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Abstract 

Background: Coparenting refers to the way parents or caregivers relate to each other within 

their roles as parents, particularly regarding the extent to which they show support and 

coordination in childrearing. Family systems theory (FST) posits that the coparenting 

relationship is distinct from, yet intimately connected to, the marital relationship. Marital 

satisfaction can be defined as the evaluation of the correspondence of one’s actual relationship to 

their expected relationship, or an alternative. The main objective of this study was to summarize 

and analyze the current evidence regarding the association between marital satisfaction and 

coparenting quality. 

Methods: Based on the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-analyses 

(PRISMA) guidelines, manuscripts relevant to the research questions were identified, screened, 

and evaluated for eligibility. Meta-analyses of 96 published and unpublished manuscripts 

(including 99 studies) were conducted to evaluate the association between marital satisfaction 

and coparenting. Analog ANOVA and meta-regression were conducted to examine the 

moderating effects of individual, family, and study factors. 

Results: Through the meta-analysis of samples including both mothers and fathers, a medium 

association was found between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality (r = .40; 95% CI [.36, 

.43]; Q(82) = 751.75 (p <.001); I2 = 89.09%; tau2 = 0.032). Separate meta-analyses of samples 

including only mothers and only fathers and an analog ANOVA examining the moderating effect 

of parent gender (Q = 4.30, p = .038, k = 143) found larger effects for mothers than fathers. 

Several family and study level variables were found to be statistically significant moderators:  

length of the relationship between parents, number of children, country, person reporting on 

coparenting quality, measure of marital satisfaction, measure of coparenting quality, and type of 

publication. After removing one outlying study, type of publication was no longer a significant 

moderator. 

Implications: By improving the information available on the link between marital satisfaction 

and coparenting quality in families of typically developing children and children in clinical 

populations, this research may inform the work of parent and family support services and 

contribute to positive family functioning across generations. 

Keywords: meta-analysis, coparenting, marital satisfaction, relationship satisfaction, family 

systems   



MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING v 

Acknowledgements 

First and foremost, I would like to thank my advisor, Dr. Jennifer Theule, for her constant 

support, guidance, and encouragement, as I completed my thesis. Her mentorship has been 

invaluable in shaping me into the researcher that I aspire to be. Second, I would like to thank my 

committee members, Dr. Diane Hiebert-Murphy and Dr. Sayma Malik, for their thoughtful 

feedback and valuable recommendations. Third, I would like to thank the members of the Family 

Developmental Psychopathology Lab for their support and feedback relating to this project. 

Additionally, a special thanks to Ashleigh Janis, Hannah Bartel, and Arshnoor Arshnoor for their 

assistance in various stages of this project. I would also like to thank all of the researchers who 

were generous with their time and provided me with additional data or clarifying information.  

I would like to acknowledge the funding sources that provided financial support, which 

was instrumental in allowing me to complete this thesis: the Manitoba Graduate Scholarship, the 

Mark Lewis Nozick Memorial Scholarship, the Social Sciences and Humanities Research 

Council of Canada (SSHRC) Joseph Armand Bombardier Canada Graduate Scholarship - 

Master’s (CGS M), the Faculty of Graduate Studies Tri-Council Top-Up Award, and the 

University of Manitoba Psychology Graduate Fellowship.  

Finally, I would like to extend a special thanks to the friends and family who supported 

me throughout this process. To my parents who have consistently provided me with 

unconditional love and support, as well as fostering the courage and determination to pursue my 

goals. To my peers who have constantly cheered me on and reminded me that I am part of a 

wonderful community. Finally, to my partner, Kevin, who has provided unwavering support, 

encouragement, and patience in this challenging, yet exciting chapter of my education and my 

life.   



MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING vi 

List of Tables 

Table 1: Study Characteristics of Studies Included in Analysis of the Association Between 

Marital Satisfaction and Coparenting Quality …………………………..……………………... 71 

Table 2: Sample Characteristics of Studies Included in Analysis of the Association Between 

Marital Satisfaction and Coparenting Quality …………………………….…………………… 78 

Table 3: Characteristics of Studies Including Mothers Only or Mother Subgroups …………… 84 

Table 4: Characteristics of Studies Including Fathers Only or Father Subgroups ……………... 88 

Table 5: Moderator Analyses …………………………………………………………………... 92 

 

  



MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING vii 

List of Figures 

Figure 1: Ecological Model of Coparenting …………………………………………………… 94 

Figure 2: Model of Coparenting Components …………………………………………………. 94 

Figure 3: PRIMSA 2009 Flow Diagram…………………………………………………...…… 95 

Figure 4: Forrest plot for the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality in 

dyadic samples ………………………………………………………………………………..... 96 

 

 

 

  



MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING viii 

List of Appendices 

Appendix A: Coding Manual……………………………………..…………..………………… 97 

Appendix B: Coding Form…………………………………….……………………….……... 107 

Appendix C: Coding Discrepancies………………………………..…..……………………… 113 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 1 

The Association Between Marital Satisfaction and Coparenting Quality: 

A Meta-Analysis 

Family Systems Theory and An Ecological Model of Coparenting 

Families and the interactions between family members can be conceptualized using 

family systems theory (FST). The core principle behind FST is that all systems are composed of 

necessarily independent elements, or subsystems, which form an organized whole (Minuchin, 

1985). Families represent important social systems that provide insight into human functioning. 

In using a FST approach to understanding human behaviour, the focus shifts from the 

examination of individuals to a broader consideration of patterns of relationships between system 

members that are developed and maintained over time (Minuchin, 1985). 

Despite the forces contributing to the maintenance of patterns, open systems are subject 

to change and evolution. Buckley (1968) described families as complex adaptive systems. 

Morphogenesis, or change of form, works in contrast to homeostasis, such that the disruption of 

existing patterns leads to the exploration of alternatives and the establishment of new patterns 

that better fit the circumstance (Minuchin, 1985; Nichols, 2014). Such reorganizations are a 

natural part of the family life cycle. For example, when two people enter a relationship and 

become a couple, there are multiple new structural requirements (Nichols, 2014). First the couple 

must establish mutual accommodation, a process through which they must manage differences, 

coordinate, and find agreement on the details of everyday life, from where to live, to when to 

have children, to what to eat for dinner. Next, the couple must also negotiate boundaries that 

protect them from entities outside the relationship, such as each partner’s family of origin. 

Further change can be expected, as the birth of a child serves as a catalyst for reorganization of 

the family structure and established patterns. Patterns of interaction will be established between 

the parental subsystem and child subsystem. As reorganizations occur over time, family systems 

continue to change and often become increasingly complex.  

All complex systems can be broken down into subsystems. Individuals can be 

conceptualized as subsystems in themselves; however, there are a number of larger possible 

subsystems that can be considered (Minuchin, 1985). Some possible subsystems include the 

following: the spouse subsystem, the parent subsystem, parent-child subsystems, sibling 

subsystems, and subsystems involving extended family members such as grandparents. It is 
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important to note that, while many of these subsystems involve the same family members, each 

subsystem is distinct.  

Feinberg (2003) proposed an ecological model of coparenting (Figure 1), which places 

the coparenting relationship or the coparenting subsystem within the context of a larger family 

system. This model represents the pathways through which individual (individual parent 

characteristics and individual child factors), family, and extra-familial factors interact with the 

coparenting relationship. Furthermore, the model illustrates possible means by which the 

coparenting relationship, along with environmental support and stress, individual parent 

characteristics, the overall parental relationship and child characteristics, impact parent 

adjustment, parenting, and child adjustment. With its roots in FST, this model offers a useful 

theoretical foundation and context for understanding the coparenting relationship and its 

connections to other family systems and processes.  

