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ABSTRACT 

 

This study developed and tested a new measure to assess the three dimensions of maternal 

gatekeeping as outlined by Puhlman and Pasley (2013) to determine the validity and reliability of 

the measure.  Using data from a survey of 460 mothers and fathers of children ages 3-6 enrolled 

in preschools in Leon County, Florida, findings resulted in a measure that captured the three 

dimensions.  Face validity was established by soliciting support from national experts and 

parents to assess whether the items reflected their expected dimensions.  Then a three-factor 

solution resulted in separate models for mothers and fathers reflecting the intended dimensions.  

Correlations between the subscales and those of an established gatekeeping measure and a 

coparenting measure were examined to establish construct validity.  Finally, criterion validity 

was established through cluster analysis where two groups of gatekeepers were identified 

representing the proposed two major categories of gatekeepers, and differences in scores on 

father involvement were examined.  As expected, those classified as Polarized gatekeepers, 

specifically Passive Gatewelcomers, reported significantly higher levels in the quality of father 

involvement for mothers and father reports and higher frequency of father involvement for 

mother reports. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 Fathering is an important influence on families and children and with an estimated 70.1 

million fathers in the United States (Facts for Features, 2011); our understanding of their role in 

the family has garnered substantial attention from scholars (Lamb, 2010).  In fact, scholars 

suggest that fathers’ unique contribution and influence demands even greater research attention 

(Coltrane, 2000; Jacobs & Kelley, 2006; Pleck, 2010a).  In 2006 the federal government issued 

the Promoting Responsible Fatherhood Initiative calling for additional research about fathering 

as well as funding for programs to increase healthy father involvement (U.S. Department of 

Health and Human Services, 2010).  Despite increased empirical support and federal funding, 

our understanding of father involvement remains limited, and further research is still needed to 

determine the paternal influences on children and families (Lamb; Marsiglio, Amato, Day, & 

Lamb, 2000).   

 Research suggests that father involvement is directly associated with healthy child 

outcomes.  These outcomes include fewer behavioral problems among adolescents (Carlson, 

2006; Coley & Medeiros, 2007) and children (Aldous & Mulligan, 2002), better academic 

outcomes (McBride, Schoppe-Sullivan, & Ho, 2005), increases in cognitive ability (Morrison, 

2009), stronger parental attachments among preschoolers (Newland, Coyl, & Freeman, 2008), 

better overall psychological adjustment (Downer & Mendez, 2005; Teubert & Pinuart, 2010), 

and better overall child well-being (Pleck, 2010b).  However, much less is known about the 

processes that influence father involvement and indirectly affect children’s well-being. 
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Coparenting is an area of increased interest to scholars because of the known effects on 

children.  Numerous studies established strong links showing that positive coparenting 

relationships are associated with positive child outcomes (Bascoe, Davies, Sturge-Apple, & 

Cummings, 2009; Belsky, 1984; Doohan, Carrere, Siler, & Beardslee, 2009).  In addition to the 

influence on children, coparenting is also associated with father involvement.  Positive or 

cooperative coparental relationships are linked with increases in father involvement quality and 

quantity (Beitel & Park, 1998; Brown, Schoppe-Sullivan, Mangelsdorf, & Neff, 2010; Cowan, 

Cowan, Cohen, Pruett, & Pruett, 2008; Fagan & Palkovitz, 2011; Hohmann-Marriot, 2011).  

Research also suggests that coparenting and father involvement may be reciprocal processes, 

both influencing and being influenced by the other (Buckley & Schoppe-Sullivan, 2010; Jia & 

Schoppe-Sullivan, 2011).    

To better understand the complicated nature of coparental processes and provide 

practitioners with more clarity regarding how to best strengthen families and support fathering, 

more research is needed.  Because coparenting is a reciprocal process (Jia & Schoppe-Sullivan, 

2011; Minuchin, 1974), such reciprocity suggests that mothers are a primary influence on the 

ways in which fathers interact with children and participate in childrearing.  Thus, maternal 

influence is an important starting place.  This study addressed maternal gatekeeping as an 

influential coparenting process with implications for father involvement. 

Maternal gatekeeping is reflected through the ways in which mothers prevent or enhance 

collaborative coparental relationships; and therefore, manage the way that fathers engage with 

their children (Allen & Hawkins, 1999; Puhlman & Pasley, 2013; Schoppe-Sullivan, Brown, 

Cannon, Mangelsdorf, & Sokolowski, 2008).  Research links our current understanding of 

maternal gatekeeping with father involvement (Cannon, Schoppe-Sullivan, Mangelsdorf, Brown, 
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& Sokolowski, 2008; Fagan & Barnett, 2003, Gaunt, 2008; McBride, Brown et al., 2005); 

however, there is a lack of consensus among scholars regarding what constitutes gatekeeping 

(Adamson, 2010; Puhlman & Pasley, 2010).    

I argue that a major barrier to understanding maternal gatekeeping is the absence of an 

empirically validated measure of the construct.  Although several scholars have proposed 

possible components of maternal gatekeeping, no comprehensive measure exits.  Instead studies 

borrowed from earlier work, piecing together elements reflecting maternal gatekeeping (e.g., 

Kulik & Tsoref, 2010; Meteyer & Perry-Jenkins, 2011; Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2008) and 

measures that reflect those conceptualizations.  Puhlman and Pasley (2013) introduced a 

behaviorally oriented conceptualization of maternal gatekeeping that consists of three 

dimensions: control, encouragement, and discouragement.  In combination, they suggested that 

these dimensions can be used to describe how gatekeeping functions within the coparental 

relationship and to identify types of gatekeeping behaviors.  An important next step in furthering 

this research is to develop and test a measure that represents this greater complexity of behaviors 

inherent in maternal gatekeeping so insight is gleaned into the phenomenon (Puhlman & Pasley).    

Significance of Research 

Existing research made major strides in showing the general effects of maternal 

gatekeeping.  Unfortunately, no research to date has successfully differentiated the multiple 

forms of maternal gatekeeping and how these forms of gatekeeping might better explain the 

influence of such parental interactions on father involvement.  This study contributes to the 

literature in several important ways.  It presents evidence regarding a new measure designed to 

differentiate three dimensions of maternal gatekeeping with the intent of providing greater 

insight into the complexity of these parenting interactions.  Assuming that a reliable and valid 



4 
 

measure results that differentiates types of maternal gatekeeping, research can follow that 

examines how such types influence child outcomes through father involvement.  Given that 

researchers continue to question the importance of maternal gatekeeping for father involvement 

(Pleck, 2010a; Sano, Richards, & Zvonkovic, 2008; Walker & McGraw, 2000), a more clear 

understanding of the specific ways in which these coparental interactions influence father 

involvement is necessary.  Also, the results can help differentiate maternal gatekeeping from 

other coparental process that, although related, may be distinct. 

 Given the need to understand how mothers influence father involvement, this study also 

has significant implications for clinical interventions.  A stronger understanding of maternal 

gatekeeping based on empirical evidence can enhance the content of parenting programs and 

help build more sensitive interventions in therapy.  McBride, Schoppe, and Rane (2002) called 

for increased knowledge about fathering for improving parenting program effectiveness.  

Research then followed that showed fathers do benefit from parenting interventions (Cowan, 

Cowan, Pruett, Pruett, & Wong, 2009; Doherty, Erickson, & LaRossa, 2006; Fabiano et al., 

2009), which could be applied to coparenting.  Importantly, several successful parenting 

interventions include a coparenting component (Cowan, Cowan, & Barry, 2011; Cowan, Cowan, 

Pruett, & Pruett, 2007; Feinberg, Jones, Kan, & Goslin, 2010), and future interventions could be 

enhanced with a better understanding of maternal gatekeeping. 

Purpose 

 The purpose of this study was to construct and test a measure of maternal gatekeeping 

based on our conceptual model (Puhlman & Pasley, 2013).  I aimed to assess the validity and 

reliability of the new measure, and test how well the concepts relate to father involvement.  It 

was my intention to develop an adequate measure that reflects my conceptual model, providing 
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evidence that maternal gatekeeping is a complex process that can be identified by three 

dimensions.  In addition, I intended to develop a measure with strong psychometric properties for 

use in future studies geared towards building a greater understanding of coparental processes and 

father involvement with children.   
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 Scholars have long examined the coparental relationship and the influence of both parents 

on children (Cowan & Cowan, 1992; Crosnoe & Cavanagh, 2010; Doherty, Kouneski, & 

Erickson, 1998).  Early on, maternal gatekeeping was identified as a way of explaining mothers’ 

influence on fathers within the coparenting relationship (DeLuccie, 1995).  As this concept 

gained attention among scholars, so did the need to develop a stronger conceptualization and 

empirically supported measure.  Based on findings associated with maternal gatekeeping, 

scholars (Puhlman & Pasley, 2010; Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2008) suggested that maternal 

gatekeeping is best conceptualized as multidimensional to better capture the nuances and 

subtleties of the phenomenon.  As such, the study reported here aimed to develop and test a 

measure of maternal gatekeeping derived from an enhanced conceptualization of the construct 

(Puhlman & Pasley, 2013).  In this chapter, I identify and discuss the need for this expanded 

conceptualization of maternal gatekeeping, describe my three-dimensional model of the 

construct, assess the strengths and weaknesses of current measures, and outline the need for a 

new and improved measure of maternal gatekeeping.   

Why Study Maternal Gatekeeping? 

 The literature on maternal gatekeeping recently gained a stronger following in the 

scholarly community with recent debates about its’ importance.  Some scholars argued that 

maternal gatekeeping deserves attention to illuminate the importance of reciprocity within 

parenting (Holmes, Fagan, Schoppe-Sullivan, & Day, 2011; Puhlman & Pasley, 2011; Schoppe-

Sullivan et al, 2008), whereas others questioned the presence of the phenomenon (Pleck & 
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Masciadrelli, 2004; Sano et al., 2008; Walker & McGraw, 2000).  Either way, the literature is 

replete with confusion about the concept, and a lack of clarity has prevented scholars from 

developing substantial conclusions about the phenomena.  The development of a more 

comprehensive conceptual model of maternal gatekeeping provides a framework from which to 

build a body of literature illustrating its’ presence and effects on fathering, parenting (specifically 

coparenting), and child outcomes.  These links are generally established in the current literature, 

but the complexities of the three dimensions offered in my conceptualization are not included.  

Importantly, the extant literature offers a foundation for studying gatekeeping and explicating the 

influence on family functioning. 

Historical Elements of Gatekeeping 

 Following DeLuccie’s (1995) study that found mothers influenced father involvement 

and suggested maternal gatekeeping as a potential influential factor, Allen and Hawkins (1999) 

expanded her conceptualization by introducing the first definition of maternal gatekeeping: “...a 

collection of beliefs and behaviors that ultimately inhibit a collaborative effort between men and 

women in family work by limiting men’s opportunities for learning and growing through caring 

for home and children” (p. 200).  This definition established gatekeeping as a strong negative 

influence on men, and villanized many mothers as anti-father proponents (Walker & McGraw, 

2000).  Allen and Hawkins laid the groundwork for studying maternal gatekeeping as a 

significant influence on fathers and their relationships with children.    

  Since then, research has increased our knowledge about gatekeeping and illustrated that 

mothers’ restrictive attitudes are linked to decreases in father involvement.  The earliest research 

on maternal gatekeeping used maternal restriction as the sole indicator of the construct, and 

several important studies offered substantial contributions to our understanding of the 
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phenomena using this definition.  For example, Fagan and Barnett (2003) found that restrictive 

gatekeeping mediated the relationship between father competence and involvement, such that 

mothers most often interfered with fathers when they perceived fathers as less competent.  

McBride, Brown, and colleagues (2005) studied the effects of maternal gatekeeping indirectly by 

assessing the effects of the mothers’ beliefs (a proxy measure for maternal gatekeeping) on father 

involvement.  They found that maternal gatekeeping, as a function of these beliefs, moderates the 

relationship between the father’s perceptions of his own fathering and his reported involvement.  

More recent findings (Szabo et al., 2011) showed that fathers and mothers are equally warm and 

invested when independently caring for their children.  However, when mothers and fathers care 

for children simultaneously, mother warmth and investment remained high, and father warmth 

and investment declined significantly.  These findings suggest that maternal presence is 

associated with lower father engagement and may reflect the effects of restrictive maternal 

gatekeeping.  Such findings are not unique, as others (see Barry, Smith, Deutsch, & Perry-

Jenkins, 2011; Herzog, Umana-Taylor, Madden-Derdich, Leonard, 2007; Meteyer & Perry-

Jenkins, 2011) found that increases in restrictive maternal gatekeeping is associated with 

decreases in fathering behaviors (e.g., playing, caretaking, and nurturing) – all of which are 

beneficial for child development (Lamb, 2010; Marsiglio et al., 2000; Pleck, 2010b).  

 In addition, research has investigated the factors that contribute to restrictive maternal 

gatekeeping.  Kulik and Tsoref (2010) found that maternal identity and maternal satisfaction with 

paternal involvement are linked with maternal gatekeeping, arguing that these factors are 

antecedents.  In another study, Gaunt (2008) found that power, self-esteem, gender identity, and 

maternal identity influence the degree to which mothers gatekeep fathers.  Together these 

findings provide some evidence of the factors associated with maternal gatekeeping intended to 
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restrict or limit father involvement; however, they do not suggest the origins of maternal 

gatekeeping or its influence on fathers.   

Although early literature supports the use of restriction as an indicator of maternal 

gatekeeping, scholars suggest that the inclusion of facilitation provides a more comprehensive 

conceptualization.  Walker and McGraw (2000), who critiqued early maternal gatekeeping 

models, argued that mothers could be both restrictive and facilitative; that they both close and 

open “gates”.  Other scholars (Seery & Crowley, 2000; Van Egeren & Hawkins, 2004) supported 

the inclusion of facilitation as a necessary component of any gatekeeping model and recent 

scholars added that new models should expand the conceptualizations to reflect this complexity 

(see Holmes et al., 2011; Puhlman & Pasley, 2011; Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2008).   

Findings from several qualitative studies provide support for recent arguments to expand 

the conceptualization of maternal gatekeeping.  For example, Roy and Dyson (2005) interviewed 

incarcerated men regarding their experiences with the mother or mothers of their children, 

finding that maternal gatekeeping (mostly facilitation) is a pertinent and visible dynamic in 

families.  The men overwhelmingly (75%) reported that mothers were generally encouraging of 

their involvement despite substantial barriers to access.  Findings from Tinder’s (2008) 

interviews with separated and divorced parents indicated that they described gatekeeping in five 

ways (i.e., proactive gate opening, contingent gate opening, passive gatekeeping, justifiable gate 

closing and proactive gate closing), all of which included both restrictive and facilitative 

elements of maternal influence.  Sano and associates (2008) found that mothers reported their 

behavior as not intended to stop father involvement; instead the intention was to involve fathers 

in more appropriate and beneficial ways.  Finally, Moore (2012) examined how maternal 

gatekeeping and paternal banking practices are related in post-separated families.  She found that 
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when both parents independently managed their own money, gateopening is most frequent; in 

families where fathers were financially responsible and mothers were primary caregivers, 

gateclosing is most frequent.  Thus, collectively these studies illustrated that facilitation and 

restriction are important components of maternal gatekeeping. 

 Other studies tested models of maternal gatekeeping which included facilitation and 

restriction using observational data.  Cannon, et al. (2008) found that mothers who were more 

engaged in facilitative behavior during childcare tasks reported fathers as more involved, and 

mothers who experienced more negative emotions reported engaging in more controlling 

behaviors that, in turn, were linked with less father involvement. However, the direction of 

effects could not be assessed, so it was unclear whether maternal gatekeeping decreased father 

involvement or that decreased father involvement increased maternal gatekeeping.  Schoppe-

Sullivan and colleagues (2008) found that maternal encouragement strengthened the positive 

relationship between fathers’ non-traditional/progressive gender beliefs and higher levels of 

involvement.  Although the findings from these studies support the inclusion of facilitation in a 

model of maternal gatekeeping, it is not clear how influential facilitation is on father 

involvement, suggesting the need for further research.    

 Most current studies are grounded in a conceptualization of gatekeeping that does not 

adequately and completely capture all facets of this complex construct.  In addition to the 

important inadequacies of early gatekeeping conceptualizations, most research neglects defining 

which behaviors actually reflect maternal gatekeeping.  Only two studies (Cannon et al., 2008; 

Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2008) specifically investigate the behaviors that are believed to 

constitute maternal gatekeeping.  My expanded conceptualization is more comprehensive and 
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focused on the behavioral indicators of maternal gatekeeping.  No studies to date address the 

behavioral components of maternal gatekeeping or the three-dimensional model suggested here.     

A New Conceptualization of Maternal Gatekeeping 

 Scholars argued that any model of maternal gatekeeping must address the behavioral 

complexities and challenges inherent in coparental relationships (Adamsons, 2010; Roy & 

Dyson, 2005; Sano et al., 2008; Trinder, 2008).  These scholars suggested that the model 

presented by Allen and Hawkins (1999) is too one-dimensional and misses key elements of 

maternal gatekeeping.  Only Adamsons (2010) explicated the origins and influences of maternal 

gatekeeping as a positive and negative process; however, she did not adequately identify the 

range of behaviors that reflect maternal gatekeeping.  Thus, no literature was found that 

addresses a possible range of behavioral indicators reflecting both the obvious and subtle aspects 

of gatekeeping.  My earlier work (Puhlman & Pasley, 2013) provides a comprehensive and 

behaviorally focused description of the construct and discusses the influences on family life.   

