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Aim of this study is to validate the Italian version of the Parenting Alliance Measure (PAM). Par-
ticipants were 350 mothers and 350 fathers of children (49.3% girls) aged 1-15 years. Confirmatory 
factor analyses were performed to individuate the dimensionality of Italian PAM. The scale’s internal 
consistency and invariance over mothers and fathers were examined. The scale’s concurrent validity 
was explored by investigating the associations of PAM dimensions with parenting stress and children’s 
internalizing and externalizing behaviors. In a subsample of 175 couples of parents we also explored 
the associations among PAM dimensions with marital adjustment. A 2-factor structure model was the 
most effective PAM structure for both mothers and fathers. This solution obtained the partial scalar in-
variance over mothers and fathers and internal validity of the scale was confirmed. The dimension 
Communication and Team Work was the most associated with all the other variables in the expected 
directions, for both parents. 

Key words: Parenting alliance measure; Italian validation; Marital adjustment; Parenting stress; Child 
adjustment. 

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Elena Camisasca, Faculty of Psychology, e-Campus Uni-
versity, Via Isimbardi 10, 22060 Novedrate (CO), Italy. Email: elena.camisasca@uniecampus.it 

Theoretical and clinical work has highlighted the importance of coparenting in the family 

structure. Coparenting is the component of marital relationships that pertains specifically to par-

enting together, and it is through this relationship that parents negotiate their respective roles, re-

sponsibilities, and contributions to their children (Margolin, Gordis, & John, 2001; McHale, Kuer-

sten-Hogan, Lauretti, & Rasmussen, 2000). From a family systems theory perspective (Minuchin, 

1985; von Bertalanffy, 1968), the coparenting relationship represents a unique subsystem within 

the family in which the quality of the marital relationship interfaces with how mothers and fa-

thers coordinate their efforts to deal with issues related to childrearing. Specifically, coparenting 

is viewed as an extension of the marital relationship that involves transactions with a third indi-

vidual, namely the child (Lindsey, Caldera, & Colwell, 2005).  
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Although coparenting was first discussed in the context of post-divorce couples continu-

ing to coordinate their parenting (Ahrons, 1981; Camisasca, 2013), more recently it has been rec-

ognized as also playing a significant role in intact two-parent family systems (Gasper, Stolberg, 

Macie, & Williams, 2008; Margolin et al., 2001). Coparenting is conceptualized as a broad con-

struct composed of several factors including: supportive or hostile-competitive dimensions, as 

well as discrepancies in parental involvement (Belsky, Putnam, & Crnic, 1996; McHale, 1995, 

1997), triangulation (Margolin et al., 2001; McHale, 2007), and parents’ perceptions of their par-

enting alliance (Abidin, 1992; Cohen & Weissman, 1984; Floyd, Gilliom, & Costigan, 1998; Ko-

nold & Abidin, 2001). Parenting alliance, in particular, has been one of the most widely used op-

erationalizations of coparenting, and according to Weissman and Cohen (1985), a sound copar-

enting alliance includes the following four characteristics: a) both parents’ investment in the 

child; b) valuing each other’s involvement with the child; c) respect for each other’s judgment 

about child rearing, and d) having a desire to communicate child-related information. 

 

 

THE PARENTING ALLIANCE MEASURE 

 

Based on Weissman and Cohen (1985), Abidin and Brunner (1995) developed the Par-

enting Alliance Inventory (PAI), which was later refined into the Parenting Alliance Measure 

(PAM; Abidin & Konold, 1999). According to Abidin and Konold, this measure is potentially in-

fluential in joint custody decisions, clinical work with families, and research investigating the de-

terminants of parenting behavior and the effects of such behavior on child outcomes. 

The PAM is a 20-item self-report instrument used with parents of children aging from 1 

to 19 years. All items are measured on a 5-point rating scale (see the Measure section), with 

higher scores reflecting stronger coparental alliance. In a first study, relying on a series of ex-

ploratory factor analyses on mothers and fathers (n = 1.224), Abidin and Konold (1999) found a 

differentiated 2-factor model and a broad 1-factor alliance measure. The composition of the 2-

factor solution differed somewhat in terms of item content for mothers and fathers. More pre-

cisely, the first factor was named Communication and Team Work for both mothers and fathers. 

This factor reflected a sense of cooperation with the other parent and agreement concerning dis-

cipline goals for the child. For the mothers, this factor was dominant because it was loaded by 17 

items, while for the fathers this factor was loaded by only 11 items. The second factor was named 

Feels respected by other parent (three items) for mothers, and Respects other parent (nine items) 

for fathers. Specifically, for the mothers this factor was characterized by perceived feelings of re-

spect (as a parent) from the child’s other parent. For the fathers, this factor reflected the degree to 

which the respondent respected the commitment and the judgment of the other parent with regard 

to the child’s care. 

In order to further investigate whether the PAM measures the same constructs for mothers 

and fathers, the number of factors being measured, and whether the factor structure is invariant 

across samples of mothers and fathers, Konold and Abidin (2001) conducted a second study on the 

data from the same sample from Abidin and Konold (1999). In this study, confirmatory factor 

analyses (CFAs) and multigroup confirmatory factor analyses were performed to better examine 

the dimensionality of the PAM measure by formally comparing the 1-factor and the 2-factor solu-

tions, and to test whether PAM assesses the same constructs for both parents by performing a test 
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of the measure invariance across groups of mothers and fathers. The formal comparison between 

the 1- and 2-factor solutions provided evidence in favor of the less parsimonious 2-factor model. 

Furthermore, the examination of the factor loadings confirmed that PAM measured the same di-

mensions for mothers and fathers, in similar ways. More precisely, the first factor to be identified 

represented for both mothers and fathers the parent’s perception of the quality of their alliance 

with regard to communication and cooperation. This factor was named Communication and Team 

Work. The second factor that emerged assessed for both parents the belief that they were respected 

by the other parent for his/her parenting abilities. This factor was named Respect. 

 

 

PARENTING ALLIANCE AS A LINKING MECHANISM BETWEEN MARITAL QUALITY 

AND PARENT-CHILD RELATIONSHIP 

 

The literature has consistently shown the existence of a significant relation between marital 

functioning and parent-child relationships. Some authors (Easterbrooks & Emde, 1988; Erel & 

Burman, 1995) developed a spillover hypothesis in order to explain this association by suggesting 

that within families, relevant relationship aspects, such as the emotions or behavior, can be trans-

ferred from a relationship to another, for example from the marital relationship to the parent-child 

relationship. This hypothesis assumes that parents experiencing deteriorated marital relationships 

may show dysfunctional parenting to a greater degree than parents with a satisfactory marital rela-

tionships, because of a spillover of the couple’s overall distress (Emery, Hetherington, & DiLalla, 

1984). Several studies have found that marital satisfaction affects the quality of the caregiver-child 

relationship in terms of parental investment, responsivity, and reduced hostility (Castellano, Velotti, 

Crowell, & Zavattini, 2013; Cox, Owen, Lewis, & Henderson, 1989; Floyd et al., 1998; Lubrano 

Lavadera, Malagoli Togliatti, & Di Benedetto, 2011; Sturge-Apple, Davies, & Cummings, 2006). 

