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This research aimed to adapt the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale into Turkish for use with infants and to evaluate its validity and reliability with parents. The study employed a descriptive survey model, a quantitative research approach. Participants were selected using criterion sampling, a purposeful sampling technique. The study sample included 305 mothers and 209 fathers with infants aged 0–24 months, who are married, living together, and agreed to participate. The data in the study were collected with the “Demographic Information Form” and “Maternal Gatekeeping Scale” created by the researcher. Confirmatory factor analysis was performed for the construct validity of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form and Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father Form. The internal consistency reliability coefficient of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale-Mother Form was 0.76; the control sub-dimension was 0.75, the encouragement sub-dimension was 0.81, and the obstacle sub-dimension was 0.76. The internal consistency reliability coefficient of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale-Father Form was 0.87; the control sub-dimension was 0.83, the encouragement sub-dimension was 0.87, and the obstacle sub-dimension was 0.87. In order to calculate item discriminations, 27% lower-upper groups were formed and independent sample t-test was applied to these groups. Item-total correlation values were calculated to determine the relationship between each item in the scale and other items. The findings of this study demonstrate that both the Mother and Father Forms of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale are valid and reliable tools for assessing maternal gatekeeping among parents with infants in Türkiye. The adaptation of this scale represents a significant advancement in the field of maternal gatekeeping during infancy. It is anticipated that this adapted scale will serve as a foundational resource for future research, facilitating the exploration of determinants and consequences associated with maternal gatekeeping in infancy.
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1 Introduction

Infancy, encompassing the first 2 years of life, is a crucial developmental stage that significantly influences lifelong development (Berk, 2013). This period is highly responsive to environmental stimuli, highlighting the importance of caregivers’ roles (Koran, 2016). Notably, the impact on the infant extends beyond the parent-infant relationship; the dynamics between parents also profoundly affect the child (Stocker et al., 1997; Vandewater and Lansford, 1998). Numerous factors influence the father-infant relationship (Dinç and Balcı, 2021), with maternal behavior being a key determinant (De Luccie, 1995). In this context, the concept of maternal gatekeeping, which refers to how maternal behaviors shape the father-child relationship, becomes particularly relevant for study during infancy.

Definitions of maternal gatekeeping have evolved over time, reflecting varying perspectives on its impact. Initially, Allen and Hawkins (1999) defined maternal gatekeeping as “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” (Allen and Hawkins, 1999, p. 200). This early definition predominantly emphasized the restrictive and negative aspects of maternal gatekeeping (Puhlman and Pasley, 2013). Conversely, Walker and McGraw (2000) proposed that maternal gatekeeping could act as a facilitator rather than a hindrance (Walker and McGraw, 2000). Building on this perspective, Roy and Dyson (2005) found that fathers viewed their wives’ gatekeeping behaviors as necessary and even encouraging (Roy and Dyson, 2005). Similarly, Sano et al. (2008) argued that mothers used gatekeeping behaviors not to exclude fathers but to guide and regulate their involvement (Sano et al., 2008).

Recent research has aimed to provide a more nuanced understanding of maternal gatekeeping. Puhlman and Pasley (2013) developed a new model incorporating behavioral indicators to capture the complex nature of maternal gatekeeping. Their model, informed by Family Systems Theory and Feminist Theory (Puhlman and Pasley, 2013). Family Systems Theory examines the family as an integrated unit, focusing on the interactions and relationships between its members, as well as its subsystems (Afyonoğlu et al., 2021). Subsystems are interconnected parts of the family system that influence one another. A change in one subsystem impacts the others (Teater, 2015a, pp. 25–32). For instance, the behavior of the mother, a subsystem, affects the father, another subsystem. The mother’s response to the father’s behavior influences how the father reacts to her. Thus, understanding the mother’s actions requires considering the father’s actions, and vice versa. Family Systems Theory also explains how the parenting structure impacts children and how children, in turn, influence the family dynamics (Cox and Paley, 2003; Teater, 2015a, pp. 25–32).

Feminist Theory focuses on the power imbalances and inequalities between women and men (Yeler, 2020, pp. 52–53). It explores how these gender differences and power dynamics affect family roles (Teater, 2015b, pp. 105–121). This theory helps in understanding maternal gatekeeping by highlighting how gender roles and power imbalances within the family impact co-parenting (Allen and Hawkins, 1999).

Examining maternal gatekeeping within the Turkish context is significantly enriched by applying both Family Systems Theory and Feminist Theory. Family Systems Theory provides a framework for understanding how maternal gatekeeping influences family dynamics, given the interconnected nature of family roles in traditional Turkish households. This theory elucidates how maternal behaviors can affect not only the father’s involvement but also the overall functioning of the family system, highlighting the importance of considering these interactions in a culturally specific context. Simultaneously, Feminist Theory offers valuable insights into the role of gender dynamics and societal expectations. In Turkey, where traditional gender roles are prominent, the expectations placed on mothers can shape their approach to parenting and co-parenting. By integrating these theories, the study can explore how cultural norms and power imbalances influence maternal gatekeeping practices, providing a comprehensive understanding of how these factors impact family relationships and dynamics in a specific cultural milieu.

Puhlman and Pasley (2013) defines maternal gatekeeping as “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 and Pasley, 2013, p. 217). To address the complexity of maternal gatekeeping, they proposed a three-dimensional construct comprising “control,” “discouragement,” and “encouragement,” ranging from low to high. The control dimension includes the extent to which the mother is the leader and the final decision maker in family matters and how intensely she supervises the father-child relationship. Mothers with a high level of control have almost all of the decision-making authority in matters related to family and parenting. On the other hand, mothers with low control have little influence over the father and little responsibility in family matters. Maternal control can affect father involvement in both directions; it can both increase and decrease it. The discouragement dimension involves the mother’s setting limits and restricting the father’s relationship with the child and parenting behaviors. Behaviors in the discouragement dimension are seen in the form of criticism, ridicule, and lack of support. Mothers can exhibit their behaviors in the discouragement dimension by explicitly telling fathers or implicitly by implication.The encouragement dimension involves the mother’s support for the father in family and child-related issues. It includes the facilitative and positive effects of maternal gatekeeping on fathers. Behaviors in the encouragement dimension are seen as seeking the father’s opinion on issues related to the child, cooperating with the father, giving importance to rituals related to the father, positive body language and praise.

Before initiating the scale adaptation process, two critical decisions must be addressed: the necessity of adapting the scale and the selection of the most suitable scale for adaptation (Çapık et al., 2018). To determine the necessity, a comprehensive literature review was conducted using keywords such as maternal gatekeeping, father involvement, and co-parenting. The review revealed that maternal behaviors significantly impact the father-child relationship and are characterized as “maternal gatekeeping.” Given the absence of studies on maternal gatekeeping during infancy, it was concluded that research in this area is essential.

Some adaptation studies have been conducted in Türkiye to measure maternal gatekeeping. For example, the mother form of Puhlman and Pasley’s Maternal Gatekeeping Scale (2017) was adapted for mothers with children between the ages of 4 and 6 (Akgöz Aktaş and Aydın, 2020a; Puhlman and Pasley, 2017). The father form of the same scale was adapted for fathers with children between the ages of 3 and 7 (Akgöz Aktaş and Aydın, 2020b). Fagan and Barnett (2003) was adapted for both mothers and fathers with children aged 3–6 years and 7–11 years (Karabulut, 2021). The father form of the same scale was adapted for fathers with an average age of 15.04 years for their children (Karabulut and Şendil, 2017).

Although there are several tools designed to measure gatekeeping among parents of young children, none are specifically tailored for parents of infants in Türkiye. Infancy is the period when the father-child relationship is built (Sarkadi et al., 2008). It is also a critical developmental period in terms of parenting skills as it marks a critical stage in the development of a secure relationship between parents and infant (Haslett and Samter, 2015). Infancy is a critical developmental period where maternal gatekeeping may be particularly pronounced due to the influence of fathers’ involvement on mothers’ self-confidence and perceptions of their maternal identity. This underscores the need for a specialized instrument to accurately capture the dynamics of maternal gatekeeping during this formative stage, thereby addressing a significant gap in the existing research and providing valuable insights into the interplay between parental roles and maternal self-perceptions. In this study, the researchers decided to use the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale (Puhlman and Pasley, 2017), which addresses maternal gatekeeping more comprehensively with different dimensions compared to other scales used in Türkiye and includes the views of mothers and fathers separately.

This study aimed to adapt the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale, developed by Puhlman and Pasley (2013), for use with parents of infants in Türkiye and to evaluate its validity and reliability. By providing a measurement tool specifically designed for this age group, this study is expected to offer valuable data for professionals working with parents of infants. Clinically, this tool can aid in assessing and understanding family dynamics more precisely, enabling practitioners to identify and address issues related to maternal gatekeeping effectively. Additionally, the insights gained from this tool can inform the development of targeted intervention programs aimed at improving parental collaboration and supporting maternal self-perceptions. The originality of this study is further highlighted by the absence of prior research on maternal gatekeeping during infancy in Türkiye. The study’s unique contribution lies in its dual assessment of both mothers’ and fathers’ perspectives, allowing for a comprehensive evaluation of maternal gatekeeping behaviors and perceptions. This approach not only addresses a significant gap in the literature but also facilitates future research on the alignment between mot.