Marital satisfaction and coparenting. Within the context of FST, parental figures each 

represent their own subsystem and together they compose both the spouse subsystem and the 

parent subsystem. The parent subsystem can be conceptualized as the executive subsystem, 

responsible for coparenting (Feinberg, 2003). Despite the fact that the spouse subsystem and the 

parent subsystem include the same family members, according to FST they are conceptually 

distinct. In Feinberg's (2003) Ecological Model of Coparenting, the spouse relationship, referred 

to as the Interparental Relationship, is connected bidirectionally with the coparenting 

relationship. This bidirectionality represents the idea that miscoordination or friction within 

either of those relationships may spill over and affect the other relationship.  

Feinberg (2003) describes the association between the marital relationship and the 

coparenting relationship as dynamic and bidirectional. When the couple enters the coparenting 

relationship, they bring with them their existing abilities to provide support and respect each 

other, as well as the ability to handle disagreements. Then, after the coparenting relationship has 

been established, it becomes central to many of the couple’s day-to-day experiences, ultimately 

having an impact on the overall interparental relationship or marital relationship (Belsky & 

Hsieh, 1998; Feinberg, 2003).  

For the sake of consistency, both with previous research and within this document, I will 

primarily be using the term “marital satisfaction” to refer to the extent to which parents are 

satisfied with the general, or romantic, interparental relationship. This term is reflective of a 
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historical context in which research on relationship satisfaction, especially between parents, 

would have frequently been conducted using samples of married couples. Therefore, I 

acknowledge that currently “marital satisfaction” is not an ideal term, as it is not representative 

of the variety of family compositions and marital statuses of parents in modern families. Despite 

the use of the term “marital satisfaction,” the scope of the present literature review and proposal 

will not be limited to married couples.    

Coparenting  

 The concept of coparenting has been shaped by the influence of two theoretical 

backgrounds. Object relational theorists contributed to the conceptual understanding of the 

coparenting relationship by suggesting that through the provision of mutual acknowledgment and 

respect in the face of the stresses of parenthood, a strong coparenting relationship supports 

parents’ self-esteem (Feinberg, 2003; Weissman & Cohen, 1985). Within the context of FST, 

coparenting has been conceptualized in terms of the executive subsystem (Feinberg, 2003). 

Minuchin (1974) defined coparenting as the degree to which parents share leadership and 

provide support for each other within their joint roles as architects and heads of the family. 

Specifically, the coparenting subsystem involves the parents in their role as co-managers of the 

family and is characterized by the regulation of behaviours, interactions, relationships, and 

outcomes within the family.  

 Coparenting is often defined as “the ways that parents and/or parental figures relate to 

each other in the role of parent” (Feinberg, 2003, p. 96). More specifically, the coparenting 

relationship is characterized by the extent to which parental figures demonstrate support and 

coordination as they manage shared responsibilities within the childrearing context (Feinberg, 

2003). Cowan and McHale (1996) stated that “a well-functioning coparental relationship 

accomplishes parenting tasks but also conveys to the child a sense of solidarity and common 

purpose” (p. 99). The coparenting relationship is distinct from the marital relationship and is 

limited to aspects of the partnership that are related to childrearing; the coparenting relationship 

does not include the romantic, sexual, companionate, emotional, financial, or legal factors in the 

relationship not pertaining to childrearing. Additionally, although the coparenting relationship is 

characterized by shared responsibility, the extent to which parents share equal amounts of 

authority or responsibility varies between families due in part to social and cultural factors. It is 

worth noting that in addition to varying in the distribution of authority and responsibility, 
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families vary in many other ways and the concept of coparenting may still be applied. Primary 

caregivers who engage in the cooperative childrearing arrangement that characterizes 

coparenting may differ in terms of biology, gender, marital status, or legal status (Feinberg, 

2003). 

 Based on coparenting literature focusing on families with divorced parents as well as 

two-parent families, Margolin et al. (2001) highlighted three dimensions of coparenting: conflict, 

cooperation, and triangulation. The conflict dimension captures the degree of conflict occurring 

between parents with regards to parenting issues. Specifically, this dimension is intended to 

describe the extent to which parents argue or disagree about the child, have hostility surrounding 

child-rearing issues, undermine each other’s parenting, or disagree on overall standards and 

household rules (Gable et al., 1992; Maccoby et al., 1993). The cooperation dimension refers to 

“the extent to which mothers and fathers support, value, and respect each other as parents and the 

degree to which they ease one another’s parenting burden” (Frank et al., 1986; Margolin et al., 

2001, p. 5; Weissman & Cohen, 1985). Finally, triangulation represents the degree to which 

parents distort parent-child boundaries by encouraging the child to form a coalition that serves to 

undermine or exclude the other parent. Through this process, the child is drawn into existing 

conflict between parents, as the child is pressured to side with one parent (Minuchin et al., 1978). 

Within the context of these dimensions, cooperative coparenting represents the positive aspects 

of the coparenting relationship, while the conflict and triangulation dimensions represent 

potentially problematic aspects of coparenting.  

 Alternatively, Feinberg (2003) conceptualized the coparenting relationship using a model 

that represents coparenting as being comprised of four interconnected components: childrearing 

agreement, division of (child-related) labor, support versus undermining for the coparental role, 

and joint management of family interactions (see Figure 2). This model suggests that these 

components are conceptually distinct, yet connected.  Childrearing agreement represents the 

extent to which parental figures agree on various child-related topics such as moral values, 

behavioural expectations and discipline, and emotional needs (Feinberg, 2003). Division of labor 

refers to the way in which child-related tasks and responsibilities are divided between parental 

figures. Within the coparenting relationship, support is demonstrated in the extent to which 

parental figures affirm each other’s parenting competency, acknowledge and respect the other’s 

contributions, and uphold the other’s parenting decisions and authority (Feinberg, 2003; McHale, 
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1995; Weissman & Cohen, 1985). Conversely, undermining is characterized by a parental figure 

criticizing, disparaging, or blaming the other. Finally, joint family management entails 

management of family interactions including interparental conflict, setting boundaries for the 

interparental relationship, and the degree of balance in each parent’s interactions with the child 

(Feinberg, 2003). 

Families vary regarding the extent to which they experience coordination within each of 

the components of Feinberg’s (2003) model of coparenting. Lack of coordination or positive 

functioning relating to these components may increase the likelihood of a family experiencing 

greater levels of conflict, which in turn may translate into decreased marital quality (Terry et al., 

1991), greater parental stress (Abidin & Brunner, 1995), and negative child outcomes (Block et 

al., 1981; Buehler et al., 1998; Deal et al., 1989; Emery, 1982; Feinberg, 2003; Floyd & Zmich, 

1991; Holden & Ritchie, 1991; Jouriles et al., 1989; Rutter, 1994; Vaughn et al., 1988). Within 

the context of the current study, this model is useful in conceptualizing various aspects of 

coparenting, within which parents may function adaptively or maladaptively. Furthermore, 

maladaptive functioning in any of these components has the potential to bring about conflict and 

stress for parents. 

Individual Level Factors  

Individual parent characteristics.  

Parent psychological conditions. The individual level influences at play in Feinberg’s 

(2003) ecological model include individual parent and child characteristics. Individual parent 

characteristics, which include attitudes (e.g., gender role expectations) and emotional and mental 

health, influence both the coparenting relationship and the overall interparental relationship. For 

example, depression or hostility may impede parents’ ability to engage in aspects of positive 

coparenting, such as expressing emotional support, resolving childrearing differences 

productively, or maintaining boundaries (Belsky & Hsieh, 1998; Feinberg, 2003). More 

specifically, the experiences of feeling drained, struggling to tolerate frustration, and being more 

likely to misinterpret relationship cues make individuals with symptoms of depression more 

likely to find it challenging to work together with their partner and to parent their child (Lovejoy 

et al., 2000). Furthermore, parents experiencing greater levels of depression tend to show fewer 

positive and more negative parent-child interactions, have more difficulty with establishing 

routines around parenting, and engage in less supportive and greater negative coparenting 
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(Elliston et al., 2008; Lyons-Ruth et al., 2002; McDaniel & Teti, 2012; Paulson et al., 2006; 

Tissot et al., 2017). 

