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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 Turkiye. 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.

KEYWORDS

maternal gatekeeping, father involvement, father-child relationship, assessment,
adaptation

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).
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Numerous factors influence the father-infant relationship (Din¢ and
Balci, 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 (Afyonoglu 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
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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 (Capik 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 Tiirkiye 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 (Akgoz Aktas
and Aydin, 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 (Akgoz Aktas and Aydin, 2020b). Fagan and Barnett (2003)
was adapted for both mothers and fathers with children aged 3-6 years
and 7-11vyears (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 Sendil, 2017).

Although there are several tools designed to measure gatekeeping
among parents of young children, none are specifically tailored for
parents of infants in Tiirkiye. Infancy is the period when the
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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 Tiirkiye 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 Tirkiye 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
Tiirkiye. 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
0-24months. 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.

2.2 Instruments

The data collection tools used in the study included the “Maternal
Gatekeeping Scale- Mother Form,” the “Maternal Gatekeeping
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TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics of the Mother and Father Forms of the
Maternal Gatekeeping Scale.

N'L%?:sr Father Form
(n = 305) (n=209)
Variables n % n
25 and under 23 7.5 12 5.7
26-30 146 47.9 60 28.7
Age 30-35 91 29.8 90 43.1
35-40 30 9.8 34 16.3
Over 40 years old 15 4.9 13 6.2
Primary school 1 0.3 2 1.0
Middle school 5 1.6 9 43
High school 30 9.8 31 14.8
Level of
education Community 24 7.9 29 13.9
college
Bachelors 169 55.4 88 4.1
Postgraduate 76 24.9 50 239
Diagnosed No 305 100 209 100

mental disorder | Yeg - - - _

No 168 55.1 7 33
Working status

Yes 137 44.9 202 96.7

0-1year 168 55.1 8 3.8
Duration of 1-5years 90 29.5 98 46.9
marriage 5-10years 40 13.1 78 37.3

Over 10years old 7 23 25 12.0
Cohabitation No - - - -
status with

Yes 305 100 209 100
spouse

1 197 64.6 121 57.9
Number of 2 81 26.6 65 311
children 3 26 8.5 23 11.0

4 1 0.3 121 57.9

0-6 months 64 21.0 56 26.8

6-12 months 61 20.0 42 20.1
Age of the child

12-18 months 65 21.3 39 18.7

18-24 months 115 37.7 72 34.4

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

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 3-7years. 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
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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 18years 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 (Biiytikoztiirk 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 Tiirkiye.

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

Erkus and Selvi (2019) outline a series of stages necessary for
adapting a scale (Erkus 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)
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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
(Erkus 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
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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 (Erkus 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.
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TABLE 2 Relationships between the items in the Turkish and original
forms of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Mother Form.

Turkish Turkish Turkish

Form- Form- Form-

original original original

form form form
T1-0O1 0.82% T16-016 0.77% T31-031 0.93*
T2-02 0.86* T17-017 0.70% T32-032 0.70%
T3-03 0.79% T18-018 0.82% T33-033 0.63*
T4-04 0.81% T19-019 0.96* T34-034 0.70%
T5-05 0.87% T20-020 0.68* T35-035 0.89%
T6-06 0.82% T21-021 0.79% T36-036 0.73%
T7-07 0.87% T22-022 0.86* T37-037 0.84%
T8-08 0.84* T23-023 0.86* T38-038 0.86*
T9-09 0.87% T24-024 0.73% T39-039 0.86*
T10-010 %73 T25-025 0.77% T40-040 0.79%
T11-011 °76* T26-026 0.97% T41-041 0.72%
T12-012 085 T27-027 0.82% Control 0.93
T13-013 0.73% T28-028 0.73% Encourage 0.95%
T14-O14 0.85% T29-029 0.94% Discourage 0.90%*
T15.015 085 T30-030 0.82% - -

#p<0.001.

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).
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TABLE 3 Relationships between the items in the Turkish and original
forms of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Father Form.