2 Materials and methods


2.1 Participants

In determining the sample size for the scale adaptation study, it is recommended to have 5–10 times the number of items in the measurement tool to ensure adequate validity and reliability (Field, 2005; Nunnally, 1978). Given that the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale consists of 41 items, the target sample size was set between 205 and 410 participants, in accordance with this guideline.

The study on adapting the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale for infancy included 305 mothers and 209 fathers, all of whom had children aged 0–24 months. Participants were married, living together, and willingly took part in the study. Most of the mothers (47.9%) are between the ages of 26 and 30, while most of the fathers (43.1%) are between the ages of 30–35. Table 1 shows the demographic characteristics of the parents.



TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics of the Mother and Father Forms of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale.
[image: Table1]



2.2 Instruments

The data collection tools used in the study included the “Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form,” the “Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father Form,” and the “Demographic Information Form” developed by the researcher. The Demographic Information Form comprised questions about parents’ age, education level, presence of any diagnosed mental disorders, employment status, duration of marriage, cohabitation with their spouse, number of children, and the ages of their infants.

The Maternal Gatekeeping Scale was originally developed by Puhlman and Pasley (2017) to be administered to parents with children aged 3–7 years. The scale evaluates mothers’ behaviors towards fathers, specifically in terms of encouragement, control, and discouragement. It consists of 41 items divided into three sub-dimensions and employs a Likert-type format (0-Never, 1-Very Rarely, 2-Rarely, 3-Sometimes, 4-Most of the Time, 5-Always). Higher scores on the subscales indicate greater levels of encouragement, control, or discouragement exhibited by mothers. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the subscales was found to be between 0.74 and 0.94. The Mother Form and Father Form of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale contain the same questions. Only the subject and predicate conjugations differ according to mothers and fathers.



2.3 Procedure


2.3.1 Ethics approval and data collection

Following the approval from the Ethics Committee of authors’ University on May 17, 2023, under decision number 112/05, the scale adaptation process started. Data for the study were collected either face-to-face or online through Google Forms from parents with infants aged 0–24 months.

To qualify for inclusion, participants had to meet the following criteria: (1) be at least 18 years old, (2) have no diagnosed mental health disorders, (3) have a child between 0 and 2 years old, (4) reside with their spouse, (5) be at least literate, and (6) voluntarily agree to participate.

The participants were reached by using the criterion sampling method, which is one of the purposeful sampling methods, in accordance with the criteria above. In the criterion sampling method, the sample consists of people with the characteristics determined in relation to the subject (Büyüköztürk et al., 2008).Within the scope of this study, the inclusion criteria determined in line with the purpose of the research constitute the criteria for sample selection. The mothers and fathers who met the inclusion criteria were reached through the convenient sampling methodology. In this context, the sample of the study consisted of mothers and fathers with infants who agreed to participate in the study throughout Türkiye.

Data collection began with in-person interviews with eligible mothers and fathers in public areas like parks and playgrounds. Participants who consented verbally were asked to sign the Informed Consent Form and then completed the “Demographic Information Form” along with the appropriate Maternal Gatekeeping Scale (Mother or Father Form).

For participants who could not engage in person or were contacted via social media, data were collected via Google Forms. The form included the Informed Consent Form and the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale. Participants received a link through email or social media. They could only access the scale questions after providing consent. The form was designed to direct mothers and fathers to the correct version of the scale based on their responses.

The scale was finalized for data collection and applied to the sample group. After the scale forms were collected, all forms were reviewed and the forms of 16 mothers and 4 fathers who did not meet the inclusion criteria were excluded from the analysis. A total of 514 forms that met the inclusion criteria were included in the analysis.



2.3.2 Scale adaptation process

Erkuş and Selvi (2019) outline a series of stages necessary for adapting a scale (Erkuş and Selvi, 2019). In this study, the adaptation process was conducted through the following steps: (1) securing permission from the original scale’s creator, (2) translating the scale into Turkish, (3) comparing the translation with the original, (4) performing a back translation into the original language, (5) evaluating language equivalence, (6) conducting a pretest, (7) analyzing reliability and validity, and (8) presenting the final version of the adapted scale.


2.3.2.1 Obtaining permission from the researcher who developed the original scale

The scale named “Maternal Gatekeeping Scale” was developed by Puhlman under the supervision of Pasley within the scope of her doctoral dissertation. Puhlman and Pasley were contacted via e-mail. Puhlman returned the e-mail and the necessary permission was obtained for the use of the scale they developed.



2.3.2.2 Translation of the original scale into Turkish

After informing three linguists/translators about the study’s purpose and the scale’s content, the original scale was e-mailed to them. Each linguist independently translated the scale and submitted their translations to the researcher.



2.3.2.3 Comparison of translations

The translations provided by the linguists/translators were reviewed and compared by the researchers. They assessed the translations both conceptually and for their appropriateness in Turkish, subsequently merging them into a single cohesive version.



2.3.2.4 Back translation into the original language

The scale forms combined in a single form were translated from Turkish to English and compared with the items in the original scale. It was seen that the items obtained through back translation were similar to the items in the original scale. Thus, the draft form of the translated scale was formed.



2.3.2.5 Examination of language equivalence

Two approaches were employed to assess language equivalence. The first one was to obtain expert opinion, and the second one was to administer both the English and Turkish versions of the scale to a group fluent in both languages.



2.3.2.6 Expert opinion

Three bilingual experts evaluated the equivalence of the Turkish-translated items against the original English items based on three criteria: (1) Do the Turkish items convey the same meaning as the original English items? (2) Do the words, concepts, and idioms have the same meaning or context in both cultures? (3) Is the language clear and comprehensible? Experts rated each item as “Not Adequate,” “Partially Adequate,” or “Adequate,” and provided suggestions for items rated as “Partially Adequate.” Revisions were made to the scale items based on their feedback.



2.3.2.7 Application to a bilingual group

To evaluate the validity of the translation, both the original English scale and the Turkish-translated scale were administered to a bilingual group. This method involved presenting both versions of the scale in a single session to parents proficient in both languages, which is considered an important approach for assessing translation accuracy (Erkuş and Selvi, 2019). By comparing the scores obtained from both the original and translated scales, statistical analysis was conducted to provide evidence supporting the translation’s adequacy. The correlation analyses for each item, which demonstrate the validity of the translation, are presented in the findings section.



2.3.2.8 Conducting the pretest application

In order to determine whether there were any incomprehensible parts in the scale, the scale was applied to 10 mothers and 10 fathers with infants in the 0–2 age group, and after the application, they were asked whether there were any incomprehensible items. In this way, it was aimed to determine whether the scale had any language and expression problems. No feedback was received from the parents that the items were not comprehensible.



2.3.2.9 Validity and reliability analyses

Validity and reliability analyses of the scale were conducted.



2.3.2.10 Final presentation of the scale

As a result of the steps followed, the final form of the scale was obtained as the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Mother Form and Maternal Gatekeeping - Father Form.





2.4 Data analysis

SPSS 27 (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) and LISREL 8.80 programs were used to analyze the data collected in the study. Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted for the construct validity of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form and Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father Form. Frequency, percentage, arithmetic mean and standard deviation were used to determine the distribution of the sample. In terms of validity, we assessed language validity and construct validity. Criterion validity could not be assessed due to the absence of a suitable comparison scale or established gold standard for the instrument. Cronbach’s Alpha, the internal consistency coefficient, was calculated to determine the reliability of the scales used in the study. The correlation coefficient was categorized as follows: very low for values between 0.00 and 0.30, low for values between 0.30 and 0.50, moderate for values between 0.50 and 0.70, high for values between 0.70 and 0.90, and very high for values between 0.90 and 1.00 (Hinkle et al., 2003). To calculate item discriminations, the sample was divided into lower and upper 27% groups. An independent samples t-test was then applied to these groups. Item-total correlation values were calculated to determine the relationship between each item in the scale and other items.




3 Results


3.1 Language equivalence of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form

In order to determine the language validity of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form, the Turkish and English forms of the scale were administered to 31 mothers with a good command of English in the same session (Erkuş and Selvi, 2019). Spearman’s Rho correlation analysis was applied to the items in the Turkish and original forms and the control, encouragement, and discouragement sub-dimensions of the scale. The correlation coefficients obtained from the items and sub-dimensions in the mother form of the scale are given in Table 2.



TABLE 2 Relationships between the items in the Turkish and original forms of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Mother Form.
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The Spearman correlation coefficients obtained between the items in Table 2 ranged between 0.63 and 0.97 and were statistically significant (p < 0.001). There is a positive, very high and statistically significant (r = 0.93; p < 0.001) relationship between the control sub-dimensions of the Turkish and English versions of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form. There is a positive, very high and statistically significant (r = 0.95; p < 0.001) relationship between the encouragement sub-dimensions of the Turkish and English versions of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form. There is a positive, very high and statistically significant (r = 0.90; p < 0.001) correlation between the discouragement sub-dimensions of the Turkish and English versions of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form.



3.2 Language equivalence of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father Form

The Spearman correlation coefficients obtained between the items in Table 3 ranged between 0.68 and 1 and were statistically significant (p < 0.001).