Parent gender. Parenthood can be considered as a gendered experience, wherein mothers 

and fathers often experience diverging roles within the family system (Cowan & Cowan, 1992; 

Hays, 1998; Shelton & Harold, 2008). Despite evidence that fathers have become more actively 

involved in parenting in recent decades, mothers continue to be the primary caregivers in the 

majority of families, including dual-earner couples (Kotila et al., 2013). Violated expectations 

surrounding the division of labor in childcare has been identified as an important factor in the 

decline of marital quality over the transition to parenthood as well as being a predictor of 

changes in coparenting experiences post-partum (Hackel & Ruble, 1992; Ruble et al., 1988). 

Differing roles and experiences within the childrearing context may lead mothers and fathers to 

develop different perceptions of the coparenting relationship. While some studies have found 

that mother and father reports of coparenting tend to be moderately to highly correlated 

(Feinberg et al., 2012; Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2004), other researchers have found that fathers 

report higher satisfaction with their coparenting relationship than mothers (Floyd & Zmich, 

1991; Van Egeren, 2004). 

Mothers and fathers both experience negative emotions as a consequence of lower levels 

of marital quality; however, some studies have found evidence indicating that interparental 

conflict may have a more detrimental effect on fathers’ parenting compared to mothers’ (Coiro & 

Emery, 1998; Harold et al., 2012; Levenson & Gottman, 1985; Wang & Crane, 2001). One 

possible explanation for this difference is that mothers may feel a stronger responsibility to 

maintain consistent parenting, as they are most often the primary caregiver; while fathers may 

perceive their parenting role as less vital, leading them to rely more on their partner (Christopher 

et al., 2015). Several studies have provided support for this explanation of coparenting dynamics 

between mothers and fathers. It has been found that fathers tend to become less involved in 

parenting in response to marital problems, while mothers may regulate their parenting behaviour 

by compartmentalizing emotions stemming from fluctuations in marital quality (Conger et al., 

1992; Grych & Fincham, 1990; Krishnakumar & Buehler, 2000). While mothers may be more 

likely to maintain consistent parenting behaviours, marital quality decreases may lead to 

deterioration of mothers’ feelings of trust or confidence in their partners’ parenting (Cowan & 

Cowan, 2000). Therefore, mothers with low confidence in their partners’ parenting abilities, or 
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those who feel that their position as the primary caregiver is threatened, may engage in less 

supportive coparenting (Allen & Hawkins, 1999; Christopher et al., 2015). Furthermore, 

Margolin and colleagues (2001) found that mothers tended to be rated higher on coparenting 

cooperation than fathers.   

Child characteristics. Child factors can also influence the coparenting relationship and, 

less directly, the marital relationship (Feinberg, 2003). For instance, children with difficult 

temperaments are not as easily soothed, leading parents to experience more perceived failures. 

These parents will, therefore, encounter more opportunities for interparental criticism and 

undermining. Additionally, parents of more temperamentally difficult children may need to 

reevaluate parenting strategies more often and have increased opportunities for disagreement on 

childrearing issues. In addition to the effects of temperament, children’s behavioural patterns 

may influence interactions within the coparenting relationship. For instance, some studies have 

found that infants seem to vary in terms of their inclinations to engage with parents 

simultaneously or individually (Feinberg, 2003; Fivaz-Depeursinge & Corboz-Warnery, 1999; 

McHale & Fivaz-Depeursinge, 1999). Furthermore, other triadic patterns may occur with older 

children, with some promoting interparental teamwork, while others join one parent in a 

coalition against the other parent (Feinberg, 2003). These patterns of triadic behaviour are likely 

to influence multiple components of the family system, including the coparenting relationship as 

well as child adjustment.  

As mentioned above, consideration has been given to the ways in which coparenting 

experiences may differ when raising children of different ages. In terms of ineffective forms of 

coparenting, it has been suggested that parents of younger children tend to experience higher 

levels of conflict, while parents of older children tend to show greater levels of disengagement 

(Macoby et al., 1990; Macoby et al., 1993). Given that younger children are more dependent on 

their parents and require more frequent support, the demands of addressing the constant needs of 

young children may necessitate more cooperation and teamwork between coparents (Margolin et 

al., 2001). In contrast, the developmental level of older children may place parents of older 

children at greater risk of engaging in triangulation (Margolin et al., 2001). Margolin and 

colleagues (2001) found that parents of preschool children reported higher levels of coparenting 

cooperation than parents of preadolescent children.  
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Child gender is another child factor that has been examined in connection with 

coparenting quality. The results of several studies have indicated that boys are more likely to be 

exposed to interparental conflict and child-rearing disagreements (Block et al., 1981; Cox et al., 

1989; Cummings et al., 1994; Morgan et al., 1988). Further, McHale (1995) found a stronger 

association between marital distress and hostile/competitive coparenting in families of boys than 

families of girls. In contrast, daughters have been found to be at greater risk for more distancing 

from fathers who experience marital distress (Amato, 1986; Belsky et al., 1989). With respect to 

distancing, McHale (1995) observed greater parenting discrepancy between mothers and fathers 

of daughters than sons. Some research has suggested that daughters are more likely to experience 

triangulation (Buchanan et al., 1991), while the results of other research indicate that greater 

levels of triangulation occur between mothers and sons (Margolin et al., 2001).  

Child ADHD has also been found to have an impact on relationship functioning within 

families. Child ADHD behaviour is a risk factor for marital dissolution (Williamson & Johnston, 

2016; Wymbs et al., 2008) as well as being related to marital functioning and attributions 

(Jenkins et al., 2005; Wymbs & Pelham, 2010). Williamson and Johnston (2016) found that child 

ADHD symptoms predicted a lower quality parenting alliance as reported by mothers. Similarly, 

raising a child with autism spectrum disorder (ASD) can have a pervasive impact on the family 

system. Challenging child behaviour, parenting stress, and psychological wellbeing have been 

identified as risk factors for poor relationship satisfaction of parents of children with ASD (Sim 

et al., 2016). Over the transition to parenthood, parents with children with ASD have been found 

to be at an increased risk for experiencing decreased relationship satisfaction (Sim et al., 2016). 

On the other hand, qualitative reports have indicated that raising a child with ASD can strengthen 

relationships in some cases, suggesting a high degree of variability in couple adaptation (Hock et 

al., 2012; Marciano et al., 2015; Markoulakis et al., 2012; Myers et al., 2009; Ooi et al., 2016; 

Ramisch et al., 2013). Parents of children with ASD who experience low levels of parenting 

stress have been found to be more likely to report higher relationship satisfaction compared to 

those experiencing greater stress (Sim et al., 2017). Furthermore, positive dyadic coping, 

including assisting one’s partner with coping efforts and working together to address a mutually 

experienced stressor, is associated with relationship satisfaction in families of children with 

ASD. 
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Ethnicity. Some studies have found differences in coparenting processes across 

ethnicities, including moderate differences in the division of labour between families of different 

ethnic and racial backgrounds. More specifically, African American husbands were found to be 

slightly more involved in household chores and childcare compared to European American 

husbands; however, in both groups, wives remained responsible for the majority of these tasks 

(McLoyd, 1993; Shelton & John, 1993). Additionally, Latin fathers were found to be more likely 

to participate in traditionally female household tasks; however, the total amount of time spent on 

domestic tasks as well as their attitudes toward the division of labour did not differ from those of 

European American fathers (McLoyd, 1993; Shelton & John, 1993). 