Turkish Turkish Turkish

form- form- form-

original original original

form form form
T1-0O1 0.91% T16-016 0.94% T31-031 0.80%
T2-02 0.70% T17-017 0.97* T32-032 0.95%
T3-03 0.93% T18-018 0.91% T33-033 0.82%
T4-04 0.75% T19-019 0.95% T34-034 0.95%
T5-05 0.99% T20-020 0.96* T35-035 0.90%
T6-06 0.94* T21-021 1.00% T36-036 0.91%
T7-07 0.99% T22-022 1.00% T37-037 0.92%
T8-08 0.98% T23-023 0.74% T38-038 0.94%
T9-09 0.80% T24-024 0.71% T39-039 0.94%
T10-010 °86* T25-025 0.99% T40-040 0.68*
T11-011 9% T26-026 0.99% T41-041 0.98%
T12-012 °97* T27-027 0.96* Control 0.86
T13-013 0.95% T28-028 0.70% Encourage 0.99%*
T14-O14 0.97* T29-029 0.85% Discourage 0.97%*
T15.015 °76* T30-030 0.89% - -

#p<0.001.

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
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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)
(Cokluk 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 (Celik and
Yilmaz, 2013).

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 (y*/sd<5;
RMSEA<0.08; CF1>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.

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 (y*/sd < 5; CFI1>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.

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.

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 (y*/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
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TABLE 4 Goodness of fit values for confirmatory factor analysis model.
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. . Acceptable

Compliance measure Good compliance compliance Mother form Father form
27/sd 0< y*/sd<2 2< p/sd <5 1784.06/776 =2.30 1962.60/776 =2.53
RMSEA 0<RMSEA<0.05 0.05 <RMSEA<0.08 0.074 0.086
SRMR 0 <SRMR<0.05 0.05 < SRMR<0.08 0.082 0.092
NFI 0.95<NFI<1 0.90 <NFI<0.95 0.85 0.88
CFI 0.95<CFI<1 0.90 <CFI<0.95 091 0.93
GFI 0.95<GFI<1 0.90 < GFI<0.95 0.75 0.68
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FIGURE 1
Standardized analytic values of the model obtained by confirmatory factor analysis of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale Mother Form.
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Standardized analytic values of the model obtained by confirmatory factor analysis of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale Father Form.

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 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
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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.

Item 23 (¢=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.
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TABLE 5 Parameter values of the model obtained by confirmatory factor
analysis of Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Mother Form.

Ia_itdent Standard Standardized t-
observed error facfcor values
variables (erElines

Control

2 0.09 0.22 3.75 0.05
16 0.09 0.14 2.12 0.02
17 0.07 0.45 7.69 0.20
110 0.06 0.66 12.08 0.43
13 0.05 0.64 11.64 0.41
121 0.06 0.47 8.05 0.22
122 0.08 0.61 10.95 0.37
127 0.09 0.42 7.19 0.18
130 0.06 0.59 10.52 0.35
132 0.06 0.62 11.33 0.39
133 0.09 0.44 7.38 0.19
Encourage

3 0.09 0.32 5.37 0.10
I8 0.06 0.62 11.15 0.38
9 0.06 0.55 9.77 0.30
11 0.07 0.66 1227 0.44
114 0.05 0.57 10.32 0.33
n7 0.07 0.37 6.32 0.14
118 0.06 0.59 10.64 0.35
124 0.08 0.50 8.83 0.25
126 0.07 0.66 12.11 0.43
128 0.06 0.53 9.37 0.28
131 0.05 0.73 13.95 0.53
135 0.08 0.44 7.60 0.19
139 0.05 0.58 10.43 0.34
Discourage

1 0.09 0.36 6.18 0.13
14 0.10 0.17 2.94 0.03
15 0.07 0.46 7.91 0.21
112 0.08 0.46 7.99 0.21
115 0.08 0.48 8.52 0.23
116 0.08 0.53 9.39 0.28
119 0.04 0.60 11.03 0.36
120 0.08 0.44 7.44 0.19
25 0.08 0.39 6.50 0.15
129 0.07 0.44 7.59 0.19
136 0.04 0.48 8.36 0.23
137 0.07 0.57 10.43 0.33
138 0.03 0.58 10.56 0.34
140 0.04 0.63 11.72 0.40
141 0.03 0.68 12.74 0.46
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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
(%2/sd <5; CFI1>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 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.

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 Iltem 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.