TABLE 3 Relationships between the items in the Turkish and original forms of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Father Form.
[image: Table3]

There is a positive, high and statistically significant (r = 0.86; p < 0.001) relationship between the control sub-dimensions of the Turkish and English versions of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father Form. There is a positive, very high and statistically significant (r = 0.99; p < 0.001) relationship between the encouragement sub-dimensions of the Turkish and English versions of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father Form. There is a positive, very high and statistically significant (r = 0.97; p < 0.001) correlation between the discouragement sub-dimensions of the Turkish and English versions of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father Form.



3.3 Construct validity

Confirmatory factor analysis was performed to validate the construct of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale.

The scale, consisting of 41 items, was analyzed with the following item groupings: items 2, 6, 7, 10, 13, 21, 22, 27, 30, 32, 33 as indicators of the control sub-dimension; items 3, 8, 9, 11, 14, 17, 18, 23, 24, 26, 28, 31, 35, 39 as indicators of the encouragement sub-dimension; and items 1, 4, 5, 12, 15, 16, 19, 20, 25, 29, 34, 36, 37, 38, 40, 41 as indicators of the discouragement sub-dimension. Prior to model testing, item 7 was recoded to ensure its consistency in meaning with the other scale items. CFA analysis was conducted using the LISREL package program. In the literature, in evaluating the model fit of a measurement tool: Chi-square (X2) Goodness of Fit, Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Adjusted Fit Index (AGFI), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), Square Root of Standardized Residual Means (SRMR), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Normed Fit Index (NFI) and Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) (Çokluk et al., 2012). In this direction, considering the goodness of fit values in Table 4, the models established for the Mother and Father Forms as a result of the confirmatory factor analysis obtained in structural equation modeling were evaluated (Çelik and Yılmaz, 2013).



TABLE 4 Goodness of fit values for confirmatory factor analysis model.
[image: Table4]

When Table 4 is examined, while chi-square value/degree of freedom, RMSEA and CFI values of the mother form model obtained by confirmatory factor analysis show acceptable fit (χ2/sd ≤ 5; RMSEA≤0.08; CFI ≥ 0.90); SRMR, NFI and GFI values are not within the desired range (SRMR≥0.08; NFI ≤ 0.90; GFI ≤ 0.90). Since half of the goodness-of-fit values are within the desired range, it can be said that the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Mother Form provides model-data fit.

Figure 1 shows the model with the standardized analysis values of the structure obtained as a result of the confirmatory factor analysis of the Mother Form.

[image: Figure 1]

FIGURE 1
 Standardized analytic values of the model obtained by confirmatory factor analysis of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale Mother Form.


When Table 4 is examined, while the chi-square value/degree of freedom and CFI values of the Father Form model obtained by confirmatory factor analysis show acceptable fit (χ2/sd ≤ 5; CFI ≥ 0.90); RMSEA, SRMR, NFI and GFI values are not within the desired range (RMSEA≥0.08; SRMR≥0.08; NFI ≤ 0.90; GFI ≤ 0.90). RMSEA values between 0.08 and 1 are also considered as poor fit (Fabrigar et al., 1999). Since half of the goodness-of-fit values were within the desired range, it can be said that the paternal form of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale provided model-data fit.

Figure 2 shows the model with the standardized analysis values of the structure obtained as a result of the confirmatory factor analysis of the Father Form.

[image: Figure 2]

FIGURE 2
 Standardized analytic values of the model obtained by confirmatory factor analysis of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale Father Form.


In the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Mother Form, items 23 and 34 were classified under different latent variables. Specifically, item 23 (t = 1.72; p > 0.05) and item 34 (t = 1.62; p > 0.05) did not show statistically significant predictions by the encouragement and obstacle latent variables, respectively. Consequently, these two items were excluded from the Mother Form, and the model was reanalyzed. Table 5 presents the factor loadings, standard errors, and t-values from the confirmatory factor analysis of the revised 39-item Mother Form.



TABLE 5 Parameter values of the model obtained by confirmatory factor analysis of Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Mother Form.
[image: Table5]

Upon reviewing Table 5, which details the parameters from the confirmatory factor analysis of the 39-item Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form, it is observed that the standardized factor loadings range from 0.14 to 0.73. All factor loadings listed are statistically significant (t > 1.96; p < 0.05), indicating that the observed variables are significant predictors of the latent variables.

Table 6 presents the model-data fit indices for the 39-item Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form. According to the table, the chi-square value/degree of freedom, RMSEA, and CFI values indicate an acceptable fit for the model (χ2/df ≤ 5; RMSEA ≤0.08; CFI ≥ 0.90). However, the SRMR, NFI, and GFI values fall outside the desired range (SRMR ≥0.08; NFI ≤ 0.90; GFI ≤ 0.90). Since half of the goodness-of-fit values are within the desired range, it can be said that the 39-item Maternal Gatekeeping Scale-Mother Form provides model-data fit.



TABLE 6 Goodness of fit values for the confirmatory factor analysis model of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale-Mother Form.
[image: Table6]

Table 7 illustrates the relationships between the latent variables in the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form. According to the table, there is a negative, low, and statistically significant relationship between the control latent variable and the encouragement latent variable (r = −0.42; p < 0.001). There is a positive, high and statistically significant (r = −0.84; p < 0.001) relationship between the control latent variable and the discouragement latent variable of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form. There is a negative, moderate and statistically significant (r = −0.62; p < 0.001) relationship between the encouragement latent variable and the discouragement latent variable of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form.



TABLE 7 Relationships between latent variables in the model obtained by confirmatory factor analysis of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Mother Form.
[image: Table7]

Item 23 (t = 0.53; p > 0.05) in the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father Form did not show a statistically significant prediction by the encouragement latent variable. Consequently, this item was removed from the scale, and the model was reanalyzed. Table 8 presents the factor loadings, standard errors, and t-values resulting from the confirmatory factor analysis of the revised 40-item Father Form.



TABLE 8 Parameter Values of the model obtained by confirmatory factor analysis of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Father Form.
[image: Table8]

Upon reviewing Table 8, it is observed that the standardized factor loadings for the 40-item Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father Form range from 0.20 to 0.82. Since all factor loadings in the table are statistically significant (t > 1.96; p < 0.05), it can be said that observed variables are significant predictors of latent variables.

The 40-item Maternal Gatekeeping Scale-Father Form model-data fit indices are given in Table 9. When Table 9 is examined, while chi-square value/degree of freedom and CFI values of the Father Form model obtained by confirmatory factor analysis show acceptable fit (χ2/sd ≤ 5; CFI ≥ 0.90); RMSEA shows poor fit (0.08 ≤ RMSEA≤1); SRMR, NFI and GFI values are not within the desired range (SRMR≥0.08; NFI ≤ 0.90; GFI ≤ 0.90). Since half of the goodness-of-fit values are within the desired range, it can be said that the 40-item Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father form provides model-data fit.



TABLE 9 Goodness of fit values for confirmatory factor analysis model of Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Father Form.
[image: Table9]

Table 10 illustrates the relationships between the latent variables in the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father Form. Analysis of Table 10 reveals a negative, moderate, and statistically significant correlation (r = −0.59; p < 0.001) between the control and encouragement latent variables in the scale. There is a positive, high and statistically significant (r = 0.89; p < 0.001) relationship between the control latent variable and the discouragement latent variable of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father Form. There is a negative, high and statistically significant (r = −0.71; p < 0.001) relationship between the encouragement latent variable and the discouragement latent variable.



TABLE 10 Relationships between latent variables in the model obtained by confirmatory factor analysis of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Mother Form.
[image: Table10]



3.4 Internal consistency reliability

Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated to calculate the internal consistency reliability of the 39-item Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form. The internal consistency reliability coefficient for the Mother Form of the scale was 0.76; the control sub-dimension was 0.75, the encouragement sub-dimension was 0.81, and the obstacle sub-dimension was 0.76.

Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated to evaluate the internal consistency reliability of the 40-item Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father Form. The overall internal consistency reliability coefficient for the Father Form was 0.87. Specifically, the reliability coefficients for the sub-dimensions were as follows: control sub-dimension, 0.83; encouragement sub-dimension, 0.87; and obstacle sub-dimension, 0.87.



3.5 Item statistics


3.5.1 Item statistics for the Mother Form

In order to determine the discrimination of the items of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form, the upper and lower 27% groups were determined and the total scores of these groups were compared. In addition, item-total correlations were calculated and the relationship between the item and the total score obtained from other items was determined. The analysis results of the mother form are presented in Table 11.



TABLE 11 Item statistics of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Mother Form.
[image: Table11]

According to Table 11, in the analyses based on the difference between the lower and upper groups according to the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form, a statistically significant difference was found in items other than items 4, 9, 10, 12, 15, 19, 27, 32 and 40 (p < 0.05). This indicates that the scale effectively differentiates between the upper and lower groups, with most items demonstrating significant discriminatory power. Despite the non-significance of these specific items in the group comparison, they were retained in the scale due to their statistically significant factor loadings in confirmatory factor analysis. The item-total correlation values, ranging from 0.01 to 0.60, were considered acceptable for retaining items with correlations below 0.30, as they still contributed to item discrimination in the group analysis. Additionally, the Cronbach’s Alpha values remained consistent when these items were removed, supporting their discriminative validity.



3.5.2 Item statistics for the Father Form

In order to determine the discrimination of the items of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale-Father Form, a 27% lower-upper group was determined in the same way as the Mother Form and the total scores of these groups were compared. In addition, item-total correlations were calculated and the relationship between the item and the total score obtained from other items was determined.