 A number of studies have been conducted on topics concerning involvement of fathers in 

parenting and coparenting practices across different ethnic groups, although there seems to be 

some variation in findings. In a study of two-parent families, Hofferth (2003) found that Black 

fathers exhibited less warmth but more monitoring, while Hispanic fathers monitored their 

children less; however, both Black and Hispanic fathers tended to exhibit greater responsibility 

for their children compared to White fathers. These results are in line with other studies that 

show that Black non-resident fathers are more involved with their children than fathers from 

other racial/ethnic groups (Carlson et al., 2008; King, 1994; Seltzer, 1991). Alternatively, in a 

study of unmarried fathers, Ellerbe and colleagues (2018) found that Black fathers exhibited 

greater engagement with their children than Hispanic fathers, but not White fathers. Furthermore, 

Ellerbe and colleagues (2018) found that Black fathers displayed higher levels of shared 

responsibility and positive coparenting with mothers than either White or Hispanic fathers.  

Extrafamilial Level Factors  

 Feinberg’s (2003) ecological model of coparenting includes extrafamilial level influences 

drawing on a stress-coping perspective (Feinberg, 2003; Lerman & Glanz, 1997). It is assumed 

that all coparents must expend some degree of effort in order to maintain coordinated 

childrearing strategies and provide support for their coparenting partner. The efforts to engage in 

coparenting may be further bolstered when coparents receive support and, conversely, 

coparenting efforts are undermined by stress. For instance, research suggests that extrafamilial 

social support serves as a protective factor in families experiencing stress (Johnson & Sarason, 

1978). In the context of Feinberg’s (2003) model, extrafamilial support is proposed to influence 

the coparenting relationship directly as well as indirectly via parent characteristics, parental 
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adjustment, and the overall interparental relationship. In contrast, economic stress caused by 

limited financial resources has been found to have a negative impact on parental and couple 

well-being (Conger et al., 1994; Vinokur et al., 1996; Voydanoff & Donnelly, 1988).  

Family Level Factors 

Family type. Coparenting quality is a relevant issue for families of various types, 

including intact families as well as separated families. Intact families are those in which the 

parents are in a current romantic relationship regardless of whether they are married or not. In 

contrast, separated families include families in which the parents are divorced or otherwise not 

currently in a romantic relationship with one another. The coparenting relationships of divorced 

parents may be especially challenging to manage. In a study surveying young adults, greater 

parental hostility, lower parental cooperation, and lower parenting skills of fathers (i.e., 

fathering) were found to be associated with parental divorce; while, mothering practices were not 

significantly associated with divorce (Gasper et al., 2008). Additionally, in a study of married 

and nonmarried fathers, married fathers who report greater involvement and higher relationship 

quality with mothers were found to report more parental support, while this association was not 

significant for nonmarried fathers (Isacco et al., 2010). 

Marital satisfaction. Burgess and Locke (1945; 439, as cited in Rollins & Feldman, 

1970) defined marital satisfaction as an evaluation of the correspondence of one’s actual 

relationship to their expected relationship, or to a potential alternative. Therefore, an individual’s 

level of marital satisfaction directly corresponds to their subjective evaluation of the extent to 

which their current relationship meets their expectations or resembles their ideal relationship. 

Additionally, relationship satisfaction may be lower if the individual perceives more attractive 

alternatives, either in the form of an alternative partner or other preferable scenarios associated 

with the termination of their current relationship. In contrast, relationship satisfaction may be 

higher if alternatives seem less attractive than the current relationship. In the conceptualization of 

marital satisfaction, developments in the field have led to the understanding that a satisfying 

marriage is not simply characterized by the absence of dissatisfaction (Bradbury et al., 2000). It 

has been suggested that marital satisfaction is more appropriately conceptualized as a two-

dimensional construct with positive and negative evaluations being related, yet distinct, 

dimensions (Bradbury et al., 2000). Adding to the conceptual richness of marital satisfaction, is 
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the notion that it represents a temporal trajectory involving fluctuations in spouses’ marital 

evaluation across the span of their relationship.  

In addition to changes over time, contextual factors, such as spouses’ personal 

backgrounds and characteristics, have been linked to marital functioning and satisfaction. For 

instance, individuals with a history of depression during adolescence were found to have a 

greater likelihood of experiencing elevated rates of marital dissatisfaction compared to those 

with other diagnoses or without diagnoses (Gotlib et al., 1998). Also relating to personal 

background and characteristics, attachment research has demonstrated an association between 

partners’ secure attachment and greater marital quality (Bradbury et al., 2000). The Five-Factor 

Model of personality has been applied to the study of relationship satisfaction, with findings 

showing that low neuroticism, higher agreeableness, higher conscientiousness, and higher 

extraversion in individuals are associated with their partners’ relationship satisfaction (Malouff 

et al., 2010). Furthermore, personal characteristics have the potential to impact marital 

satisfaction across generations. The connections between parental divorce and offspring divorce 

has been found to be mediated by maladaptive behaviours including jealousy and hostility 

(Amato, 1996). 

Marital satisfaction is an important area of study, as it has been linked to well-being. The 

marital discord model of depression (Beach et al., 1990) suggests that marital dissatisfaction 

reduces resources, such as spousal support, and increases experiences of stress and hostility, thus 

negatively impacting well-being and leading to elevated risk for depression. In contrast, 

supportive marriages have been associated with positive aspects of well-being, including 

physical health (Wickrama et al., 1997) and self-esteem (Voss et al., 1999). A meta-analysis of 

the literature on marital quality and personal well-being provides further support for the 

association, finding higher levels of marital quality to be associated with a more optimal degree 

of personal well-being (Proulx et al., 2007). In addition to affecting personal well-being, conflict 

between parents preceding divorce has been associated with poorer functioning in children 

(Amato & Booth, 1997). Given all of this, poor marital satisfaction is certainly not ideal in terms 

of individuals’ well-being and it seems reasonable that parents experiencing low levels of marital 

satisfaction may experience greater challenges in parenting and coparenting situations.  

Given that marital satisfaction fluctuates over time and in response to significant 

experiences, numerous studies have examined changes occurring across the transition to 
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parenthood. Twenge et al. (2003) conducted a meta-analysis on parenthood and marital 

satisfaction, finding that parents reported lower marital satisfaction than nonparents. 

Furthermore, a significant negative correlation was found between marital satisfaction and 

number of children. Additionally, the effect size for parenthood was slightly, yet significantly, 

stronger for mothers (d = −.19) compared to fathers (d = −.13; Twenge et al., 2003). The effect 

of parenthood on marital satisfaction was stronger for mothers of infants, than mothers of older 

children. For fathers there was no significant change in the strength of the effect size across ages 

of children. Other significant moderators included socio-economic status (SES), year of study, 

and birth cohort, such that the effect of parenthood on marital satisfaction was more negative for 

higher SES groups, younger birth cohorts, and in more recent studies. The authors interpreted 

these findings as supporting models relating to role conflicts and restriction of freedom (Twenge 

et al., 2003). Relating back to FST, LeMasters (1957), proposed the notion that the addition of 

family members necessitates reorganization of the family system, as old patterns are no longer 

appropriate. Parenthood adds an additional social role, which may lead to increased stress and 

conflict (Rollins & Galligan, 1978; Twenge et al., 2003). Furthermore, women may be 

disproportionally affected by this new role, as they have traditionally shouldered more 

caregiving responsibilities (Belsky et al., 1986; Hochschild, 1989; Twenge et al., 2003). 

A second meta-analysis by Mitnick et al. (2009) focused specifically on the transition to 

parenthood, finding a small but significant decline in marital satisfaction for both men and 

women when comparing levels during pregnancy to 11 months after birth; however, four studies 

of newlyweds who did not become parents indicated that these couples experienced a decline in 

marital satisfaction comparable to parents. A third meta-analysis was conducted on the literature 

comparing the marital adjustment of parents of children with disabilities to parents of children 

without disabilities (Risdal & Singer, 2004). Risdal and Singer (2004) found that parents of 

children with disabilities were slightly worse off in terms of marital adjustment; however, they 

interpreted the observed effect as being much smaller than expected given historically pervasive 

assumptions that the presence of children with disabilities is severely damaging to family well-

being. Taken together, the results of these meta-analyses seem to suggest that the addition of 

children to a family represents a possible catalyst for a decline in marital satisfaction. However, 

it appears that parenthood is not the only factor contributing to newlyweds’ decreasing levels of 
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marital satisfaction. Additionally, parents of children with disabilities may be at a slightly higher 

risk for diminished marital satisfaction, but not dramatically so.  