Inversely, marital conflict has been found to be associated with parents’ withdrawal from the par-

enting role and with parents’ engagement in dysfunctional interactions with the child, characterized 

by permissiveness, hostility, and tension (Almeida, Wethington, & Chandler, 1999; Fauchier & 

Margolin, 2004; Kerig, Cowan, & Cowan, 1993; Krishnakumar & Buehler, 2000; Margolin, Gordis, 

& Oliver, 2004; Olivari, Tagliabue, & Confalonieri, 2013). Other studies (Muslow, Caldera, Pursley, 

Reifman, & Huston, 2002; Wieland & Baker, 2010) have also shown that a couple’s relationship 

characterized by warmth, complicity, and emotional support ensures that the parents can address the 

parenting tasks with lower levels of parenting stress, namely with lower levels of discrepancy be-

tween the resources that the parent believes to have and the objective requirements requested by 

her/his role (Abidin, 1995; Camisasca, Miragoli, & Di Blasio, 2014; Deater-Deckard, 2004). 

Recently, in the research on the mechanisms through which dysfunctional relationships in 

the marital dyad can affect parenting, scholars have identified the coparenting alliance as an im-

portant aspect of the interparental relationships able to explain the effects of the marital function-

ing on the parent-child relationship (Bonds & Gondoli, 2007; Floyd et al., 1998; Frosch, Man-

gelsdorf, & McHale, 2000; Ippolito Morrill, Hines, Mahmood, & Cordova, 2010; Margolin et al., 

2001; McHale & Rasmussen, 1998). Therefore, the parenting alliance represents a point of inter-

section between two family subsystems: the marital system and the parent-child relationships 

(Lindsey et al., 2005).  
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In literature, the coparenting alliance is considered to be the proximal determinant of the 

quality of parenting experiences, even more relevant than other features of marriage, and it has 

been suggested that the parenting alliance mediates the effects of the general marital quality on 

the parenting experiences. Several empirical studies have outlined that any direct effect between 

marriages and parenting decreases or disappears after accounting for the mediating effect of the 

parenting alliance (Bonds & Gondoli, 2007; Floyd et al., 1998; Ippolito Morrill et al., 2010; Mar-

golin et al., 2001). The dimensions of parenting that were investigated in these studies included 

parenting practices (Ippolito Morrill et al., 2010; Margolin et al., 2001), parenting stress (Margo-

lin et al., 2001), perceived parenting competence (Floyd et al., 1998), and maternal warmth 

(Bonds & Gondoli, 2007). Specifically, in a cross-sectional study conducted on both parents of 

preschool children, Margolin and colleagues (2001) examined the mediational effects of copar-

enting — represented by the dimensions of cooperation, triangulation, and conflict — on the rela-

tionships among marital conflict, parenting practices, and parenting stress. Results showed that 

coparenting works as a link in the relation between marital conflict and parenting, both for moth-

ers and fathers. The data were consistent with a mediational model, indicating that coparenting is 

an important mechanism via which marital relationships affect parent-child relationships. In a 

longitudinal study on a sample of married and cohabiting parents of school-age children with 

mental retardation (Floyd et al., 1998) the parenting alliance was found to mediate the effects of 

quality of marriage on parenting experiences in terms of perceived parenting competence and 

negative parent-child interactions. In another longitudinal study on mothers and fathers of pre-

adolescents, Ippolito Morrill and colleagues further confirmed that parenting alliance is a media-

tor of the relationship between marital health and parenting practices. Finally, in a sample of 

mothers of adolescents, Bonds and Gondoli showed that the parenting alliance — characterized 

by good team work, mutual support, and consistent perception of the child — mediates the rela-

tionship between marital adjustment and maternal warmth.  

In summary, findings from these studies suggest that positive marital relationships set the 

stage for a solid parenting alliance that facilitates the positive parent-child interactions. 

 

 

PARENTING ALLIANCE AND CHILD ADJUSTMENT 

 

Parents’ ability to work together as partners (in contrast to being adversaries) also plays a 

relevant role in promoting the child’s social competence and a positive psychological adjustment. 

Specifically, according to Shoppe-Sullivan and Mangelsdorf (2013) and LeRoy, Mahoney, 

Pargament, and DeMaris (2013) supportive (warm and cooperative) and undermining (hostile, 

critical, and competitive) behaviors between parents are important facets of the coparenting rela-

tionship associated to the quality of the child’s socio-emotional adjustment in different develop-

mental stages. In order to explain the impact of coparenting alliance or disagreement on the 

child’s development, it has been suggested that a solid parental alliance provides a foundation of 

consistency and support within the coparental system that promotes the child’s emotional secu-

rity. In turn, this security favors the child’s adjustment because it allows the child to regulate 

her/his own emotions and behaviors (Favez et al., 2006; McHale & Rasmussen, 1998). On the 

other hand, high levels of hostile-competitive coparenting — for instance when one parent un-

dermines the individual parenting practices of the other parent by criticizing her/his response to 
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the child’s behavior or by reacting differently to the child — are likely to cause distress, uncer-

tainty, and hypervigilance in the child. As a consequence, heightened negative emotional arousal 

may interfere with the child’s abilities to modulate emotions and behaviors effectively (Camis-

asca, Miragoli, & Di Blasio, 2013; Davies & Cummings, 1994; McHale, Kuersten, & Lauretti, 

1996; McHale & Rasmussen, 1998). Furthermore, according to the social learning theory (Ban-

dura, 1973), the child that is exposed to observing parents engaging in hostile or aggressive be-

haviors, is likely to learn and imitate parents’ disruptive behaviors (Katz & Gottman, 1991). Most 

of the research on this topic has preferentially investigated toddlers, preschoolers and schoolage 

children and their parents, while only few studies have examined infants and adolescents (Baril, 

Crouter, & McHale, 2007; Feinberg, Kan, & Hetherington, 2007; LeRoy et al., 2013; Teubert & 

Pinquart, 2010). Altogether, empirical evidence from studies suggests that the coparenting alli-

ance is relevant for the child’s social competence (Brody, Flor, & Neubaum, 1998; McHale & 

Rasmussen, 1998), self-regulation (Brody & Flor, 1996; Karreman, van Tuijl, van Aken, & Deković, 

2008), behavioral inhibition (Belsky et al., 1996), attachment (Brown, Schoppe-Sullivan, Mangels-

dorf, & Neff, 2010), externalizing (Feinberg et al., 2007; Jones, Shaffer, Forehand, Brody, & Ar-

mistead, 2003; Schoppe, Mangelsdorf, & Frosch, 2001; Schoppe-Sullivan, Weldon, Cook, Davis, 

& Buckley, 2009; Westerman & Massoff, 2001) and internalizing behaviors (Jones et al., 2003; 

Katz & Low, 2004; Kolak & Vernon-Feagans, 2008; McHale, Rao, & Krasnow, 2000; Teubert & 

Pinquart, 2010; Westerman & Massoff, 2001). With regard to the associations between copar-

enting and infant adjustment, in a recent study, Le Roy and colleagues (2013) examined the lon-

gitudinal links between parents’ perceptions of coparenting support and undermining by spouse 

at six months postpartum and infant behavior problems at the age of 12 months. Results from this 

study indicate that higher levels of maternal undermining at the age of six months as reported by 

fathers were linked to greater behavior problems when the infant was 12 months. Furthermore, 

coparenting conflict during the child’s infancy predicted higher preschool teacher ratings of child 

aggression at the age of four years (McHale & Rasmussen, 1998). Accordingly, in another study 

(Schoppe et al., 2001), levels of parental cooperation in families of three-year-old children were 

shown to be negatively associated to the child’s levels of externalizing symptoms at four years of 

age. In a more recent study, authors (Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2009) found that supportive copar-

enting behavior moderated the longitudinal relations between preschoolers’ effortful control and 

mothers and teachers’ reports of externalizing behavior of the child. In a similar view, Katz and 

Low (2004) outlined that between parents of preschoolers, hostile coparenting relationships me-

diated the association between marital violence and child’s anxiety and depression. Lastly, trian-

gulation, that is the extent to which one parent attempts to align with the child against the other 

parent, assessed when the child is two years old was found to predict the child’s internalizing 

symptoms five years later (Jacobvitz, Hazen, Curran, & Hitchens, 2004). 