Table 12 presents the analysis results for the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father Form. The data reveal a statistically significant difference between the lower and upper groups for all items except items 8, 9, 11, 14, 18, 26, 31, 35, and 39 (p < 0.05). This indicates that the scale generally exhibits strong discriminatory power across the items. Despite the non-significance of these particular items in the group comparison, they were retained due to their significant factor loadings in confirmatory factor analysis. The item-total correlation values range from 0.01 to 0.70. Items with correlations above 0.30 are considered discriminative (Kline, 2023), while those below this threshold were still included in the scale because they contributed to item discrimination in the group comparison analysis. Furthermore, the Cronbach’s Alpha remained unchanged when these items were removed, confirming their discriminative validity.



TABLE 12 Item statistics of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Father Form.
[image: Table12]





4 Discussion

In this study, the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale was adapted into Turkish to be used for assessing maternal gatekeeping during infancy. A comprehensive validity and reliability study was conducted with parents, resulting in the development of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale-Mother Form and Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father Form for parents of infants aged 0–24 months. The findings indicate that the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale is a valid and reliable tool for measuring maternal gatekeeping among mothers and fathers in Türkiye, based on data collected from married and cohabiting parents.


4.1 Language equivalence

In order to determine the linguistic validity of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form, the Turkish and English forms of the scale were administered to 31 mothers with a good command of English in the same session. As a result of the statistical analysis, a positive, very high and statistically significant relationship was found in all sub-dimensions. In order to determine the language validity of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father Form, the Turkish and English versions of the scale were administered to 20 fathers who were fluent in English in the same session. In previous studies that adapted the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale to different age groups and contexts, including adaptations within Turkey, there was no analysis of linguistic equivalence (Akgöz Aktaş and Aydın, 2020a; Akgöz Aktaş and Aydın, 2020b; Karabulut and Şendil, 2017). Additionally, the Japanese adaptation of the scale did not include a bilingual group for comparison (Kaneko and Hamaguchi, 2020). Sireci and Berberoglu (2000) have highlighted that merely translating and comparing scales is insufficient for ensuring linguistic equivalence. To address this gap, our study included an analysis of language equivalence by calculating the correlation coefficient between the English (original) and Turkish versions of the scale. This analysis involved a small group of bilingual individuals and demonstrated a high correlation coefficient, thereby supporting the linguistic equivalence of the translated scale and minimizing language-related issues.



4.2 Construct validity

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to ensure the construct validity of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale. CFA is a multivariate analysis that tests whether a pre-existing, defined and restricted structure is confirmed as a model (Çokluk et al., 2012; Keith and Reynolds, 2018). In scale adaptation studies, CFA is often preferred due to its ability to test predefined sub-dimensions and factor structures of an existing scale (Fabrigar et al., 1999; Watkins, 1989). Given that the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale has established sub-dimensions and a confirmed factor structure, CFA was employed to assess its construct validity. This method is particularly effective in evaluating the validity of the scale’s factor structure, aligning with its prior confirmation and enhancing the robustness of the adaptation process. When the scale adaptation studies in the Turkish literature are examined, it is seen that the construct validity was investigated with CFA (Karakuş et al., 2016; Özcan and Koca, 2019). As a result of CFA, it was determined that the three sub-dimensional structure of the Mother Form of the scale, similar to the original, was confirmed with 39 items for the current sample, while the Father Form was confirmed with 40 items. The fact that the standard loadings and loadings were significant, and the fit indices supported the model showed that the Turkish adaptation of the three-dimensional structure of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale can be valid for parents with infants aged 0–24 months.

When interpreting the results, it is important to consider the characteristics of the sample. This study’s sample consists of relatively young, newly married individuals, with many participants having only one child. Such characteristics can influence the goodness-of-fit indices differently. Specifically, RMSEA is less sensitive to sample size compared to NFI and GFI (Kline, 2023; Rigdon, 1996). Consequently, a smaller sample size may result in lower NFI and GFI values. Indeed, the larger sample size in the Mother Form has contributed to better goodness-of-fit values compared to the Father Form.

In the adaptation of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale, certain items were excluded based on their performance across different forms. Specifically, item 23 “I leave home so that he can take care of the child” in the Mother Form and “She leaves the house so that I can take care of the child” in the Father Form was excluded from both forms. This item had a t-value below 1.96 (p > 0.05), indicating it was not significantly predicted by the latent variables. The failure of this item in both forms may reflect cultural differences influencing how these roles and behaviors are perceived and reported. Especially in Turkey, the defined roles of men and women and the mother’s primary role in childcare and development (Sunar and Fişek, 2005) may be the reason. Similarly item 34 “She acts as if he supports my decisions about parenting (even if he does not)” was found to be non-operational in the Mother Form. This discrepancy may stem from the nature of self-reporting biases, where mothers might rate their partners’ support differently from how fathers perceive it. The literature supports that different items can be functional in Mother and Father Forms of scales, highlighting varying perceptions of gatekeeping behaviors (Akgöz Aktaş and Aydın, 2020a; Akgöz Aktaş and Aydın, 2020b; Puhlman and Pasley, 2013; Sucuoğlu et al., 2015).The discrepancy between items in Mother and Father Forms may be attributed to the subjective nature of self-reports and the differing perspectives of the influencer (mother) and the influenced (father) (Fagan and Barnett, 2003; Puhlman and Pasley, 2017).

It was found that all of the relationships between the sub-dimensions were significant in both the Mother and Father Forms. Although the relationship between the barrier and encouragement dimensions was at a moderate level for mothers, it was higher for fathers. Although the control and encouragement dimensions were at a low level for mothers, they were at a medium level for fathers. Puhlman and Pasley (2017) states that this can be explained by the fact that men’s thoughts are more dichotomous (Puhlman and Pasley, 2017). In the original study, similar to the findings of this study, it was reported that there was a significant negative relationship between the encouragement and discouragement dimensions of the scale, and a significant positive relationship between the discouragement and control dimensions. However, in adaptation studies of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale, different patterns have emerged across various contexts. For instance, research involving different age groups reported a negative relationship between encouragement and discouragement dimensions, a positive relationship between discouragement and control dimensions, and a negative relationship between encouragement and control dimensions (Akgöz Aktaş and Aydın, 2020a; Kıraçcı, 2021). Conversely, an adaptation study focusing on parents of children with special needs found a negative, though not significant, relationship between encouragement and control dimensions. This study also observed a significant negative correlation between encouragement and discouragement, as well as a significant positive correlation between discouragement and control dimensions (Kıraçcı, 2021). In the Japanese adaptation study of the scale, a positive correlation was found between the control and encouragement sub-dimensions. Similarly, a positive correlation was found between the control and discouragement dimensions (Kaneko and Hamaguchi, 2020). These findings suggest that while some relationships are consistent, the nature and significance of these relationships can vary depending on the specific population studied and culture.

This study was conducted with married and cohabiting parents with infants aged 0–24 months. It can be tested in other sample groups in future studies. For example, validity and reliability studies can be conducted with parents in different family structures such as divorced parents, foster parents, stepparents, and families with infants with special needs. Using the Maternal Gatekeeping-Mother Form and Father Form, mothers’ evaluations of their own gatekeeping behaviors and fathers’ perceived maternal gatekeeping behaviors can be compared. Clinical and intervention programs can be designed and implemented to increase father involvement and co-parenting by evaluating the impact of mothers on fathers through the scale.



4.3 Limitations

While this research makes significant contributions, it also has some limitations. The data are limited to married mothers and fathers with infants between 0 and 24 months, so the validity of the scales for different family types, such as divorced parents, foster parents, or stepparents, remains unknown. Moreover, due to time constraints, the study could not include a test–retest reliability analysis, which is essential for assessing the consistency of the scales over time. Additionally, criterion validity analysis was not performed because a suitable scale for comparison was not available, highlighting a gap that future research should address. Despite these limitations, the study provides a valuable foundation for further exploration of maternal gatekeeping in infancy.




5 Conclusion

In this study, the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale was adapted into Turkish for use in infancy and validity and reliability studies were conducted with parents. Thus, Maternal Gatekeeping Scale-Mother Form and Maternal Gatekeeping Scale-Father Form were obtained for infancy. The study examined the validity and reliability of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale S based on data collected from married and cohabiting parents whose children were in infancy (0–24 months). The results of the study show that the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale is a valid and reliable instrument for measuring maternal gatekeeping by collecting data from mothers and fathers in Türkiye. English version of the scale is shown in Figure 3. Turkish versions of the scales is shown in Figures 4, 5.

[image: Figure 3]

FIGURE 3
 English (original) version of Maternal Gatekeeping Scale.
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FIGURE 4
 Turkish version of the scale Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form for infancy period (0–24 Months).


[image: Figure 5]

FIGURE 5
 Turkish version of the scale Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father Form for infancy period (0–24 Months).




Data availability statement

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be made available by the authors, without undue reservation.



Ethics statement

The studies involving humans were approved by the Ankara Yildirim Beyazit University Ethics Committee of Social Sciences and Humanities. The studies were conducted in accordance with the local legislation and institutional requirements. The participants provided their written informed consent to participate in this study. Written informed consent was obtained from the individual(s) for the publication of any potentially identifiable images or data included in this article.