Research on marital satisfaction and coparenting. There have now been a number of 

studies examining the connection between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality utilizing a 

variety of study designs. Several studies have used longitudinal designs to examine the 

association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality across the transition to 

parenthood. Durtschi et al. (2017) utilized a sample of ethnically diverse couples from the 

Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study to examine longitudinal and dyadic associations 

between supportive coparenting, parental stress, and relationship quality across the first 3 years 

of parenthood. Durtschi et al. (2017) found that supportive coparenting significantly predicted 

higher relationship quality for both mothers and fathers. Similarly, Le et al. (2016) investigated 

longitudinal associations between relationship quality and coparenting over the transition to 

parenthood; however, results indicated gender differences in the longitudinal reciprocal 

associations for mothers and fathers. More specifically, while Le and colleagues (2016) found 

that prenatal relationship quality was associated with mothers’ and fathers’ postnatal coparenting 

functioning, the link between coparenting functioning and subsequent evaluations of relationship 

quality was only found for mothers. Christopher et al. (2015) also found some differences in the 

patterns of results for mothers and fathers in their study. For fathers, decreased marital 

satisfaction predicted more competitive coparenting and less father involvement, and increased 

marital conflict predicted less cooperative coparenting; whereas for mothers increased marital 

conflict was associated with less support of their spouse’s parenting. Similar findings by Van 

Egeren (2004) indicated general support for the association between pre-birth marital satisfaction 

and positive coparenting experiences, yet differing patterns for mothers and fathers. This 

literature provides support for the connection between marital satisfaction and coparenting 

quality, while also indicating a degree of diversity in findings, particularly regarding mothers and 

fathers.  

 Longitudinal studies of marital satisfaction and coparenting have also been conducted 

past the transition to parenthood. Peltz et al. (2018) found that both parents’ marital satisfaction 

was reciprocally connected to their own reports of coparental conflict, as well as being linked to 

fathers’ coparental cooperation. Moreover, in a study of coparenting after the birth of a second 

child, only fathers’ reports of greater marital satisfaction were associated with more cooperative 
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coparenting (Kuo et al., 2017). Additionally, a study spanning the time from an infant being 6 

months old to 3 years old demonstrated moderate stability in coparenting and marital behaviour, 

as well as finding more consistent associations at the 3-year mark (Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 

2004). Furthermore, early coparenting predicted subsequent marital behaviour; however, the 

reciprocal predictive relation was not supported.  

 Some studies on marital satisfaction and coparenting have also considered the role of 

child factors including temperament and gender of children. For instance, Kuo et al. (2017) 

found that firstborn children’s difficult temperaments were associated with less cooperative 

coparenting for mother and fathers. Furthermore, higher relationship satisfaction between parents 

has been associated with more optimal coparenting behaviour in families of children with 

difficult temperaments, while low marital quality was linked to less optimal coparenting of 

children with difficult temperaments (Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2007). Similarly, parents of 

children higher on levels of negative affect have been found to show a greater degree of 

undermining coparenting behaviour (Cook et al., 2009). The same study demonstrated that 

marital adjustment served as a moderator in the relations between children’s negative affect and 

supportive coparenting behaviour; however, unexpectedly, it was in families where parents 

reported greater levels of marital adjustment that child negativity had the greatest impact on 

supportive coparenting. Regarding the gender of children, McHale (1995) examined behaviours 

within triads, finding that maritally distressed parents of boys tended to display hostile-

competitive coparenting behaviour, while maritally distressed parents of girls tended to exhibit 

discrepant degrees of parenting involvement.  

 Other studies have used different lenses to examine marital satisfaction and coparenting, 

focusing on issues such as daily fluctuations in coparenting and coparenting of adolescent 

parents belonging to ethnic minority groups. Using a daily diary format, McDaniel et al. (2018) 

found that daily fluctuations in coparenting were predicted by changing levels of relationship 

quality along with other factors including parents’ negative moods, parenting stress, and fathers’ 

work hours. In addition, within the context of a sample of African American and Latino 

adolescent parents, mothers’ relationship quality predicted coparenting quality (Varga et al., 

2017). In contrast, fathers’ relationship quality and coparenting was associated with father 

involvement; however, relationship quality was not associated with coparenting.  
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 The current body of literature on the association between marital satisfaction and 

coparenting quality is varied. Overall, research tends to support a positive association between 

marital satisfaction and coparenting quality; however, the connection seems to be somewhat 

nuanced and complex. Studies differ in terms of their conceptualization of marital satisfaction, 

sometimes focusing on marital conflict or distress and sometimes focusing on marital satisfaction 

or adjustment. Similarly, coparenting may be conceptualized as a general construct, or broken 

down into subcomponents. Beyond the operationalization of the constructs, there is a 

considerable degree of variation in patterns of results, particularly when results for mothers and 

fathers are considered independently. Therefore, it would be reasonable to conclude that this 

body of literature may benefit from efforts to summarize and clarify the connection between 

marital satisfaction and coparenting quality. 

The Current Study 

 The study of coparenting seems to be growing and, along with it, a number of research 

studies examining the association between coparenting quality and marital satisfaction have 

accumulated. While many studies have demonstrated a significant positive association between 

marital satisfaction and coparenting quality, the results of some studies suggest that the 

association may be more complex. As mentioned previously, there is a considerable degree of 

variation in the strength of the association when comparing mothers and fathers as well as across 

child age, gender, and birth order. The presence of a significant correlation provides some 

information about the relation between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality; however, the 

strength of the association contributes to a richer understanding of these processes. Meta-

analyses represent an effective method for summarizing findings from existing research (Berman 

& Parker, 2002). Furthermore, meta-analysis offers an appropriate means of increasing clarity on 

the strength of the association. To date, there has not been a meta-analysis addressing this topic. 

Therefore, this study is the first synthesis of research on the association between marital 

satisfaction and coparenting quality using meta-analysis.  

Furthermore, this study examines the effects of several moderators. Consistent with 

Feinberg’s (2003) categorization of factors influencing coparenting, moderating effects of 

individual parent (i.e., gender, psychological diagnoses of parents, parental education levels, 

ages of parents, and ethnicity of parents) and child (i.e., age, gender, and psychological 

diagnoses) factors were investigated. Additional moderators included family level variables (i.e., 
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family type, years married, and number of children in family) and study factors (i.e., year of 

publication, country, person reporting, and questionnaire used). Given that FST is based on the 

conceptualization of families as interconnected subsystems in which family members influence 

each other, it was expected that individual and family level factors may be implicated in the 

association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality.  

Research questions. 

The aim of the present study was to address the following research questions:  

1. How large is the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality in 

studies including couples (dyadic samples)?  

2. How large is the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality in 

samples (or subsamples) including mothers only? 

3. How large is the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality in 

samples (or subsamples) including fathers only? 

Individual level factors. 

4. Do mothers and fathers differ in terms of the strength of the association between 

marital satisfaction and coparenting quality? 

5. Does the education level of mothers (percent who completed high school) moderate 

the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality? 

6. Does the education level of fathers (percent who completed high school) moderate the 

association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality? 

7. Does the age of mothers at the time of measurement moderate the association 

between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality? 

8. Does the age of fathers at the time of measurement moderate the association between 

marital satisfaction and coparenting quality? 

9. Does the ethnic/racial background of mothers moderate the association between 

marital satisfaction and coparenting quality? 

10. Does the ethnic/racial background of fathers moderate the association between 

marital satisfaction and coparenting quality? 