 Although we developed this model to better articulate the complexity of maternal 

gatekeeping, two theories informed our model.  Family systems theory (FST; Fagan & Barnett, 

2003; Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2008) and feminism (Allen & Hawkins, 1999; Gaunt, 2008; Kulik 

& Tsoref, 2010) have influenced our understanding of this co-parenting dynamic.  FST primarily 

focuses on the interconnectedness inherent in families (roles, subsystems, rules, boundaries) and 

interaction processes (homeostasis, equifinality, feedback mechanisms, nonsummativity; 

Minuchin, 1974; Bertalanffy, 1968; Cox & Paley, 1997; White & Klein, 2008).  For example, 

some forms of gatekeeping are highly conflictual, specifically in families where there is 

substantial disagreement between members regarding roles and rules.  Some family systems may 

be prone to passive forms of gatekeeping where there is a lack of clarity about the roles of 
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different members.  Families also undergo changes over time which may explain changes in 

gatekeeping strategies used by mothers, consistent with FST (Bertalanffy, 1968).  For example, 

when parents divorce and live in separate households, mothers must engage in gatekeeping 

differently than when they previously lived in the same household with the father.   

The Feminist perspective helps to understand maternal gatekeeping by explaining how 

power imbalances and gender role construction in families contribute the development of 

coparental relationships (Allen & Hawkins, 1999).  In addition, feminist scholars have argued 

that there is a recursive influence on maternal gatekeeping, where mothers and fathers influence 

each other in terms of parenting through identity (Adamsons, 2010) or power dynamics (Walker 

& McGraw, 2000).  Both family systems theory and feminism contribute to our understanding 

and provide a platform from which we constructed a model explaining maternal gatekeeping. 

 Our multidimensional model redefines maternal gatekeeping, accounts for the subtleties 

of maternal gatekeeping behaviors and addresses the multiple ways in which mothers influence 

father involvement.  We define maternal gatekeeping as “…a set of complex behavioral 

interactions between parents, where mothers influence father involvement through their use of 

controlling, facilitative, and restrictive behaviors directed at father’s childrearing and interaction 

with children on a regular and consistent basis” (Puhlman & Pasley, 2013, p. 177).  Although 

this model specifically focuses on the influence of mothers on father behavior, like other scholars 

(Adamsons, 2010; Doherty et al., 1998; Walker & McGraw, 2000), we recognize that fathers 

also influence mothers, so their relationship is inherently reciprocal.   

In our model (Puhlman & Pasley, 2013), maternal gatekeeping consists of three 

dimensions which converge and result in identifiable patterns of behavior.  The three dimensions 

include control, encouragement, and discouragement.  Each dimension represents different 
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behaviors, uniquely contributing to gatekeeping.  An important element is the clear distinction 

between encouragement and discouragement as independent dimensions.  Earlier research 

(Fagan & Barnett, 2003; McBride, Brown et al., 2005) assumed that they were the opposite ends 

of an encouragement dimension and, thus, were measured by a single scale where high scores 

represented encouragement and low scores represented discouragement (or the absence of 

encouragement).  However, we concurred with Fincham and Beach’s (2010) suggestion that 

additional insight is gleaned from treating similar concepts as unique dimensions, as they did 

with measures of negativity and positivity in marriages.   

As discussed by Fincham and Beach (2010) and introduced originally by Watson and 

Tellegen (1985), positive and negative affect systems refer to the idea that positivity and 

negativity occur simultaneously in families and are independent of each other.  Thus, it is 

possible or even probable that family processes can be measured more accurately using separate 

indicators of positive and negative actions.  Their argument is applicable to conceptualizing 

maternal gatekeeping, as it is likely that all forms of gatekeeping, both encouraging and 

discouraging behaviors affect father involvement.  For example, even mothers who are 

predominately encouraging of fathers, likely express some degree of discouragement toward 

them and their involvement.  This more intricate way of looking at how mothers support or reject 

father involvement provides a more precise frame for understanding the complexity of the 

phenomenon.   

 In addition, Fincham and Beach (2010) suggested that using separate measures of 

positivity and negativity allows researchers to explicate the reciprocal nature of family 

interactions.  They explained that negative interactions in families may increase prior to seeing 

decreases in positive interactions and vice versa.  Applying these ideas to maternal gatekeeping 
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provides greater clarity regarding changes over time and how maternal patterns of behavior 

reflect different types of gatekeeping.  Overall, the new model suggests that the combination of 

these dimensions collectively represents maternal gatekeeping more comprehensively and clearly 

than was suggested in previous models.  A brief discussion of the conceptualization of these 

three dimensions and their intersection follows. 

Control Dimension 

 Control represents the influences mothers exert over fathers in the parental relationship 

(Puhlman & Pasley, 2013).  It is the degree to which mothers hold a leadership position in the 

family with ultimate decision-making power regarding family functioning and role expectations.  

Control primarily reflects boundary management, or behaviors that indicate which parent exerts 

the bulk of the power in regards to parenting.  It is limited to the distribution of power and 

control (who makes the decisions) between parents and does not address how or for what 

purpose maternal control is used.  Mothers high on control have a majority of the parental 

decision-making authority.  They dictate paternal behaviors and determine the family’s trajectory 

in terms of childrearing and family management.  For divorced, non-resident fathers, a mother’s 

use of the court system to determine favorable visitation on her terms is one example of her 

establishing control.  For married, resident fathers, mothers might take a hands-on approach and 

provide frequent monitoring and supervision of father-child interactions.  Mothers who are low 

on control have little executive decision-making power in the family.  They may either share 

control equally with fathers or have no decision-making ability and function in a subservient 

position, depending on the fathers’ level of control in the family.  They might be more open to 

father involvement and have less need for familial control; they might not control father 

involvement due to their own personal choice, the father’s desires, a personal focus on their 
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career, or a physical/mental health condition limiting their ability to parent, or fathers may exert 

control in the family.  Regardless, being low in control is indicated by a lack of authority, fewer 

behaviors intended to shift paternal behavior, and a greater opportunity for fathers to construct 

their own interactions with children.   

 In isolation, control does not indicate how maternal gatekeeping functions in families, nor 

does it explain if maternal gatekeeping is a positive or negative process.  Therefore, expanding 

the model to include the dimensions of encouragement and discouragement was essential for 

explicating this phenomenon and providing more insight into the motives underlying mothers’ 

behavioral control.   

Encouragement Dimension 

 Like control, encouragement exists on a continuum from high to low and reflects the 

degree to which mothers support fathers being involved with the family and child(ren) (Puhlman 

& Pasley; 2013).  Encouraging behaviors are fundamentally oriented towards a show of support 

for fathers and would typically be interpreted by fathers as the mother’s investment in the father 

having a large role in the family.  Highly encouraging mothers might facilitate activities between 

fathers and children, communicate with fathers about childrearing practices, and give a generally 

positive regard toward fathers through compliments and supportive body language.  These 

mothers reflect an attitude of positivity towards fathers and tend to believe that his involvement 

is both beneficial to children and important to the family.  The absence of encouraging behaviors 

is not a reflection of mothers who dislike fathers or believe that their involvement is unnecessary, 

but an indication that mothers are not actively engaged in providing fathers with positive 

feedback or facilitating their involvement.  Importantly, mothers who have low levels of 

encouragement towards fathers should not be considered highly discouraging as a default, which 
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was a common assumption in much of the literature on maternal gatekeeping (see as examples, 

Fagan & Barnett, 2003, McBride, Brown et al., 2005).   

Discouragement Dimension 

 Discouragement also exists on a continuum from high to low and reflects the degree to 

which mothers indicate negativity toward father involvement, behaving in ways that indicate to 

fathers that they are unwanted, ineffective, or incompetent (Puhlman & Pasley; 2013).  

Discouraging behaviors are oriented towards limiting father involvement and excluding them 

from parental interactions.  Highly discouraging mothers frequently criticize fathers, use 

unsupportive or sarcastic communication strategies, and avoid coparenting interactions, such as 

collaboration or parenting as a team.  Similar to encouragement, these behaviors can vary from 

highly overt (e.g., telling fathers they are unwanted) to highly covert in nature (e.g., rolling her 

eyes at his comments and in his presence; undermining his parental authority).  Fathers would 

typically interpret these behaviors as an exclusionary attempt and might respond by asserting 

themselves and engaging in more involvement, or stepping back and limiting their involvement; 

this latter alternative might be particularly salient for divorced non-resident fathers who share 

custody of children (Trinder, 2008).   

Intersection of Dimensions and Resulting Types of Gatekeepers 

 A major contribution of the new model of maternal gatekeeping is represented in the 

intersection of these three dimensions and the resulting behavior typology.  Puhlman and Pasley 

(2013) classified gatekeeping into two general categories (polarized and ambivalent), primarily 

based on the intersection of maternal behaviors along the encouragement and discouragement 

dimensions.  Suggesting that encouragement and discouragement represent separate but related 

dimensions of maternal gatekeeping is the defining element of the model.  Further, the model is 
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unique, suggesting that the phenomenon is more complex than originally articulated and, as such, 

more difficult to measure. 

 Polarized mothers.  These mothers reflect gatekeeping in which they have a clear and 

identified preference for father involvement.  They are either high on encouragement and low on 

discouragement or low on encouragement and high on discouragement.  Their preferences are 

clearly indicated by their behaviors.  The mother’s degree of control reflects the intensity by 

which her preferences are enforced within the family system.  From the various intersections of 

the three dimensions, we identified four patterns of maternal gatekeeping which we labeled: 

Traditional Gateblocker, Passive Gatesnubber, Facilitative Gateopener, and Passive 

Gatewelcomer (see Table 1 for a description).  For example, traditional gateblocking mothers are 

highly discouraging of father involvement and have a high degree of control in the family.  They 

are the managers of child care, and they clearly indicate to fathers that their involvement is 

unwanted and undesirable.  Relationships that children establish with fathers are contingent upon 

the approval of mothers based on what they believe is in the best interest of the child.  On the 

other hand, passive gatewelcomers have a positive outlook on father involvement and behave in 

ways that encourage fathers to be involved.  Their low degree of control in the home likely 

decreases the power that they have over fathers.  This results in mothers working collaboratively 

with fathers to determine fathers’ level of involvement with mothers’ implicit support.   

 Ambivalent mothers.  These mothers reflect gatekeeping where the mother’s 

preferences for father involvement are less well defined.  They may be somewhat confused about 

their beliefs regarding involvement and give mixed messages as to how they prefer fathers to 

engage with children.  Mothers in this group might not care about father involvement, 

simultaneously feel strongly about fathers being and not being involved, or vary between 
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desiring and not desiring father involvement depending on the context.  The control dimension 

for these mothers is particularly important in considering how much of an influence their 

ambivalence has on family functioning.  As with the polarized group, ambivalent mothers also 

consist of four distinct patterns: Confused Gatemanagers, Apathetic Gatemanagers, Opinionated 

Gatemanagers, and Invisible Gateignorers (see Table 1 for a description).  As an example, 

apathetic gatemanagers may be highly controlling in parenting and express few encouraging or 

discouraging behaviors towards fathers.  They might assume an executive role in the family, or 

fathers might have given up their role in the home; either way these mothers show no primary 

preference in support of or against paternal involvement.  In addition, this might be a 

gatekeeping strategy used by mothers to limit their influence and allow fathers complete freedom 

in decision making about their role in the family.  Another form of ambivalent gatekeeping, 

opinionated gatemanaging, consists of mothers who have little control in the family system; 

however, they are both highly encouraging and highly discouraging of father involvement.  Their 

behavior is fairly inconsistent and might seem both supportive and dampening.  These mothers 

might feel hopeless or stuck in the parenting relationship and waiver between preferences, 

expecting that fathers lead the family and determine their level of involvement.  This may be 

particularly salient when fathers are ambivalent about being part of the family with one foot in 

and another out the door.  Although these mothers influence the family, they are typically 

operating in the background and likely have frequent behaviors that are unclear or covert. 

 In summary, the proposed model of gatekeeping identifies mothers by their tendencies 

along the continua of the three dimensions and classifies them based on behavioral indicators.  

The ways in which mothers interact with fathers is instrumental to father involvement; however, 

the degree to which maternal gatekeeping, as conceptualized here, affects this relationship is 
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unclear.  A first step in testing this model of maternal gatekeeping is to (a) develop and assess 

the validity and reliability of a measure designed to differentiate the three dimensions, and (b) 

determine whether the three dimensions can be used to differentiate the various types of 

gatekeepers.  Once such a measure is available, it can be used to determine the degree to which 

mothers influence father-child relationships.  Thus, the aim of the current study was to determine 

the extent to which an instrument designed to identify the three-dimensional model of maternal 

gatekeeping is effective in measuring the construct. 

Existing Measures of Maternal Gatekeeping 

There is adequate evidence that maternal gatekeeping (a) affects family life in general 

and specifically fathering and (b) is important to understanding the coparenting relationship.  The 

challenge is how to effectively assess the construct (Adamsons, 2010).  I argue that the available 

instruments do not effectively measure the three dimensions outlined earlier.  Although 

established measures assess important components of maternal gatekeeping and may indicate a 

degree of gatekeeping, they are not adequate.     

One often used measure (Allen & Hawkins, 1999) assesses only the restrictive nature of 

gatekeeping.  The measure focuses on housework and mothers’ perspectives on family roles; no 

items directly ask about parenting behaviors, and few items address childcare.  Allen and 

Hawkins argued that the distribution of housework is directly related to childcare and that 

maternal gatekeeping is not isolated to parenting.  However, this instrument does not capture the 

three dimensions of maternal gatekeeping or specific coparenting behaviors that were previously 

identified.   

Fagan and Barnett (2003) also developed a measure of maternal gatekeeping that focused 

on parenting.  However, it also measures restrictive gatekeeping only, assuming that if mothers 
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are not discouraging, then they are encouraging and vice versa.  Thus, it inadequately captures 

the three dimensions, because it lacks a direct assessment of both control and encouragement.   

Scholars have attempted to measure maternal gatekeeping using indirect or observational 

techniques.  Two studies used proxy measures of maternal beliefs and attitudes about father 

involvement to represent mothers’ restriction of fathers (Beitel & Parke, 1998; McBride, Brown 

et al., 2005).  Szabo and colleagues (2011) used a scale to measure competition within the 

parenting relationship, arguing that this was the mechanism by which gatekeeping occurs in 

families.  One study (Cannon et al., 2008) used observations of parents interacting with their 

child and applied a previously defined coding scheme for maternal control and facilitation to the 

observations.  Although such proxy measures and observational designs provide insight into 

coparenting processes, they do not precisely assess the types of behaviors that are representative 

of maternal gatekeeping as proposed in the new model.   

One measure most closely reflects two of the proposed three dimensions.  Schoppe-

Sullivan and colleagues (2008) used a subset of items taken from an existing measure (Van 

Egeren & Hawkins, 2004), the Parental Regulation Inventory (PRI).  This assesses 

encouragement and criticism as separate indicators of maternal gatekeeping.  Although criticism 

reflects behaviors that are discouraging, the way we conceptualized discouragement includes a 

broader array of behaviors (e.g., avoidance, insults, redirecting fathers from their children) 

(Puhlman & Pasley, 2013).  Moreover, the PRI does not treat control as a unique dimension; 

instead it is incorporated in the dimensions of encouragement and criticism.  The items on the 

PRI all address parenting and ask mothers and fathers to report on behaviors that they observe in 

the other parent and themselves, so it is more behaviorally oriented than other measures.  
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However, the scale fails to encompass the array of subtleties and variations in gatekeeping 

behaviors suggested by the three-dimensional model. 

Collectively, the existing instruments have been helpful in furthering our knowledge on 

the topic.  However, they do not allow assessment of the three dimensions proposed in the new 

model of gatekeeping.   
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODS 

 

 Given the limitations of the extant literature on maternal gatekeeping, a first step was to 

develop a measure that empirically represents the proposed multidimensional construct.  The 

current study developed and tested such a measure, as no such measure exists (Puhlman & 

Pasley, 2011).  In this chapter, I outline the procedures used for developing and testing the 

measure and assessing its reliability and validity. 

Procedures  

Data Collection 

After obtaining Florida State University Human Subjects Committee approval (Appendix 

A), data were collected by obtaining a purposive sample of parents with children enrolled in 

preschool education programs in Tallahassee, Florida, and the surrounding county.  A list of 

approximately 300 potential preschool programs was obtained through the Early Learning 

Coalition of Leon County and Internet search engines.  From this list, letters were sent to the 

directors/owners of 62 schools requesting permission to invite their parents to participate in the 

study.  The schools were chosen based on previous relationships with FSU researchers and a 

history of willingness to participate in research.  Follow-up telephone calls were made to each of 

the programs.  Of the 62 schools, 34 agreed to allow contact with parents, 12 were unreachable 

by phone after multiple attempts, 7 declined to participate, 4 letters were returned undeliverable, 

4 had closed, and 1 agreed to participate and later withdrew before parents were contacted.  