Author contributions

FE: Project administration, Supervision, Writing – review & editing. MD: Data curation, Conceptualization, Methodology, Visualization, Writing – original draft.



Funding

The author(s) declare that no financial support was received for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.



Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.



Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.



References

 Afyonoğlu, M. F., Kesen, N. F., Canpunar, M., and Yavuz, M. (2021). Bireylerin çocuk kaybı ve yas sürecinin aile sistem teorisi temelinde sosyal hizmet perspektifiyle değerlendirilmesi [evaluation of individuals' child loss and grief process from a social work perspective based on family system theory]. Tıbbi Sosyal Hizmet Dergisi 17, 59–81. doi: 10.46218/tshd.908201


 Akgöz Aktaş, G., and Aydın, A. (2020a). Anne Bekçiliği Ölçeği Anne Formunun Türkçeye Uyarlanması: Geçerlik ve Güvenirlik Çalışması [Adaptation of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale Mother Form into Turkish: Validity and Reliability Study.]. Türk Psikoloji Yazıları 23, 63–75. doi: 10.31828/tpy1301996120200131m000018


 Akgöz Aktaş, G., and Aydın, A. (2020b). Babaların Gözünden Anne Bekçiliği: Bir Ölçek Uyarlama Çalışması [maternal gatekeeping from the Fathers' perspective: a scale adaptation study]. OPUS Uluslararası Toplum Araştırmaları Dergisi 16:1. doi: 10.26466/opus.724644


 Allen, S. M., and Hawkins, A. J. (1999). Maternal gatekeeping: mothers’ beliefs and behaviors that inhibit greater father involvement in family work. J. Marriage Fam. 61, 199–212. doi: 10.2307/353894


 Berk, L. (2013). Çocuk Gelişimi [Child Development] (Çev: Ali Dönmez). Ankara: İmge Yayınevi.


 Büyüköztürk, Ş., Kılıç-Çakmak, E., Akgün, Ö., Karadeniz, Ş., and Demirel, F. (2008). Bilimsel araştırma yöntemleri [scientific research methods.]. Ankara: Pegem Akademi.


 Çapık, C., Gözüm, S., and Aksayan, S. (2018). Intercultural scale adaptation stages, language and culture adaptation: updated guideline. Florence Nightingale Hemşirelik Dergisi 199–210, 199–210. doi: 10.26650/FNJN397481


 Çelik, H. E., and Yılmaz, V. (2013). Yapısal eşitlik modellemesi temel kavramlar uygulamalar programlama [structural equation modeling basic concepts applications programming.]. Ankara: Anı Yayıncılık.


 Çokluk, Ö., Şekercioğlu, G., and Büyüköztürk, Ş. (2012). “Sosyal bilimler için çok değişkenli istatistik: SPSS ve LISREL uygulamaları” in [multivariate statistics for social sciences: SPSS and LISREL applications], vol. 2 (Pegem Akademi).


 Cox, M. J., and Paley, B. (2003). Understanding families as systems. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 12, 193–196. doi: 10.1111/1467-8721.01259


 De Luccie, M. F. (1995). Mothers as gatekeepers: a model of maternal mediators of father involvement. J. Genet. Psychol. 156, 115–131. doi: 10.1080/00221325.1995.9914811


 Dinç, Ş., and Balcı, S. (2021). Determination of father-baby attachment condition and fathers that effect this condition. Turkiye Klinikleri J. Nur. Sci. 13, 8–17. doi: 10.5336/nurses.2019-72534


 Erkuş, A., and Selvi, H. (2019). “Psikolojide Ölçme ve Ölçek Geliştirme III: Ölçek Uyarlama ve “Norm”” in Geliştirme [measurement and scale development in psychology III: Scale adaptation and “norm” development] (Ankara: Pegem Akademi).


 Fabrigar, L. R., Wegener, D. T., MacCallum, R. C., and Strahan, E. J. (1999). Evaluating the use of exploratory factor analysis in psychological research. Psychol. Methods 4, 272–299. doi: 10.1037/1082-989X.4.3.272


 Fagan, J., and Barnett, M. (2003). The relationship between maternal gatekeeping, paternal competence, mothers’ attitudes about the father role, and father involvement. J. Fam. Issues 24, 1020–1043. doi: 10.1177/0192513X03256397


 Field, A. (2005). Exploratory factor analysis. Discover. Stat. Using SPSS. 2nd Edn. London: Sage, 619–680.


 Haslett, B. B., and Samter, W. (2015). Parent-Infant Communication. Int. Encycl. Inter. Commun. 1st Edn., 1–5. doi: 10.1002/9781118540190.wbeic035


 Hinkle, D. E., Wiersma, W., and Jurs, S. G. (2003). Applied statistics for the behavioral sciences, vol. 663. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.


 Kaneko, K., and Hamaguchi, Y. (2020). Examination of the reliability and validity of the Japanese version of the parental gatekeeping scale. Jpn. J. Educ. Psychol. 68, 339–350. doi: 10.5926/jjep.68.339


 Karabulut, H. (2021). Okul Öncesi Dönem (3-6 Yaş) ve İlkokul Dönemi (7-11 Yaş) için Annelik Bekçiliği Ölçeği’nin (ABÖ) Uyarlanması: Anne ve Baba Formu [adaptation of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale (MGS) for preschool period (3-6 years) and primary school period (7-11 years): mother and father form]. Uluslararası İnsan Çalışmaları Dergisi 4, 34–53. doi: 10.35235/uicd.828666


 Karabulut, H., and Şendil, G. (2017). Annelik Bekçiliği Ölçeği’nin (ABÖ) Türkçe’ye Uyarlanması [Adaptation of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale (MGS) into Turkish]. Elektronik Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi 16:686. doi: 10.17755/esosder.304704


 Karakuş, S. Ş., Yıldırım, H., and Büyüköztürk, Ş. (2016). Üç faktörlü yeme ölçeğinin Türk kültürüne uyarlanması: Geçerlik ve güvenirlik çalışması [Adaptation of the three-factor eating scale to Turkish culture: Validity and reliability study]. TAF Prevent. Med. Bullet. 15, 229–237. doi: 10.5455/pmb.1-1446540396


 Keith, T. Z., and Reynolds, M. R. (2018). Using confirmatory factor analysis to aid in understanding the constructs measured by intelligence tests. Contemporary intellectual assessment: Theories, tests, and issues. (4th ed.) The Guilford Press, 853–900.


 Kıraçcı, B. (2021). Okul öncesi dönemdeki özel gereksinimli çocuklarda baba katılımı ile anne bekçiliğinin ilişkisi [The relationship between father involvement and maternal gatekeeping in preschool children with special needs] [Yüksek Lisans Tezi] [Master's Thesis]. Ankara: Ankara Üniversitesi.


 Kline, R. B. (2023). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. New York: Guilford publications.


 Koran, N. (2016). Türkiye’de Bebeklik Dönemi ile İlgili Yapılan Araştırmaların Analizi (2004-2014) [Analysis of Research on Infancy in Türkiye (2004-2014)]. Türkiye Sosyal Araştırmalar Dergisi 20, 363–376.


 Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric theory. 2nd Edn. New York: McGraw.


 Özcan, H., and Koca, E. (2019). Turkish adaptation of the attitude towards STEM scale: a validity and reliability study. Hacettepe Univ. J. Educ. 34, 1–16. doi: 10.16986/HUJE.2018045061


 Puhlman, D. J., and Pasley, K. (2013). Rethinking maternal gatekeeping. J. Fam. Theory Rev. 5, 176–193. doi: 10.1111/jftr.12016


 Puhlman, D. J., and Pasley, K. (2017). The Maternal Gatekeeping Scale: constructing a measure. Fam. Relat. 66, 824–838. doi: 10.1111/fare.12287


 Rigdon, E. E. (1996). CFI versus RMSEA: a comparison of two fit indexes for structural equation modeling. Struct. Equ. Model. Multidiscip. J. 3, 369–379. doi: 10.1080/10705519609540052


 Roy, K. M., and Dyson, O. L. (2005). Gatekeeping in context: Babymama drama and the involvement of incarcerated fathers. Fathering 3, 289–310. doi: 10.3149/fth.0303.289


 Sano, Y., Richards, L. N., and Zvonkovic, A. M. (2008). Are mothers really “gatekeepers” of children? Rural mothers’ perceptions of nonresident fathers’ involvement in low-income families. J. Fam. Issues 29, 1701–1723. doi: 10.1177/0192513X08321543


 Sarkadi, A., Kristiansson, R., Oberklaid, F., and Bremberg, S. (2008). Fathers’ involvement and children’s developmental outcomes: a systematic review of longitudinal studies. Acta Paediatr. 97, 153–158. doi: 10.1111/j.1651-2227.2007.00572.x 

 Sireci, S. G., and Berberoglu, G. (2000). Using bilingual respondents to evaluate translated-adapted items. Appl. Meas. Educ. 13, 229–248. doi: 10.1207/S15324818AME1303_1


 Stocker, C., Ahmed, K., and Stall, M. (1997). Marital satisfaction and maternal emotional expressiveness: links with Children’s sibling relationships. Soc. Dev. 6, 373–385. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9507.1997.tb00112.x


 Sucuoğlu, H., Özkal, N., Demirtaş, V. Y., and Güzeller, C. O. (2015). Çocuğa Yönelik Anne-Baba İlgisi Ölçeğinin Geliştirme Çalışması [development study of the scale of parental concern for children.]. Abant İzzet Baysal Üniversitesi Eğitim Fakültesi Dergisi 15, 242–263.