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
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TABLE 6 Goodness of fit values for the confirmatory factor analysis model of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale-Mother Form.

RMSEA

39-Items Mother Form 1935.53/699=2.77 0.76

0.081 0.86 0.91 0.75

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

Latent variables 1 2 3
1. Control -

2. Encourage —0.42% -

3. Discourage 0.84% —0.62% -

*p<0.001.

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 Cronbachs 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.

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 Tiirkiye, based on data collected from

married and cohabiting parents.
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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 (Akgoz Aktas and Aydin, 2020a; Akgoz Aktas and Aydin,
2020b; Karabulut and $endil, 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 (Cokluk 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 scalé’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 (Karakus et al., 20165
Ozcan 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
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TABLE 8 Parameter Values of the model obtained by confirmatory factor analysis of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Father Form.

Standardized factor

Latent and observed

variables Standard error loadings t-values

12 0.11 0.32 4.47 0.10
16 0.12 0.24 3.41 0.06
17 0.09 0.46 6.59 0.21
110 0.08 0.67 10.48 0.45
113 0.07 0.74 12.02 0.55
121 0.08 0.75 12.16 0.56
122 0.10 0.60 9.07 0.36
127 0.11 0.47 6.83 0.22
130 0.09 0.67 10.51 0.45
132 0.10 0.57 8.48 0.32
133 0.10 0.57 8.70 0.33
Encourage

13 0.10 0.39 5.52 0.15
18 0.08 0.66 10.41 0.44
19 0.07 0.48 6.99 0.23
111 0.09 0.66 10.40 0.44
114 0.08 0.69 10.86 0.47
117 0.12 0.36 5.09 0.13
118 0.09 0.68 10.76 0.46
124 0.10 0.52 7.73 0.27
126 0.09 0.73 11.77 0.53
128 0.07 0.69 11.01 0.48
131 0.07 0.81 1391 0.66
135 0.10 0.57 8.75 0.33
139 0.07 0.66 10.34 0.43
Discourage

11 0.11 0.26 3.67 0.07
14 0.10 0.47 6.92 0.22
15 0.08 0.52 7.90 0.27
112 0.10 0.50 7.53 0.25
115 0.10 0.46 6.74 0.21
116 0.10 0.51 7.73 0.26
119 0.06 0.76 12.78 0.58
120 0.09 0.62 9.59 0.38
125 0.09 0.44 6.42 0.19
129 0.10 0.53 8.02 0.28
134 0.12 0.20 2.75 0.04
135 0.10 0.57 8.75 0.33
136 0.07 0.74 12.30 0.55
137 0.09 0.53 7.98 0.28
138 0.06 0.24 13.16 0.06
140 0.08 0.76 12.74 0.58
141 0.7 0.82 14.24 0.67
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TABLE 9 Goodness of fit values for confirmatory factor analysis model of Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Father Form.

Model 12/sd RMSEA NIN NFI CFlI GFI
‘ 40-Items Father Form ‘ 1.654,05/737=2.44 ‘ 0.08 0.089 ‘ 0.89 ‘ 0.93 ‘ 0.70
TABLE 10 Relationships between latent variables in the model obtained negative relationship between the encouragement and

by confirmatory factor analysis of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale -
Mother Form.

Latent variables 1 2 3
1. Control -

2. Encourage —0.59* -

3. Discourage 0.89% —0.71% -

*p<0.001.

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 Fisek, 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 (Akgoz Aktas and
Aydin, 2020a; Akgoz Aktas and Aydin, 2020b; Puhlman and Pasley,
2013; Sucuoglu 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
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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 (Akgoz Aktas and Aydin,
2020a; Kiracei, 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 (Kiracci, 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 (Kanecko
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.
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TABLE 12 Item statistics of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Father

TABLE 11 Item statistics of the Maternal Gatekeeping Scale - Mother Form

Form.