Literature has provided evidence that coparenting is an important factor also in the life of 

school-age children. In their work, Westerman and Massoff (2001) found that mothers’ disagreement 

with fathers was significantly related to the child’s functioning (higher paternal reports of both 

externalizing and internalizing problems and higher teacher reports of externalizing problems). In 

addition, Jones et al. (2003) showed a concurrent and longitudinal relation between coparenting 

conflict and internalizing as well as externalizing symptoms in school-age children. Also in ado-

lescence, some studies have shown that the degree of coparenting conflict and triangulation can 

influence adolescents’ adjustment. In this vein, one study (Baril et al., 2007) outlined that high 
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levels of conflict between parents predict adolescent risk behavior at a one year follow-up. In an-

other longitudinal study, coparenting conflict forecasts an increase in adolescent antisocial behav-

ior (Feinberg et al., 2007), while in a more recent study triangulation was longitudinally associ-

ated with internalizing problems of adolescents (Buehler & Welsh, 2009). 

 

 

AIM OF THE STUDY 

 

As our first objective, we aimed to examine the factor structure of the Italian version of 

the PAM in a sample of mothers and fathers of children aged 1-15 years. Confirmatory factor 

analyses were performed, in which two alternative factor models were compared: a 1-factor 

model and the 2-factor model (Communication and Team Work and Respect) that was proposed 

by Konold and Abidin (2001).  

Secondly, we tested the invariance of the measure for mothers and fathers, as well as the 

scale internal validity.  

Lastly, as our third objective we aimed to explore the concurrent validity of the Italian 

PAM with reference to marital adjustment, parenting stress, and childrens’ internalizing and ex-

ternalizing behaviors. Higher levels of parenting alliance were expected to be associated posi-

tively to marital adjustment and negatively to parenting stress and also to child’s internalizing 

and externalizing behaviors. 

 

 

METHOD 

 

Participants 

 

Participants were 350 Italian mothers and 350 fathers of children (49.3% girls) aged 1-15 

years (M = 83.09, SD = 39.04). The mothers averaged 39.16 years of age (SD = 4.95), and the fa-

thers averaged 41.78 years of age (SD = 5.55). Participating parents were required to be married or 

cohabiting together with the focal child. All mothers and fathers were the biological parents of the 

children. The children were noted as being the only child (30.7%), the first-born (30.1%), the sec-

ond-born (30.1%), and the third or fourth-born (9.1%). We asked for participants’ qualifications and 

jobs in order to assess their SES: 25% of participants were from middle-low class, 47% from middle 

class, and 28% from middle-upper class. The majority of the parents were highly educated (26.8% of 

the mothers and 30.7% of the fathers had a university education) and worked outside the home. 

 

 

Procedure 

 

Families were recruited through a network of daycare centers, preschools, primary and 

secondary schools located in Milan and in the Province of Milan. The participating centers and 

schools were recruited through a standard procedure that included introductory meetings with 

principals and letters to the pupils and children’s parents describing the goals and procedures of 

the study.  
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Initially we approached 474 Italian mother and father dyads and only 350 dyads of mar-

ried or cohabitant parents agreed to participate in this study (refusal rate: 26.2%). These parents 

signed consent forms that described the project and its goals, the voluntary nature of participa-

tion, and the confidentiality of the data collected. Packets consisting of self-report measures (see 

the Measures section) were delivered to parents. For the whole sample the packets included the 

Italian versions of the Parenting Alliance Measure, the Parenting Stress Index Short Form, and 

the Child Behavior CheckList, and for a subgroup of 175 mothers and fathers they included also 

the Dyadic Adjustment Scale. Measures were accompanied by a letter describing the modalities 

for their self-administering, in which mothers and fathers were asked to fill in the forms inde-

pendently, without sharing their answers, and to return all the questionnaires by the next two 

months to the schools.  

All the parents accepting to participate in the study returned the filled in measures by the 

due time. 

 

 

Measures 

 

Parenting Alliance Measure (PAM; Abidin & Konold, 1999) is a self-report measure as-

sessing the degree to which parents believe they have a sound parenting relationship with their 

child’s other parent. PAM consists of 20 items that can be responded independently by either 

mothers or fathers of children from 1 to 19 years old. The item response scale is a 5-point Likert 

scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), with higher scores reflecting stronger 

coparental alliance. PAM was developed by Abidin and Konold on the basis of Weissman and 

Cohen’s (1985) four characteristics of a sound parenting alliance (see the introduction). PAM has 

been normed over large samples in the North American population, and has been found to meas-

ure the same factors for fathers and mothers (Konold & Abidin, 2001). In the original validations 

sample, the internal consistency of PAM was high: alpha = .97 for mothers, alpha = .96 for fa-

thers, and alpha = .97 for a combined sample (Abidin & Konold, 1999). The Italian version of the 

PAM was translated from the Parenting Alliance Measure by Abidin and Konold with the special 

permission of the publisher, Psychological Assessment Resources, PAR, Inc. The Italian version 

of PAM was translated by two independent translators. The translation was also verified through 

back-translation procedure that was checked by Abidin. It was ensured that the meaning and 

phraseology of the original PAM was retained in the Italian version. 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; Spanier, 1976; Italian validation by Gentili, Contreras, 

Cassaniti, & D’Arista, 2002) is a widely used 32-item self-report measure assessing the quality of 

the marital relationship. This scale consists of 32 items clustered in four subscales: 1) dyadic con-

sensus (13 items), measuring the degree to which the couple agrees on matters of importance to the 

relationship (e.g., religion, recreation, friends, household tasks, and time spent together); 2) dyadic 

satisfaction (10 items), which evaluates the degree to which the couple is satisfied with their rela-

tionship, as expressed in the frequency of positive interactions, quarrels and discussions of separa-

tion; 3) affectional expression (four items), which evaluates the degree of demonstrations of affec-

tion, and the frequency of disagreements about expressed levels of affection and sex; 4) dyadic co-

hesion (five items), which assesses the degree of closeness and the frequency of shared activities 

that are experienced by the couple. Items’ ratings vary with rating of agreements ranging from 0 
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(always disagree) to 5 (always agree), rating of frequency from 0 (all the time) to 5 (never), or from 

0 (none) to 4 (all), dichotomous ratings ranging from 0 (yes) to 1 (no), and qualitative ratings rang-

ing from 0 (extremely unhappy) to 6 (perfect). The 32 items are summed to create a total score 

ranging from 0 to 151, with higher scores indicating better marital adjustment. The values of inter-

nal consistency of the Italian validation of the DAS (Gentili et al., 2002) correspond to: alpha = .93 

for the total adjustment; alpha = .89 for the dyadic consensus; alpha = .87 for the dyadic satisfac-

tion; alpha =.63 for the affective expression; alpha = .78 for the dyadic cohesion. In our sample al-

phas were as follows: alpha = .90 for the total adjustment (alpha = .90 for both mothers and fa-

thers); alphas = .86 (mothers) and .87 (fathers) for the dyadic consensus; alphas = .73 (mothers) and 

.71 (fathers) for the dyadic satisfaction; alphas = .69 (mothers) and .72 (fathers) for the affective 

expression; alphas = .80 (mothers) and .76 (fathers) for the dyadic cohesion. 