Survey packets were provided to the program sites consisting of two sets of questionnaires for 

each couple, one for the mother and one for the father.  Importantly, the questionnaire was 



23 
 

designed using guidelines established by Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2009).  The packets 

included a letter introducing the study and providing contact information (Appendix B), the 

informed consent form approved by the IRB (Appendix C), and the survey (Appendix D).  In 

total 1,500 packets were sent out to the programs that agreed to participate for a total of 3,000 

surveys distributed.       

Participants returned the completed questionnaire and the consent forms in designated 

(mother/father) sealed envelopes to a "return box" provided at each location.  To increase 

response rates, follow-up reminders were sent to the parents through emails or written notes, 

depending on a program’s preferences (Dillman et al., 2009).  When completed questionnaires 

were returned, a financial incentive ($10.00) was provided to each participant.  

Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria 

Several criteria were used to determine whether a parent met the criteria for inclusion in 

the study.  Parents were eligible if they were the biological parents of a child enrolled in 

preschool between 3 and 6 years old.  In most recent studies on maternal gatekeeping, samples 

consisted of families with young children (birth to 5 years: Pedersen, 2012; Schoppe-Sullivan et 

al, 2008; Szabo et al., 2011).  This age was chosen because these parents are considered to be 

actively engaged in developing coparenting strategies ideal for identifying maternal gatekeeping 

patterns (Pedersen, 2012).   

Additional inclusion criteria were applied.  The child had to live with at least one 

biological parent, and both biological parents had to have at least weekly contact with each other 

regardless of resident status of the child.  Because the focus of this study was maternal 

gatekeeping, a process that requires mothers and fathers to have some interaction, at least 

minimal contact between parents was necessary.  These criteria assured that parents would have 
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opportunities for interaction about the child and observation of each other with the child.  

Biological parent couples with more than one child meeting the criteria were eligible to submit 

only one set of responses.  Lastly, parents had to be fluent in English to answer the survey.  Of 

the 507 completed surveys received (268 mothers, 239 fathers, response rate of 16.9%), 8 (5 

mothers and 3 fathers) were incomplete or had unclear responses, 6 surveys (3 mothers and 3 

fathers) submitted two sets of surveys (one set was not used), 4 (2 mother and 2 father) did not 

have children 3-5 years old, and 4 mothers reported that no father was involved.  This resulted in 

a total of 485 (254 mother and 231 father) surveys that met eligibility criteria.   

In addition to screening surveys for these criteria, they were examined to identify surveys 

from couples where both sets of responses appeared to be completed by a single parent. Surveys 

were flagged for review by the researcher, two research assistants, and Dr. Pasley.  This team 

collaborated to determine which surveys were likely completed by the same person through 

examining handwriting and response patterns.  This review resulted in 25 father surveys being 

excluded.    In these cases, mother surveys were retained, because it is commonly assumed that 

mothers provide more accurate data (Cabrera et al., 2004; Feinberg, 2003; Hernandez & Coley, 

2007).  Finally, two father surveys were discarded due to responses showing no variation.  Thus, 

the final sample used in the analysis included 256 mothers and 204 fathers, representing 195 

couples and 70 individuals (61 mothers and 9 fathers).    

Sample 

Although the sample was not intended to be representative of all parents with children in 

preschool, all efforts were made to obtain a sample demographically representative of Leon 

County.  However, in testing the validity and reliability of a measure, the generalizability of the 

sample is less important than when testing causal models (Field, 2009).  In addition, the expense 
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of obtaining a representative sample and limitations of time and resources made doing so 

impossible, an acceptable rationale for obtaining a convenience or community sample (Nelson & 

Allred, 2005).   

To determine the needed sample size for detecting a substantial effect, a power analysis 

was conducted.  Given that prior literature found a modest influence of maternal gatekeeping, 

this analysis estimated a moderate effect size of .5 (Cohen, 1988) with an alpha level set at .05 

and the desired power estimate set at .9.  This indicates that there is a 90% chance of not 

committing a Type 1 or Type 2 error.  These estimates yielded a required sample size of 140.  In 

addition to a power analysis, other guidelines for estimating sample sizes were used.  In order to 

use confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) a minimal sample size is required.  Guidelines for 

conducting CFAs target a sample of at least 200 participants (Kenny, 2012). Thus, a sample of at 

least 200 participating parental pairs or 400 individual parent reports (200 mothers and 200 

fathers) were needed.  My final sample included 195 parental pairs, however; I obtained my 

targeted number of mothers (256) and fathers (204).  

The sample obtained was fairly homogenous.  A majority of the participants were in their 

early 30’s, white, highly educated, middle income, dual earner, and represented married 

biological families with two children (see Table 2).  Expected gender differences were found.  

On average, fathers were older (M = 36.7 vs. 34.3), worked more hours per week (M = 41.7 vs. 

28.88), and earned more income (M = $66,952 vs. $41,482) than mothers.  In addition, more 

fathers (88.2%) worked full time than did mothers (54.7%).   

Instruments 

Several measures were included in this study.  In addition to the constructed measure of 

maternal gatekeeping, four additional measures were used to determine the psychometric 
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properties (validity and reliability) of the new measure.  These additional measures were selected 

for their psychometric properties and consistent use in the literature.  They included one 

additional measure of maternal gatekeeping (Allen & Hawkins, 1999), two measures of father 

involvement (e.g., Hawkins, et al., 2002), and one measure of the coparental relationship 

(Feinberg, Brown, & Kan, 2011). 

The New Measure of Maternal Gatekeeping   

I proposed a new measure of maternal gatekeeping that is the focal instrument here.  This 

measure was designed to assess the three dimensions in the model identified in Chapter 2: 

control, encouragement, and discouragement. Together, the items in the subscales were expected 

to represent the maternal gatekeeping construct.   

 Developing the measure.  In the first phase of this study, I generated a series of items to 

represent the three dimensions of maternal gatekeeping.  Some items were taken from previous 

measures and other items were constructed to reflect the dimensions in the model.  Items were 

constructed using methods suggested from survey methodologists (Dillman et al., 2009; Nelson 

& Allred, 2005) for writing quality questions in survey research.  Each dimension was 

represented: Control (12 items), Encouragement (15 items), and Discouragement (15 items) (see 

Appendix E). 

Control items were based on an instrument designed for measuring control in romantic 

relationship formation (see Stets, 1993).  Seven control items were taken directly from her 

measure and modified to reflect the coparental relationship.  Sample items include: “Keep him 

from making parenting decisions,” Supervise his time with the child,” and “Keep him in line.”  

One item (“Let him take care of the child his own way”) was included, although it was originally 

included in the Parental Regulation Inventory (PRI) as measuring encouragement (Van Egeren & 
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Hawkins, 2004).  The remaining four items were newly constructed from my definition of 

control in maternal gatekeeping adopting a structure similar to that of Stets (1993).  These 

included “Stop him from interacting with the child if you don’t like what he is doing,” “Have the 

final say in matters regarding the child,” “Monitor his time with the child”, and “Work out a 

solution to a problem about the child together.”    

 Items on the encouragement and discouragement dimensions were constructed from the 

PRI (Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2008; Van Egeren & Hawkins, 2004) or constructed to reflect these 

dimensions as conceptualized (Puhlman & Pasley, 2013).  Of the encouragement items, five 

were taken from the PRI, and sample items included: “Leave the house so he has to take care of 

the child,” “Encourage him to spend alone time with the child,” and “Compliment him about his 

parenting.”  Three other items were modified to better reflect the encouragement dimension as 

defined in the model.  Sample items were: “Say positive things about how he talks/interacts with 

the child” and “Ask him to help when you have difficulty with the child.”  The remaining seven 

items were constructed to reflect the definition of encouragement; examples are “support his way 

of playing with the child,” and “celebrate activities focused on him (his birthday, Father’s Day, 

achievements, etc.) with the children.”   

In constructing the discouragement items, five were borrowed from the PRI to reflect 

discouraging behaviors.  Sample items include: “Redo childcare tasks he completes,” “Tell the 

child what you think the father did wrong,” and “Tell other people about the things you dislike 

about his parenting.”  The remaining 10 items were constructed using the definition of 

discouragement from the conceptual model.  Sample items were: “Avoid discussion with him 

about parenting the child,” “Make sarcastic/unkind comments when he interacts with the child,” 

and "Pretend to support his parenting decisions.” 
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 For all dimensions, responses were given on a 6 point Likert-type scale ranging between 

0 and 5.  For each of the dimensions, higher scores indicated that the person was engaging in a 

high level of the identified behaviors.  For example, high scores on the discouragement 

dimension indicated that mothers were very discouraging towards fathers, whereas, low scores 

on that dimension indicated that mothers were not discouraging.  This pattern was also similar 

for the control and encouragement dimensions. 

Content validity.  Following this development process, 42 possible items resulted. Then, 

I requested assistance from a panel of experts to assess the content validity of the items and to 

recommend changes in wording to clarify meaning.  Scholars were selected based on their 

current expertise in fathering research and coparenting processes.  They were provided with an 

electronic copy of the measure; which included instructions for completing their assessment, the 

definition of each dimension, and the items developed to represent each dimension (see 

Appendix E – intended groups were not indicated on the form sent to scholars).  The email used 

to recruit the expert panel also appears in Appendix E.  Seven scholars agreed to provide their 

assessments: Kari Adamsons (University of Connecticut), Jay Fagan (Temple University), Erin 

Holmes (Brigham Young University), Spencer Olmstead (University of Tennessee - Knoxville), 

Rob Palkovitz (University of Delaware), Sarah Schoppe-Sullivan (Ohio State University), and 

Laurie Van Egeren (Michigan State University).  In addition to content validity testing with an 

expert panel, seven parents were recruited to examine the items for content validity.  They were 

recruited from a social media website (www.facebook.com) and were all acquaintances of the 

researcher.      

Feedback from experts and parents was collected and examined.  Participants designated 

the dimension represented in each item.  Scholar responses were evaluated first, and parent 
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responses were then used to confirm their evaluation or clarify how items were interpreted.  A 

majority of the items were identified with one dimension, as evidenced by overwhelming 

agreement between scholars and parents.  Such consensus was found for 10 of the 12 control 

items, 10 of the 15 encouragement items, and 7 of the 15 discouragement items for a total 

consensus on 27 of 42 items.  Two of the control items were revised based on feedback received.  

Of the remaining 13 items, decisions were made about revisions, elimination, or shifting the 

dimension represented by the item in consultation with another father expert: Kay Pasley.  

Specifically, 2 items (1 control and 1 discouragement) were eliminated, because there was little 

consensus regarding the appropriate dimension represented; 9 items (1 control, 4 encouragement, 

and 4 discouragement) were revised and retained in their hypothesized category (some wording 

changed based on feedback from experts and parents); 2 items considered to be discouragement 

indicators were reassigned to the control dimension based on panel feedback; and 1 

discouragement item was added (“Tell him the child doesn’t like the way he parents”).  

Following this process, 41 items were included in the final instrument (13 control, 14 

encouragement, and 14 discouragement items; see Appendix D, question 1).   

The instrument used the following prompt, “These items ask about how you act towards 

the father of this child.  In an average week, how often do you behave in the following ways,” 

which was modified slightly when directed to fathers.  A Likert-type scales was used and 

possible responses ranged from 0 (never) to 5 (always). 

A Second Measure of Maternal Gatekeeping 

An established measure of maternal gatekeeping was also used.  Developed by Allen and 

Hawkins (1999) to assess mothers’ perceptions, other scholars have consistently used this 

measure to study maternal gatekeeping over the last 12 years and it is identified as the most 
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influential instrument measuring the concept to date (Gaunt, 2008; Meteyer & Perry-Jenkins, 

2011; Szabo et al., 2011).  The measure contains 11 items that reflect three subscales: standards 

and responsibilities, maternal identity confirmation, and differentiated family roles (see 

Appendix D, question 6).  This measure was used in its entirety with a slight modification for the 

father questionnaire, so items represent father report of maternal behavior.   

The first subscale, standards and responsibilities, consists of five items representing the 

mother’s acceptance of responsibility for the home and her choice to establish guidelines for the 

correct way to maintain and care for the household.  Sample items include, “It’s too hard to teach 

family members the skills necessary to do the jobs right, so I’d rather do them myself,” and “I 

like being in charge when it comes to domestic responsibilities.”  Responses range on a Likert-

type scale from 1 (not at all like me/her) to 4 (very much like me/her). 

Four items represent the second subscale, maternal identity and confirmation, measuring 

maternal desire to connect value at home as a wife and mother with performance in doing family 

work.  Sample items include, “If visitors dropped in unexpectedly and my house was a mess, I 

would be embarrassed,” and “I know people make judgments about how good a wife/mother I 

am based on how well cared for my house and kids are.” Again, items were modified for the 

father survey to reflect his reports of her behavior.  The responses range from 1 (not at all like 

me/her) to 4 (very much like me/her). 

Two items are in the third subscale, differentiated family roles, or mothers’ general ideas 

about the role of women in the household and what is expected of them in the family 

environment.  The two items include, “Most women enjoy caring for their home and men just 

don’t like that stuff,” and “For a lot of reasons, it’s harder for men than for women to do 

housework and child care.”  Responses range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 
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Each of these subscales has good to fair reliability as reflected in their reported alphas 

(.76, .79, and .66, respectively; Allen & Hawkins, 1999).  Using confirmatory factor analysis, 

Allen and Hawkins found that the three-factor model was supported with a non-significant chi-

square statistic (χ2 = 41, df = 96.6) and good model fit indices (AGFI = .96, RMSQR = .037).  In 

addition, they completed a cluster analysis to determine differences between categories of 

gatekeepers, identifying three categories: Gatekeeper, Intermediate, and Collaborator.  They 

found that Gatekeepers completed more housework than either Intermediates or Collaborators, 

indicating that their measure discriminated between types of gatekeeping based on household 

tasks.  

Measures of Father Involvement 

Two measures of father involvement were used to establish criterion validity with the 

newly proposed gatekeeping measure.  Both father involvement measures assess different 

aspects of father involvement, with one measuring quality of involvement and the other 

measuring frequency of involvement/engagement.   

The Inventory of Father Involvement (IFI).  The IFI (Hawkins et al., 2002), assesses 

the quality rather than the frequency of involvement.  It consists of nine subscales: Discipline 

and Teaching, School Encouragement, Mother Support, Providing, Time and Talking Together, 

Praise and Affection, Developing Talents and Future Concerns, Reading and Homework 

Support, and Attentiveness.  Participants are prompted to consider their fathering over the past 

12 months.  Fathers respond to 26 (short form) or 35 (long form) items about how well they 

believed that they performed the series of tasks on a Likert-type scale, ranging from 0 (poorly) to 

6 (excellent).   
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I modified the items from the short form to make them appropriate for parents with 

young children and answered (a) by fathers about their involvement and (b) by mothers about 

father involvement.  For example, fathers responded to an item asking him to assess how well he 

“spends time with the child doing things he/she likes to do.”  Mothers responded to the same 

item asking how well the father of the child “spends time with the child doing things he/she likes 

to do.”  I also used eight of the nine subscales (Mother Support was excluded), and I eliminated 

three items that could not be revised for parents of young children.  Excluded items included: 

“Encouraging children to do their homework” (from the school encouragement subscale), 

“Encouraging your children to continue their schooling beyond high school” (from the 

Developing Talents and Future Concerns subscale), and “Knowing where your children go and 

what they do with their friends” (from the Attentiveness subscale).  A complete list of all 20 

items used appears in Appendix D, question 7. 

The resulting items represent eight subscales of the quality of father involvement.  Five 

subscales (Attentiveness, Reading and Homework Support, Developing Talents and Future 

Concerns, Providing, and School Encouragement) include two items each.  Sample items 

include: “Attending events your children participate in (sports, school, church),” “Reading to 

your children,” and “Encouraging your children to develop their talents.”  The other three 

subscales (Discipline and Teaching Responsibility, Time and Talking Together, and Praise and 

Affection) each have three items.  Sample items include: “Encouraging your children to do their 

chores,” “Spending time with your children doing things they like to do,” and “Praising your 

children for something they have done well.” 

The original IFI was found to have good reliability and validity (Hawkins et al., 2002).  

All of the subscales on the original IFI had strong reliability with Cronbach α’s no lower than 
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.70.  The short version of the IFI was assessed using exploratory and confirmatory factor 

analysis.  They found that the 9-factor model was supported: χ2 = 655.8, df = 272, AGFI = .917, 

RMSQR = .040.  Content validity of the items was established by using a focus group where 

fathers provided feedback.  Construct validity of the measure was established by correlating 

items with similar items in their larger survey.  Eight of the nine subscales were correlated with 

the items that the authors believed were theoretically linked; the exception was school 

encouragement, which did not correlate as expected.  Finally, the authors explored differences 

between resident and non-resident fathers and found no differences on three subscales: 

Disciplining and Teaching, Spending Time, and Reading to Children.    