 Sunar, D., and Fişek, G. O. (2005). “Contemporary Turkish families” in Families in global perspective. ed. J. L. R. V. U. Gielen (Boston, MA: Pearson), 169–183.


 Teater, B. (2015a). Sistem kuramı ve ekolojik yaklaşım [systems theory and ecological approach]. A. Karatay and S. Attepe Özden. Sosyal Hizmet Kuram ve YÖntemleri Uygulama İçin Bir Giriş [An Introduction to Practicing Social Work Theories and Methods] (1st Edn.). 25–32. Ankara: Nika Yayınevi.


 Teater, B. (2015b). “Feminist teori ve uygulama [feminist theory and practice]” in Sosyal Hizmet Kuram ve YÖntemleri Uygulama İçin Bir Giriş [an introduction to practicing social work theories and methods]. eds. A. Karatay and A. İ. Çoban. 1st ed (Ankara: Nika Yayınevi), 105–121.


 Vandewater, E. A., and Lansford, J. E. (1998). Influences of family structure and parental conflict on Children’s well-being. Fam. Relat. 47:323. doi: 10.2307/585263


 Walker, A. J., and McGraw, L. A. (2000). Who is responsible for responsible fathering? J. Marriage Fam. 62, 563–569. doi: 10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.00563.x


 Watkins, D. (1989). The role of confirmatory factor analysis in cross-cultltral research. Int. J. Psychol. 24, 685–701. doi: 10.1080/00207598908247839


 Yeler, A. (2020). “Sosyal Hizmet Kuram ve Yaklaşımları [social work theories and approaches]” in Sosyal Hizmetin Temel Konuları [subjects of social work]. ed. E. S. Malkoç. 1st ed (Ankara: Grafiker Yayınları), 52–53.



Copyright
 © 2024 Ergin and Demirbaş. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-t007.jpg
Latent variables

1. Control -
2. Encourage —0.42¢ -
3. Discourage 084* ~0.62¢ -

“p<0001.





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Maternal Gatekeeping Scale for infancy period (0–24 months) adaptation into Turkish: Mother and Father Form



		1 Introduction



		2 Materials and methods



		2.1 Participants



		2.2 Instruments



		2.3 Procedure



		2.3.1 Ethics approval and data collection



		2.3.2 Scale adaptation process



		2.3.2.1 Obtaining permission from the researcher who developed the original scale



		2.3.2.2 Translation of the original scale into Turkish



		2.3.2.3 Comparison of translations



		2.3.2.4 Back translation into the original language



		2.3.2.5 Examination of language equivalence



		2.3.2.6 Expert opinion



		2.3.2.7 Application to a bilingual group



		2.3.2.8 Conducting the pretest application



		2.3.2.9 Validity and reliability analyses



		2.3.2.10 Final presentation of the scale















		2.4 Data analysis









		3 Results



		3.1 Language equivalence of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form



		3.2 Language equivalence of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Father Form



		3.3 Construct validity



		3.4 Internal consistency reliability



		3.5 Item statistics



		3.5.1 Item statistics for the Mother Form



		3.5.2 Item statistics for the Father Form















		4 Discussion



		4.1 Language equivalence



		4.2 Construct validity



		4.3 Limitations









		5 Conclusion



		Data availability statement



		Ethics statement



		Author contributions



		Funding



		Conflict of interest



		Publisher’s note



		References



















OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-t006.jpg
Model

39-Items Mother Form

?/sd

1935.53/699=2.77

RMSEA

076

SRMR

0.081

NFI

086

CFI

091

GFI

075





OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-t009.jpg
Model

40-Items Father Form

sd

1.654,05/737=2.44

RMSEA

0.08

SRMR

0089

NFI

089

CFI

0.93

GFI

070





OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-t008.jpg
Standardized factor

Latent and observed

Standard error t-values

variables loadings

Control

12 0.11 032 4.47 0.10
16 0.12 0.24 341 0.06
17 0.09 0.46 6.59 021
o 0.08 0.67 10.48 045
n3 0.07 0.74 12.02 055
121 0.08 075 12.16 0.56
122 0.10 0.60 9.07 036
27 0.11 0.47 6.83 022
130 0.09 0.67 10.51 045
132 0.10 0.57 8.48 032
133 0.10 0.57 8.70 033
Encourage

3 0.10 0.39 552 0.15
8 0.08 0.66 10.41 0.44
9 0.07 0.48 6.99 023
1 0.09 0.66 10.40 0.44
14 0.08 0.69 10.86 047
nz 0.12 0.36 5.09 0.13
nus 0.09 0.68 10.76 0.46
124 0.10 0.52 7.73 027
126 0.09 073 11.77 053
128 0.07 0.69 1101 048
131 0.07 0.81 1391 0.66
135 0.10 0.57 8.75 033
139 0.07 0.66 10.34 043
Discourage

n 0.11 0.26 3.67 0.07
14 0.10 047 6.92 022
15 0.08 052 7.90 027
n2 0.10 0.50 7.5 025
ns 0.10 0.46 6.74 0.21
e 0.10 0.51 7.73 0.26
ny 0.06 0.76 12.78 058
120 0.09 0.62 9.59 038
125 0.09 0.44 6.42 0.19
129 0.10 053 8.02 028
134 0.12 0.20 275 0.04
135 0.10 0.57 8.75 033
136 0.07 074 1230 055
137 0.09 0.53 7.98 0.28
138 0.06 0.24 13.16 0.06
140 0.08 0.76 1274 0.58

141 07 082 1424 067





OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-t005.jpg
Latent

and Standard Blandadiz=d

factor
loadings

t-
values

observed error
variables

2 0.09 022 375 0.05
Is 0.09 014 212 002
17 0.07 045 7.69 020
o 0.06 0.66 12.08 043
s 005 0.64 1164 041
121 0.06 047 805 022
122 0.08 0.61 1095 037
127 0.09 042 7.19 018
130 0.06 0.59 1052 035
132 0.06 0.62 1133 039
133 0.09 0.44 7.38 019
Encourage

13 0.09 032 537 0.10
18 0.06 0.62 115 038
19 006 055 977 030
m 0.07 0.66 1227 044
n4 0.05 057 1032 033
n7 0.07 037 632 014
ns 0.06 059 1064 035
124 0.08 0.50 883 0.25
126 007 0.6 21 043
128 0.06 053 937 028
131 0.05 073 1395 053
135 008 044 7.60 019
139 005 0.58 1043 034
Discourage

n 009 0.36 618 013
1 0.10 017 294 0.03
15 0.07 0.46 791 021
n2 0.08 0.46 7.99 021
ns 0.08 0.48 852 023
16 0.08 053 9.39 0.28
ny 0.04 0.60 1103 0.36
120 0.08 0.44 7.44 019
125 0.08 039 650 0.15
129 0.07 0.4 7.59 0.19
136 0.04 0.48 836 0.23
137 0.07 057 1043 033
138 0.03 0.58 1056 034
140 0.04 0.63 .72 040

141 0.03 0.68 1274 046





OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-t004.jpg
Acceptable

Compliance measure Good compliance compliance Mother form Father form
Zsd 0< 7/sd<2 22454 <5 1784.06/776=2.30 1962601776 =253
RMSEA 0<RMSEA<0.05 0.05<RMSEA<0.08 0074 0086
SRMR 0<SRMR<0.05 0.05<SRMR<0.08 0.082 0092
NE 095 <NFI<1 0.90<NFI<0.95 085 0.8
CFI 0.95<CFI<1 0.90<CFI<0.95 091 093

GFI 095<GFI<1 0.90<GFI<095 075 0.68





OPS/images/cover.jpg
’ frontiers | Frontiers in Psychology

Maternal Gatekeeping Scale for
infancy period (0—24 months)
adaptation into Turkish: Mother
and Father Form












OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|






OPS/images/logo.jpg
, frontiers Frontiers in Psychology






OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-g004.jpg
NE BEKCILIGI OLCEGI

ANNE FORMU

Asbdii maddeler qocufumnn bobasma kary nasl dnvanhpnz akkands sorulsr
ipermckaedic Orialama. bir hafa iserisinde e silikia asafidaki sekillede davranuesing?
Covabunizn mmurssnsdaieiine sl