Parenting Stress Index Short Form (PSI-SF; Abidin, 1995; Italian validation by Guarino, 

Di Blasio, D’Alessio, Camisasca, & Serantoni, 2008) is a self-report measure consisting of 36-

items and assessing parenting stress. The measure can be answered by each of the parents inde-

pendently. The items are rated on a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly 

disagree), and are organized in three subscales: parental distress (PD), 12 items; difficult child 

(DC), 12 items; and parent-child dysfunctional interaction (P-CDI), 12 items. The PD subscale 

focuses on the sense of competence/incompetence in rearing the child, conflict with the partner, 

lack of social support, and stress associated with the restrictions deriving from the parenting role. 

The DC subscale focuses on the parent’s perception of the child in terms of temperament, re-

questing and provoking behaviors, and noncollaborative and demanding behaviors. Finally, the 

P-CDI subscale measures the parent’s perceptions of the emotional quality of her/his relationship 

with the child, that is, whether the child meets the parent’s expectations and if the interactions be-

tween the parent and the child are reinforcing. The sum of the scores of the three subscales (PD + 

P-CDI + DC) enables to obtain the value of total stress, which gives an indication of the overall 

level of the specific parental stress, not deriving from other roles or other events. The values of 

internal consistency of the Italian validation of the PSI-SF (Guarino et al., 2008) correspond to 

alpha = .91 for the Total Stress scale; alpha = .91 for the PD subscale; alpha = .95 for the P-CDI 

subscale; alpha = .90 for the DC subscale. Alphas in our sample for the Total Stress Scale were .90 

for mothers and .91 for fathers. 

Child Behavior CheckList (CBCL; CBCL 1½-5 and 4-18; Achenbach & Rescorla, 2000, 

2001; Italian version by Frigerio, 2001a, 2001b) is one of the most extensively used measures of 

children’s internalizing and externalizing problems. The 113 items of this scale describe possible 

child problem behaviors and are rated on a 3-point scale for the target child: 0 (not true), 1 

(sometimes or somewhat true), and 2 (very or often true). Child’s problems as assessed by the 

CBCL are clustered in the two broader categories of externalizing and internalizing problems. 

Two equivalent versions of this scale were provided by Achenbach and Rescorla for two different 

age-samples: the CBCL 1½-5 for children from 1.5 to 5 years, and the CBCL 4-18 for children 

from 4 to 18 years. Both the versions of this scale have been used in the current study, according 

to the age of the child about which the parents filled in the measure. Achenbach and Rescorla re-

ported a scale mean test-retest reliability of .87, as well as evidence for content and criterion-

related validity with samples similar to the current one. In our sample, alpha coefficients were .83 

for mothers and .89 for fathers’ perceptions of internalizing problems; and .84 for mothers and 

.90 for fathers’ perceptions of externalizing problems. 
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Strategy of Analysis 

 

Confirmatory factor analyses (Mplus 7.0; Muthén & Muthén, 1998/2007) were per-

formed in order to test the dimensionality of the PAM. According to the indications from the 

original validation study (Abidin & Konold, 1999; Konold & Abidin, 2001), the factor structure 

of PAM was investigated separately in the mothers and fathers groups, and the subsequent analy-

ses were performed in the separate groups of mothers and fathers as well.  

In performing the CFAs, the robust method of maximum likelihood estimation (MLR estima-

tion) was employed, in order to control for the non-normality of the variable distributions (see Table 1). 

Goodness of fit of the tested models was mainly evaluated by considering the chi-square, which 

estimates the extent to which the estimated covariance structure is different from the observed co-

variance structure. Chi-square needs to be non-significant (p > .05) for models with an adequate fit. 

The chi-square index is very sensitive to the sample size, becoming significant with larger samples. 

The comparative fit index (CFI) was, therefore, also used. CFI compares the model fit with that of a 

null model that assumes the independence of the variables in the model. This index evaluates the ad-

aptation of the estimated model to the observed data, and its recommended cutoff is .90 (Bollen, 

1989) or .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1998). The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and the 

standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) index were computed in order to estimate the residu-

als not explained by the model. Values of the RMSEA and SRMR are acceptable when equal to or 

less than .08; for models with a good fit, RMSEA and SRMR should be equal to or lower than .05. 

 
TABLE 1 

Descriptive statistics about the items (M, SD, Skewness and Kurtosis) 

 

 Mothers   Fathers 

 M (SD) Skewness Kurtosis  M (SD) Skewness Kurtosis 

Item 1 3.95 (1.03) −1.14 .87  3.87 (1.11) −1.06 .29 

Item 2 4.27 (0.75) −1.22 2.26  4.17 (0.79) −.98 1.76 

Item 3 4.14 (0.84) −1.16 1.77  4.19 (0.72) −1.09 2.52 

Item 4 4.17 (0.76) −.90 1.23  4.23 (0.73) −1.01 1.74 

Item 5 4.43 (0.71) −1.26 1.61  4.63 (0.60) −2.35 4.54 

Item 6 3.61 (1.16) −.76 −.23  3.60 (1.06) −.75 −.03 

Item 7 4.33 (0.73) −1.03 1.21  4.56 (0.60) −1.61 4.86 

Item 8 4.05 (0.83) −.78 .59  4.20 (0.73) −.73 .43 

Item 9 4.48 (0.70) −1.71 4.22  4.44 (0.64) −1.24 3.11 

Item 10 4.21 (0.74) −.72 .70  4.46 (0.62) −.92 .92 

Item 11 4.18 (0.79) −.97 1.43  4.29 (0.64) −.55 .26 

Item 12 4.22 (0.80) −1.06 1.65  4.23 (0.72) −.75 1.29 

Item 13 4.44 (0.67) −1.15 2.62  4.63 (0.53) −1.08 .86 

Item 14 4.08 (0.83) −.94 1.35  4.44 (0.69) −1.41 3.36 

Item 15 3.90 (0.88) −.46 −.19  4.11 (0.83) −.66 .20 

Item 16 3.84 (0.88) −.52 −.11  4.04 (0.84) −.82 .68 

Item 17 3.77 (0.91) −.66 .18  3.86 (0.84) −.53 .01 

Item 18 4.21 (0.72) −.94 2.34  4.36 (0.67) −1.05 1.75 

Item 19 4.09 (0.80) −.93 1.52  4.08 (0.82) −.98 1.80 

Item 20 4.33 (0.74) −.92 .72  4.41 (0.66) −1.05 1.40 
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Alternative non-nested models were compared by considering the Akaike information 

criterion (AIC; Akaike, 1974) and the Bayesian information criterion (BIC; Schwarz, 1978). For 

both AIC and BIC, the model with the smaller index is the model fitting the data better. Nested 

models were compared by performing a formal test of the chi-square difference. Because the 

usual chi-square difference test cannot be performed with the robust chi-square indices obtained 

when testing models with the MLR estimator, the chi-square difference test was performed by 

using the corrected formula for the robust chi-square test that was provided by Satorra (2000). 

