................. Family #15 8.0 
.................. F a d y  $17 8.0 

FamüyW .................... 8.5 
.................... Fsmüy#7 8.5 
.................. F a d y  #14 8.5 
.................. Faniily #18 8.5 

Family #20 ....., ......... 8.5 
.................... FamilyM 9.0 
.................. FUI@ #16 9.0 ......... Full& #8 ......., 9.5 ............. FPmily #12 "a  9.5 

Funily Hl9 .....,..,... 9.5 .... Famiîy #1 ., ....,,. 10.0 
Famüy #11 ,,...... 10.5 
Fmïy #5 a .  . ..... 12.0 

Communication S u b d e  



to hypothesis #1) 

Composite scores on the Communication subde  range h m  5 (exîensive cornmuriication 

ôy the stepntha regarding his relationship with his stepchüd) to 25 (ünk communication by 

the stepfhther regadhg IiU relationship with his stepchild). Fndiigs h m  this w b d e  are 

coiroistmt with scores in the levei of Acknowiedgemaib/acjection of di&mrce between the 

stephther rok and the conventional nitha d e .  The nlvMly small range in scores (1 1.0 - 
18.5) ndicstes féw differarrs between faniües in the extent to which the stepnitha 

communiw bY nhtionship with his adolescent. NA and A p u p  scores did mt dusta 

together suggesting that thae is no rrlationship between the amount of communication by the 

stepfàther regarding hi9 reiationship with the adolescent and the adolescent's willingness to 

eccept the stepfsthds authody. These scons also suggesi both NA and A group fàmiiies have 

only had limited discussions conceming the stepfàîhets rehionship with thdr adolescent. See 

Table #24 for individuai M y  scons on communication. 



Range: 5 - 25 
(extensive coxnmunication by the s t e p f h k  regadhg his relationship with the adolescent) - (iittie communication by the stepfkthez regadhg hk relationdüp with the adolescent) 

(cespond- - mOthef, Jiep-1 
(NA Families in Boldfiiee) 

Familyrn .................... 11.0 
Funüy #l4 .................. 11.0 
Fliiiily #l7 .................. 11.0 
Fun* #19 11.0 
Fun@ #12 ,.., ....... ... 115 
Fame #10 13.0 
Famiiy#3 .................... 13.5 
Fuiiüy#4 .................... 13.5 
Fun* #8 ,,...,.... 13.5 
Famüy #9 .,.,,,,,. 13.5 
Fame #13 .,,.., ...... 13.5 
F e  #15 .................. 13.5 
Famiiy #2O ............ .... 13.5 
Fafniiy #II m... ", *.....a 15.0 
Fame #l .............,... 165 
F a d y  #6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 7.0 
F e  #16 .................. 17.0 
F ~ V  #S .......,.-..... iao 
Family #7 . ... . . .. . . . . .. . . . . . . 18.5 
Faniüy #18 .................. 18.5 

- - - - 

Empathy Subde 

... Empathy subscaie range h m  5 (th stepfather comple!tdy vaiidates the dolescent's 

relationship with M e r  biological htha) to 25 (the stepfather completefy invalidates the 

adotescent's rrlationship with hi- biologial fhuia). Funüy scons are consistent with 

Gnding in the levd of Acknodedgemen~edion of din'erence between the stepfhther d e  

and the conventionai Fatha d e .  UrWe the aMn range of scores in the ascriptiodachievemerit 



subscale and the communication &de, the range in the empathy subde is more mensive 

(7.0 - l7.0), suggesting considerable d&mw* between faniües in the extent to whkh 

stepfWers validate theb adolescent's rdationship with their biological fkhr .  NA and A group 

scores did not cluster together suggesting that thn is no relationship between the extent to 

which the stepbtha validates bis adolescent's &otiship with Wher biologid fkther and the 

adolescents wüüngness to accept die step$thds Mhority. See Tabk a5 for individual âunüy 

scores on empathy. 