Cronbach's CUErEEEE
a (scale r (Corrected * _(scg!e
r (Corrected reliability item total rellapl!lty
item total coefficient correlation) coef-ﬁ.aent

correlation) after after item

item removal)
removal) 11 156 | 170 —6.02%%* 0.45 0.87
11 146 | 145  —6.52%* 0.37 0.84 2 266 1.64 | —7.42%%% 0.57 0.87
2 242 149 | —7.09%* 0.42 0.84 3 357 | 1.63 | 544k 0.44 0.87
3 367 151 —6.01%* 0.41 0.84 14 097 | 149 | —441%%% 0.30 0.87
14 112 | 174 —-L12 0.07 0.85 15 1.08 | 132 —4.89%%* 0.40 0.87
I5 L13 | 117 | —587%* 0.36 0.84 16 257 176 | —7.16%%* 0.49 0.87
16 313 151 —7.46%* 0.48 0.84 17 125 142 —2.47% 0.18 0.87
17 141 | 133 —530%* 0.29 0.85 18 377 135 0.26 0.01 0.88
18 412 117 | —530%* 0.10 0.85 19 426 0.99 -0.91 0.10 0.87
9 430 118 —1.67 0.11 0.85 110 126 | 145  —6.67%%* 0.57 0.87
110 088  1.19 -1.91 0.55 0.84 111 337 | 147 -0.17 -0.01 0.88
111 377 139 —7.83%* 0.08 0.85 112 171 | 165 = —8.24%%* 0.61 0.86
112 1.66 | 145 —117 0.47 0.84 13 1.02 | 140  —5.93##x 0.50 0.87
13 061  1.05 = —7.02%% 0.40 0.84 114 390 138 0.60 -0.10 0.88
114 443 | 095 = —5.27%* —0.01 0.85 115 1.85 | 1.67 = —5.30%%* 043 0.87
115 153 | 152 0.24 0.44 0.84 116 137 | 155  —6.64%%* 0.48 0.87
116 130 | 151 | —5.80%* 0.46 0.84 17 328 | 176 | —2.93%* 0.25 0.87
17 398 134 —6.77%* 0.28 0.85 s 368 | 151 0.16 -0.09 0.88
118 408 122 —3.60%* 0.15 0.85 119 0.68 123 | —479%%x 0.47 0.87
119 032 091 —1.47 0.32 0.85 120 125 | 167 = —7.19%%* 0.53 0.87
120 095 139 = —3.72%x 0.42 0.84 121 0.89 146 & —6.13%%* 0.59 0.87
121 068 121 & —6.57%* 041 0.84 122 1.66 | 169 = —8.63%%* 0.63 0.86
122 131 | 152 —4.98%* 0.60 0.84 124 308 | 167 | —3.18%* 0.28 0.87
124 305 161 —9.63%* 0.37 0.84 125 130 | 143 —6.33%%* 0.56 0.87
125 1.05 | 135 | —537%* 0.46 0.84 126 344 | 166 1.10 -0.16 0.88
126 399 130 —6.24%* 0.13 0.85 127 254 | 174 | —7.05%%% 051 0.87
127 240 154 -1.25 0.49 0.84 128 402 | 131 —0.99 0.14 0.87
128 427 112 —8.24%x 0.20 0.85 129 151 | 169 = —5.98%%* 0.50 0.87
129 074 125 & —2.54% 041 0.84 130 115 | 153 —8.76%%* 0.69 0.86
130 073 116 = —538%* 0.44 0.84 131 393 136 0.41 -0.07 0.88
131 451 096 = —6.19%* —0.02 0.85 132 135 | 170 | —7.08%%* 0.56 0.87
132 073 124 0.00 0.60 0.84 133 192 | 1.69 | —11.04%%x 0.70 0.86
133 189 | 171 | —8.07%* 0.59 0.84 134 1.85 | 176 | —4.54%%x 0.32 0.87
135 411 147 —11.52%* 0.14 0.85 135 375 159 —0.78 0.03 0.88
136 031 086 & —2.46% 0.32 0.85 136 0.58 118 | —5.56%%* 0.57 0.87
137 0.88 140 = —3.55%x 031 0.85 137 121 | 155 | —592%#x 0.50 0.87
138 014 060 = —397%* 0.30 0.85 138 0.58 | 120  —4.62%% 051 0.87
139 460 101 | —222% 0.04 0.85 139 430 | 111 1.90 -0.18 0.88
140 035 092 ~1.00 0.32 0.85 140 091 152 | —3.93%#x 0.41 0.87
141 021 068 = —3.58% 0.38 0.85 141 076 = 138 | —5.70%%* 0.52 0.87

#p<0.05; *#p<0.001.
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m O

EE
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About Fathers

Q1. The first series of 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?