The best fitting models were accepted for further analyses. Cronbach’s alpha indices, mean inter-

item correlations, and range-corrected item-total correlations (the correlation between an item 

and the scale score without that item) were computed for the final model emerged in the CFAs. 

We also aimed to test the internal consistency of the Italian version of PAM. Therefore, Pearson 

correlation indices were computed and regression analyses were performed in order to explore 

the associations among parenting alliance, marital adjustment, parenting stress, and children’s in-

ternalizing and externalizing behaviors. 

 

 

RESULTS 

 

Study Sample 

 

Three hundred and fifty mothers and 350 fathers were asked to complete: the Parenting 

Alliance Measure (PAM), the Parenting Stress Index Short Form (PSI-SF), and the Child Behav-

ior CheckList (CBCL). To a subgroup of 175 mothers and 175 fathers we also administered the 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS). Differently from mothers who filled out all the measures ad-

ministered, nine fathers did not fill out the PAM (N = 341), 11 fathers did not complete the PSI 

(N = 339) and two fathers the DAS (N = 173). 

 

 

Confirmatory Factor Analyses 

 

In order to examine the dimensionality of PAM (Abidin & Konold, 1999) we compared 

the fit indices of two CFA models: a first model in which the subscale scores were specified as 

loading a unique factor; a second CFA model in which the subscale scores were loading the 2-

factor model found by Konold and Abidin (2001) in which the items were loading the same fac-

tors in the groups of mothers and fathers.  

Mothers. In the mothers group, the fit of the 1-factor model was poor: χ
2
(170) = 741.04, p 

< .001; CFI = .79; RMSEA = .098; SRMR = .070; AIC = 14127.04; BIC = 14358.52. The 2-

factor model obtained smaller AIC and BIC indices than the 1-factor model, thus fitting the data 

better, but even if the fit indices were also better in comparison to the 1-factor solution, the fit 

was still nonadequate: χ
2
(169) = 662.44, p < .001; CFI = .81; RMSEA = .091; SRMR = .067; 

AIC = 14016.99; BIC = 14252.32. The examination of the item loadings showed that in both the 

1-factor and the 2-factor solutions the loading of item 1 was lower than .30 among mothers (.24) 

and fathers (.10; see below) as well, thus this item was removed from models in both the groups. 

The 2-factor solution without item 1 showed a better fit, with smaller AIC and BIC indices than 
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the previous model, but the fit indices were still non-adequate: χ
2
(151) = 607.06, p < .001; CFI = 

.82; RMSEA = .093; SRMR = .066; AIC = 13016.41; BIC = 13240.17. Therefore, because in the 

original validation study (Konold & Abidin, 2001) the 2-factor model obtaining acceptable fit in-

dices included four freed item error covariances, based on indications from Modification Indices 

and substantive considerations from the item contents, we also freed six item error covariances 

(three of them overlapped with the error covariances freed in Konold and Abidin). Specifically, 

we freed the error covariances between items 3 and 4, items 7 and 10, items 8 and 17 (freed also 

in Konold and Abidin), items 15 and 16 (freed also in Konold and Abidin), items 5 and 7 (freed 

also by Konold and Abidin), and items 13 and 17. The item error covariances were freed one by 

one, and each of these model modifications produced a significant improvement of the model fit, 

in comparison to the previous model fit, when tested by means of the Satorra robust chi-square 

difference test. The fit indices of all these models are displayed in Table 2. The fit of the final 2-

factor model without item 1 and including the six freed item covariances was adequate: χ
2
(145) = 

357.47, p < .001; CFI = .92; RMSEA = .065; SRMR = .054; AIC = 12699.38; BIC = 12946.284. 

Thus, this 2-factor model (Figure 1) was retained as the best model. 

 
TABLE 2 

Fit statistics of the confirmatory factor analyses in the mother group 

 

Model 
χ

2 
(df )  
p 

CFI RMSEA SRMR AIC BIC 

χ
2
 difference 

test  

(df = 1) against 

the previous 

nested model 

p 

1 1-factor  741.04 (170) 

< .001 

.79 .098 .070 14127.04 14358.52 − 

2 2-factor  662.44 (169) 

< .001 

.81 .091 .067 14016.99 14252.32 − 

3 2-factor  

19 items * 

607.06 (151) 

< .001 

.82 .093 .066 13016.41 13240.17 − 

4 2-factor  

19 items.  

One free error 

covariance item: 

3-4 

553.85 (150) 

< .001 

.84 .088 .065 12946.23 13173.86 33.44  

< .001 

5 2-factor  

19 items.  

Two free error 

covariances items: 

3-4, 7-10 

504.45 (149) 

< .001 

.86 .083 .061 12884.61 13116.09 50.49  

< .001 

6 2-factor  

19 items.  

Three free error 

covariances items: 

3-4, 7-10, 8-17 

466.79 (148) 

< .001 

.88 .078 .060 12836.31 13071.64 27.37  

< .001 

(table 2 continues) 
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Table 2 (continued) 

Model 
χ

2 
(df )  
p 

CFI RMSEA SRMR AIC BIC 

χ
2
 difference 

test  

(df = 1) against 

the previous 

nested model 

p 

7 2-factor  

19 items. 

Four free error 

covariances items: 

3-4, 7-10, 

8-17, 15-16 

393.37 (147) 

< .001 

.90 .069 .056 12739.74 12978.94 34.83  

< .001 

8 2-factor  

19 items.  

Five free error  

covariances items: 

3-4, 7-10,  

8-17, 15-16, 

5-7 

372.95 (146) 

< .001 

.91 .067 .054 12715.83 12958.88 21.27  

< .001 

9 2-factor  

19 items. 

Six free error  

covariances items: 

3-4, 7-10,  

8-17, 15-16, 

5-7, 13-17 

357.47 (145) 

< .001 

.92 .065 .054 12699.38 12946.28 24.50  

< .001 

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root mean square residual; 

AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion.   
* 2-factor solution without item 1. 