Range: 5 -25 
(stepfather compleieiy validates the ddesants relationsliip with hidher biologicd fsiha) 

- (stepfàther compldely i n v a i i b  the adolescents rdationship with h k k  bi01 Jcal tiitha) 
(fespond- - -, stemw 

(NA Families in Boidfàce) 

S t e p f à h  Initiation S u b d e  

p to hypothesis #2) 

Composite scores for the Stepfatha Mation subsale range fmm 35 (a considaable arnount 

of authontative and nuttunnt ad be6iiending behaviour Uiitiated by the steptiitha) to 7 (îittfe 

authoritative d nuibnant and Mending behaviour initiated by the stepfàther). Scores are 



consistent with hâings in the Step- Rok ClMty scaie. Famiiy scores ranged h m  15.6 to 

27.3, suggestiag some stepfâthers Uiitiated a modetate amount of authontative and nurturant 

and b&iendïng Wiaviour whüe othaa initiatecl much mon. The ciustering of NA ud A group 

scores are aimost identical with the pattern on the siepfatha d e  ciarity d e .  Most NA group 

scores cluster at the lower end of the range whde A gmup sams cluster at the higher end This 

indicates most steptinhas in NA ~ g a p  fwiües hihta i  les  auhritative and nireuriiig and 

befnending behaviow to their adolescents dien stepfiiuwrs in A gmup fimilies. See Tabk #26 

for inàividuai fàmily scons on stepfptha iiiitiation. 



Range: 7 - 35 
(hie authoritative and naturwt anâ befiicnding behaviour inibisttd by the stepfhther) 
- (a considerable amount of authorbtive and niirbuii>g and Merding initiated by the 

siep-1 
(respondents - rnother, acpntha, adolescent) 

(NA FanBaes in Boldnice) 

Famüy #12 15.6 
Fun* #19 ,,,,,., 19.0 
Fm@ #IO ,--- 19.3 
Family #1 ,a.,".,.. 20.3 
Fm& M O  M.H...- 20.3 
Funily #9 ,...---...a.-, 21.6 
Famay #11 ,.W.",, 22.3 
Funily #13 .,,..,,, 226 
Family #4 .. . . . . . .. . . .. . . .. . .. 23.3 
Family #3 . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . 24.0 
Family #5 m...... " ..m...... 24.0 
Farnily #14 .................. 24.0 
Family #17 .................. 24.0 
Fardy #6 .................... 25.0 
Family #16 .................. 25.0 
F@#2 .................... 25.3 
Family # 15 . . . . . .. .. . . . . . . . . . 25.3 
Fun* #8 ..., .... ,..., 26.6 
Faniüy #7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27.3 
Family # 1 8 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27.3 

- - - -  - - -- 

Consensus Subde  

(Refb to hypothesis #2) 

Composite scons for the Co- subsak range h m  25 (a high I d  of consaimis 

between the biologid motha ami stephn&r rrgsrdmg the stepfàtk's disciplinsry practices 

with the adolescent) to 5 (a low l d  of consauis betwea the biologiaû m o k  and the 



stepfàther ngrudag the stepaithds disciphary practices with the adolescent). Scores an ody 

moderately cons*iait with the f h b g s  on the Stcphtha Rok Clanty d e .  Family scons 

ranged h m  11.0 to 23.3, ho-, 19 of these SCORS mged h m  18.0 to 23.3. This srnail 

range of rdativdy high fiunüy scores indiata 1 fhniîies, otha dian f h ü y  #Q have a high 

I d  of consensus between the biologicai mother and si- re@ing the steptàîhefs 

disaplinary practices with the adolescent. Wliile NA group sams tcnded to dusta at the 

10- end of this range, the cange was so !ma& grwp scores add iittle irifi,fmafion in 

explaining the relationship bawan the level of consensus between pcuhuis Md the 

adolescent's wiiiingness to accept the stepaithds authority. Sec Table ##27 for individual M y  

scores on consensus. 