Circle the number of your answer.

Tell other people about what you dislike about his
PEOEIING.... .-nne 0 cannsenansns cananssansannsn sanmanannnns sanmas
Make him do what you want him to do with the
child...

Encourage him to spend time alone with the
child — . . .

Not cooperate with him on parenting tasks..........
Interrupt his time with the child........................

Monitor his time with the child..

Allow him to take care of the child his own way...

Say positive things about how he talks/interacts
ANt BN, oo i amivn sawrins savms s awain e s s dusvson

Ask him to help when you have difficulty with the
child............

Impose your will on him............ooiiiiiiiinn
Compliment him about his parenting...................

(o Q) (T R ———

Keep him from making parenting decisions.

Support his way of playing with the child..............
Disagrae with him in front of the child............... -

Roll your eyes at him when he talks/interacts with
the child to show your frustration........................

Encourage the child to ask him for help....

Ask his opinion about parenting.........................
Discourage him from spending time with the child..
Tell him the child doesn't like the way he parents...
Stop him from interacting with the child...............
Set the rules for how he parents the child............
Leave the house so he can care for the child........

Initiate activities for him and the child to do
A QOO i i i o it o RS B v K5

Redo childcare tasks he completes....................
Say positive things to him like “You're good with

the children”, “Thank you®, or *I'm glad you're
involved with the family”................coc i

AA Have the final say in matters regarding the child...

him in g task (e.g.,
feeding, cleaning, dlsdphnlng) i o

CC Tell the child what you think the father did wrong.

DD Set the rules for how often he can interact with

TG OMIA...c.coouerernsecsronscnsararercsncarsrssesseesencrenes
Tell the child positive things about him,

FF Keep hmin line...
GG Supervise his interactions with the child. ..

HH Pretend to support his parenting decisions.

Celebrate activities focused on him (his Birthday,
Father's Day, achievements, etc.) with the child...

JJ Say sarcastic comments when he interacts with

the chid.

KK Make cecisions about the child without discussing

them with him..
Ignore his requests to spend time with the chil.

MM Suppor! his efforts to participate in parenting

tasks. .

NN Avoid discussions with him about parenting the

child

OO0 Attempt to his parenting

FIGURE 3
English (original) version of Maternal Gatekeeping Scale.
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ANNE BEKCILIGI OLCEGI
ANNE FORMU

Asafpdali  maddeler gocuffunuzun  babasmna karyt nasil davrandiimz  hakkinda  sorular

icermektodir. Ortalama bir hafta igerisinde ne sikhikta girdaki gekillerde di 2?

Cevabmnzin numarasm daire igine alimz.

Higbir Her
zaman Zaman

1 [ Diger 1 bab 0 1 2 3 a 5
cbcvcynhgl)k ilgili begenmedigim taraflan
anlatinm.

2 | Cocukla Birlikte ne yapmasini istiyorsam, [} 1 2 3 4 5
onu yaptnnm.

3 | Cocukla yalmz vakit gegirmesi igin [} 1 2 3 a4 5

| cocufumun babasint lavik ederim.

4 | Ebeveynlik 1 konusunda 0 1 2 3 a 5
babasiyla iy buhgl yapmam.

S | Babasi gocukla vakit gegirirken araya 0 1 2 3 4 5
girerim.,

6 | Cocukla  beraber  gegirdifi zamam 0 1 2 3 a 5

|| gbzlemlerim.

7 | Cocufrumun babasina, ¢ocukla kendi bildigi [} 1 2 3 4 5
sekilde ilgilenmesine izin veririm,

8 | Cocukla konusmaletkilesime girme sekh [} 1 2 3 4 5
hakkinda olumlu geyler sdylerim.

9 | Cocukla zorluk yagadifim zaman babasindan [}] 1 2 3 a 5
yardim isterim.

10 | Kend: isteklerimi g bab zorla] O 1 2 3 4 5

P innm.

11 | Ebeveynlig: hakkinda babaya iltifat ederim. 0 1 2 3 4 5

12 | Babahi ) da onu clestiriri 0 1 2 3 4 5

73 [ Ebeveynlikle  flgili kararlar vermesini| O 1 2 3 r) 3
engellerim.