 

 

Fathers. As for the mothers, in the group of fathers the 1-factor solution (also including 

item 1) had a poor fit: χ
2
(170) = 604.55, p < .001; CFI = .77; RMSEA = .087; SRMR = .070; AIC 

= 12877.25; BIC = 13106.99. The 2-factor solution (also including item 1) fitted the data better 

than the 1-factor structure by showing smaller AIC and BIC indices, but the fit indices were still 

nonadequate: χ
2
(169) = 538.94, p < .001; CFI = .81; RMSEA = .080; SRMR = .065; AIC = 

12772.99; BIC = 13006.56. Likewise for the mothers group, we removed item 1 from the model 

because of its low loading value (.10), and this model fitted the data slightly better than the pre-

vious model, as showed by the smaller AIC and BIC indices, but its fit was still nonadequate: 

χ
2
(151) = 498.54, p < .001; CFI = .81; RMSEA = .082; SRMR = .067; AIC = 11730.20; BIC = 

11952.28. Therefore, according to the procedure by Konold and Abidin (2001), based on the 

Modification Indices indications and the substantive assumptions from the item contents, we 

freed one by one 5-item covariances (two of them overlapped with the ones freed in Konold and 

Abidin), by producing significant improvements of the models at the chi square difference test 

(Table 3). The freed error covariances involved the following items: items 3 and 4, items 3 and 8, 

items 5 and 7 (freed also in Konold and Abidin), items 7 and 13, and items 15 and 16 (freed also 

in Konold and Abidin). The fit indices of all the tested models for the father groups are reported 

in Table 3. The model without item 1 and including the five freed item error covariances fitted 
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the data adequately: χ
2
(146) = 297.58, p < .001; CFI = .92; RMSEA = .055; SRMR = .055; AIC = 

11423.75; BIC = 11664.97, and was retained as the final model (Figure 1). 

 
TABLE 3 

Fit statistics of the confirmatory factor analyses in the father group 

 

Model 
χ

2 
(df ) 
p 

CFI RMSEA SRMR AIC BIC 

χ
2
 difference test  

(df =1) 

against the 

previous nested 

model 

p 

1 1-factor  604.55 (170)  

< .001 

.77 .087 .070 12877.25 13106.99 − 

2 2-factor  538.94 (169) 

< .001 

.81 .080 .065 12772.99 13006.56 − 

3 2-factor  

19 items * 

498.54 (151) 

< .001 

.81 .082 .067 11730.20 11952.28 − 

4 2-factor  

19 items.  

One free error 

covariance 

item: 3-4 

446.61 (150) 

< .001 

.84 .076 .065 11646.70 11872.60 18.40  

< .001 

5 2-factor  

19 items.  

Two free error 

covariances 

items: 

3-4, 3-8 

423.84 (149) 

< .001 

.85 .074 .063 11616.95 11846.68 30.09 

< .001 

6 2-factor  

19 items.  

Three free error 

covariances 

items: 3-4, 3-8, 

5-7 

384.46 (148) 

< .001 

.87 .069 .060 11554.47 11788.03 14.79  

< .001 

7 2-factor  

19 items.  

Four free error 

covariances 

items: 3-4, 3-8, 

5-7, 

7-13 

368.30 (147) 

< .001 

.88 .067 .059 11522.11 11759.50 5.78  

< .05 

8 2-factor  

19 items.  

Five free error 

covariances 

items: 3-4, 3-8, 

5-7, 

7-13, 15-16 

297.58 (146) 

< .001 

.92 .055 .055 11423.75 11664.97 44.77  

< .001 

 

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root mean square residual; 

AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion.   
* 2-factor solution without item 1. 
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Note. Indices for mothers are on the left, indices for fathers are on the right; all the indices displayed in the figure were significant at 

the level of p < .0001. 
 

FIGURE 1 

Final (2-factor) model of PAM for mothers and fathers. 
 

 

Scale Invariance between Mothers and Fathers 
 

Likewise, in the original validation study by Konold and Abidin (2001), since the final 

dimensionality of PAM was identical for the item loadings in the groups of mothers and fathers, 

we investigated the invariance of this 2-factor solution across subgroups of mothers and fathers 

by fitting a series of increasingly restrictive models. In performing these tests, the group-specific 

error covariances were left unconstrained across groups through the invariance-testing procedure 

(Byrne, 1994; Byrne, Shavelson, & Muthén, 1989). 

In the first step we tested the configural invariance of the 2-factor model by specifying a 

multigroup analysis in which loadings, intercepts, and residuals were freed to vary across the two 
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groups of mothers and fathers. This model obtained an adequate fit: χ
2
(286) = 632.96, p < .001; 

CFI = .92; RMSEA = .059; SRMR = .054; AIC = 24107.19; BIC = 24706.03. In the second step 

we tested for the scale metric invariance by constraining the factor loadings (and the error covari-

ances shared by the groups) to be equal across the two groups. The fit of this model was still ade-

quate: χ
2
(306) = 648.40, p < .001; CFI = .92; RMSEA = .057; SRMR = .070; AIC = 24104.193; 

BIC = 24612.30. The chi-square index slightly increased in comparison to the configural invari-

ance model, but this increase was insignificant at the robust chi-square difference test, ∆χ
2
(20) = 

21.48, ns, therefore this restriction of group-invariant factor loadings appeared tenable. In the 

third step of analysis we tested for scalar invariance by fixing the intercepts of the factor indica-

tors to be equal across groups. The fit of the model was acceptable, χ
2
(323) = 714.48, p < .001; 

CFI = .91; RMSEA = .059; SRMR = .077; AIC = 24147.12; BIC = 24578.11, but significantly 

differed at the robust chi-square difference test from the fit of the configural invariance model, 

∆χ
2
(37) = 81.53, p < .001. Therefore, following the suggestion by the Modification Indices, we 

freed one by one the intercepts of items 7, 9, 10, and 14, and tested the improvement of the 

model’s goodness of fit against the fit of the configural invariance model (see Table 4). The fit of 

the final model in which these four intercept constraints were freed was adequate, χ
2
(319) = 

676.81, p < .001; CFI = .92; RMSEA = .057; SRMR = .074; AIC = 24106.89; BIC = 24556.02, 

and the difference of the chi-square of the model as compared to the configural invariance model 

turned out to be non-significant, ∆χ
2
(33) = 45.70, ns. Therefore, this data provided evidence for 

the partial scalar invariance of the measure across the two groups of mothers and fathers. 

 
TABLE 4 

Fit statistics of the multigroup tests (mother group vs. father group) of the measurement invariance 

 

Model 
χ

2 
(df )  
p 

CFI RMSEA SRMR AIC BIC 

χ
2
  

difference 

test (df = 1) 

against 

the previous 

nested model 

p 

χ
2
 difference 

test (df ) 
against the  

Configural 

Invariance 

model 

p 

1 Configural  

Invariance  

632.96 (286) 

< .001 

.92 .059 .054 24107.19 24706.03 − − 

2 Metric  

Invariance  

648.40 (306) 

< .001 

.92 .057 .070 24104.19 24612.30 − 21.48 (20)  

> .05 

3 Scalar  

Invariance 

714.48 (323) 

< .001 

.91 .059 .077 24147.12 24578.11 − 81.53 (37)  

< .01 

4 Partial Scalar 

Invariance  

One free 

intercept. 

item: 14 

696.90 (322) 

< .001 

.91 .058 .076 24126.00 24561.52 20.70  

< .001 

64.63 (36)  

< .01 

5 Partial Scalar  

Invariance 

Two free  

intercepts. 

items: 14, 9 

686.52 (321) 

< .001 

.92 .057 .074 24114.53 24554.59 11.25 

< .001 

54.74 (35)  

< .05 

(table 4 continues) 
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Table 4 (continued) 

Model 
χ

2 
(df )  
p 

CFI RMSEA SRMR AIC BIC 

χ
2
  

difference 

test (df = 1) 

against 

the previous 

nested model 

p  

χ
2
 difference 

test (df ) 
against the  

Configural 

Invariance 

model 

p  

6 Partial Scalar  

Invariance  

Three free  

intercepts, 

items: 14, 9, 10 

680.64 (320) 

< .001 

.92 .057 .074 24109.63 24554.23 8.44 

< .01 

49.30 (34)  

< .05 

7 Partial Scalar  

Invariance 

Four free  

intercepts, 

items: 14, 

9,10, 7 

676.81 (319) 

< .001 

.92 .057 .074 24106.89 24556.02 4.05 

< .05 

45.70 (33) 

> .05 

 

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root mean square residual; 

AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion. 
 