Tibir Tr
zaman Zaman|
T DiferTmntars —socufumun babwsmn] 0 T 5
cheveynlipiie ilgii bepenmedsgin taraflan
anlstrm,
7| Cocukls bitikie e yapmasi yoram. [ O T 5
ou yapunnm.
T Conuas yamm ek govimen W[ 0 C—
ufumun babasin tesvik ederim.
T Ebeveynik gorevies Komusunds socugumun| 0 Ea—
babasiyla i birlii yapmam:
T corakla vakit geviiken wmya| O Ea—
sirerim.
© [Cockls berber ey zamanm | O Ea—
soslemlerio.
7| Cocuguman babasa, cocukts Keadi SIGE| 0 Ca—
sekilde ilgilenmesine i verirm.
T Corkls omumaretiiesime_girme yeli| 0 Ca—
Hakkunda olumlu seyler soylerim
5[ Cocukla zoruk yasadigim zaman babasiodan | 0 Ea—
yardn iserio,
70 | Kend: itcklerin qocegumun babasina zora | 0 Ea—
yapunnm.
77| Ebeveynlifs Pakiands babaya st cderim |0 T 5
T2 | BabanEs Komusunda om Sestiirm. g Ca—
T3 Eoeveyniile g Kara Vom0 Ca—
cogelleim.
74| Babasinn_socukls oyun oymama yekim | 0 Ca—
desiklerim
75| Cocugun oninde Tabayis sy AR [ O Ca—
Slmadifm ifade cderim.
76 [ Babas: socukls konusarken’ g Ea—
ctkilesimdebulunurken hayal lanklsgums
sostermek i gozlerimi deviisim.
77| Cocuguma babasindan yardim tsermess a| 0 T 5
segvik ederim.
T8 Ebeveynli Konusunds babays TRerm| O T 8
] s Ea—
Sesarctioi kiranm.
20| Cocupumun _babasma _vocugun_omun] 0 Ca—
beveynlik tamndan  hoylanmadigim
soylerim
7| Vapups oy Bopms gmerss, socugamun] 0 f T
babasinin socukla ckileyimini éngellerim
22| Cocus nasl sheveyniik yapacagma G| 0 Ca—
sy
= Ve corugun DAk yapeblecel| O Ca—
chimide turie
72 Corsk ey T b |0 Ea—
;amlm kendim tekrar yapan
| g, ek ml.\nl)wllm g Ea—
“Teykts oderin’, lemizle
Pomlfvgel Lol
olumbu geyler soylerim.
76 Cocukla g Konulards son w570 bea O Ca—
sbylerim.
27 Bir_cheveyalik gorevins tamamiamal 0 Ca—
konusunda socufumun babasins destcklerim
(om: yemek yedimek: temizlk disiplin)
75 [ Babamn yanhs yapogin dusundugum sy1| O o
socufa sylerim
25 [ Babanin cocukia ciiicyimde bulunma skhgi | O CE—
konusunds kurallan ben koyanm.
30| Cocuguma babas hakkinds olus yeyier] 0 Ca—
stylenm
37| Cocuguman babas Bzays geurnm. g Ea—
T2 Babann vocks Turdugu ciemen] 0 Ea—
denctlerim
] R s o e o
basanan " vb)
prorr b g
i e et TS
slayesifadeler kullamirm
T [Babayia istiare cumeden coruks TN O Ca—
Kararlar sl
36 [ Babamn socukls zaman gevime aiepienm| 0 Ea—
somezicn gelisim.
37 [ Babann_sbeveynlkgorevieine G| 0 Ea—
sabasin destekleim.
W[ Coculs_cbeveynlk yapmaKomwsunda| 0 Ea—
Socugumun  babasyls' fikis - ayverisi
yapmaktan kaguminm,
£ g Ca—

abanin cheveynlik Kararary baFamays|
Lo,






OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-g005.jpg
ANNE BEKCILIGI OLCEG]

BABA FORMU
Asapdaki maddeler gocufunuzn sencsinin size kar sl davrandss hakdonds scrular
scomektedic. Gocujamuzin anes ortalama bir haftad, asaipdaki skillrde e slikaa davrane?

Cevabunuzn pumurasan diveine aiz.

T Tiar
zamn Zoman|

T Vet msantars Do cheveyal e Tg] 0 g
begeomedigi uraflan anlsor

7| ocul bt oe yapmams wiyorss, oma| O g
Bana yapor.

T [ Cocukia yainiz vakt gevimer i bem | O g
eavik eder

T [ Eoeveyni gorevien Fomwsunda bemale 7] 0 g
bilfvapma

T Ben sovugumia vak gevken e anya | O g
sier,

B e g
sorlemier

7| Cocukia kends SHaigm yokide Tglenmeme | 0 g
iz verr.

| Corukla Foruwma/eiiegme gime yeim] 0 g
Hakdunds olumiu seyler styler

T [ Cocus zoriuk yayadis zaman bendea] O g
yardm str

7O | Reods eklerar bana 2ora yopu g g

77 [ Eeveyigom Bakunds bams Tt cder. g g

77 [ Gabangi Konusunda bem eyt g g

75| Toeveyaiide Ugh Tanrrvemem | 0 g
engeller

e g
skl destekler

75| Gocuun _onunde bemleaymr ] O g
Slmadifis ifade odr.

L T e g
balunurken hayal ki gostermek i
bana g6z devii

77| Benden yardm et 1 socegs i [ O g
oder

L T e g

) e === 5
s

P i e e g

[77] g 5

= N g

7 [ TR B e A o |0 T

i3 G g

25 | Teyek e, ya da “Ademize iglenmen | 0 s
e ok sy ckyoe” i ol gyler
st

] e g

77 [ B e e e g

amncs beni destklr (Gn: yomek

bk tcnizlk, dsgiin)

P} RSN E T O ST SR B

E] N i T s
umusnds oeslan ocugommun socsi

55| Cocagam e Tk et ¥ 0 g
st

[ CcoB e e  R T T

T[T T S T g 5

T e TR T g g
bl dosekliyormus g davast

) e s g
Gl basanlnm ) ocukl beraber

T Cooi S e sy | 5

[35] lipere cmedn cocus Tph el |0 5
sls

2 e e T

caden el

] o T
el

] Mo kR e g

g # e T

P






OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-g002.jpg
0.50
0.94
0.79
0.55
045
0.44
0.64
0.78
0.55
0.68
0.68

0.93
0.78
0.73
0.75
0.79
0.74
0.42
0.62
0.81
0.72
0.96
045
0.72

0.94
0.42
0.33

MGS-F2

MGS-F6

MGS-F7

MGS-F10

0.32,
\0.24\
i P e

MGSF13

MGS-F21

MGS-F22

le——0.6 Control

MGS-F27

MGS-F30

MGSF32

WAy

MGS-F33

MGS-F3

MGS-F§

MGS-F9

MGS-F11

MGS-F14

MGS-F17

MGSF18

MGS-F24

Encouragement

MGSF26

MGS-F28

MGS-F31

MGSF35

2SR NIIS RS2

MGS-F39

MGS-F1

-0.71

MGS-F4

MGS-F5

MGS-F12

MGS-F15

MGS-F16

MGS-F19

MGS-F20

MGS-F25

Discouragement

MGS-F29

MGS-F34

MGS-F36

MGS-F37

MGS-F38

MGS-F40

12 RS RR22S 2]

MGSF41






OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-g003.jpg
About Fathers

Q1. The frst series of items ask about how you act owards the father of this
child. In an average week. how often do you behave in the following ways?

Circle the number of your answer.
,—lusvsk AviAv]

A Tell omer peopie about what you disike about s

pareniing. 0123 45
B Make him do what you want him to do with the

child, 0123 458
© Encourage him to spend tme alone with the

enia 0123 458
D Not caoperate with him on parenting tasks. 0123 45
€ Interrupt his e with the chil. 0123 45
' Monitor his time withthe chid, 0123 45
G Alowhimto take care of the chidhisownway.. 0 1 2 3 4 §
H_ Say positve things about how he talks/interacts

Wi tho child 0123 458
1 AsKk him 10 nelp when you have aificulty witn the

ehild. 0123 45
3 mpote your i on .. 0123 458
K Compliment him about his parenting 0123 45

Crticize him as a father.

M Keep him from making parenting decisions....... 0 1 2 3 4 §
N Support his way of playing with the child......... 0 1 2 3 4 5
© Disagrae with him n front of the child............ 0 1 2 3 4 §
P Roll your eyes at him when he talksfinteracts with

the chid 1o show your rusiration 0123 48
Q Encourage the child to ask him for help. 0123 45
R Ask his opinion about parenting.................. 0 1 2 3 4 §
S Discourage him from spending timewith the chid. 0 1 2 3 4 §
T Tell him the child doesn't ke the way he parents.. 0 1 2 3 4 §
U Stop him from interacting with the chil............ 0 1 2 3 4 §
V. Set the rules forhow he parents the chid......... 0 1 2 3 4 §
W Leave the house 5o he can care for the child, 0123 45
X Intiate activites for him and the chil to do

10GOU........c 0123 45
Y Redo childcare tasks he completes. 012345

2 Say positive things to him like “You're good with
ol oneie P e —
involved with the family...... 0123 45

AA Have he final say in matters regarding the chid.. 0 1 2 3 4 §

88 Support him in completing a parenting task (e.0.
feeding, cleaning, discipining). 012 3 48

CC Tell the chikd what you think the father didwrong. © 1 2 3 4 5

50 Set e s for new oen he can neractwin

EE Tellthe chid positive tings about him. 012 3 4
FF Keep hmin ine 012 3 48
GG Supenvise his intoractions with tho child 012 3 45
HH Protond to support his paranting docisions. 0123 45

Il Colebrate activies focused on him (ns Birthday.
Fathers Day, achievements, otc) wih the chid . 0 1 2 3 4 &

43 Say sarcastic comments when ho intoracts with

the chia. 012 3 48
KK Make cocisions about the chikd without discussing
them with him. 0123 45

LU Ignore his requests to spend time with the chid... O 1 2 3 4 5

MM Support his efforts to partcipate in parenting
tasks. ... .