14 | Babasinin gocukla oyun oynama seklini 0 1 2 3 4 5
desteklerim.

15| Cocufun  Oninde babayla aym fikirde|[ 0 1 2 3 4 5

|| olmadifm ifade ederim.

16 | Babasi gocukla konugurken/ []] 1 2 3 4 5
clkllqlmdc bulunurken hayal kinkligum
gostermek igin gozlerimi devaririm.

17 | Cocugiumu babasindan yardim istemes: igin 0 1 2 3 4 5
tegvik ederim.

78 | Ebeveynlik Konusunda babaya fikirlerini| O I 3 a 5

|| soranm.

[79 [ Cocukla vakit gegirmesi konusunda babanin] 0 12 3 a 5
cesaretini kiranm.

[20 | Cocug bab cugun _onun| O 1T 2 3 ) 5
ebeveynlik tarzandan hoshnmadxglm
sbylerim.

21] Yapufn scy hosuma gitmezse, ¢ocufumun 0 1 2 3 a4 5
bah cocukla etkilegimini leri

22| Cocuga nasil cbcvcynﬁk yapacafina dair [] 1 2 3 4 5
kurallar koyanm.

23| Baba ve gun birlikte yapabilecegi 0 1 2 3 4 5

|| etkinlikler bulurum.

24| Cocuk bakimuyla ilgili babanin tamamladif 0 1 2 3 a4 5
gorevleri kendim tekrar yapanm.

25 Babaya; “Cocukla ¢ok iyi anlagiyorsun™, 0 1 2 3 a 5
“Tegekkir ederim”, ya da “Ailemizle
ilgilenmen beni ¢ok mutlu ediyor.” gibi

- olumlu seyler sylerim.

26 | Cocukla ilgih konularda son sbzi ben 0 1 2 3 a 5

soylerim.

[27 [ Bir _cbeveynlik  gorevini_ tamamiama| 0 T2 3 a 5

|| (6m: yemek yedimek. temizlik. disiplin)

28 | Babanin yanhs yaptufim digindigim eyl [1] 1 2 3 a 5
gocufa sdylerim.

29 [ Bab, (ocukls cikileyimae bul SKigi| 0 1 2 3 r) 5
1 llan ben koy

30 | Cocuguma babasi hakkinda olumlu seyler 0 1 2 3 4 5

|| soylerim.

31| Cocul babasins hizaya getirin 0 T 3 a 5

32 | Bab gocukla  kurdugs kilegimleri 0 1 2 3 4 5

| denctlerim,

33 | Babaya ozel ctkinliklert (dogum gunQ, [}] 1 2 3 a4 5
Babalar Glni, babann baganlan vb.)
gocukla beraber kutlanm.

34 Cocukh ctkilegim kurdufunda babaya karsi 0 1 2 3 4 5

|| alayes ifadeler kullamnm.

35 | Babayla istigare c!mcden gocukla |lgnh [1] 1 2 3 4 5
kararlar alinm.

736 | Babanin qocukla zaman gegirme taleplerini | 0 T2 3 a 5
g&mczsdcngcli!im

37 | Babanin cbcvcynhk gorevierine katilma 0 1 2 3 a 5
cabasim desteklerim.

E Cocugia cbeveynlik  yapma  konusunda 0 1 2 3 a 5
¢ocufumun  babasiyla  fikir  abgverigi

- tan kagminm.