Tabk #27 Coiwcrwus Su- 

Range: 5 - 25 
(a low level of consensw bchucai biological motha and stepfàther rrgardnig the stepWs 

discipliiisry practices with the dolescat) 
- (a high level of consensus between the biological mother ancl the sieprstha ngardmg the 

stepf8tfiei's discipanSry practi~cs with the adoIescent) 
(respond- - motha, -1 

(NA FamiIies in Boldfoa) 

Famüy #12 , .  11.0 
Family#3 .................... 18.0 
Famay#ll ..-*, 18.5 
Family #19 1825 
Famiiy I - . . .  19.0 
Faniily#4 .................... 19.5 
Famiiy WO ,,, 19.5 
Famiîy #IO ........ 19.5 
FamQ #l5 .................. 19.5 
Famiiy #20 .......... ...... 19.5 
Fmay #l *.....**.........* 21.0 
F d y # 6  .................... 21.0 
Family #9 **a* "*....... 2 1.0 
Fa* #la .................. 21.0 
Famüy#7 .................... 21.5 
Family #lir .................. 21.5 
Famüy #18 .................. 21.5 
Famüy #13 ...,.,, .... 22.0 
F a d y  #2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23.3 
Famiiy #14 .................. 23.3 

Reciprocity S u b d e  

(Refer to hypothesis #2) 

Composite scores fbr the RcciproOty s u b d e  range h m  30 (the adolescent's totai 

ocapance of the stepfsuids initirtiwS) to 6 (the dolesCaas total rejection of the stepfàther's 



initiatives). Scores are consisieat with hdings on the St- M e  CLnty d e .  Faniily 

scores ranged h m  14.0 to 29.0, sugscsbing in some fiiniües the adolescent moderateiy 

awepted the stepfathds inbthq whüe in others, the adolescent almost totany accepted the 

siepfkther's initiatives. Simüar to Gndings on the coasar~us s u b d e ,  fàmiiy #12 s ~ e d  the 

10- at 14, wtiile the mMining 19 family scons ranged h m  19.5 to 29.0. In hnPly #12, the 

adolescent ehnost totdly rejected the s t e p W s  initiatives. NA p p  scores clustered at die 

lower end of thU range and A group scores dustaed at the higher end. This indicates most 

adolescents in NA group families were less reccPtng of their stepfathao' initiatives than 

adolescents in A p u p  fiimities. See Table #28 for individual fWiily scores on recipmcity. 



Range: 6 - 30 
(the adolescent's total rq'ection of the stepfàther's initiatives) 

- (the adolescent's totd acqtanœ of the scepfinhcrs W v e s )  
(res~ondents - stephtha, adolescent) 

(NA Families in Boldfkœ) 

Support Subscale 

(Re& to hypothesis #2) 

Composite scores for the Support subsale range h m  35 (the biologicaî moWs total 

support of ha partnefs Mending bchaviour toward ha adolescent) to 7 (the biologicai 

m o W s  total Isck of support of ha partnds befiiending bekviour toward ha adolescent). 



Scores are consisiait with fM& on the Stepaüwr Role Clrrity scaie. F e  scores rangeci 

h m  22.0 to 33.5, suggesting biologicai mothem in sanc fimilies O& substsntial support for 

their partners' Mending behaviour toward th& adolescent, wiiile in other $niilEes, biologid 

mothas offi almost total support. NA grmp sams ciustered at the Iowa ad of this range 

and A group scores clustacd at the higher ad Thk indicstar biologid mothers in NA group 

fiunilies offèr Iess support fw their partnas' Wenaing behaviour t o d  thar dolesant than 

biologid mothas in A graip faniües. See Table #29 foi *mdividual hniily sams on the 

Support s u b d e .  



Range: 7 - 35 
(the biological mother's totaï hdc of support of 

her partnefs Mending behaviour towards ha adolescent) 
- (the biobgid motha's totai support of 

ha partneds Mending behaviour towuds ha dolacait) 
(res~ondents - mother, stepfather) 

(NA Families m Bol-) 

Family #8 -0. m..... 25.0 
AIS . . - . . m  27-0 

Fomily #1S .................. 27.0 
Funüy #l ,"" 28.0 
Famüy#6 .................... 28.0 
FaInily #9 .""".O......, 28.0 
Famiiy #10 ., ..... , ...... 28.0 
Faniily #16 .................. 28.0 
Fm@ #19 ,.........,.. 2û.O 
F m @  #Il o..,... ,,O" 28.5 
Family a 0  2û.S 
Famüy 114 ......... ... .. . . . . . . 29.0 
F d y  #7 . . . . .. . ... . . . . .. . . .. 29.5 
Famüy#17 .................. 29.5 
Fmdy #18 .................. 29.5 
F@#3 .................... 30.0 
Famiiy #13 ..,. ....,..... 32.0 
F* #2 ..S................. 33.5 
FamÜy#14 .................. 33.5 