NN Avoid discussions with him about parenting the
e

0O Attempt 1o undermine his parenting decisions... 0 1 2 3 4 &





OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-t003.jpg
Turkish
form-

original
form

T1-01

T2-02

T3-03

T4-04

Ts-05

T6-06

T7-07

T8-08

T9-09

T10-010

T11-011

T12-012

T13-013

T14-014

T15-015

“p<0001.

0.91%

0.70*

0.93*

0.75%

0.99¢

0.94%

0.99¢

0.98¢

0.80¢

0.86*

0.94%

0.97¢

0.95¢

0.97¢

0.76*

Turkish
form-
original
form

T16-016
T17-017
TI8-018
T19-019
T20-020
T21-021
T22-022
T23-023
T24-024
T25-025
T26-026
T27-027
T28-028
T29-029

T30-030

0.94%

0.97%

0.91%

0.95%

0.96*

1.00%

1.00%

0.74%

071%

0.99%

0.99%

0.96*

0.70%

0.85%

0.89%

Turkish
form-
original
form

T31-031
T32-032
T33-033
T34-034
T35-035
T36-036
T37-037
T38-038
T39-039
T40-040
T41-041

Control

Encourage

Discourage

0.80*

095*

082¢

095*

090*

091%

092¢

094%

094*

0.68*

0.98*

086*

099*

097%





OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-t001.jpg
Mother

Father Form

(an;gs) (n=209)
Variables n %
25 and under 23 7.5 12 57
26-30 146 479 60 287
Age 30-35 91 298 90 43.1
3540 0 e8| M e
Overd0yearsold | 15 49 13 62
Primary school 1 03 2 10
Middle school 5 1.6 9 43
High school 30 9.8 31 148
Level of
educat Community 24 79 29 139
college
Bachelors 169 554 88 2.1
Postgraduate 76 249 50 29
Diagnosed No 305 100 209 100

mental disorder  yes - - - -

No 168 sl 7 33
Working status,

Yes 137 w9 202 967

0-lyear 168 sl 8 38
Duration of 1-5years %0 295 98 469
marriage 5-10years 0 131 78 373

Over l0yearsold | 7 23 2 120
Cohabitation ~ No - - - -
status with

Yes 305 100 209 100
spouse

1 197 646 121 579
Number of 2 81 266 65 311
children 3 26 85 23 110

4 1 03 121 579

0-6months 64 210 56 268

6-12months 61 200 2 201
Age of the child

12-18months 65 23 39 187

18-24months ns 377 72 344

“In table ranges, upper limits are included and lower limits are excluded.





OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-t002.jpg
Turkish
Form-

original
form

T1-01

T2-02

T3-03

T4-04

Ts-05

T6-06

T7-07

T8-08

T9-09

T10-010

T11-011

T12-012

T13-013

T14-014

T15-015

“p<0001.

0.82¢

086*

079*

081*

087*

082¢

087¢

084*

087¢

0.73¢

0.76*

085*

0.73¢

085¢

085*

Turkish
Form-
original
form

T16-016
T17-017
TI8-018
T19-019
T20-020
T21-021
T22-022
T23-023
T24-024
T25-025
T26-026
T27-027
T28-028
T29-029

T30-030

077%

0.70%

0.82%

0.96*

0.68"

0.79%

0.86"

0.86*

0.73*

0.77%

0.97%

0.82*

0.73*

0.94%

0.82*

Turkish
Form-
original
form

T31-031
T32-032
T33-033
T34-034
T35-035
T36-036
T37-037
T38-038
T39-039
T40-040
T41-041

Control

Encourage

Discourage

093+

0.70*

0.63*

0.70*

089*

073*

084*

086*

086*

0.79*

072¢

093¢

095*

090*





OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-e007.jpg
0.95
0.98
0.80
0.56
0.59
0.78
0.63
0.82
0.65

0.62
0.81

0.90
0.62
0.70
0.56
0.68
0.86
0.65
0.75
0.56
0.72

047
0.81
0.66

0.87
0.97
0.79
0.79
0.77
0.72
0.64
0.81
0.85
0.81
0.77
0.68
0.66

0.60
0.54

MGS-M2

MGS-M6

MGS-M7

MGS-M10

MGS-M13

MGS-M21

MGS-M22

MGS-

MGS-M30

WAsbib iyl

MGS-M32

MGS-M33

MGS-M3

MGS-M8

MGS-M9

MGS-M11

MGS-M14

MGS-M17

MGS-M18

MGS-M24

MGS-M26

MGS-M28

MGS-M31

MGS-M35

MGS-M39

MGS-M1

-0.62

MGS-M4

MGS-M5

MGS-M12

MGS-M15

MGS-M16

MGS-M19

20
25

Discouragement

MGS-M37

MGS-M38

MGS-M40

I db b dvd bbby iy

MGS-M41






OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-g001.jpg
0.95
0.98
0.80
0.56
0.59
0.78
0.63
0.82
0.65
0.62
0.81

0.90
0.62
0.70
0.56
0.68
0.86
0.65
0.75
0.56
0.72

047
0.81
0.66

0.87
0.97
0.79
0.79
0.77
0.72
0.64
0.81
0.85
0.81
0.77
0.68
0.66

0.60
0.54

MGS-M2

MGS-M6

MGS-M7

MGS-M10

MGS-M13

MGS-M21

MGS-M22

MGS-

MGS-M30

Wiy

MGS-M3

MGS-MS

MGS-M9

MGS-M11

MGS-M14

MGS-M17

MGS-M18

MGS-M24

MGS-M26

MGS-M28

MGS-M31

MGS-M35

MGS-M39

MGS-M1

-0.62

MGS-M4

MGS-M5

MGS-M12

MGS-M15

MGS-M16

MGS-M19

20
25

Discouragement

MGS-M37

MGS-M38

MGS-M40

X N N T RN R R RN

MGS-M41






OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-t011.jpg
Cronbach’s

@ (scale
r(Corrected reliability
Items item total coefficient
correlation) after
item
removal)
n 146 145 —652% 037 084
2 242 149 —7.09% 042 084
3 367 151 —601% 041 084
4 L2 4 -l 007 085
15 L1317 -sE7ee 036 084
16 33151 746 048 084
7 141 133 -530%* 029 085
18 412107 5300 0.10 085
1 430 118 167 011 085
1o 088 | 119 191 055 084
1 377 139 783 008 085
n2 166 | 145 -L17 047 084
13 061 105 -7.02% 040 084
na 443 095 -527% ~0.01 085
s 155 152 024 044 084
16 130 151 -580%* 0.46 084
n7 398 134 —677% 028 085
ns 408 122 -360% 015 085
19 032 091 -147 032 085
120 095 | 139 -372% 042 084
21 068 | 121 —657% 041 084
22 131 152 —498%e 060 084
24 305 161 963 037 084
5 105 | 135 -537%% 0.46 084
126 399 130 -624% 013 085
7 240 | 154 125 049 084
8 427 | 112 -gaae 020 085
29 074 | 125 -254° 041 084
130 073 116 -538% 044 084
31 451 096 —619% ~0.02 085
132 073 124 000 0.60 084
133 189 L7 8074 059 084
135 4147 -1z 014 085
136 031 | 086 -246° 032 085
137 088 | 140 3550 031 085
138 014 060 -397% 030 085
139 460 | 101 -222° 004 085
140 035 092 -100 032 085
141 021 068  -3s8% 038 085

“p<0.05; **p<0.001





OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-t010.jpg
Latent variables

1. Control -
2. Encourage -0.59* -
3. Discourage 089* ~0.71% -

“p<0001.





OPS/images/fpsyg-15-1474556-t012.jpg
n2
n3
4
ns
16
n7
ns
ny
120
121
122
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
31
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141

156

266

357

097

108

257

125

377

426

126

337

171

102

390

185

137

328

368

068

125

089

166

3.08

130

344

254

402

151

115

393

135

192

185

375

058

121

058

430

091

076

170

164

163

149

132

176

142

135

099

145

147

165

140

138

167

155

176

151

123

167

146

169

167

143

166

174

131

169

153

136

170

169

176

159

118

155

120

111

152

138

—6.02+%
7.4z
5.4
_qa1
_4.89%%
7,165

—247%
026
~091
—6.67+++
-017
—8. 4%
—5.93%+¢
0.60
~5.30%+¢
—6.64+¢
~2.93%%
016
_4.79%
7,19k
_613
_g.63
3184
_6.33
110
~7.15%
~099
~5.98%++
~8.76++
041
~7.08%

—11.0455%
—4.54%

-078
~5.567%
~5.92%%
—4.627%

190
—3.93%

5,705

p<0.05; **p<0.01; *+p<0.001.

r (Corrected
item total
correlatiol

045
057
044
030
040
049
018
001
010
057

~001
061
050

~0.10
043
048
025
~009
047
053
059
063
028
056
~0.16
051
014
050
069
~007
056
070
032
003
057
050
051

-018
041
052

Cronbach’s
a (scale
reliability

coefficient
after item
removal)

087
087
087
087
087
087
087
0.88
087
087
088
086
087
088
087
087
087
088
087
087
087
086
087
087
088
087
087
087
086
088
087
0386
087
088
087
087
087
088
087
087