39 | Bab: cheveynlik & 1 baltal. [} 1 2 3 4 5

L1l

FIGURE 4

Turkish version of the scale Maternal Gatekeeping Scale- Mother
Form for infancy period (0—24 Months).
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ANNE BEKCILIGI OLCEGI
BABA FORMU
Asaihdali ddel inin size karyt nesil davrandih hakionds sorular
cktedir. Cocugy annesi ortal bir haftada, ajafadaki sekillerde ne sikhikta davranr?
Cevabunuzin numarassm daire igine alimz.
Higbir Her
zaman Zaman
1 | Diger i lara benim ebeveynligimle ilgili 0 1 2 3 4 5
begenmedigi taraflan anlatir.
2 | Cocukla Birlikte ne yapmanu istiyorsa, onu 0 1 2 3 4 5
bana yaptinr,
3 | Cocukla yalmz vakit gegirmem igin beni 0 1 2 3 4 5
tegvik eder.
4 | Ebeveynlik gorevien konusunda benimle i 0 1 2 3 4 5
birligi yapmaz.
S | Ben gocugumla vakit geginrken annesi araya 0 1 2 3 4 5
girer.
6 | Cocukla  beraber gegirdifim  zamam 0 1 2 3 4 5
gozlemler.
7 | Cocukla kend: bildigim gekilde ilgilenmeme 0 1 2 3 4 5
izin verir.
8 | Cocukla konugma/etkilesime girme seklim 0 1 2 3 4 5
hakkinda olumlu geyler sbyler
9 | Cocukla zorluk yasadifn zaman benden 0 1 2 3 4 5
yardun ister.
10 | Kend: isteklenni bana zorla yaptinr. 0 1 2 3 4 5
11 | Ebeveynligim hakkinda bana iltifat eder. 0 1 2 3 4 5
12 | Babalhifim konusunda beni elegtirir. 0 1 2 3 4 5
L —
13 | Ebeveynhikle ilgali  kararlar  vermemi 0 1 2 3 4 5
engeller.
14 | Cocufumun annesi gocukla oyun oynama 0 1 2 3 4 5
seklimi destekler.
15| Cocugun oniinde bemimle aymi  fikirde 0 1 2 3 4 5
olmadifim ifade eder.
16 | Ben gocukla konugurken/etkilegimde 0 1 2 3 4 5
bulunurken hayal kinkhifin géstermek igin
bana gbz devirir.
17 | Benden yardim istemesi igin gocugu tegvik 0 1 2 3 4 E
eder.
78 | Ebeveynlik  konusunda bana  fikirlerimi| O 1 2 3 4 5
sorar.
79 [ Cocukla vakil gogemem Konusunda cosarctmi 0 1 2 3 a 3
|| Jorar
20 eyl 0 1 2 3 4 5
27 [ Yaplifam sey ST, oo °© 1 2 3 4 5
e <L
22| (o nasl; ey y = 0 1 2 3 4 5
kurallar kovar.
|—
23| (oo eC or bulur. 0 1 2 3 4 5
24 | Cocuk takimuyia @l Emeniadigim goeevien 0 1 2 3 7 ) 3
_-mwﬁ'%“_
| GOCuKla QoK Ty Tyorsun
25 | “Tegekkir ederim”, ya da “Ailemizle ilgilenmen 0 1 2 3 4 5
beni gok mutlu ediyor.” gibi olumiu geyler
26 | Locukia son anne soyier. 0 1 2 3 4 5
727 | Bir Cocveymiik gorevins Tamammians Konusunda 0 1 2 3 a 3
gocuumun annesi beni destekler (Gm: yemek
|| yedinnek temizlik disiplin).
| 28 | g sy ylex. 0 1 2 3 4 S
29 | Cocukla  clkileyimde . bulunma  sIn@m | 0 1 2 3 4 3
- wmmmi koyar.
30 | Lo m U eyl 0 1 2 3 4 S
u&ia,
31| (oo annesy A . 0 1 2 3 4 5
32 | Cocukla Kurdugum cileyimien denetler. 0 1 2 3 a 3
-
33 ic I 0 1 2 3 4 5
bile) destekliyormug gibi davranr.
e
34 n 0 1 2 3 4 5
|| Gunl vb.) cocukla beraber kutlar.
35| Lee m <1 0 1 2 3 4 5
—
36 Igare J 0 1 2 3 4 5
alar.
—
37 (OCER - gy 0 1 2 3 4 5
— 3
38 %5%5 ocevienine  Kalilma  qabany 0 1 2 3 4 5
destekler.
.
39 | Locuga ebevey yapma c 0 1 2 3 4 5
G o e
40 0 1 2 3 4 S
Ll Gl

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

Frontiers in Psychology 15

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1474556
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org

Ergin and Demirbas

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 Tiirkiye. English version of the scale is shown in Figure 3. Turkish
versions of the scales is shown in Figures 4, 5.
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