Stepchiid INtisaion Subscaie 

(Refkf to hypothesis #2) 

Scons for the Stepcliild W o n  subde  ranged h m  25 (total cncourciganait by the 

stepnidier and biologicai mothets nrponse to the adolesants oiioirition of requests for help 



and disphys of affection) to 5 (totai diScairagement ôy the step- and biol~gicsl m o W s  

response to the adolescent's requests fw Mp and displays of M o n ) .  Scores are consistent 

with fiMiiigs on the Stepfarha Role Clsnty sade. FamQ saxa rangeci h m  6.0 to 24.q 

however, simüar to findings on the reciprocity and eonsaisus subscaîes, one famsI scoreci 

substadaüy lower than the othas. Far@ f 10 scored 6.0, ad the other families' scons ranged 

h m  14.0 to 24.0. This suggests in S o m  fàmüies the stepfàb and biologid mother 

moderat* enmurage the adolescds initiation of requests n>r help and âisplays of affection, 

whüe in otha families, stepfàîhcrs and biological mothers almost totdy aianirage their 

adolescent's requests. Furtha, it suggests in fhdy #IO, the stephtha and biologicai mother 

almord toUUy disanaage the adolescent's requests fbI hdp and displays of a&tion. NA gmup 

scores cluster at the lower ad of this range ad A graip scores chuter at the hi* end This 

Uidicaîes the stepfàther and biological motha in NA gmup fimdies off= less encouragernent to 

their adolescent's initiation of quests for help and display of affecton than stepfithers and 

biologial mothas in A group families. See Table #30 for individuai fiiMSr scores on the 

Stepchild M o n  subscrle. 



Tabk #SO Stenchüd Initi.tion Su- 

Range: 5 - 25 
(totai discouragement by the stepoitha and biologicai mother's response to di. adol*lant's 

requests fa help and dispilys of r&aion) 
- (total encouragement by the stepfMer and biologicai mothds response to the adolescent's 

iniiiption of requests for hdp and displays of affèction) 
(fespondats - ad01esxnt) 
(NA Famiiies m Boldfâœ) 

- 
F m  
F m  
F m  
Fanl 
Fu33 

Fua 
Fami 
F m  
F m  
Fami 
FaIn 
Fami 
Fami 
Fam 
Fami 
F a .  
Fami 
Fami 
Fami 
Fami 

iiy #IO -...,- 6.0 
iiy #9 ,,.,......... 14.0 
iiy #12 ...0.....0...." 15.0 
ily #Il ..--- 17.0 
iiy #19 W..-...- 17.0 
iiy #20 ,.---------. 17.0 
iy #3 .................... 19.0 
#y #1 .Y.....""...... 20.0 
ily #5 0.. l...."...., 20.0 
y #6 .................... 20.0 
ily #8 0." ..m.... " ..... 20.0 
y #14 .................. 20.0 
y #7 ................*... 21.0 
ly #13 ..*............. 21.0 
y #17 .................. 21.0 
y #l8 .................. 21.0 
y#2 .................... 24.0 
y #4 . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24.0 
y #15 .................. 24.0 
y #16 .................. 24.0 

S m  on Stepfauicrs Parenting Styles 

(R.efêr to hypothcsis #3) 

Table #3 1 shows each f imiifs oomposite scores on 1 the stepâithas' parenhg styles. The 

famüys composite score is ôased on the fes~onses of the stepâtha ancl adolescent. Two 



signifiant patterns emerge h m  these drta F i  in six fidies (#3, #5, #6, #9, #IO, #16) the 

stepfhther wed an a d i  parenthg style, d in a c h  case, with the exception offunily #5, 

then scores are vexy hi@. This suggests addescents in these hunties strongiy acknowledge the 