11. Does the percentage of children in a sample having a psychological diagnosis 

moderate the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality? 
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12. Does the mean age of a family’s only child or eldest child, at the time of 

measurement, moderate the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting 

quality? 

13. Does the gender of children (percent female children) in primiparous families 

moderate the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality? 

Family level factors. 

14. Does the type of family (percent intact) moderate the association between marital 

satisfaction and coparenting quality? 

15. Does the number of months parents had been married (or in a cohabiting relationship 

if parents are unmarried) at the time of measurement moderate the association 

between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality? 

16. Does the mean number of children in each family in the sample moderate the 

association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality? 

Study factors. 

17. Does the year of publication moderate the association between marital satisfaction 

and coparenting quality? 

18. Does the country of study moderate the association between marital satisfaction and 

coparenting quality? 

19. Does the person reporting on marital satisfaction (i.e. self-report vs. observation by 

researcher) moderate the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting 

quality? 

20. Does the person reporting on coparenting quality (i.e. self-report vs. observation by 

researcher) moderate the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting 

quality? 

21. Does the measure of marital satisfaction used in each study moderate the association 

between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality? 

22. Does the measure of coparenting quality used in each study moderate the association 

between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality? 

23. Does the publication status of each study moderate the association between marital 

satisfaction and coparenting quality? 

 Hypotheses. 
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First, based on the existing literature (Christopher et al., 2015; Cook et al., 2009; Durtschi 

et al., 2017; Kuo et al., 2017; Le et al., 2016; McDaniel et al., 2018; Peltz et al., 2018; Schoppe-

Sullivan et al., 2004), I predicted that greater marital satisfaction would be associated with 

greater coparenting quality. Second, based on mixed literature including child factors (Cook et 

al., 2009; Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2007), I predicted that the association between marital 

satisfaction and coparenting quality would be comparable in families with children in clinical 

populations and those with typically developing children. Finally, based on the mixed results 

from past studies, wherein some studies have found a stronger association for mothers (Varga et 

al., 2017) and others have found a stronger association for fathers (Christopher et al., 2015; Kuo 

et al., 2017; Le et al., 2016), the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality 

for mothers and fathers was examined in an exploratory manner. 

Further exploratory analyses were carried out to assess for potential moderating effects of 

the following individual parent and child factors: education level of mother, education level of 

father, age of mother, age of father, ethnic/racial background of mother, ethnic/racial background 

of father, age of the children at the time of measurement, and child gender (for primiparous 

families). Further exploratory analyses assessed possible moderating effects of the following 

family level factors: family type (i.e., intact versus separated), years married, and number of 

children in families. Study factors were primarily used as moderators in order to assess for any 

issues relating to the quality of studies being included in analysis.  

Method 

 Meta-analyses were conducted to summarize and analyze the findings of the existing 

body of research on the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality using 

dyadic data from couples, as well as individual data from mothers and fathers. For the purpose of 

this study, marital satisfaction refers to each parent’s evaluation of their relationship with the 

other parent (or caregiver) of their child. As discussed above, the term “marital satisfaction” is 

commonly used to refer to this type of relationship satisfaction in research; however, for this 

study it was not necessary that the parents be married. Relationship satisfaction may be 

considered within the context of different family types including those in which the parents were 

never married, are currently married, or were married but were no longer together at the time of 

measurement; however, for the purpose of consistency and aligning with other similar research 

in this field, the term “marital satisfaction” will be used. Coparenting was defined as the way 
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parents relate to each other within their roles as parents (Feinberg, 2003). More specifically, the 

coparenting relationship is characterized by the extent to which parental figures demonstrate 

support and coordination within the childrearing context (Feinberg, 2003). 

Protocol 

A detailed protocol was established with respect to the research questions. The protocol 

specified the criteria that must be met for studies to be included in the analysis, as well as the 

criteria that would cause studies to be excluded (Berman & Parker, 2002). Furthermore, the 

study protocol included a list of allowable methods of measurement for both marital satisfaction 

and coparenting quality. The criteria to be met for studies to be included and a list of allowable 

measures can be found in the “Inclusion Criteria” section of this document. In cases where there 

were multiple publications reporting the results of one study, the most comprehensive study was 

selected for analysis. In cases where multiple publications of a single study were equally 

comprehensive, the results from the earliest published was used. Additionally, a coding manual 

specifying the type of information to be extracted from the studies and the format in which it 

would be recorded was developed (see Appendix A).  

Search Strategy and Identification of Studies 

The Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-analyses (PRISMA) 

guidelines were followed in the identification, screening, and evaluation of manuscripts relevant 

to the research question (Moher et al., 2009). The following databases were systematically 

searched for relevant reports prepared up to June 2019: a) PsycINFO, b) ProQuest Dissertations 

and Theses, and c) Google Scholar. In order to reduce the risk of publication bias, in which a 

greater number of records reporting positive effects inflate the estimated effect size (Berman & 

Parker, 2002; Dwan et al., 2008; Easterbrook et al., 1991; Moher et al. 2009), both published and 

unpublished records were utilized in this study. Publication bias refers to the observed 

phenomenon wherein research reporting statistically significant results is more likely to be 

published compared to studies reporting non-significant results (Berman & Parker, 2002; Dwan 

et al., 2008; Easterbrook et al., 1991). The exact search strategy differed between databases 

depending on the limiting features of each database. The following keywords were used in 

database searches: marital satisfaction, marital quality, relationship satisfaction, relationship 

quality, coparent*, parenting alliance, parenting partnership, parental agreement, parental 

disagreement, and childrearing agreement. In addition to database searches, I searched for 
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additional articles in two related journals: Journal of Child and Family Studies and Journal of 

Family Psychology. 

Once the searches had been conducted, articles were subject to three stages of screening 

in order to determine their eligibility. The initial screening simply involved the recording and 

removal of any duplicated studies. Second, the title and abstract of each study was evaluated. 

Any clearly unrelated or irrelevant articles were excluded at this point. Subsequently, the 

remaining articles were screened based on their full text. Furthermore, eligible articles were 

screened using Wood’s (2008) steps for the identification of duplicate samples. Through this 

process, studies that shared overlapping samples were identified and the most comprehensive 

study was selected for inclusion, while less comprehensive studies were excluded. The screening 

procedure was documented using a PRISMA flow diagram, including the number of articles that 

were included and excluded during each stage of screening along with the reasons for studies 

being excluded (Card, 2012). The PRISMA flow diagram for the present study can be seen in 

Figure 3. A tracking file on the Rayyan website (Ouzzani et al., 2016) was used to document the 

records included and excluded at each stage of the screening process. Rayyan is a web 

application that was created to aid researchers in the screening process of systematic reviews and 

meta-analyses. Rayyan allows researchers to create and share folders for their projects, to which 

they can upload records of their searches and designate labels representing decisions made on the 

inclusion of specific articles.    

In addition to the search procedures stated above, backward and forward reference 

searches of articles that meet the inclusion criteria were utilized in order to avoid missing 

relevant studies (Card, 2012). This was accomplished by reviewing the reference lists of articles 

that met the inclusion criteria (backward reference search) and screening studies that cite eligible 

articles (forward reference search). Additional studies found through this process were evaluated 

using the screening method stated above. 

Inclusion Criteria 

Studies eligible for inclusion in the analysis were required to meet the following criteria: 

1. The study must have been published (or prepared) in English before June 2019. As stated 

previously, both published and unpublished studies were included. 

2. Eligible studies must have included a quantitative evaluation of the relation between 

marital satisfaction and coparenting quality. 
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3. The study included a direct measure of marital satisfaction between two individuals who 

are also coparents. Acceptable measures of marital satisfaction must include more than 

one item and must have evidence of reliability or validity. Examples of acceptable 

measures include The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; Spanier, 1976), Couples 

Satisfaction Index (CSI-4; Funk & Rogge, 2007), Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale 

(Schumm et al., 1986), Relationships Questionnaire (Braiker & Kelley, 1979), Marital 

Opinion Questionnaire (MOQ; Huston & Vangelisti, 1991), and The Intimate Relations 

Questionnaire (Braiker & Kelley, 1979).  