Frequency of father involvement/engagement.  This was measured using an instrument 

developed as part of the Developing A Daddy Survey (Bronte-Tinkew, Moore, & Halle, 2002, 

http://fatherhood.hhs.gov/Research/DADS/newborn/overview.htm#_Toc532272855) project 

derived from two conceptualizations of fathering (see Lamb, Pleck, Chernov, & Levine, 1985; 

Palkovitz, 1997).  They identified 20-30 possible items to be used in three national data 

collection efforts (Fragile Families Child and Wellbeing Study, Early Childhood Longitudinal 

Study – Birth Cohort, and Early Head Start Evaluation – Fatherhood Component) to achieve 

measurement consistency across studies.  In the current study, I used items from the Fragile 

Families Child and Wellbeing Study (FFCWS).  Eight items assess the frequency of father 

engagement with children and are measured on a scale ranging from 0 (days per week) to 7 (days 

per week).  Sample items are “tell stories to him/her,” “play outside in the yard, park, or 

playground with (CHILD),” and “watch TV or a video together.”  A complete list of items 

appears in Appendix D, question 2. 
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Scholars using the FFCWS documented the reliability statistics of these eight items.  For 

example, two recent studies used these items from Year 5 data which queried parents about their 

preschool-aged children.  Cronbach α’s were .74 for father reports in one study (Fagan & 

Palkovitz, 2011) and .86 for mothers and .77 for fathers in the other study (McClain, 2011).   

Coparenting Measure   

The coparenting measure used here was developed by Feinberg and colleagues (2011) to 

assess the quality of the coparental relationship and is used in this study to establish construct 

validity of the new maternal gatekeeping measure.  The original measure contains six subscales 

(Agreement, Parenting Brings Us Closer, Exposure to Conflict, Support, 

Competition/Undermining, and Endorsement of Partner’s Parenting) with a total of 33 items.  

Responses range from 0 (not true of us) to 6 (very true of us) using a general prompt: “For each 

item, select the response that best describes the way you and your partner work together as 

parents.”  The Exposure to Conflict subscale (five items) uses a different Likert-type scale, 

ranging from 0 (never) to 6 (very often/several times a day), and participants are prompted to 

consider only times when both parents and the child are physically present. 

 I modified the measure to be appropriate for parents of preschool children and used only 

five of the subscales (see Appendix D, questions 3 and 4), omitting Support due to the similarity 

between these items and those reflecting encouragement on the new maternal gatekeeping 

measure.  Sample items include “My partner asks my option on issues related to parenting,” and 

“My partner makes me feel like I am the best possible parent for our child.”  Two other items 

were excluded on the competition/undermining scale due to their similarity with items from the 

new gatekeeping measure reflecting discouragement: “My partner sometimes makes jokes or 

sarcastic comments about the way I am as a parent,” and “My partner undermines my parenting.”  



35 
 

Therefore, this scale is expected to be more reflective of competition within the coparental 

relationship.  The resulting measure used 25 of the original 33 items.   

 Feinberg and colleagues (2011) report strong reliability for the original measure with 

Cronbach α’s no lower than .91 using a summed score of all items.  Each individual subscale 

also had good reliability with alpha levels no lower than .75, except for both parent reports of 

Agreement at .66, and father reports on Endorsement of Partner’s Parenting at .67.  Also, when 

items were pooled or averaged across mothers and fathers, alpha levels were no lower than .69 

with most subscales above .90.  Reliability was confirmed with the 6-factor model supported by 

a non-significant chi-square statistic (χ2 = 60.48, df = 45) and good model fit indices (CFI = .99, 

RMSEA = .051).  Validity measures were not reported; however, the authors noted that they 

used established parenting measures to create the subscales.  In addition, a study using this 

measure noted that the instrument “has been shown to have good construct and convergent 

validity” (Solmeyer & Feinberg, 2011, p. 506). 

Data Analysis 

Once data were collected, analyses were undertaken to determine the validity and 

reliability of the newly designed maternal gatekeeping measure.  These analyses assessed content 

validity, reliability, factorial validity, construct validity (convergent and divergent), and criterion 

validity. 

Content Validity 

 Content validity refers to the degree to which a measure’s items reflect the construct to be 

measured (Abell, Springer, & Kamata, 2009).  As noted, content validity was determined by the 

distribution of the measure to a panel of experts as well as parents with young children, a process 

identified as important by methodologists (Messick, 1989).  For each item, they were asked to 
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indicate which dimension was best represented.  Their feedback was used to make the changes 

identified earlier.   

Descriptive Analysis 

 Descriptive statistics (e.g., mean, standard deviation, median, standard error, and range) 

were used to determine the characteristics of the sample and the basic psychometric properties of 

the measure.  These statistics were calculated for individual items and composite scores on all 

measures and their associated subscales.   

 Checking to determine if each variable, composite score, and subscale composite score 

reflects a normal distribution is essential (Field, 2009).  Box plots and histograms were visually 

inspected to identify outliers.  Next, skewness and kurtosis values were calculated.  Skewness 

values above 2 and below -2 and kurtosis values above 7 and below -7 indicate a lack of 

normality (West, Finch, & Curran, 1995).  Items with normality problems exceeding these 

statistics were removed from further analysis, due to the complications associated with non-

normality (Abell et al., 2009).  Bootstrapping, repeated resampling from the sample to estimate 

properties of the larger sample (Efron & Tibshirani, 1993), was used to address issues of non-

normality with items that were close to the limits of skewness and kurtosis.  Bootstrapping has 

been established as an acceptable method for handling items with non-normal distributions 

(Shrout & Bolgers, 2002; Wie, Vogel, Ku, & Zakalik, 2005).  This procedure allowed for greater 

confidence in the stability of the statistical results (Adèr, Mellenbergh, & Hand, 2008).  

Bivariate Correlations 

  Bivariate correlations were calculated for all of the items on the new maternal 

gatekeeping measure.  Inter-item correlations among the proposed gatekeeping items were 

closely inspected for values that identified as significant (p < .05) to help in determining which 



37 
 

items might be deleted from the final measure.  High correlations (r > .80) indicated that 

multicollinearity was a problem and that the items were too similar (Licht, 1995).  Items that 

correlated between .6 and .8 were closely monitored.  A moderate correlation among items 

(between .2 and .5.) was expected.  

Factorial Validity 

 Conducting a factor analysis is essential to establish both validity and reliability of the 

newly constructed measure (Clark & Watson, 1995).  Empirically defining the factor structure of 

the new gatekeeping measure allows scholars to validate that a latent variable does indeed 

predict the items within the measure (Abell et al., 2009).  For this study, I expected that the items 

in the measure were predicted by the three subscales (Control, Encouragement, and 

Discouragement).  Established criteria (Comrey & Lee, 1992) were used for evaluating the 

loadings and determining the factor to which items were most strongly associated.  These criteria 

are: > .7 is excellent, .63 is very good, .55 is good, .45 is fair, and .32 is poor.  It was also 

important to consider the overall factor solution, including the strongest loadings on a factor, the 

number of items that load on a factor, and the meaning of the item prior to making decisions 

about elimination (Abell et al., 2009; Bryant & Yarnold, 1995). 

I conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to investigate the proposed factor 

structure of the gatekeeping measure.  To determine the fit of the data to the model, several fit 

statistics were used.  CFA is used when the factor structure of the variables has been determined 

prior to the study based on theoretical constructs (Bryant & Yarnold, 2008), and this was 

appropriate here.  I made certain that the model was identified, indicating that a mathematical 

solution to the model was possible (Thompson, 2000) and that the number of parameters to be 

estimated did not exceed the number of known parameters (Kline, 2011).  Fit indices were 
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examined for adherence to standards indicating good model fit.  The χ2 was considered; however, 

given that this statistic is influenced by sample size and may not be an accurate indication of 

model fit (Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004), it was one of several indices considered for determining a 

good fitting model.  According to Hu and Bentler (1999), these statistics are: SRMR < .08, 

RMSEA < .06, and CFI > .95.   

The sample was divided by parenting role with mothers being analyzed separately from 

fathers to account for non-independence of the data.  Following the initial item evaluation using 

normality and α statistics, the remaining items were identified in the CFA specifying the three 

factors representing the theoretical dimensions.  Model fit was inspected, and items were 

removed that had the lowest loadings in the scale.  The model was rerun, and fit statistics and 

correlations between factors were inspected (N. Abell, personal communication, February 28, 

2013). In addition, I used α-if-item deleted results to help in determining whether the removal of 

an item would change the reliability of the subscale.  Items were selected for elimination by first 

identifying the lowest loadings on each factor, then examining cross loadings that were identified 

in the modification indices, and finally by reviewing items with similar loadings in combination 

with reviewing the specific items in question.  Items that tapped similar information were 

evaluated, and the better fitting item selected.  For example, with mothers, the fit of 

“Compliment him about his parenting” and “Say positive things to him like ‘You’re good with 

the children’, ‘Thank you’, or ‘I’m glad you’re involved with the family’” on the encouragement 

factor were similar.  The later item was deleted, because the general phrasing of the item allowed 

more varied interpretation.  This reiterative process continued until the model fit was acceptable 

with the strongest items included.  It is important to note that this process occurred separately for 
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mothers and fathers without consideration to which items were selected for the other gender.  

The resulting items included in the model for both parents were not identical.     

Reliability Estimates 

 In developing a new measure, reliability is an important aspect for assuring that a 

measure is scientifically useful (Abell et al., 2009; Carmines & Zeller, 1979; Field, 2009).  The 

goal of any measure is to get as close to the true score of each participant despite the reality that 

random error is always present in a given measure (Abel et al., 2009).  Reliable measures 

provide researchers with the ability to know how a true score relates to an observed score, thus 

reducing randomness as much as possible.   

Not all forms of reliability were tested.  Because cross-sectional data do not allow for 

test-retest reliability to be established (Abell et al., 2009), this was not assessed.  Further, Snyder 

and Rice (1996) suggest that it is not necessary to consider test-retest reliability on parenting 

constructs that likely shift frequently over time.  To determine how reliable the newly proposed 

measure of gatekeeping is, I assessed internal consistency.   

Internal consistency is a form of reliability that “estimates how much the covariances 

between items account for the variance of the total test score” (Abell et al., 2009, p. 85).  

Cronbach α’s were used to determine the extent to which the measure produced good internal 

consistency (Cronbach, 1951).  This statistic indicates that the true scores, observed scores minus 

random error, are indicative of actual changes in participant responses on items.  Cronbach α’s 

were calculated for all the measures.  For the newly developed gatekeeping measure, this statistic 

was calculated from mother reports and father reports from the proposed subscales (Control, 

Encouragement, and Discouragement) using the selected items.  I expected an α coefficient 
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greater than .7 for all subscales to indicate that the selected items are simultaneously linked and 

also independent of one another (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).  

Construct Validity  

Construct validity has been an important focus of social sciences over the years and was 

instrumentally defined by Cronbach and Meehl (1955) as a construct relating to other measures 

in theoretically expected ways.  This form of validity is essential when studying human 

interaction due to the inability to directly measure unobservable characteristics, such as 

relationships, culturally constructed personal traits, and interpersonal dynamic processes 

(Campbell & Friske, 1959; Smith, 2005).  Two types of construct validity were addressed here: 

convergent and divergent.  To test these two types, I examined correlations between subscale 

scores from the new gatekeeping measure, the established gatekeeping measure, and the 

coparenting measure.  The criteria established by Cohen (1988) indicates that correlations < .30 

indicate weak associations, between .30 and .50 indicate moderate correlations, and those > .50 

indicate strong correlations. 

Convergent validity.  Convergent validity illustrates that the items measured are similar 

to other items that measure a similar construct (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955).  To demonstrate that 

the new measure of maternal gatekeeping has adequate convergent validity, the results from the 

correlation matrix for mothers and fathers were examined separately.     

To determine convergent validity I looked for moderate to high correlations, indicating 

that there is strong relationship between subscales.  I expected to find high correlations between 

the control dimension of the new measure and the standards and responsibility dimension of the 

established gatekeeping measure.  Both of these subscales indicate that gatekeeping has an 

element of control, and mothers execute their household control through their standards and 



41 
 

beliefs about their responsibilities.  I also expected several of the subscales from the new 

measure to be associated with the subscales of the coparenting measure.  Specifically, the 

encouragement subscale of the new measure should be moderately correlated with the 

endorsement, parenting brings us closer, and agreement subscales of the coparenting measure.  If 

mothers are encouraging of fathers, they also likely endorse his parenting style, feel that 

parenting enhances their relationship, and have similar parenting beliefs.  The discouragement 

subscale of the new measure was also expected to be moderately correlated with the same 

subscales; however, a negative correlation was expected.  I expect that mothers who are 

discouraging of fathers have the opposite effect on the coparental relationship than do mothers 

who are encouraging.  Finally, discouragement may be positively associated with the 

competition subscale of the coparenting measure.  Given the nature of competition within 

coparental relationships, it would be expected that mothers would be discouraging of fathers 

when parents were highly competitive.   

Divergent validity.  Divergent validity illustrates that the items being measured are 

different from items in other measures (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955).  To determine divergent 

validity, I looked for low correlations among certain subscales, indicating that there were weak 

associations between them.  I expected that several of the subscales from the established 

gatekeeping measure and the coparenting measure would have weak associations with the 

subscales of the new measure.  I expected that the control dimension of the new measure would 

be marginally correlated with most of the subscales of the coparenting measure (agreement, 

parenting brings us closer, exposure to conflict, competition, and endorsement of partners 

parenting) and the established gatekeeping measure (maternal identity confirmation, and 

differentiated family roles).  The encouragement dimension is expected to be weakly associated 
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with two subscales of the coparenting measure (exposure to conflict and competition) and two 

subscales of the established gatekeeping measure (maternal identity confirmation and 

differentiated family roles).  Discouragement was expected to also be weakly associated with the 

exposure to conflict subscales from the coparenting measure, suggesting that maternal 

gatekeeping and coparental conflict are not intertwined.  Finally, a weak correlation was 

expected between discouragement and the maternal identity confirmation and differentiated 

family roles subscales.     

Criterion Validity 

Testing for criterion validity is the final analysis that is important in validating a new 

measure.  This form of validity addresses the way in which the measure “predicts” or is related to 

behaviors and attitudes expected to be connected to the construct of interest (Nunnally, 1978).  

For this study, I used the relationship between the dimensions of the new measure of maternal 

gatekeeping and the measures of father involvement.  Several studies show a relationship 

between the degree of gatekeeping and the frequency of father involvement (Fagan & Barnett, 

2003; McBride, Brown et al., 2005; Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2008); therefore, a relationship 

between these measures was expected, such that encouragement would be linked with more 

involvement, discouragement with less involvement, and no prediction are offered regarding 

control.  Further, the new measure was expected to discriminate between types of maternal 

gatekeeping as proposed in the conceptual model (Puhlman & Pasley, 2013), and these 

differences would be illustrated in differing degrees of father involvement.  To assess these 

differences, I first conducted a cluster analysis with responses on the new gatekeeping measure 

to determine group membership.  Then I conducted a series of between group Analysis of 
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Variance (ANOVAs) to determine difference between gatekeeping groups on the various 

indicators of involvement.   

More specifically, to establish types of gatekeepers, k-means cluster analysis was used to 

differentiate the groups.  The partitioning method of cluster analysis was used because the 

theoretical basis of the study suggested that a specified number of groups would be expected 

(Norusis, 2012).  In addition, this method allows pairs to change between clusters as the cluster 

center means change throughout the analysis procedure (Norusis).  This allows for a non-

hierarchical analysis, which is not based on the order in which the group means are calculated.  I 

conducted the analysis using a 2- and 8-cluster solution to account for each group of gatekeepers 

(Polarized and Ambivalent) and each of 4 subgroups respectively.  I then evaluated the cluster 

centers and fit statistics and compared the results to the expected theoretical explanation. 

Once the groups were identified, differences in mean scores on the two father 

involvement measures (quality and frequency of involvement) were examined.  Upon inspecting 

the F-statistic, I noted which of the father involvement variables, if any, differed between the 

types of gatekeepers.  Several differences in father involvement by type of maternal gatekeeping 

were expected.  Among the Polarized mothers, I expected that Facilitative and Passive 

Gateopeners would be associated with the most frequently involved fathers and those with the 

highest quality of involvement.  Traditional Gateblockers were expected to report the lowest 

quality and least frequent father involvement with Passive Gateblockers having the next lowest 

means on both indicators.  Father involvement among the Ambivalent mothers is difficult to 

predict, because of the newness of this conceptualization and the lack of associated research.   
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

 

 Following the development of the measure, data collection and data analysis, the results 

were examined and presented here in the order by which validity and reliability were assessed.   

Descriptive Analysis 

 Descriptive statistics were calculated for the demographic characteristics and reported in 

Table 2. The means and standard deviations for both of the maternal gatekeeping scales and the 

coparenting measure are located at the bottom of Table 3.  