I d  of support their m e r s  have for the& mothers' EUithOritative judgements. This is 

@ a i l u l y s i s i i i f i c a n t f w h u m ü e s # 9 u d # 1 O , b o t h ~ e s a n ' n t h . N A p p ~ t h e  

stepfathas and aâolcscaitr strongiy agme on the stepôithds use of a pMding style which 

was expec&d to krease the adolescent's amqtamx of the stepf8ther's authority. Seconci, 

h ü i e s  in the A grwp gaierally have a lrvga dinennce between the paraitiag styies with the 

highest and lowest scons than fàmiiies in the NA gmp. NA graip fâcdies #9 Md #10 arr the 

exception to ttiis finding Dühmes between the parenthg styies with the highest and lowest 

scores in these two h d i e s  i great. These fhdings suggest stepfethas end adolescents in A 

group auiiilies and in fiunilies #9 and #10 share a dear u n d d g  of the parameters of the 

stepfàthefs authontative rok. 



Tabk #31 S a m  on Stci,fathers' P.ttlltinn Stvlcs 

Ranges-35 

Famdy#ll 
Facnüy #12 
Fatdy #l3 
FamiIy #l9 
Farmy #20 
Faniily #l 
Family #2 
Faldy #4 
Family #7 
Family #8 
F e  #14 
FarniIy #15 
F e  #l7 
Family #l8 
Family #3 
Farniiy #S 
Fsmily#6 
Faniily R 
F d y  #lO 
Family #l6 

Ptrmissive 28, 
Autûontuirn 29, 
AutùoriWian 26, 
Authontuirn 27, 
Autbontuirn 28, 
Authorititive 28, 
Authorititive 30, 
Authoritativc 29, 
Authontrtivt 28, 
Authorititivt 26, 
Authoritrtivt 29, 
Autboritritivt 31, 
Authoritrtive 30, 
Authoritative 2û, 
Adjundive 30, 
Adjundive 26, 
Adjunctive 30, 
Adjundive 29, 
Adjunctive 31, 
Adjunctive 29, 

Pamissive 20, 
PenniSSive 22, 
Penriissive 20, 
P e m i s k  23, 
Permissive 18, 
Pennishe 20, 
PaIlljSSiVe 24, 
Penirissivo 25, 
Pcniiissive 21, 
Permissive 22, 
Permissive 23, 
Pemiissive 22, 
Pemiissivc 20, 
Perniissive 25, 
Permissive 22, 
Permisive 22, 
Permissive 23, 
Permissive 24, 
Pemussive 22, 

Adjundive 18, 
Adjundive 24, 
M i  23, 
M i  23, 
Adjunctive 25, 
MjunCtm 28, 
MjUtlCfiVe 26, 
A d i v e  26, 
M l 2 3 ,  
Mjunctive 27, 
Mjunctk 28, 
Mjundivc 27, 
Adjunctive 25, 
Authontative 29, 
Authontative 23, 
Authoritative 29, 
Authoritative 24, 
Auhritative 23, 
Authoritative 25, 

S a n s  on BioIogid Mothers' Parenhg Styks 

(Refa to hypothesis #4) 

Table #32 shows adi fàrnüy's composite sums on ali the biologid mothers' parenting 

styies. The faMly 's  composite score is W on the responses of the biological m o k  and 

adolescent. Mothem in NA group families #9 and #10 M higher scores on the authoritative 

scale than the majority of al1 the fidies. This h ü n g  is consistent with other findings on these 

~estothe~ait~thesemothashareckr<lydeanedtheirparentdrdestothnr 



adolescents and partnem. These mothers are the d e  sources of padd authority to their 

adolescentseScentS Second, otha than fàdies W9 anci 110, mothas in the A gmip haâ higher scores 

on the authoritative scak than mothem in the NA group Mes. Molescents in the A group 

fàmiües as opposed to NA gmup f i d i e s  have a bata understanding of niks because they 

have been cleariy stated and e x p W  in opai communication Third, the highest scores for 

mothers in NA gmup fsniües #I2, #19 ad a 0  are on the adjunctive parent& d e .  