4. The study included a direct measure of coparenting quality. Acceptable measures of 

coparenting were limited to measures that reflect parents’ perspective on the way they 

relate to each other. Acceptable measures of coparenting must include more than one 

item and must have evidence of reliability or validity. Examples of acceptable measures 

include the Coparenting Questionnaire (CQ; Margolin et al., 2001), Coparenting 

Relationship Scale (Feinberg et al., 2012), Parenting Alliance Inventory (PAI; Abidin & 

Brunner, 1995), Daily Coparenting Scale (D-Cop; McDaniel et al., 2017), and 

Perceptions of Coparenting Partners Questionnaire (Stright & Bales, 2003). In contrast, 

studies limited to measures of individual parenting practices or father involvement were 

excluded.    

5. Measures of marital satisfaction and coparenting quality must have been taken 

concurrently, except, for studies on primiparous parents taking place over the transition to 

parenthood, where marital satisfaction may have been measured prenatally, while 

coparenting quality was measured postnatally.  

6. Studies must have included a quantitative evaluation of the relation between marital 

satisfaction and coparenting quality on the couple-level or separate evaluations for 

mothers and fathers.  

7. Studies including children or parents belonging to clinical populations were eligible, as 

coding allowed for analysis of moderation. 

8. Similarly, families in which the biological parents were separated were included; 

however, parents’ marital status was coded for. In studies including divorced or separated 

parents, the parents must have had a current coparenting partner with whom they were in 

a romantic relationship (i.e., families with stepparents). Studies that only provided 
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measures of relationship satisfaction and coparenting for dissolved relationships were not 

eligible.  

9. Study participants must have been parents of children under the age of 18 years. 

Moderator Analyses 

 One of the research objectives of this study was to examine the link between marital 

satisfaction and coparenting quality in families of typically developing children and those with 

children in clinical populations. Therefore, belonging to a clinical population, as indicated by 

diagnoses of psychological conditions, was considered as a moderator. Additional individual 

level child factors were considered through moderation analyses. The age of a family’s only or 

eldest child at the time of measurement and child gender were considered as moderators. 

Furthermore, the moderating effects of individual parental factors such as maternal education 

level, paternal education level, age of mother, age of father, ethnic/racial background of mother, 

and ethnic/racial background of father were examined. The effect of parent gender was 

investigated by running separate analyses on samples of mothers and fathers and comparing the 

strength of the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality in those samples.  

 Other family level and study factors served as moderators. Family factors of interest 

included family type (i.e., intact versus separated), months married (or in a cohabiting 

relationship), and the number of children in the family. Study factors that were included as 

moderators were year of publication, country, person reporting on marital satisfaction, person 

reporting on coparenting quality, measure of marital satisfaction, and measure of coparenting 

quality. Study publication status was also included as a moderator in order to check for potential 

effects of including unpublished studies on the results obtained.  

Data Extraction 

A detailed coding manual was created for this study in order to provide instruction on the 

types of information needing to be extracted from the records as well as the method of recording 

the extracted data (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001; see Appendix A). All extracted information was 

recorded on coding forms created specifically for this study (see Appendix B). The coding 

manual and form were tested with alternative studies, which were not included in the analysis, to 

ensure these materials sufficiently specified and captured the required information.  

I was the primary coder extracting data from records. To assess for intercoder reliability, 

a secondary coder coded 25% of the eligible studies. Secondary coding was conducted by a 
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fourth-year Honours student who received training on the coding procedures. Coding results 

were compared item by item (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). Intercoder agreement between the two 

coders was first calculated using Cohen’s kappa and intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC; 

Card, 2012; Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). Cohen’s kappa could be calculated for type of publication 

( = 1.00, 95% CI [1.00, 1.00]), country ( = 1.00, 95% CI [1.00, 1.00]), measure of marital 

satisfaction ( = 1.00, 95% CI [1.00, 1.00]), measure of coparenting quality ( = .95, 95% CI 

[.86, 1.00]), person reporting on marital satisfaction ( = .88, 95% CI [.68, 1.00]), and person 

reporting on coparenting quality ( = .89, 95% CI [.71, 1.00]).  

For the remaining variables there were some features of the data that made the values for 

Cohen’s kappa and ICC less representative of the level of agreement between coders. 

Specifically, there were a number of instances in which one of the coders had left an item blank, 

while the other coder recorded a value. In these instances, leaving blanks for one coder inflated 

the level of agreement. A second difficulty came with the child gender (percent female) 

moderator, for which there were not enough pairs of values within the 25% of studies that were 

second coded to generate an ICC in SPSS (Version 25.0; IBM Corp., 2017), but on visual 

inspection showed perfect agreement. Due to the closure of campus buildings as per university 

policy surrounding COVID-19, I was unable to access reference books that may have guided me 

in formulating a statistical plan to manage these difficulties. It was therefore concluded that 

percent agreement would be a more accurate representation of the level of agreement between 

the coders. Percent agreement ranged from 58% - 100% (M = 85%; See Appendix C for further 

details). Errors that were detected through the process of second coding were manually corrected 

prior to analysis.  

Data collected included demographic information (i.e., parents’ marital status, number of 

children in family, age of children, etc.), other study characteristics (i.e., title, author, year, type 

of publication, etc.), and the measures of marital satisfaction and coparenting quality. Missing 

data was indicated on the coding form. In cases where key information was missing, such as data 

required to calculate an effect size, efforts were made to contact the authors of the study. If the 

missing information could not be obtained, then the study was excluded from the analysis. Data 

was inputted into the Comprehensive Meta-Analysis (CMA) version 3.0 software for analysis 

(Borenstein et al., 2013). In cases where a study included multiple measures of either construct 

(i.e., marital satisfaction or coparenting quality), data from each measure was recorded 
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separately. This approach allowed for further examination of individual measures or for the 

aggregation of measures by averaging the scores and creating a single effect size for each 

construct (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). For the purpose of the current study, separate correlations for 

mothers and fathers were used in the comparison of effect size between mothers and fathers; 

however, correlations corresponding to other types of subgroups, different measures, or multiple 

time points were aggregated within CMA.  

Statistical Methods 

 Data was analyzed using CMA. Three datasets were created and utilized for separate 

analyses. The first dataset included all of the studies with dyadic samples (i.e., participants were 

couples). When studies with dyadic samples provided separate correlations for mothers and 

fathers, these subsamples were entered into CMA as subsamples that could be selected for 

separate analyses or aggregated; otherwise, some dyadic studies only provided one correlation 

for mothers and fathers. For the analyses using the dyadic samples, separate correlations for 

mothers and fathers were aggregated, as were the correlations for studies that provided multiple 

correlations corresponding to different time-points, different measures or subscales of measures, 

other types of subsamples, and so forth. The second dataset included studies with samples of 

mothers only as well as the subsamples of mothers from dyadic studies (only when separate 

correlations were given for mothers). The third dataset included studies with samples of fathers 

only as well as the subsamples of fathers from dyadic studies (only when separate correlations 

were given for fathers). Meta-analyses were conducted separately using each of these three 

datasets, addressing research questions 1-3.  

Given the diverse nature of the studies included, heterogeneity in effect sizes was 

expected to stem from more than sampling error alone. Therefore, the assumptions inherent to a 

fixed effect model were expected to be violated and a random effects model was be used (Lipsey 

& Wilson, 2001). The distribution of effect sizes was examined to check for the presence of 

notable outliers, specifically those exceeding a z score of 1.96. In the case that outliers were 

present, they were recoded to more moderate values. More specifically, scores exceeding two 

standard deviations distance from the mean were recoded to the value at two standard deviations. 