 Importantly, many of the items in the measures had non-normal distributions.  This was 

evident in skewness values beyond + 2 and kurtosis values beyond + 7.  Six items for mothers 

exceeded these criteria.  These items included: “Discourage him from spending time with the 

child” (6.3, 46.3), “Tell him the child doesn’t like the way he parents” (3.6, 14.01), “Stop him 

from interacting with the child” (6.3, 46.96), “Set the rules for how often he can interact with the 

child” (3.6, 14.1), “Ignore his requests to spend time with the child” (6.4, 44.11), and “Celebrate 

activities focused on him (his birthday, father’s day, achievements, etc.) with the child” (-3.1, 

9.1).  For fathers, five items exceeded acceptable standards.  These included: “Discourage him 

from spending time with the child” (4.5, 23.2), Tell him the child doesn’t like the way he 

parents” (3.3, 10.6), “Stop him from interacting with the child” (3.9, 16.0), “Set the rules for how 

often he can interact with the child” (3.01, 8.7), and “Ignore his requests to spend time with the 

child” (3.6, 13.5).  All of these items were removed from further analysis.  To address items with 

skewness and kurtosis values near the upper and lower limits, bootstrapping was used in the data 

analysis.     
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Bivariate Item Correlations 

 Next, preliminary bivariate correlation statistics were obtained and examined for all of 

the items in the new gatekeeping measure.  Inter-Item correlations among items identified with 

the control, encouragement and discouragement dimensions resulted in moderate correlations as 

expected (see Tables 4 through 6). Results indicate that items within a specific dimension are 

related ranging from -.31 to .73 and simultaneously distinct from each other.  Negative 

correlations were only found for one of the control items (Allow him to take care of the child his 

own way) for both mothers and fathers.  Several other correlations were negative; however, they 

were also insignificant.  For fathers, correlations among items representing each dimension were 

slightly stronger than those for mothers.   

 Items representing one dimension were then cross-correlated with those representing 

another dimension (control X encouragement, control X discouragement, and encouragement X 

discouragement, see Tables 7 through 12).  Correlations between the control items and the 

encouragement items resulted in low or low/moderate correlations for both mothers (ranging 

from -.45 to .36, see Table 7) and fathers (ranging from -.38 to .37, see Table 10).  For both 

mothers and fathers, a majority of these correlations were negative and most of the positive 

correlations were insignificant.  This indicated that items representing the different dimensions 

were distinctly different from one another. 

Correlations between control and discouragement items were of moderate strength, 

although generally weaker for mothers (ranging from -.03 and .54, see Table 8).  More moderate 

correlations are noted for fathers (ranging from .09 to .70, see Table 11), and a majority of the 

item correlations ranged between .20 and .50.  In addition, negative correlations were found with 
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one control item (Allow him to take care of the child his way) and all discouragement items for 

both mothers (ranging from -.01 to -.24) and fathers (ranging from -.01 to -.34).   

The correlations between encouragement and discouragement were similar in patterning 

to the control and encouragement correlations.  Results from mother reports showed generally 

low and predominantly negative correlations, ranging from -.34 to .28 (see Table 9).  Father 

reports showed more moderate and predominantly negative correlations, ranging from -.51 to .21 

(see Table 12). The strongest correlations for both parents tended to be negative and the positive 

correlations were mostly insignificant. 

Factorial Validity 

The proposed factor structure of the new gatekeeping measure was examined through the 

results of a confirmatory factor analysis.  I determined that adhering to the typical methods 

applied in studies on maternal gatekeeping (see Meteyer & Perry-Jenkins, 2011; Schoppe-

Sullivan et al., 2008) in which both mother and father responses are used in a single CFA model 

violates the assumption of independence (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006), and a different analysis 

was needed.  The model was re-run separately for mothers and fathers, and this resulted in 

establishing separate and distinct measurement models for them.  For mothers the final model 

included five items for each dimension as reported in Table 13, and the fit statistics were χ2(86) = 

132.55, p < .001, CFI = .958, RMSEA = .046.  In addition, the correlations between the 

discouragement and control factors (r = .82, p < .001) as well as the correlations between the 

discouragement and encouragement factors (r = -.38, p < .001) were noteworthy.  The resulting 

model is shown in Figure 1.  For fathers, the final model also included five items for each 

dimension as reported in Table 13, and the fit statistics were χ2(85) = 131.72, p < .001, CFI = 

.967, RMSEA = .052.  The correlations between the discouragement and control factors (r = .80, 
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p < .001) as well as the correlations between the discouragement and encouragement factors (r = 

-.60, p < .001) were also noteworthy for fathers.  The resulting model is shown in Figure 2.  

These results suggest that a three-factor solution for maternal gatekeeping fits the data well; 

however; the models for mothers and fathers include different items. The selected items in the 

measure were given the title: Parental Gatekeeping Scale (PGS) 

Important differences between the mother and father models were found on each factor 

(see Table 13).  For both parents, at least one item differed on each of the three factors, and for 

one factor, discouragement, three items differed for each parent.  All of the loadings on the 

common items were similar (factor loading difference between mothers and fathers of < .09) 

with one exception.  That one exception was on the discouragement factor (“Criticize him as a 

father”) with a higher loading for fathers (.82) than for mothers (.67).  Overall, these findings 

indicate that the factors consisted of similar loadings between the 10 common items as well as 

five different items for mothers and fathers.  However, according to Dr. Neil Abell, the 

composite subscale scores are still interpreted as measuring similar constructs for both parents 

(N. Abell, personal communication, February 28, 2013).  In addition, consideration of the 

influence of the homogenous sample is warranted when interpreting this factor structure, and 

caution must be taken when interpreting these findings. 

Subscale Statistics 

 Subscale scores were calculated by summing all items associated with the specific 

subscale.  Only the maternal gatekeeping items identified in the mother and father factor 

structures for the PGS (15 items total for mothers and fathers) were used in calculating the 

subscale scores for control, encouragement, and discouragement.  All other subscale scores were 

calculated using the items as expected from their measure of origin.  
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Reliability Estimates 

Cronbach α’s were calculated for all subscales.  The resulting statistics are presented in 

Table 3.  All subscales resulted in α levels between .63 and .91 for both mother and father 

reports.  Specific to the maternal gatekeeping scales, alphas ranged between .74 and .94 for 

mothers, and .78 and .87 for fathers.  This provides one indication that the items reliably reflect 

the same construct.     

Convergent Validity   

Pearson correlations were calculated for composite scores of the five subscales in the 

coparenting measure, the three subscales of the established gatekeeping measure, and the three 

subscales of the PGS (see Table 3, fathers = upper panel, mothers = lower panel; correlations 

discussed in the text that support evidence of convergent validity are lightly shaded).  To 

establish convergent validity, I expected several of the subscales in the established gatekeeping 

measure and the coparenting measure to be highly correlated with subscales in the new maternal 

gatekeeping measure.  Specifically, I expected that the control dimension and the standards and 

responsibility dimension would be at least moderately correlated.  Interestingly, the correlation 

between mother reports of discouragement, not control, and maternal standards and 

responsibility was the only moderate correlation found (r = .43, p < .001).  Of the other eight 

possible correlations, six were weaker significant correlations and two were non-significant.  

This finding indicates that mothers’ perceptions of their standards are related to their reported 

discouragement of fathers.  In addition, a similar pattern was found for fathers in regards to 

correlations between subscales of both maternal gatekeeping measures.  Different from mothers, 

father reports on control correlated the highest with their reports of the maternal standards and 

responsibility subscale (r = .34, p < .001).  Of the other eight possible correlations, five were 
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weaker significant correlations, and three were non-significant.  Collectively, these results 

indicate that for both mothers and fathers in this sample, the new and established gatekeeping 

instruments measure unique concepts.  

Regarding the PGS, mother reports of encouragement and the endorsement of fathers as 

coparents were highly correlated (r = .65, p < .001), and father reports of these same scales were 

moderately correlated (r = .41, p < .001).  The correlation between the discouragement 

dimension and endorsement subscale were moderate for both mothers (r = -.42, p < .001) and 

fathers (r = -.49, p < .001).  Finally, as expected, the correlation between the discouragement 

dimension of the PGS and the competitiveness subscale of the coparenting measure was high for 

both mothers (r = .61, p < .001) and fathers (r = .70, p < .001).   

In addition, several other subscales were highly correlated.  For mothers, discouragement 

was correlated with conflict (r = .61, p < .001), and encouragement was correlated with closeness 

(r = .58, p < .001), indicating strong relationships between the measures.  The discouragement 

dimension and the agreement subscales were also highly correlated (r = -.54, p < .001), and this 

correlation was negative.  For fathers, there were similar results with several subscales 

(discouragement with conflict, r = .66, p < .001; encouragement with closeness, r = .56, p < .001; 

control with competition, r = .58, p < .001; and control with conflict, r = .52, p < .001), all 

reflecting high correlations.  Two subscales showed strong negative correlations for fathers 

(discouragement with agreement, r = -.54, p < .001; and discouragement with closeness, r = -.52, 

p < .001).  The remaining correlations among dimensions and subscales were moderately 

associated with the strongest correlation between encouragement and agreement (r = .46, p < 

.001) and the weakest between control and endorsement (r = -.37, p < .001).  
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For fathers, this evidence suggests that the coparenting measure is more similar to the 

new gatekeeping measure than is true of mothers.  Further, most of the correlations between all 

of the subscales were strong for both mothers and fathers, as they were over the .50 standard 

(Cohen, 1988).  Collectively, this evidence supports convergent validity between the new 

gatekeeping measure and certain aspects of coparenting as expected.   However, we must again 

consider the homogeneity of the sample and that these correlations were expected because the 

mothers and fathers were both satisfied in the coparenting relationship.      

Divergent Validity   

Correlations were then examined to determine whether the dimensions of the new 

maternal gatekeeping scale was different and unique from the established scales used to measure 

coparenting and gatekeeping.  A majority of subscales of the new gatekeeping measure and the 

coparenting measure are moderately or highly correlated as expected.  Maternal gatekeeping is 

considered a coparental process (Holmes et al., 2011; Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2008) with strong 

ties to the broader coparenting relationship. The correlations that provide the strongest support 

for divergent validity are indicated by the darker shaded cells in Table 3.   

Importantly the relationship between the subscales of the established gatekeeping 

measure and the new gatekeeping measure provide evidence of divergent validity.  For mothers 

and fathers, the correlations between maternal identity confirmation and differentiated family 

roles subscales with the three dimensions of the PGS reflect low or moderately low associations.  

In examining the correlations between the control dimension and the maternal standards and 

responsibility subscale, for both mothers (r = .29, p < .001) and fathers (r = .34, p < .001) weak 

but significant correlations were found as expected.  For mothers the strongest correlation not yet 

discussed was between discouragement and differentiated family roles (r = -.24, p < .001), and 
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there was no correlation between encouragement and maternal identity confirmation (r = .00, p = 

ns).  For fathers, the strongest correlation not yet discussed was between discouragement and 

maternal standards and responsibility (r = .31, p < .001), and the weakest correlation was 

between the encouragement and differentiated family roles (r = .07, p = ns) scales.   

Although these results suggest that some connection between the established measure of 

gatekeeping, the measure of coparenting, and the PGS, they also show that each measure is 

unique.  The PGS is different from the established measure and from the coparenting measure. 

Thus, there is promising support for divergent and convergent validity.   

Criterion Validity 

 The first step in establishing criterion validity was to conduct k-means cluster analysis 

with the composite scores from the new maternal gatekeeping subscales.  Analyses were 

completed separately for mothers and fathers.  An 8-cluster solution was calculated first, 

attempting to differentiate between the eight subtypes of maternal gatekeeping conceptualized by 

Puhlman and Pasley (2012).  The resulting clusters for both mothers and fathers either included 

too few cases or did not differ significantly from other clusters.  Thus, it was determined that this 

solution was inadequate.   

The next step was to test a 2-cluster solution to determine if it was possible to 

discriminate between the two primary theoretical groups of maternal gatekeepers, polarized and 

ambivalent mothers.  This solution resulted in two distinct groups that were both statistically and 

conceptually different.  For mothers in the first cluster (n = 179), the means and standard 

deviations were: control (M = .55, SD = .51), encouragement (M = 4.24, SD = .49), and 

discouragement (M = .44, SD = .43).  For fathers in this cluster (n = 155), the means and 

standard deviations were: control (M = .52, SD = .52), encouragement (M = 3.94, SD = .75), and 
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discouragement (M = .36, SD = .46).  For mothers in the second cluster (n = 75), the means and 

standard deviations were: control (M = 1.34, SD = .93), encouragement (M = 2.74, SD = .87), 

and discouragement (M = 1.39, SD = .93).  For fathers in this cluster (n = 49), the means and 

standard deviations were: control (M = 1.52, SD = 1.03), encouragement (M = 2.13, SD = 1.00), 

and discouragement (M = 2.09, SD = .90).  The F-statistic, indicating differences in means 

between the two clusters, were also significant for both mothers and fathers.  For mothers, 

differences between group mean were: control, F (252) = 75.4, p < .001; encouragement, F(252) 

= 302.7, p < .001; and discouragement, F(252) = 121.3, p < .001.  These differences were also 

significant for fathers: control, F(252) = 80.5, p < .001; encouragement, F(252) = 185.2, p < 

.001; and discouragement, F(252) = 316.6, p < .001.   

In comparing these results with the conceptual definitions of polarized and ambivalent 

gatekeepers, Cluster 1 best represents polarized gatekeepers wherein control varies in 

combination with high encouragement and low discouragement or low encouragement with high 

discouragement.  In the current sample these polarized gatekeepers reflect high encouragement 

coupled with low discouragement.  Specifically, both mothers and fathers report mothers as 

Passive Gatewelcomers, or those who were highly encouraging with low discouragement scores 

and low control scores.  On the other hand, Cluster 2 best represents ambivalent gatekeepers in 

general (varied levels of control with similar levels of encouragement and discouragement).   

 The final step in the analysis used ANOVAs to assess mean differences in father 

involvement by those categorized in the two clusters.  Composite scores on quality and 

frequency of involvement were examined.  Also, an item analysis was undertaken to determine 

any differences in a specific type of activity in which fathers were frequently engaged.  From 

mother reports, two significant differences were found.  First, those categorized as Polarized 
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Gatekeepers reported a higher quality of father involvement (M = 5.44, SD =.77) than did 

Ambivalent Gatekeepers (M = 3.84, SD =1.62), F(252) = 57.9, p < .001. No significant 

difference was found for the overall frequency of involvement, although it approached 

significance, F(252) = 2.8, p = .09, suggesting that those reporting more polarized gatekeeping 

tended to also report more frequent father involvement overall.  Regarding individual items, only 

one difference was found, “telling the child he (the father) appreciates them (the child),” F(252) 

= 19.2, p < .001. This indicates that those reporting polarized gatekeeping also reported that 

fathers more frequently showed appreciation to the child than did those reporting ambivalent 

gatekeeping.  

From father reports, similar patterns emerged.  Fathers reporting that mothers engaged in 

polarized gatekeeping also reported higher quality involvement (M = 5.27, SD =.54) than those 

reporting mothers engaged in ambivalent gatekeeping (M = 4.72, SD =.73), F(202) = 7.3, p < 

.01.  There was no significant difference found in the overall frequency of involvement between 

the two clusters.  Another difference was found for the same single item tapping frequency of 

father involvement, “Telling the child he appreciates them,” F(202) = 22.8, p < .001. This 

suggests that fathers who report mother behaviors as representing polarized gatekeeping also 

report telling their child that they are appreciated more than fathers who report mothers as 

ambivalent gatekeepers.  These findings are not unexpected as the sample consisted of a majority 

of highly involved fathers and highly satisfying coparenting relationships. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

In this study I developed and tested a new measure to assess the three dimensions of 

maternal gatekeeping as outlined by Puhlman and Pasley (2013) and determined that the measure 

showed good promise as a valid and reliable measure.  Using data obtained from a survey of 460 

mothers and fathers of children ages 3-6 enrolled in preschools in Leon County, Florida, a 

measure that captured the three dimensions resulted.  Face validity was established by soliciting 

support from national experts and parents to assess whether the items reflected their expected 

dimensions.  Then a 3-factor solution resulted in separate models for mothers and fathers, and 

the composite subscale scores reflected the intended dimensions.  The subscales were then 

correlated with those of an established gatekeeping measure and a coparenting measure to 

establish construct validity.  Finally, criterion validity was established through cluster analysis 

where two groups of gatekeepers were identified based on the theoretical model and differences 

in scores on father involvement were examined.  As expected, behaviors designated as Polarized 

Gatekeeping, specifically Passive Gatewelcomers, had significantly higher levels of quality of 

father involvement.    

 Previous studies defined maternal gatekeeping as including both encouraging and 

discouraging behaviors, and some included elements of control embedded in their measures of 

discouragement (see Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2008; Van Egeren & Hawkins, 2004).  I argued that 

control, encouragement, and discouragement are distinctly different dimensions and require a 

new, improved measure that could assess such differences (Puhlman & Pasley, 2013).  The 

results of this study show that these dimensions can be measured with some degree of 
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confidence, as the statistical model successfully differentiated them, although control and 

discouragement were highly correlated as expected.  This finding is supported by those from 

qualitative research where mothers and fathers had a difficult time describing gatekeeping 

without integrating elements of control, encouragement and discouragement (see Roy & Dyson, 

2005; Trinder, 2008).  In addition, it is important to appreciate that maternal gatekeeping is only 

part of a larger coparenting process.  The findings here punctuate a unidirectional view that 

mothers influence father involvement.  Some scholars (Adamsons, 2010; Puhlman & Pasley, 

2013; Walker & McGraw, 2000) suggest that fathers play an important role in the gatekeeping 

process which cannot be ignored, and that they are likely equally engaged in gatekeeping 

mothers.  Thus, maternal gatekeeping is a dyadic and complex process, and the findings reported 

here must be considered in light of this. 