Furthemore, the di&nnce in each of these W s  scores on the fw plimitiag styles is 

minimai. This suggests a lack of consistenq in the pemda mens of these mothers. The 

paramaers of these a<pecrations are vague dctind, anâ as a coqueme, makes it difnaih 

for these adolescents to anticipate the structure of thcV ights iad respom'b'ies. 



Famiiy#12 
FPmily #l9 
Family #20 
Furmy #l 
Falniiyrn 
Faniily #3 
Family #4 
Family $5 
Family #d 
Fmiity #7 
Fam@ #8 
Family #9 
Family #10 
Family #11 
Famiiy #I3 
Famiiy #l4 
Family #l5 
Family #16 
Family #l7 
Family #18 

Adjunctivt 26, 
Adjunctivt 25, 
Adjunctivt 28, 
Authoritativt 26, 
Authoritrtiv~ 29, 
Authoritrtivt 30, 
Authoritritivt 28, 
Autboritritive 26, 
Authorîtativt 28, 
Authoritativt 30, 
Authoritativt 25, 
Authontrtive 29, 
Authontrtive 30, 
Autb0rit.tivc 27, 
Authoritativt 26, 
Authoritrtivc 30, 
Autôontativt 29, 
Autboritative 28, 
Autùoritative 30, 
Authoritative 29, 

P e t m h k  24, 
Permissive 23, 
Petmissive 24, 
PenniSSive 20, 
PamissiVe 19, 
Permissive 21, 
Perniissive 21, 
PenirissiVe 24, 
Penirissive 19, 
Permissive 18, 
Permissive 23, 
PennissiVt 17, 
Permissive 17, 
PenniSSivt 21, 
Permissive 23, 
P enniSSive 20, 
Permissive 18, 
Permissive 20, 
Pennjssive 19, 
Permissive 20, 

Authoritative 24, 
Authoritative 22, 
AuthoritatiVe 26, 
AdjUllCfiYe 24, 
Adpncrm 20, 
Adjmtive 18, 
M l v e  19, 
Adjmclk 24, 
Adjunctm 20, 
Adjunciivc 17, 
A d i v e  24, 
Adjunctive 16, 
Adijunctk 15, 
Adijunctive 23, 
AdiUIlCtiVe 23, 
Adjundive 19, 
Mjunctive 20, 
Adjunctive 21, 
Adjundive 18, 
Adjwntn 21, 

Patemal Sotidsnty Subde 

(Refk to *thesis #5) 

Composite ocores for the Pated Soiidarity subde range from 20 (a high dcgne of 

conflict beswasi the adolescent's feelings of Io& t o d  hielha biologial U s  authority 

and hi* stepfather's authority) to 4 (a tow dcgree of conûia khvcai the adolescent's 

feelings of loyahy towaràs hi* biologid fàthcfs authority and hidher s t e p W s  

authority). Family scores ranged h m  4.0 to 6.5 suaesthg a low degree of oonflict beniveen 



the adolescent's &elhg of loyalty towards hishr biologial W s  authority and his/her 

stephithds ZWthOrity in dl fàcnilies. Furthermore, thae is no relationship betweai NA and A 

the Stcpfather Rok Challenge d e .  See Table #33 fw individual fàmüy scores. 

Range: 4 - 20 
(a low d e g m  of conûiict bet\...een the adolesceds faüngs of lm toW(VdS hkh r  biological 

~ s a u t h o n t y  Mdhidherstephihdsautho*) 
- (a high degree ofconfliict between the adolescents f&gs of loyalty towards Iiislha 

biologid W s  authoniy and Iiislha stepfbhfs authoudhority) 
(respo~---hf% -1 

(NA Familia in Boldâce) 