 

Internal Consistency of the PAM 

 

Descriptive statistics, Cronbach’s alpha indices, along with mean inter-item correlations, 

corrected item-total correlations for the PAM total score, and the two dimension scales of the su-

perior 2-factor model of Italian PAM both for mothers and fathers are reported in Table 5. When 

considering the PAM, total score alphas were high between both mothers (.90) and fathers (.92). 

When considering the two PAM dimensions (Communication and Team work, Respect), alpha 

indices were satisfactory between both mothers (.80, .90) and fathers (.78, .88). 

 
TABLE 5 

Descriptive statistics and indices of the internal consistency reliability of the PAM scales and subscales 
 

 M (SD)  Skewness Kurtosis 
Chronbach’s 

alpha 

M inter- 

item 

correlation 

Range 

of corrected 

item-total 

correlations 

Mothers (N = 350)       

PAM Total score 82.76 (10.9) −.635 .571 .92 .40 .18-.74 

 

Communication  
and Team Work 
(16 items; e.g., “My partner 

and I have the same goals 

for our child”) 

69.98 (9.24) −.621 .543 .91 .41 .18-.72 

 

Respect 
(three items; e.g., “My 

child’s other parent believes 

I am a good parent”) 

12.55 (2.04) −.630 .572 .80 .56 .53-.72 

(table 5 continues) 
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Table 5 (continued) 

Fathers (N = 341)       

PAM Total score 84.82 (8.95) −.380 −.240 .91 .37 .35-.72 

 

Communication  
and Team Work 
(16 items; e.g., “My child’s 

other parent and I are a 

good team” ) 

72.30 (7.51) −.314 −.366 .90 .38 .34-.68 

 

Respect  
(three items; e.g., “My 

child’s other parent believes 

I am a good parent”) 

12.47 (1.94) −.269 −.410 .78 .54 .57-.60 

Note. Chronbach’s alpha: reliability index (measure of the amount of measurement error associated with the exam score). Mean inter-

item correlation: index of item homogeneity (average of the correlation coefficient for each pair of items). Corrected item-total corre-

lations: correlations between the single items and the rest of the exam score. 

 

 

Parenting Alliance related to Marital Adjustment, 

Parenting Stress and Children’s Psychological Adjustment 

 

Correlations, means, and standard deviations of all variables used in the present study are 

reported in Table 6 for mothers and in Table 7 for fathers. For mothers and fathers, the correlation 

analysis showed that the variables were highly intercorrelated. Maternal perception of parenting 

alliance was positively correlated with all dimensions of marital adjustment (r from .34 to .45, p 

< .001), and negatively with the dimensions of maternal stress (r from −.20 to −.34, p < .001); 

moreover, maternal perception of parenting alliance was negatively correlated to child’s internal-

izing (r = −.16, p < .001), and externalizing behaviors (r = −.17, p < .001). Similarly, paternal 

perception of parenting alliance was positively associated with all dimensions of marital adjust-

ment (r from .20 to .24, p < .001) and negatively with the dimensions of paternal stress (r from 

.22 to .32, p < .001). Moreover, paternal perception of parenting allieance was negatively corre-

lated with child’s internalizing (r = .19, p < .001), and externalizing behaviors (r = .17, p < .001). 

Regression analyses are displayed in Table 8. In the first regression model, the marital ad-

justment total score (DAS) was entered, separately for mothers and fathers, as a predictor of each 

dimension of PAM: Communication and Team Work and Respect. Marital adjustment predicted 

the two dimensions of parenting alliance for both mothers (β =.50, β = .41) and fathers (β =.38, β = 

.33). In a second regression model (Table 9), the two dimensions of parenting alliance were entered, 

separately for mothers and fathers, as predictors of maternal and paternal stress, in order to verify if 

elevated levels of parenting alliance dimensions predicted lower levels of parenting stress. Results 

showed that, both for mothers and fathers, the dimension Communication and Team Work nega-

tively predicted maternal (β = −.19, VIF < 2)
1
 and paternal stress (β = −.29, VIF < 2). In a third re-

gression model (Table 9), the two dimensions of parenting alliance were entered as predictors of the 

perception of child’s internalizing and externalizing behaviors, in order to test the influence of the 

two dimensions of parenting alliance on mothers and fathers’ perceptions of the child’s internaliz-

ing and externalizing behavior. Among mothers, the dimension of PAM Communication and Team 

Work negatively predicted the perceptions of internalizing (β = −.14, VIF < 2) and externalizing 

behaviors (β = −.13). Among fathers the dimension of PAM Communication and Team work nega-

tively predicted the perceptions of internalizing behaviors (β = −.20, VIF < 2), while the dimension 

Respect negatively predicted the perceptions of externalizing behaviors (β = −.18, VIF < 2).  
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TABLE 6 

Intercorrelations between the PAM dimensions and marital adjustment (DAS), parenting stress (PSI), and child adjustment (CBCL) in mothers 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 M (SD) 

1. Dyadic consensus (DAS) 1              53.01 (7.54) 

2. Dyadic satisfaction (DAS) .66** 1             36.73 (6.77) 

3. Affectional  

expression (DAS) 

.56** .51** 1            9.22 (2.25) 

4. Dyadic cohesion (DAS) .57** .58** .43** 1           15.89 (5.37) 

5. Total score (DAS) .89** .87** .67** .79** 1          114.84 (18.37) 

6. Communication and 

Team Work (PAM) 

.47** .39** .34** .40** .50** 1         69.98 (9.24) 

7. Respect (PAM) .38** .32** .28** .37** .42** .70** 1        12.55 (2.04) 

8. Total score (PAM) .45** .38** .34** .42** .4** .86** .70** 1       82.76 (10.19) 

9. Parental distress (PSI) −.27** −.24** −.20** −.21** −.20** −.31** −.25** −.34** 1      25.65 (7.10) 

10. Parent-child dysfunctional 

interaction (PSI) 
−.10 −.02 −.12 −.06 −.08 −.18** −.19** −.22** .53** 1     20.02 (6.44) 

11. Difficult child (PSI) −.11 .03 −.08 −.11 −.08 −.16** −.16** −.20** .45** .64** 1    25.20 (7.18) 

12. Total stress (PSI) −.19* −.10 −.16* −.15* −.18* −.27** −.24** −.31** .80** .86** .84** 1   70.82 (17.18) 

13. Internalizing (CBCL) −.12 −.01 −.07 −.12 −.09 −.14** −.11 −.16** .26** .34** .42** .41** 1  7.36 (5.53) 

14. Externalizing (CBCL) −.08 .05 −.06 −.03 −.03 −.15* −.12* −.17** .21** .30** .55** .43** .54** 1 8.34 (5.87) 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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TABLE 7 
Intercorrelations between the PAM dimensions and marital adjustment (DAS), parenting stress (PSI), and child adjustment (CBCL) in fathers 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 M (SD) 