 Over the past 15 years, critiques of the Allen and Hawkins (1999) model noted important 

inconsistencies and problems including a failure to address the complexity of the phenomenon 

(Sano et al., 2008; Walker & McGraw, 2000).  The findings from the current study suggest that 

this established notion of maternal gatekeeping may have missed the mark in measuring a 

dynamic process focused on childrearing rather than household tasks and structure.  The PGS 

supports the assumption that the associated conceptual models are both theoretically and 

empirically different. 

 A vital component of the maternal gatekeeping model was the identification of 

encouragement and discouragement as separate dimensions rather than opposite ends of the same 

continuum (Puhlman & Pasley, 2013).  The findings in this study clearly support that claim, 

more so for mothers than fathers, and they suggest that these are separate but related dimensions.  

The distinction between these dimensions allows for a greater insight into the reciprocal 
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processes that make maternal gatekeeping a challenging phenomenon to study.  As indicated by 

Fincham and Beach (2010), the separation of dimensions can inform our understanding of which 

aspects of maternal gatekeeping exist within a family and how they shift over time.  Family 

systems theory suggests that reciprocity is a major factor in understanding family functioning 

(Cox & Paley, 1997), and these findings provide perspectives from both fathers and mothers on 

gatekeeping in families with young children.   

 Although this finding is stronger for mothers, the higher correlation between 

encouragement and discouragement for fathers may reflect that men are more dichotomous in 

their thinking.  It may also suggest that the fathers included in this sample simply believe that the 

mothers are more encouraging and not very discouraging.  With a majority of participants 

reporting highly satisfying parental relationships, it was not unexpected that large numbers of 

fathers would report mothers as being highly encouraging with low discouragement.  I expect 

that lower correlations between these dimensions would be more likely in a sample of divorced 

or separated parents.    

 Another important and unique finding was the difference between the measurement 

models for mothers and fathers.  Although a 3-factor solution fit well for both, not all items 

representing each particular dimension were exactly the same.  This difference between factors 

representing the dimensions is important and reinforces the point that mothers and fathers do not 

see maternal gatekeeping behaviors exactly the same.  In particular, what constitutes 

discouragement from fathers’ perspectives is not the same as that which constitutes this 

dimension for mothers.  This finding is also unique, as other scholars used mother reports (Fagan 

& Barnett, 2003; Gaunt, 2008) or combined mother and father reports (Meteyer & Perry-Jenkins, 

2010; Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2008) in similar analyses  Importantly, none of these earlier 
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studies explored the possibility of gender differences in the items reflecting their experiences or 

perceptions of maternal gatekeeping.  Only Adamsons (2010) considered gender differences in 

her discussion of maternal gatekeeping. 

  The items measuring discouragement differ most between the mothers and fathers in this 

study, and the differing items typically reflected more indirect or covert gatekeeping behaviors.  

For example, mothers self identified as discouraging when they told others or the father about 

their disapproval of his behaviors or when they pretended to support him.  These behaviors were 

not reflected in discouragement items according to father reports.  Instead, fathers identified 

mothers as highly discouraging when she was sarcastic, undermined him, and monitored his 

interactions with the children.  Clearly, fathers and mothers perceive some differences in the 

behaviors that represent this dimension.  As such, scholars must consider how such gendered 

differences inform our understanding of how maternal gatekeeping is experienced by mothers 

and fathers.  It also illuminates challenges in measuring maternal gatekeeping with couples.  

Maternal gatekeeping may be perceived differently depending on whether the reporter is the 

recipient of gatemanagement or the gatemanager.  Finally, it is possible that the parents with 

satisfying relationships may have express gender differences that do not exist for parents who 

have less satisfying relationships. 

 A third notable finding was the relationship between the subscales of the various 

measures.  Within the PGS, the similarity between the control and discouragement dimensions is 

notable.  Distinguishing between them was a challenge when constructing items.  Empirically, 

the dimensions were highly correlated for both mothers and fathers indicating a high degree of 

overlap between the items.  Although there were adequate differences in the CFA, further 

distinguishing the measurement structure for these dimensions is essential.  Qualitative studies 
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that use focus groups could result in understanding for how fathers and mothers distinguish 

controlling and discouraging behaviors.  Using the language generated by a diverse sample of 

parents could lead to the construction of items that better represent these concepts.  In addition, 

observational studies might identify more subtle coparental behaviors that distinguish the 

concepts.  Cannon et al., (2008) and Schoppe-Sullivan et al. (2008) used observational methods 

for understanding gatekeeping; however, they used only a two-dimensional explanation of 

maternal gatekeeping to interpret their findings.  Both of these methodologies might result in 

new survey items that clearly differential these two dimension of maternal gatekeeping. 

 Further evidence suggests that the PGS had good construct validity, it differed from the 

established measure of gatekeeping, and it also had expected links with the coparenting measure.  

Importantly, the PGS did not correlate strongly with the established gatekeeping measure.  This 

was not unexpected because scholars have argued that the commonly used measure by Allen and 

Hawkins (1999) does not adequately capture the coparental aspects of gatekeeping and focused 

too greatly on the division of household labor (see Puhlman & Pasley, 2011; Puhlman & Pasley, 

2013; Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2008).  However, the maternal standards and responsibility scale, 

which measures a mothers’ expectations for parenting and family interaction, was low to 

moderately correlated with the dimensions of discouragement and control in the PGS for both 

mothers and fathers.  This finding is consistent with the theoretical description of the Allen and 

Hawkins (1999) scale, suggesting that the two measures are somewhat related.  The other 

subscales on the established measure (oriented towards mother characteristics and family 

functioning) were weakly associated with the new maternal gatekeeping measure.  The PGS’s 

subscales are more closely aligned with coparenting processes, suggesting that the three 

dimensions address different family processes.  Again, this was expected as the conceptual 
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definition given by Allen and Hawkins was fundamentally different that the definition offered by 

Puhlman and Pasley (2013).  

 Scholars have questioned whether maternal gatekeeping is a unique process or one that is 

closely embedded within coparental processes (Holmes et al., 2011).  The results reported here 

suggest that maternal gatekeeping is related to coparenting and also provides a unique 

contribution to understanding coparental dynamics.  Many of the correlations between the 

subscales were strong, and those with the strongest associations were theoretically linked.  For 

example, the discouragement scale was highly correlated with the coparental conflict and 

competitiveness scales for both mothers and fathers.  The three-dimensional model of maternal 

gatekeeping tested here identified discouraging behaviors geared towards restricting father 

involvement.  Maternal discouragement is likely to be associated with maternal beliefs that the 

father is not as competent with the children (McBride, Brown et al., 2005).  When parents are in 

conflict or compete with one another, believing that their way is the correct way, they would 

likely discourage the other parent or at least hold beliefs that the other is less competent or 

effective.  This could explain the correlation between these subscales.  Importantly, the 

associations here are not causal, so it is impossible to know if conflict and competition leads to 

discouragement or vice versa.  They may be reciprocal processes.   

 Most of the other subscales from the new gatekeeping and coparenting measures were 

moderately correlated, indicating that their content is somewhat similar.  Regardless, 

fundamental differences were also evident.  For example, there was a moderate negative 

correlation between control (gatekeeping subscale) and agreement between parents (coparenting 

subscale).  Traditional Gateblockers (high control, low encouragement, and high 

discouragement) would likely score high on control and low on agreement.  Theoretically, these 
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mothers would be less likely to agree with fathers on their perceptions of parenting strategies and 

how they should be involved with the children and family (Puhlman & Pasley, 2013).  Apathetic 

Gatekeepers (high control, low encouragement, low discouragement) would also score high on 

control; however, they may vary in unpredictable ways on agreement with the other parent.  

Some of them may agree with fathers and others might not, depending on the family context and 

climate.  Such variation could shift the strength of the correlation, which also suggests that they 

are measuring related but unique dimensions.  Given the limitations of the study noted below, it 

may have been impossible to get a complete picture of this relationship. 

 In addition, the relationships between the new gatekeeping subscales and the coparenting 

subscales highlight important differences between mothers and fathers.  Although similar in 

magnitude, the correlations between subscales were stronger for fathers than mothers, suggesting 

that the associations between maternal gatekeeping and coparenting may be gender specific.  It 

may also be that coparenting and gatekeeping are more strongly linked for fathers than mothers, 

reflecting important differences in how mothers and fathers perceive the coparental relationship.   

Either way, the differences between parents are again reinforced, and these findings suggest that 

future research looking at coparental processes separately for mothers and fathers.  Family 

systems theory is useful in interpreting this finding and suggests that in families where mothers 

are primary caretakers this finding would be expected (Minuchin, 1974; Bertalanffy, 1968).  

Mothers with primary responsibility for childcare might see father involvement is important for 

fathering by not important to the ways the mother and father interaction around childrearing 

issues, because this is her domain. Fathers may not share mother’s perceptions, viewing fathering 

and father involvement as a coparenting relationship dynamic. 

 Finally, the PGS was able to differentiate between the general types of maternal 
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gatekeeping, Polarized and Ambivalent, based on scores reflecting the three dimensions.  

According to the model (Puhlman & Pasley, 2013), polarized gatekeeping included variation in 

control and clear use of either discouragement or encouragement behaviors by mothers.  On the 

other hand, equal levels of encouragement or discouragement indicate ambivalent gatekeeping; 

such behaviors do not indicate a clear preference for father involvement.  The polarized 

gatekeeping group was high in encouragement and low in both discouragement and control 

(Passive Gateopeners).  These findings are not surprising given the homogeneity of the sample.  

More adversarial types of gatekeeping, such as Traditional Gateblocker or Passive Gatesnubber, 

would likely occur in a sample of more conflicted couples.  Also, the absence of Facilitated 

Gateopeners may have been attributed to the lack of this type of gatekeepers in the sample or a 

product of social desirability.  The ambivalent gatekeeping group was unable to be differentiated 

into subgroups, and this was not surprising, as these may be more rare occurring types of 

gatekeepers.  

   Without a larger and more diverse sample, certain subtypes of gatekeeping might rarely 

occur (e.g., Invisible Gateignorers, Apathetic Gatemanagers, or Passive Gatesnubbers; Puhlman 

& Pasley, 2013) and, thus, are difficult to detect.  Despite the inability to identify all eight forms 

of gatekeeping, the results supporting the identification of the more general categories is 

important.  

 Results also showed differences in father involvement by types of gatekeeping, such that 

for both mothers and fathers, the quality of father involvement was higher for those in the 

polarized group than those in the ambivalent group.  Although this appears to be an important 

distinction, Passive Gatewelcomers were overly represented in the polarized gatekeeping group.  

Therefore, caution is necessary when interpreting these findings.  I suspect that with a more 
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representative group of polarized gatekeepers, fewer differences in the quality of father 

involvement would be apparent between the two major categories.  The ability to differentiate 

between the subgroups of ambivalent and polarized gatekeepers would have allowed for a better 

understanding of how maternal gatekeeping influences father involvement.  Future studies 

should examine ways of differentiating these groups.    

 Regarding the frequency of father involvement, there was a trend in difference in 

gatekeeping groups in this aspect of involvement for mothers only.  When mothers were 

categorized into the polarized gatekeeping group, the trend was that they were more likely to 

report more frequent father involvement.  Like the concern with quality of father involvement, 

the failure to find differences in fathers’ reports is noteworthy; suggesting that the frequency of 

father involvement may not be as influenced by mothers’ gatekeeping, but the quality of his 

involvement is affected by mothers’ behaviors.  Collectively, the general finding that 

gatekeeping exerts some influence on father involvement emphasizes the importance of future 

research focusing on the degree to which maternal gatekeeping influences such involvement. 

Limitations 

 This study is not without limitations.  As mentioned early, one limitation is the 

homogeneity of the sample.  Participants were overwhelmingly happily married two-parent 

families who reported mothers as highly encouraging, which quite possibly is a reason for the 

limited variability in responses.  The intent was to recruit couples representing diverse families 

in terms of structure, race, income, and education to potentially increase the range of reported 

gatekeeping behaviors.  Although a large number of fathers participated in this study, many of 

them are likely to be highly involved and invested with the family (Marsiglio, Amato, Day, & 

Lamb, 2000).  Therefore, the sample may represent fathers in relationships with mothers who are 
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mostly facilitative rather than limiting.  This would limit the ability to detect the more 

discouraging and controlling forms of gatekeeping.  In considering my theoretical model on 

gatekeeping, I expected that fathers who experienced more gatekeeping behaviors from mothers 

to be less involved and, in turn, less willing to participate in a survey.  Also, mothers commonly 

were present at drop-off and pick-up times and proved to be the point of access to fathers.  

Future studies should attempt to collect data from a more diverse sample of parents, so as to 

increase the likelihood of identifying a broader range of maternal gatekeeping behaviors. 

 The inclusion of a more diverse sample may explicate the more subtle forms of 

gatekeeping.  Most of the sample contained married parents.  Divorced or separated parents 

could experience different types of gatekeeping, in part because of the inherent barriers derived 

from custody and visitation arrangements.  Research shows that many divorced parents are 

involved in conflict relationships, and others have disagreements about the coparental 

arrangements (Amato, 2010); thus, gatekeeping behaviors in these couples might be different 

from those in married couples, especially those that self-report as happy.  Future studies would 

benefit from the use of the PGS with a more diverse set of families.      

 The restricted nature of the sample is also likely responsible for other limitations.  For 

example, skewness and kurtosis were problems.  The affected items may measure some of the 

subtle aspects of maternal gatekeeping; however, they responses lacked normality, making them 

poor candidates for inclusion in the analysis. Future studies should reevaluate these items using a 

more diverse sample to determine if they should be included in a final measure of maternal 

gatekeeping.  Also, the nature of the sample may have influenced the cluster analysis.  Although 

an important statistical distinction between polarized and ambivalent gatekeeping was found, 

most of the conceptualized subgroups were not represented.  For example, only two cases would 
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reflect Passive Gatesnubber or Traditional Gateblocker.  I had hoped to differentiate among eight 

types of gatekeepers, and I believe that the lack of variability in the sample limited my ability to 

detect the subtle differences.   

 Another limitation is the response set that was included in the PGS.  The range from 0 to 

5 may have limited variability.  The behaviors reflecting maternal gatekeeping were expected to 

be dynamic and identifiable, as well as subtle and difficult to measure.  The opportunity for 

participants to respond with a greater range of options may have allowed for more precision in 

measuring the construct, specifically those behaviors that are more subtle.  Future studies should 

consider an expanded response range to increase the variability. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

 Overall, the results found support for measuring a three-dimensional model of maternal 

gatekeeping.  This measure is shown to have reasonable and promising psychometric properties 

of reliability and validity, but requires use in future studies with a larger and more diverse 

sample.  In addition, scholars may want to reconsider the unused items in the earlier analysis and 

determine whether excluded items are important to use for differentiating the gatekeeping types 

among different samples.  Taken together, the current instrument will allow scholars to begin 

measuring maternal gatekeeping as a complex and multifaceted construct, one that is consistent 

with an expanded theoretical model of gatekeeping (Puhlman & Pasley, 2013).   

 An important unexplored area of maternal gatekeeping was exposed.  To date, gender 

differences regarding the perceptions of maternal gatekeeping have not been explored.  An 

implicit assumption among researchers is that coupled fathers and mothers hold similar 

perceptions; however; these results suggest that this may not be true and that models of 

gatekeeping differ for mothers and fathers.  Although conclusions were made about the general 



65 
 

meaning inherent cross the items in the subscales, the specific combination of items varied.  

Future research needs to be sensitive to the potential importance of gender differences in 

meaning assigned to both mother and father behaviors.  Moreover, additional examination of 

such differences in maternal gatekeeping and coparenting processes is essential, if we are to 

differentiate how mothers and fathers experience these processes and how such experiences 

influence measurement concerns.  This can best be accomplished with the use of dyadic data 

analysis techniques.  Conducting qualitative studies with a goal toward determining differences 

in mother and father perceptions may also be important for better understanding gender 

differences.   

  Lastly, this study has important implications for clinical practice.  First, the findings 

emphasize the importance of clinician sensitivity to differences in gendered parenting practices.  

Mothers and fathers do not perceive the same behaviors in the same way, and this requires 

greater care on the part of therapists when working with families struggling with coparenting 

difficulties.  In addition, the importance of coparenting on fathering behavior is essential to 

consider.  The findings here indicate that maternal gatekeeping does have some association with 

father involvement; however; the direction of this relationship remains unclear.  Awaiting 

research that identifies the direction, clinicians must be sensitive to the reality that coparenting 

and father involvement do influence one another, and the healthy functioning and involvement of 

both parents is optimal for strong child outcomes (e.g., Cowan et al., 2008; Feinberg et al., 2010; 

Lamb, 2010 Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2008).   