FImily #1 .... .....,.,.... 4.0 
F d y  #2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.0 
Family #4 .....-.............. 4.0 
Fmiiy #5 ...mooo..oe...... 4.0 
FamJykf6 .................... 4.0 
Fimiiy #8 ....,,,...,. 4.0 
Famiiy #9 ..,-,,.. 4.0 
Fun* #12 .,...,.,, 4.0 
Famüy #13 .... 4.0 
F e  P I l  ................ 4.0 
Famüy #15 .................. 4.0 
Famüy #16 .................. 4.0 
Family #17 .................. 4.0 
Ffmi l y  #20 ......,,.,., 4.0 
F d l y  #IO ......"*.o..." 4.5 
Famw #19 ...,, 4.5 
Family #3 . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . 5.0 
Fundy #11 ...,,,.,. 5.5 
FPmüy#7 .................... 6.5 
Famüy #l8 .................. 6.5 



Loyaity M o n  Subde 

(Retkt to hypothas #5) 

Composte scores for the Loyahy Division nibacale range h m  3 (the adolescent was vay 

untikely to question Mer stepaithds authonty folowing visits or contacts with his/her 

biological f;ltha) to 15 (the adolescent was vcry likeiy to question Iiislha siephihds authocity 

foUowing Viau or contacts with hisnia biologial hnha. Fmlly scores ranged between 3.0 to 

7.5, however, the majority (1 1 fiindies) scored 3.0. This suggests that in most faniües the 

adolescent was very wilikdy to question bis/ha s t e p W s  authority folowing visits or 

contacts with Iiisma bidogial $dur. In the other hniibes the adoIescent was so& iikdy 

to question his/her stephther's authority fbIIowing visits or contacts with hi& biologid 

Mer. These sums are cotisistent with findings on the Stepfither Role Chaiienge d e  to the 

extent that fhihes #3, #Il, #12, # 19 d #U) scores an in the upperad of the range in both 

d e s .  W e  most NA group nMily scons tend to duster at the upper-end of this range, there 

are mon outlien in the Loyaty Division subde than in the Rde Challenge scale. Adolescents 

in NA group fàmilies are modaatdy more Wrdy to question th& siep$thds authority 

foUowing visits or contacts with theV biological nitha than adolescents in A group t.amiiies. 

See Table #34 for individual nMJy scores. 





the adolescent) to 40 (a high score due to the fra that the biologid motha and stepfather 

o b j d  to each othds disciplinary p d œ s  with the dolesceni). FamQ scores mged h m  

10.0 to 28.0 indiatiiig a moderate di&rrna bstwtai timües rrgrtding partnefs prapions 

of the number of objections to each othds disciplinary practices with the adolescent. 

Furthennore, scores begin a the lower-range of die s d e  and ad in the mid-range suggesting 

in some stepfàmiiies putnas have féw objection to each other's duapiiwy pnctices with the 

dotesent wtPk in other families parnias have a moderate numtcr of objections. And last, NA 

group scores chista at the uppa-enâ of this range wtiile A group scores cluster et the lower 

end. These SOO~CS are consistent with 6ndings on the Stepfbher Rde Challenge d e .  See 

Table #35 for individuai h i i y  scores- 





extded hrnily object to the siepÊohds discipiinary pcadices with the dolaant). F m $  

scons ranged h m  4.0 to 7.5 mggesting ali niniTe cxpaieilced few objections h m  odadtd 

family wmbas rrgsrdiig the s k p f b k ' s  discipiinary practices with the adolescent. These 

scores an not consistent with findmgs on the Stephtha Roh Challenge d e .  See Tabie #36 

for individuai tiunüy scores. 



FaInDy #1 ",,",, 4.0 
Famiiy #2 . . . .. . .. . . . . . . .. . . .. 4.0 
Famüy #5 4.0 
FamüyM .................... 4.0 
F m *  #II -"am-- 4eO 
F m  #9 a -  4.0 
Fady W13 -,,. 4.0 
Famüy #14 .................. 4.0 
Famüy #1S .................. 4.0 
F e  #16 .................. 4.0 
Farnüy #17 .................. 4.0 
Family #4 .S........ . . . . . . .. . . 4.5 
FaQBily #IO .".".."".". 4s 
Farnily #3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 5 .O 
Famüy #7 .................... 5.0 
Famüy #18 .................. 5.0 
Famiiy #19 6.0 
Famüy #12 ."......-. 6.5 
Famüy #20 .....,,.,.. 6.5 
Family (Y11 m... "."...o." 7.5 