1. Dyadic consensus (DAS) 1              53.47 (7.67) 

2. Dyadic satisfaction (DAS) .40** 1             38.14 (5.79) 

3. Affectional expression 

(DAS) 
.63** .44** 1            9.27 (2.28) 

4. Dyadic cohesion (DAS) .39** .41** .43** 1           16.29 (4.87) 

5. Total score (DAS) .84** .75** .74** .71** 1          117.18 (15.89) 

6. Communication and Team 

Work (PAM) 
.32** .28** .32** .26** .38** 1         72.30 (7.51) 

7. Respect (PAM) .32** .16* .34** .24** .33** .62** 1        12.47 (1.94) 

8. Total score (PAM) .25** .22** .30** .20** .30** .91** .70** 1       84.82 (8.95) 

9. Parental distress (PSI) −.18* −.32** −.15 −.22** −.29** −.28** −.26** −.32** 1      24.52 (7.92) 

10. Parent-child dysfunctional 

interaction (PSI) 
−.11 −.10 −.05 −.10 −.12 −.21** −.18** −.26** .57** 1     19.76 (6.56) 

11. Difficult child (PSI) −.09 −.06 −.07 −.17* −.12 −.17** −.14** −.22** .60** .64** 1    24.35 (7.34) 

12. Total stress (PSI) −.15* −.20* −.11 −.19* −.22** −.26** −.23** −.32** .86** .83** .87** 1   68.44 (18.93) 

13. Internalizing (CBCL) −.17* −.11 −.11 −.21** −.20** −.20** −.10** −.19** .20** .23** .35** .30** 1  6.09 (5.77) 

14. Externalizing (CBCL) −.13 −.05 −.21** −.12 −.15* −.16** −.18** −.17** .21** .12* .451** .31** .64** 1 7. 83 (6.45) 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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TABLE 8 
Regression models with marital adjustment as predictor of the two dimensions 

of mothers and fathers’ perceptions of parenting alliance 
 

 Mothers (N = 175) Fathers (N = 173) 

 
Communication 

and Team Work 
Respect 

Communication 

and Team Work 
Respect 

Marital adjustment .50** .41** .38** .33** 

R2 .25 .17 .14 .10 

F 56.48** 36.55** 28.58 20.95 

** p < .01. 

 

 
TABLE 9 

Regression models with the two dimensions of mothers and fathers’ perceptions of parenting alliance  

as predictors of parenting stress and child’s internalizing and externalizing behaviors 

 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

The main aim of the present study was to offer a first contribution to the validation of the 

Italian version of the PAM (Abidin & Konold, 1999) and to explore its dimensionality in a group 

of Italian mothers and fathers. We tested the 2-factor dimensionality found in the validation study 

by Konold and Abidin (2001) in order to verify its validity for the Italian population. Our results 

indicated that this 2-factor model fitted the data adequately also in the Italian population and bet-

ter than the 1-factor structure, supposed to be a possible alternative structure by Abidin and Ko-

nold in 1999. The 2-factor structure of the scale was proved also to be invariant across mothers 

and fathers for the loadings (metric invariance). Furthermore, intercepts of 15 items were also in-

 Mothers (N = 350) Fathers (N = 339) 

 

Parenting 

stress  

(PSI) 

Internalizing 

(CBCL) 

Externalizing 

(CBCL) 

Parenting 

stress 

(PSI) 

Internalizing 

(CBCL) 

Externalizing 

(CBCL) 

Communication 

and Team Work 
−.19** −.14* −.13* −.26** −.20** −.08 

Respect −.11 −.01 −.04 −.11 −.10 −.18** 

R2 .07 .02 .01 .07 .04 .03 

F 14.43** 7.03* 6.46* 24.68** 14.18** 11.05** 
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variant across the two groups; moreover, the analysis of the internal consistency of the two di-

mensions showed a good reliability, thus providing further evidence of the psychometrical valid-

ity of the PAM questionnaire. Finally, there is evidence for convergent validity of parenting alli-

ance with reference to marital adjustment, parenting stress and children’s internalizing and exter-

nalizing behaviors. According to previous literature (Bonds & Gondoli, 2007; Ippolito Morrill et 

al., 2010; Margolin et al., 2001), higher levels of marital adjustment positively predicted the two 

dimensions of parenting alliance Communication and Team Work and Respect. In other words, 

the couple’s relationship characterized by warmth, complicity, and emotional support ensures 

that the partners can address the parenting tasks with a greater ability to work together as partners 

and to respect each other as parents. 

Furthermore, in accordance to the literature that assumes that a solid parenting alliance 

facilitates the positive parent-child interactions (Bonds & Gondoli, 2007; Floyd et al., 1998; Ip-

polito Morrill et al., 2010; Margolin et al., 2001), our results showed that parenting alliance nega-

tively predicted maternal and paternal stress. More precisely, for both mothers and fathers, 

Communication and Team Work represents the dimension of parenting alliance that uniquely 

predicted maternal and paternal stress. The possibility to cooperate and to agree with the other 

parent concerning the child’s care represents an important protective factor that reduces the vul-

nerability to parenting stress.  

Finally, according to the literature (Baril et al., 2007; Feinberg et al., 2007; Le Roy et al. 

2013; Shoppe-Sullivan et al., 2013; Teubert & Pinquart, 2010) cooperative and respectful behav-

iors between parents are important facets of the coparenting relationship that we found to be as-

sociated to children’s socio-emotional adjustment. In fact, the dimension of parenting alliance 

Communication and Team Work negatively predicted maternal perceptions of internalizing and 

externalizing behaviors. Likewise, for fathers, the dimension Communication and Team Work 

negatively predicted their perceptions of internalizing behaviors while the dimension Respect 

negatively predicted their perceptions of externalizing behaviors. Therefore, our data support the 

notion that a good parental alliance provides a foundation of consistency which promotes the 

child’s emotional adjustment. 

This study includes some methodological shortcomings. First of all, in order to better ex-

plore the dimensionality of the PAM among Italian participants, further analyses should be per-

formed. For example, a latent trait approach, by applying the Many-Facet Rasch Measurement 

model (MFRM; Linacre, 1989), could be performed in order to better test the mono-dimensionality 

of PAM.  

Among the limitations of the study we found evidence for only partial scalar invariance 

of PAM across mothers and fathers, as 4-item intercepts were allowed to vary across the groups 

of mothers and fathers. Furthermore, our sample consisted of only couples of parents living in the 

area of the town and province of Milan, and did not include separated or divorced couples of par-

ents. Focal children were also all biological children of the parents participating in the study. Fur-

ther studies are needed in order to explore validity of PAM with couples of parents living in other 

parts of Italy, and also including in samples nonintact or adoptive families. 

Taking into account these limitations, this study could be considered a first and limited 

contribution to the validation of the Italian version of PAM. This work also provides some evi-

dence of the convergence validity of PAM measure, with regard to marital adjustment, parenting 

stress, and child adjustment. 
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NOTE 

 
1. The variance inflation factors (VIF) estimates the extent to which a predictor variable is associated with 

the other predictors in the regression model. Thus, VIF provides an estimation of multicollinearity 
(VIFs higher than 10 indicate serious risk of multicolinearity). 
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