 Moreover marriage and family therapists can benefit from a greater understanding of 

maternal gatekeeping when working specifically with parents.  These findings can inform parent 

training programs, as well as those in private practice settings who work with families.  
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Conducting assessments that determine the degree to which mothers influence fathers can be 

used to better guide clinicians in determining best practices.  For example, when working with a 

family, a therapist may become aware that the mother is a Passive Gatesnubber (low control, low 

encouragement, high discouragement).  As such, the therapist can address the issue accordingly 

through discussing the reasons for her discouraging behaviors and target the underlying 

associated feelings.  The therapist would also need to address the father’s behavior and examine 

the dynamics between the parents that contribute to this pattern of gatekeeping with the aim of 

increasing encouraging behaviors and decreasing discouraging behaviors.  Understanding and 

using therapy modalities informed by family systems theory will help shift the gatekeeping 

behaviors and move coparenting relationships towards increased health and efficiency. 

 Clearly, the Parental Gatekeeping Scale shows promise as an instrument that can capture 

some of the subtleties and multifaceted nuances of gatekeeping.  Additional work is needed to 

confirm its utility with the diversity of parents today.  These first steps begin to pave the way. 
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APPENDIX A 

IRB APPROVAL 

Office of the Vice President For Research 
Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 
(850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392 
 
APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: 1/30/2012 
 
To: Daniel Puhlman 
 
Address: 228 Sandles 
Dept.: FAMILY & CHILD SCIENCE 
 
From:   Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 
Re:     Use of Human Subjects in Research 
Testing a Midrange model of Maternal Gatekeeping 
 
The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the proposal referenced above have 
been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and one member of the Human Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be 
Expedited per per 45 CFR § 46.110(7) and has been approved by an expedited review process. 
 
The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to weigh the risk to the human 
participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental 
or other approvals, which may be required. 
 
If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent form is attached to this approval 
notice.  Only the stamped version of the consent form may be used in recruiting research subjects. 
 
If the project has not been completed by 1/28/2013 you must request a renewal of approval for continuation of the project. As a 
courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal 
Investigator to timely request renewal of your approval from the Committee. 
 
You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by the Committee prior to 
implementation of the proposed change in the protocol.  A protocol change/amendment form is required to be submitted for 
approval by the Committee.  In addition, federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any 
unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or others. 
 
By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is reminded that he/she is responsible 
for being informed concerning research projects involving human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as 
often as needed to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 
 
This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The Assurance Number is 
FWA00000168/IRB number IRB00000446. 
 
Cc: Kay Pasley, Advisor 
HSC No. 2012.7651 
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APPENDIX B 

PARENT LETTER 

 

Dear Parent 

My name is Dan Puhlman, and I am a doctoral student at Florida State 

University.  I am undertaking a study of how mothers and fathers work 

together in parenting their children, and I am hopeful that you can assist me.  

Only biological parents of children between the ages of 3 and 6, whether 

living together or not, can participate by completing a brief survey.   

The survey should take 20-30 minutes, and you each will get $10 for your 

effort.  

Attached is a large envelope that includes 2 packets, one survey is labeled 

MOTHER and the other is labeled FATHER. Each packet includes a copy of 

the survey, a letter of consent requiring your signature, and a return 

envelope.  Please take your packet and give the other one to the child’s other 
biological parent, then follow the directions below. 

 

1. Sign the informed consent form.  Do not place this in the envelope with 

the survey, because I want your responses to be anonymous. 

 

2. Complete the survey, put it in the return envelope, and seal the envelope. 

   

3. Return both the signed consent form and the sealed envelope to the 

preschool.  A box for collecting surveys will be placed in the entrance to 

the school on top of the cubbies.  I will return to the school on 

_________________ to provide you with $10 as a token of my appreciation.  

 

Thank you so much for your time.  If you have any questions, please do not 

hesitate to contact me directly.  My email is XXXXXXX, and my phone 

number is XXXXX. 

 

Daniel Puhlman 

 

 
 

mailto:djp08f@my.fsu.edu
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APPENDIX C 

IRB CONSENT FORM 
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APPENDIX D 

SURVEY 
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APPENDIX E 

INFORMATION USED TO SOLICIT SCHOLAR AND PARENT FEEDBACK 

 

Measuring Maternal Gatekeeping 

We appreciate your willingness to assist us in our efforts to develop a measure of maternal gatekeeping.  As one of 

several fathering experts, we are asking your help in determining the face/content validity of a series of 42 items that we 

developed to reflect the three dimensions we conceptualized as representing of maternal gatekeeping: control, 

encouragement, and discouragement.  In the chart provided, we offer a definition of the three dimensions, and we ask that 

you check (√) the dimension that best represents the definition of the dimension for each of the items.  We also encourage 

you to offer any suggests for re-wording items or for additional items that you believe would best represent the dimensions 

as defined.   

 

Sincerely, 
Daniel J. Puhlman 
Doctoral Candidate 
The Florida State University 
 
Proposed response scale is: 

0 = NEVER, 1 = SELDOM, 2 = SOMETIMES, 3 = FAIRLY OFTEN, 4 = VERY OFTEN, 5 = ALWAYS 

 

Please check the construct that you believe best represents the item.   
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 CONTROL ENCOURAGEMENT DISCOURAGEMENT 

Prompt:  In regards to parenting with the 
father of the child, How often do you.... 

Maternal behaviors that 
regulate paternal access to 
and involvement with 
children. This dimension 
reflects how strongly 
mothers maintain or manage 
boundaries between fathers 
and children 

The encouragement 
dimension reflects mothers 
who feel positive about father 
involvement and want fathers 
to participate in childrearing 
responsibilities.  
Encouragement is defined as 
maternal behaviors intended to 
increase the level of paternal 
participation or involvement 
with children. 

Maternal behaviors can 
communicate to fathers that 
they are or are not important 
or that their involvement is or 
is not helpful, perhaps even 
detrimental.  This dimension 
reflects the degree to which 
mothers are discouraging 
and/or critical of fathers and 
their involvement with 
children. 

4. support his way of playing with the child?    

2.  not cooperate with him on parenting tasks?    

3.  set the rules for how often he can interact with the 
child? 

   

4. keep him in line?    

5. leave the house so he has to take care of the 
child? 

   

6. redo childcare tasks he completes?    

7.  say positive things about how he talks/interacts 
with the child? 
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8. tell the child what you think he did wrong?    

9. compliment him about his parenting?    

10. stop him from interacting with the child if you don’t 
like what he’s doing? 

   

11. tell other people about the things you dislike about 
his parenting? 

   

12. encourage him to spend time alone with the child?    

13. avoid discussions with him about parenting the 
child? 

   

14.  ask him to help when you have difficulty with the 
child? 

   

15.  supervise his time with the child?    

16. arrange or initiate activities for him and the child to 
do together? 

   

17.  criticize him as a father?    

18.  support his efforts to participate in childcare 
tasks? 

   

19.  have the final say in matters regarding the child?    
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20.  make sarcastic/unkind comments when he 
interacts with the child? 

   

21.  make decisions about the child WITHOUT 
discussing them with him? 

   

22.  tell the child to ask him for help?    

23.  ask his opinion about parenting?    

24. make him do what you want him to do with the 
child? 

   

25. ignore his requests to spend time with the child?    

26. help him to complete a childcare task (e.g. 
feeding, cleaning, disciplining)? 

   

27. hint that the child(ren) need to be cared for?    

28.  override his decisions in front of the child?    

29.  roll your eyes at him when he talks/interacts with 
the child to show your frustration? 

   

30.  let him take care of the child his own way? 
(REVERSE) 

   

31.  monitor his time with the child?    
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32.  interfere with his individual time with the child?    

33.  say positive things to him like “you’re good with 

the children”, “Thank you”, or “I’m glad you’re 

involved with the family”? 

   

34.  keep him from making parenting decisions?    

35.  tell the child positive things about him?    

36.  discourage the child from spending time with 
him? 

   

37.  work out a solution to a problem about the child 

together? (REVERSE) 
   

38. set the rules for how he parents the child?    

39. celebrate activities focused on him (his Birthday, 

Father’s Day, achievements, etc.) with the 

children? 

   

40.  pretend to support his parenting decisions?    

41. impose your will on him about the child?    

42. undermine his parenting decisions?    
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Email to scholars: 

Dear Dr. ________,  

My name is Daniel Puhlman and I am a doctoral candidate at The Florida State 
University. 

I am also writing to ask you for assistance in my effort to construct the measure of 
maternal gatekeeping reflecting the three dimensions of interest (control, 
encouragement, and discouragement) as part of my dissertation with Dr. Pasley.  As 
part of this process, I need to have several experts in the field review the proposed 
items and evaluate them for face/content validity.  As one such expert, I am asking your 
permission to send you the proposed measure to evaluate and provide feedback about 
how well the items represent my identified dimensions.  This process should not require 
a good deal of your time, and I am hoping to receive your feedback within two weeks of 
your receiving the document and direction for responding.   

I know that you are very busy with your own work, so I understand if this task cannot be 
completed within the timeframe.  Please let me know if you are able to help me with the 
questionnaire, and I will send you the document to evaluate. 

My sincere thanks and gratitude for your consideration. 
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APPENDIX F 

TABLES 

 

Table 1 
 
Behavioral Indicators of the Eight Subcategories of Maternal Gatekeeping 

 

Type of Gatekeeper Behavioral Indicators 
Polarized Mothers  
Traditional Gateblocker:  
High control, low encouragement, high 

discouragement 
 
 

Constructs barriers to father involvement 
Tells fathers how and when to be involved 
Engages in hurtful communication 
Speaks negatively about the father 

Passive Gatesnubber: 
Low control, low encouragement, high 

discouragement 
 
 

Talks negatively about fathers to child 
“Accidentally” misses father/child time 
Redoes tasks/parenting (e.g. dressing children, 

preparing meals, or making discipline choices) 
completed by fathers 

Facilitative Gateopener: 
High control, high encouragement, low 

discouragement 
 
 

Schedules father-child time 
Celebrates events with/about fathers 
Directs fathers how to play with children 
“Forces” fathers into parenting 

Passive Gatewelcomer: 
Low control, high encouragement, low 

discouragement 

Engages in supporting coparenting 
Shys away from leadership in family life 
Engages in activities outside of the family 
Talks positively about fathers 

Ambivalent Mothers  
Confused Gatemanager: 
High control, high encouragement, high 

discouragement 
 

Shows inconsistent behavioral pattern (positive and 
negative) 

Behaviors change across situations 
Manages family interactions and boundaries 

Apathetic Gatemanager: 
High control, low encouragement, low 

discouragement 
 

Acts indifferent towards fathers 
Assumes leadership in the family 
Makes a majority of parenting decisions with the 

children 
Opinionated Gatemanager: 
Low control, high encouragement, high 

discouragement 
 

Compliments and criticizes fathers 
Uses passive/avoidant communication strategies 
Exercises little or no management of father 

involvement 
Invisible Gateignorer: 
Low control, low encouragement, low 

discouragement 

Maintains distance from the family and fathers 
Shows indifference towards family 
Fathers serve as family managers 
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Table 2  
 
Demographic variables (N = 460) 

Variables Mothers 
n = 256 

Fathers 
n = 204 

 M SD M SD 

 Age of person 34.13 5.78 36.79 5.74 

Age of child 4.25 .82 4.22 .90 

Work hours  28.88 16.10 41.7 12.11 

Yearly income  $41,482 $44,598 $66,952 $47,930 

Household size  4.1 1.07 4.04 1.09 

Number of children  2.11 .91 2.05 .94 
 

 n % n % 

Race     

     White 166 64.8 145 71.1 

     Black 76 29.7 40 19.6 

     Other 12 4.7 16 8.0 

Education     

     High school or less 18 7.1 26 12.9 

     Some college 55 21.5 41 20.1 

     College graduate 105 41.0 62 30.4 

     Graduate school 76 29.9 72 35.8 

Employment status     

      Full time 140 54.7 180 88.2 

      Part time 44 17.2 11 5.4 

      Homemaker 43 16.8 1 .5 

      Other 28 10.9 10 5.0 

Marital status     

      Single never-married 39 15.2 19 9.3 

      Married 183 71.5 169 82.8 

      Separated/divorced 20 7.9 8 4.0 

      Remarried/engaged 11 4.3 6 3.0 

Family structure     

      Biological parent 187 73 163 79.9 

      Stepfamily 28 11.1 23 11.6 

      Single parent 37 14.5 12 6.1 
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Table 3 

Correlations Between Subscales; Fathers in Top Panel (N = 204), Mothers in Bottom Panel (N = 256) 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. Control - -.24** .65** -.37** -.38** -.40** .58** .52** .34** .16* -.29** 

2. Encouragement -.20**    - -.53** .41** .56** .46** -.45** -.41** -.19** .13 .07 

3. Discouragement .62** -.28**    - -.49** -.52** -.54** .70** .66** .31** .10 -.25** 

4. Endorsement -.18** .65** -.42**    - .55** .51** -.57** -.29** -.12 .06 .14* 

5. Closeness -.15* .58** -.40** .79**    - .53** -.58** -.45** -.12 -.02 .12 

6. Agreeableness -.31** .35** -.54** .62** .57**    - -.61** -.40** -.18* .04 .15* 

7. Comp .37** -.25** .61** -.55** -.59** -.64**  - .49** .31** .08 -.28** 

8. Conflict .48** -.23** .61** -.28** -.31** -.36** .40** - .26** .04 -.18** 

9. Standards .29** -.33** .43** -.33** -.33** -.34** .36** .31**     - .40** -.40** 

10. Mother Identity .11 .00 .22** -.13* -.05 -.17** .12 .21** .33**   - -.30** 

11. Fam. Roles -.13* .20** -.24** .34** .25** .26** -.28** -.21** -.42** -.26**   - 

Mother M .77 3.79 .72 4.89 4.74 4.81 .60 1.01 2.16 2.86 3.42 

Mother SD .74 .94 .75 1.23 1.39 1.31 .93 1.14 .72 .70 1.00 

Mother Alpha .77 .82 .72 .87 .84 .82 .65 .90 .73 .64 .71 

Father M .77 3.51 .78 5.40 4.95 5.01 .66 1.07 2.03 2.84 3.58 

Father SD .80 1.12 .95 .71 1.13 1.04 .93 1.20 .69 .78 .90 

Alpha .78 .87 .85 .73 .83 .73 .72 .91 .71 .75 .63 

*p < .05.  **p < .01.  
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Table 4 

Correlations Between Control Items; Fathers in Top Panel (N = 204), Mothers in Bottom Panel (N = 256) 

Variables C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 C10 C11 C12 C13 

Control 1 - .479** -.235** .529** .427** .368** .423** .295** .322** .331** .306** .185** .210** 

Control 2 .280** - -.188** .421** .463** .688** .437** .261** .586** .192** .561** .276** .479** 

Control 3 -.182** -.210** - -.308** -.277** -.127 -.223** -.202** -.101 -.060 -.221** -.176* -.041 

Control 4 .492** .350** -.235** - .522** .377** .481** .458** .311** .305** .291** .298** .244** 

Control 5 .349** .445** -.146** .465** - .444** .510** .355** .404** .264** .322** .432** .434** 

Control 6 .009 .086 -.135* -.005 .056 - .444** .210** .726** .159** .480** .248** .561** 

Control 7 .340** .437** -.227** .448 .470** .096 - .461** .526** .295** .579** .393** .317** 

Control 8 .197** .257** -.105 .165* .231** .001 .328** - .261** .402** .363** .356** .183* 

Control 9 .199** .160* -.014 .041 .165* .095 .327** .268** - .249** .595** .278** .542** 

Control 10 .186** .177** -.137* .327** .214** .034 .261** .319** .371** - .419** .159* .091 

Control 11 .277** .316** -.128* .270** .344** .025 .370** .287** .442** .472** - .318** .326** 

Control 12 .116 .113 -.055 .027 .202** .231** .151* .316** .077 .160* .122 - .289** 

Control 13 .105 .031 -.065 -.046 .075 .356** .021 .042 .384** .230** .376** .239** - 

*p < .05.  **p < .01.  
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Table 5  

Correlations Between Encouragement Items; Fathers in Top Panel (N = 204), Mothers in Bottom Panel (N = 256) 

Variables E1 E2 E3 E4 E5 E6 E7 E8 E9 E10 E11 E12 E13 E14 

Encouragement 1 - .175* .073 .201** .022 .264** .169* .163* .281** .153* .076 .107 .123 .065 

Encouragement 2 .109 - .274** .702** .504** .284** .473** .003 .274** .666** .461** .664** .257** .350** 

Encouragement 3 .078 .316** - .347** .164* .241** .354** .035 .094 .155* .191** .211** .131 .158** 

Encouragement 4 .151* .633** .318** - .477** .313** .532** .057 .323** .687** .422** .569** .276** .386** 

Encouragement 5 .063 .357** .224** .340** - .281** .371** .048 .280** .518** .398** .621** .285** .487** 

Encouragement 6 .209** .347** .384** .332** .349** - .334** .185** .260** .391** .391** .218** .344** .179* 

Encouragement 7 .007 .471** .481** .431** .365** .471** - .123 .154* .512** .400** .457** .222** .389** 

Encouragement 8 .290** .113 .075 .171** .137** .267** .120 - .185* .010 -.058 .004 -.103 .024 

Encouragement 9 .368** .158* .084 .127* .173* .248** .136* .172** - .323** .187** .211** .154* .151* 

Encouragement 10 .096 .605** .400** .619** .331** .357** .421** .145* .185* - .491** .661** .303** .405** 

Encouragement 11 .181** .435** .335** .420** .307** .388** .416** .063 .197** .437** - .499** .322** .458** 

Encouragement 12 .171** .538** .399** .537** .384** .393** .431** .188** .146** .558** .511** - .385** .517** 

Encouragement 13 .121 .269** .247** .349** .360** .350** .357** .097 .168** .349** .448** .468** - .337** 

Encouragement 14 .081 .187** .262** .253** .310** .290** .256** .139* .075 .290** .284** .404** .456** - 

*p < .05.  **p < .01.  
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Table 6  

Correlations Between Discouragement Items; Fathers in Top Panel (N = 204), Mothers in Bottom Panel (N = 256) 

Variables D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 D8 D9 D10 D11 D12 D13 D14 

Discouragement 1 - .377** .299** .517** .229** .371** .467** .401** .298** .420** .214** .366** .213** .415** 

Discouragement 2 .235** - .314** .528** .310** .472** .304** .454** .283** .276** .371** .450** .441** .536** 

Discouragement 3 .194** .234** - .343** .195** .311** .614** .475** .223** .361** .273** .306** .335** .322** 

Discouragement 4 .392** .296** .186** - .419** .600** .447** .543** .349** .408** .206** .508** .495** .591** 

Discouragement 5 .162* .249** .235** .379** - .557** .153** .217** .245** .284** .284** .402** .282** .320** 

Discouragement 6 .345** .315** .179** .456** .435** - .316** .354** .361** .343** .277** .545** .438** .480** 

Discouragement 7 .281** .109 .093 .178** .058 .128* - .536** .327** .371** .261** .317** .332** .389** 

Discouragement 8 .269** .235** .250** .335** .237** .365** .359** - .321** .418** .287** .471** .384** .352** 

Discouragement 9 .398** .262** .293** .313** .222** .362** .177** .190** - .357** .307** .368** .307** .344** 

Discouragement 10 .324** .236** .117 .451** .324** .247** .187** .275** .145* - .224** .400** .440** .421** 

Discouragement 11 .354** .212** .234** .354** .098 .335** .078 .194** .325** .184** - .342** .379** .325** 

Discouragement 12 .320** .165** .179** .403** .209** .369** .214** .363** .189** .483** .287** - .475** .500** 

Discouragement 13 .274** .169** .142* .267** .158* .266** .106 .105 .181** .316** .306** .340** - .630** 

Discouragement 14 .311** .110 .102 .256** .211** .227** .402** .262** .243** .294** .241** .361** .360** - 

*p < .05.  **p < .01.  
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Table 7  

Correlations Between Control and Encouragement Items for Mothers (N = 256) 

Variables E1 E2 E3 E4 E5 E6 E7 E8 E9 E10 E11 E12 E13 E14 

Control 1 .196** -.043 .078 -.075 -.097 .002 -.034 .090 .088 -.044 .015 -.024 .068 -.060 

Control 2 .096 -.143* -.155* -.145* -.167* -.053 -.147* .012 .019 -.237** -.069 -.218** -.139* -.147* 

Control 3 .100 .309** .117 .275** .355** .216** .217** .173** .034 .273** .226** .276** .221** .136* 

Control 4 .126 -.168** .072 -.085 -.134* -.008 .003 .097 .055 -.107 .009 -.130* -.008 -.053 

Control 5 .122 -.225** -.149* -.178** -.162* -.082 -.265** .044 .058 -.197** -.121 -.196** -.068 -.187** 

Control 6 -.045 -.103 -.166* -.091 -.122 -.156* -.128 -.147* .049 -.069 -.124 -.156* -.168** -.152* 

Control 7 .067 -.188** -.066 -.133* -.081 -.054 -.099 .015 .003 -.155* -.042 -.160* -.101 -.094 

Control 8 .271** -.121 -.145* -.025 -.116 .043 -.213** .083 .140* -.033 -.041 -.029 .008 .035 

Control 9 .135* .055 .010 .027 -.134* -.098 -.158* .001 -.008 .038 -.013 -.039 -.325** -.158* 

Control 10 .202** -.110 .089 -.063 -.195** -.036 -.114 -.085 .083 -.087 .049 -.036 -.121 -.099 

Control 11 .031 -.090 -.047 -.063 -.224** -.095 -.136* -.089 .024 -.057 -.046 -.111 -.147* -.144* 

Control 12 .112 -.236** -.207** -.231** -.202** -.186** -.446** -.038 .034 -.321** -.211** -.196** -.107 -.063 

Control 13 -.011 -.077 -.142* -.119 -.288** -.282** -.301** -.126 -.043 -.118 -.136* -.219** -.304** -.288** 

*p < .05.  **p < .01.  
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Table 8  

Correlations Between Control and Discouragement Items for Mothers (N = 256) 

Variables D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 D8 D9 D10 D11 D12 D13 D14 

Control 1 .317** .200** .307** .331** .302** .284** .053 .290** .226** .307** .249** .239** .145* .093 

Control 2 .301** .262** .500** .266** .258** .358** .144* .198** .171** .204** .289** .202** .094 .202** 

Control 3 -.199** -.094 -.086 -.122 -.127 -.073 -.062 -.124 -.093 -.103 .049 -.008 -.238** -.111 

Control 4 .341** .370** .262** .316** .425** .349** .159* .233** .206** .302** .152* .159* .103 .267** 

Control 5 .343** .297** .319** .362** .382** .492** .140* .313** .320** .266** .352** .199** .207** .242** 

Control 6 .056 -.021 .048 .011 -.019 .047 .151* .160* -.026 -.010 .004 .076 .193** .028 

Control 7 .347** .345** .257** .258** .283** .360** .120 .315** .347** .298** .259** .158* .098 .231** 

Control 8 .375** .236** .105 .280** .196** .267** .022 .112 .262** .197** .294** .158* .219** .234** 

Control 9 .285** .067 .046 .211** .021 .189** .182** .157* .204** .311** .374** .211** .279** .136* 

Control 10 .456** .287** .002 .352** .210** .311** .153* .205** .241** .374** .306** .285** .223** .285** 

Control 11 .362** .194** .128 .310** .193** .305** .158* .258** .238** .411** .364** .335** .317** .304** 

Control 12 .220** .016 .078 .304** .067 .141* -.013 .143* .234** .140* .271** .187** .248** .086 

Control 13 .172** -.023 .008 .245** -.025 .100 .093 .053 .112 .314** .270** .354** .539** .153* 

*p < .05.  **p < .01.  
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Table 9  

Correlations Between Encouragement and Discouragement Items for Mothers (N = 256) 

Variables D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 D8 D9 D10 D11 D12 D13 D14 

Encouragement 1 .206** .185** .130* .209** .042 .083 .038 .080 .154* .103 .275* .043 .056 .052 

Encouragement 2 -.134* -.078 -.138* -.335** -.255** -.225** -.177** -.190** -.069 -.205** -.077 -.093 -.180** -.211** 

Encouragement 3 -.054 .026 -.064 -.027 .032 -.131* .007 -.052 .082 .020 -.190** -.038 -.165* -.032 

Encouragement 4 -.052 .080 -.058 -.328** -.146* -.212** -.041 -.059 -.102 -.132* -.047 -.085 -.164* -.087 

Encouragement 5 -.255** .099 -.023 -.189** .045 -.136* -.015 -.090 -.007 -.211** -.110 -.194** -.209** -.115 

Encouragement 6 -.121 .104 .007 -.104 -.016 -.069 -.077 -.009 .100 -.190** -.081 -.143* -.191** -.123 

Encouragement 7 -.153* -.057 -.087 -.295** -.115 -.163* -.188** -.119 -.073 -.167* -.243** -.207** -.315** -.178** 

Encouragement 8 .007 .040 .099 -.017 -.060 .069 -.014 .125 .025 .006 .098 -.096 -.036 .028 

Encouragement 9 .036 .109 .019 .049 -.025 .071 .074 .007 .174** -.072 .096 -.049 -.008 -.016 

Encouragement 10 -.106 -.008 -.193** -.292** -.138* -.135* .008 -.083 -.047 -.214** -.115 -.129 -.138* -.077 

Encouragement 11 -.092 -.004 -.043 -.127 -.040 -.101 -.034 -.040 -.012 -.130* -.046 -.075 -.221** -.117 

Encouragement 12 -.101 -.057 -.100 -.206** -.148* -.168* -.087 -.052 -.096 -.216** .113 -.228** -.220** -.268** 

Encouragement 13 -.052 .001 -.061 -.088 .030 -.078 -.071 -.019 -.002 -.236** -.096 -.119 -.311** -.220** 

Encouragement 14 -.155* .016 -.130* -.110 .067 -.067 -.160* -.074 -.106 -.159* -.121 -.104 -.264** -.256** 

*p < .05.  **p < .01.  
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Table 10  

Correlations Between Control and Encouragement Items for Fathers (N = 204) 

Variables E1 E2 E3 E4 E5 E6 E7 E8 E9 E10 E11 E12 E13 E14 

Control 1 .264** -.170* -.072 -.127 -.152 -.020 -.062 -.015 .068 -.128 -.062 -.129 -.026 -.207** 

Control 2 .117 -.191** -.155** -.123 -.285** -.132 -.063 .010 -.017 -.194** -.104 -.236** -.103 -.352** 

Control 3 -.277** .367** .051 .275** .370** .029 .232** -.108 -.041 .337** .330** .307** .061 .320** 

Control 4 .168* -.261** -.053 -.206** -.313** -.095 -.129 .029 .026 -.300** -.150* -.287** -.118 -.376** 

Control 5 .179* -.253** -.208** -.246** -.285** -.105 -.271** .108 .104 -.261** -.244** -.349** -.168* -.335** 

Control 6 .030 -.171* -.179* -.126 -.323** -.225** -.132 -.027 -.094 -.228** -.196** -.273** -.235** -.382** 

Control 7 .133 -.149* -.128 -.150* -.225** -.026 -.051 .033 .104 -.152* -.116 -.176* -.164* -.373** 

Control 8 .162* -.091 -.067 -.101 -.070 .080 -.091 .146* .126 -.098 -.056 -.056 -.024 -.129 

Control 9 .064 -.107 -.041 -.067 -.274** -.096 -.051 -.067 -.012 -.167* -.056 -.210** -.174* -.269** 

Control 10 .221** .006 -.173* .001 .002 .004 -.027 -.032 .198** .011 .120 .031 .062 -.001 

Control 11 .127 -.174* -.064 -.088 -.241** -.061 -.016 -.077 .027 -.183* .027 -.188** -.004 -.227** 

Control 12 -.029 -.219** -.242** -.296** -.254** -.095 -.302** .189** -.011 -.373** -.328** -.321** -.246** -.311** 

Control 13 .046 -.109 -.141 -.121 -.245** -.106 -.117 .090 .009 -.161* -.162* -.240** -.185* -.345** 

*p < .05.  **p < .01.  
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Table 11  

Correlations Between Control and Discouragement Items for Fathers (N = 204) 

Variables D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 D8 D9 D10 D11 D12 D13 D14 

Control 1 .308** .264** .413** .371** .240** .286** .206** .377** .165* .211** .220** .242** .156* .274** 

Control 2 .352** .319** .582** .463** .301** .402** .584** .628** .280** .346** .320** .437** .333** .390** 

Control 3 -.226** -.282** .028 -.317** -.246** -.277** -.057 -.178* -.313** -.132 -.141 -.228** -.199** -.174* 

Control 4 .292** .354** .311** .534** .402** .388** .261** .393** .255** .285** .228** .338** .261** .385** 

Control 5 .359** .582** .478** .647** .485** .564** .433** .576** .293** .414** .319** .493** .587** .579** 

Control 6 .344** .320** .564** .445** .162** .265** .694** .672** .277** .327** .279** .338** .395** .500** 

Control 7 .339** .368** .368** .463** .329** .364** .367** .419** .338** .405** .407** .407** .507** .452** 

Control 8 .154* .252** .168* .267** .211** .244** .140 .196** .202** .119 .242** .157* .260** .284** 

Control 9 .396** .302** .464** .472** .143 .274** .577** .661** .329** .470** .324** .302** .460** .364** 

Control 10 .092 .246** .212** .189** .109 .199** .099 .185* .261** .205** .270** .237** .222** .279** 

Control 11 .263** .312** .248** .297** .271** .287** .261** .397** .292** .343** .387** .354** .337** .278** 

Control 12 .222** .450** .237** .381** .317** .295** .245** .260** .388** .281** .380** .446** .507** .492** 

Control 13 .355** .336** .541** .400** .146* .304** .702** .549** .244** .419** .299** .330** .420** .366** 

*p < .05.  **p < .01.  
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Table 12  

Correlations Between Encouragement and Discouragement Items for Fathers (N = 204) 

Variables D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 D8 D9 D10 D11 D12 D13 D14 

Encouragement 1 .171* .163* .141 .182* .030 .101 .087 .149* .211** .090 .091 .052 .087 .066 

Encouragement 2 -.222** -.341** -.156* -.339** -.358** -.349** -.124 -.127 -.129 -.116 -.255** -.277** -.113 -.216** 

Encouragement 3 -.017 -.318** -.157* -.098 -.007 -.075 -.184* -.081 -.019 .019 -.175* -.167* -.171* -.244** 

Encouragement 4 -.142 -.332** -.104 -.319** -.270** -.346** -.094 -.091 -.136 -.090 -.181* -.196** -.186* -.202** 

Encouragement 5 -.366** -.403** -.228** -.508** -.281** -.382** -.281** -.278** -.284** -.175* -.148* -.335** -.209** -.326** 

Encouragement 6 -.107 -.163* -.209** -.169* -.041 -.150* -.197** -.044 -.032 -.040 -.012 -.144* -.115 -.201** 

Encouragement 7 -.137 -.335** -.103 -.293** -.201** -.378** -.095 -.069 -.083 -.173* -.163* -.286** -.313** -.315** 

Encouragement 8 .059 -.005 .025 .082 .118 .127 .021 .071 .081 .010 .100 .059 .057 .064 

Encouragement 9 -.008 .054 -.034 -.105 -.088 .021 -.052 .060 .012 -.006 .147* .006 .030 .003 

Encouragement 10 -.215** -.346** -.221** -.382** -.339** -.378** -.163* -.165* -.277** -.242** -.326** -.354** -.245** -.299** 

Encouragement 11 -.295** -.310** -.152* -.388** -.236** -.362** -.233** -.105 -.185* -.109 -.164* -.313** -.218** -.405** 

Encouragement 12 -.350** -.428** -0231** -.412** -.331** -.479** -.284** -.226** -.251** -.207** -.260** -.343** -.157* -.358** 

Encouragement 13 -.295** -.209** -.232** -.238** -.058 -.171* -.323** -.146* -.096 -.055 -.150* -.148* -.207** -.291** 

Encouragement 14 -.503** -.364** -.209** -.514** -.211** -.454** -.395** -.242** -.216** -.310** -.172* -.432** -.281** -.512** 

*p < .05.  **p < .01.  
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Table 13 

Summary of Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results for the New Maternal Gatekeeping Measure 

Item Factor Loadings 

 Mothers Fathers  

Control   

Make him do what you want him to do with the child (Cont 1) .52 .57 

Monitor his time with the child (Cont 2) .60 .69 

Impose your will on him (Cont 4) .62 .67 

Keep him from making parenting decisions (Cont5) .76 - 

Set the rules for how he parents the child (Cont7) .67 .73 

Supervise his interactions with the child (Cont 11) - .70 

Encouragement   

Say positive things about how he talks/interacts with the child (Enc2) .79 .81 

Compliment him about his parenting (Enc4) .76 .79 

Ask his opinion about parenting (Enc 7) .61 .61 

Say positive things to him like “You’re good with the children”, 

“Thank you”, or “I’m glad you’re involved with the family (Enc 10) 

- .83 

Support him in completing a parenting task (e.g., feeding, cleaning, 

disciplining) (Enc 11) 

.57 - 

Tell the child positive things about him (Enc 12 .71 .78 

Discouragement   

Tell other people about what you dislike about his parenting (Dis 1) .59 - 

Not cooperate with him on parenting tasks (Dis 2) - .42 

 Criticize him as a father (Dis 4) .67 .82 

 Roll your eyes at him when he talks/interacts with the child to show 

your frustration (Dis 6) 

.69 .75 

Tell the child what you think the father did wrong (Dis 10) .50 - 

Pretend to support his parenting decisions (Dis 11) .51 - 

Say sarcastic comments when he interacts with the child (Dis 12) - .69 

Attempt to undermine his parenting decisions (Dis 14) - .73 

Note: Dashes indicate that the item was not included in the factor. 
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APPENDIX G 

FIGURES 

 

 

 
Figure 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results for Mother Model 
 χ2(86) = 132.55, p < .001, CFI = .958, RMSEA = .046. 
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Figure 2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results for Father Model 
χ2(85) = 131.72, p < .001, CFI = .967, RMSEA = .052 
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