All effect sizes from articles included in the analysis were weighted using the inverse of the 

sampling error variance in order to manage the contribution of each study, such that 

contributions are proportionate to reliability (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). Correlation coefficient 
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effect size statistics were transformed using Fisher’s Zr -transformation and later transformed 

back to correlation coefficients to facilitate interpretation.   

Moderator analyses were conducted using analog ANOVA and meta-regression (Lipsey 

& Wilson, 2001). Analog ANOVA was used to facilitate the comparison of mothers and fathers 

in terms of the association between their experiences of marital satisfaction and coparenting 

quality (research question 4) by comparing the effect sizes for samples of mothers and samples 

of fathers. Using the data from samples and subsamples of mothers, individual meta-regressions 

were conducted for the following moderator variables: a) maternal education level (research 

question 5), b) mean mother age (research question 7), and c) ethnic/racial background of mother 

(research question 9). Using the data from samples and subsamples of fathers, individual meta-

regressions were conducted for the following moderator variables: a) paternal education level 

(research question 6), b) mean father age (research question 8), and c) ethnic/racial background 

of father (research question 10). 

Using the dyadic data, individual meta-regressions were conducted for the following 

moderator variables: a) percentage of children having a psychological diagnosis (research 

question 11), b) mean age of (first or only) children (research question 12), c) gender of children 

in primiparous families (research question 13), d) family type (percent intact; research question 

14), e) mean months of marriage or cohabitation (research question 15), f) mean number of 

children in family (research question 16), g) year of publication (research question 17), h) 

country of the study (research question 18), i) person reporting on marital satisfaction (research 

question 19), j) person reporting on coparenting quality (research question 20), k) measure of 

marital satisfaction (research question 21), l) measure of coparenting quality (research question 

22), and m) publication type (research question 23). 

 For any studies where multiple measures of marital satisfaction or coparenting quality 

were provided, these effect sizes were aggregated so that the sample from that study only 

contributed one mean effect size to the distribution. The mean effect size for each distribution 

was calculated by weighting each effect size (ESi) by the inverse of its variance. Additionally, 

confidence intervals were constructed by multiplying the standard error of each effect size mean 

by the critical z-value for a 95% confidence interval (1.96 for  = .05) and adding the product to 

the mean for the upper limit, as well as subtracting the product from the mean for the lower limit.  
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 Homogeneity of variance was assessed using the I2 statistic in order to determine the 

percentage of variation across studies that was due to heterogeneity rather than chance (Higgins 

& Thompson, 2002; Higgins et al., 2003). Between study variance in terms of effect size was 

assessed using tau-squared (Borenstein et al., 2010). 

Results  

Study Selection 

Systematic searches of two databases (PsycINFO and ProQuest Dissertations and Theses) 

resulted in 452 records. Additionally, out of 957 results from a systematic search using Google 

Scholar, 410 were identified as potentially relevant. Backward and forward reference searches 

were conducted along with a manual search of two relevant journals (Journal of Child and 

Family Studies and Journal of Family Psychology). These processes resulted in the identification 

of 14 eligible articles. Following the removal of duplicates, 676 unique studies remained. 

Screening based on title and abstract resulted in the exclusion of 224 studies, leaving 452 studies 

that were subject to a review of the full text. After the full-text screening, studies eligible for 

inclusion were screened using Wood’s (2008) methods for identifying shared or overlapping 

samples. In cases where studies shared samples, the most comprehensive study was selected for 

inclusion. If studies were equally comprehensive, the study that was published first was selected 

for inclusion. Those studies that were less comprehensive or published later were excluded. 

Following the removal of overlapping samples, 96 unique records (including a total of 99 

studies) were found to be eligible for inclusion in the analysis, having met the inclusion criteria 

(Figure 3).  

Study Characteristics 

 Of the 99 studies (96 records) included in analyses, 75 were journal articles, 22 were 

theses/dissertations, one study (Oh et al., 2017) was published in the form of multiple articles 

within a journal issue, and one study was in the form of a convention poster (Table 1). The 

studies were published from the years of 1991 to 2019 (Table 1). Eighty percent of the studies 

were conducted in North America (n = 79), with the majority having been conducted in the 

United States (U.S.; n = 72), six studies were conducted in Canada, and one study used a sample 

including participants from the U.S. and Canada. Other countries in which studies were 

conducted included China/Hong Kong (n = 4), Switzerland (n = 4), Italy (n = 3), France (n = 2), 
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and the Netherlands (n = 2).  There was one study conducted in each of the following countries: 

Australia, Britain, Germany and Switzerland, Sweden, and Turkey (Table 1).  

Eighty-nine percent of the studies (n = 88) used only self-report measures to assess 

marital satisfaction, 4% of studies (n = 4) used observational measures only, 6% of studies (n = 

6) used a combination of self-report and observational measures, and one study administered 

questions in an interview format (Table 1). The most commonly utilized measures were the 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; Spanier, 1976), the Marital Adjustment Test (MAT; Locke & 

Wallace, 1959), and the Quality of Marriage Index (QMI; Norton, 1983; Table 1). Seventy-six 

percent of studies (n = 75) used only self-report measures to assess coparenting quality, 20% of 

studies (n = 20) used observational measures only, 3% of studies (n = 3) used a combination of 

self-report and observational measures, and one study administered questions in an interview 

format (Table 1). The most commonly utilized self-report measures were the Parenting Alliance 

Inventory (PAI; Abidin & Brunner, 1995), the Coparenting Relationship Scale (CRS; Feinberg et 

al., 2012), and the Parenting Alliance Measure (PAM; Konold & Abidin, 2001; Table 1). 

Twenty-five percent of studies (n = 25) used coded triadic interactions to measure coparenting 

quality.  

Twelve studies (12%) included families of children from clinical populations and two 

studies (2%) included parents from clinical populations (Table 2). In studies of primiparous 

families, the percentage of female children ranged from 40% to 54% (Table 2). The average age 

of children ranged from 3 months to 101 months (Table 2). Of the studies that indicated the 

percentage of intact families (n = 77; Table 2), 6% of studies (n = 5) included only families that 

were not intact, in 5% of studies (n = 4) 55-75% of families were intact, in 18% of studies (n = 

14) 80-99% of families were intact, and in 70% of studies (n = 54) all families were intact. The 

average length of the marital/cohabiting relationship between parents ranged from 30-228 

months (Table 2). The average number of children ranged from 1-3 (Table 2). Two studies 

reported including same-sex parents (Carone et al., 2017; McDaniel et al., 2018). 

The separate subsamples of mothers and fathers were used for the investigation of 

mothers’ and fathers’ education, respectively. Of the studies, from the mother subsample, 

offering reports on the percentage of mothers who had completed high school or higher levels of 

education (n = 20; Table 3), in 5% of studies (n = 1) 24% of mothers had completed high school 

or higher levels of education, in 15% of studies (n = 3) 62-77% of mothers had completed high 
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school or higher levels of education, in 55% of studies (n = 11) 86-99% of mothers had 

completed high school or higher levels of education, and in 25% of studies (n = 5) all mothers 

had completed high school or higher levels of education. Of the studies, from the father 

subsample, offering reports on the percentage of fathers who had completed high school or 

higher levels of education (n = 19; Table 4), in 5% of studies (n = 1) 24% of fathers had 

completed high school or higher levels of education, in 26% of studies (n = 5) 53-76% of fathers 

had completed high school or higher levels of education, in 58% of studies (n = 11) 90-99% of 

fathers had completed high school or higher levels of education, and in 11% of studies (n = 2) all 

fathers had completed high school or higher levels of education. The average age of mothers 

ranged from 27 to 43 years (Table 3) and fathers ranged from 29 to 46 years (Table 4). 

 The separate subsamples of mothers and fathers were used for the investigation of 

mothers’ and fathers’ ethnic/racial background, respectively. Of the studies, from the mother 

subsample, offering reports on ethnic/racial background for mothers (n = 27; Table 3), in 11% (n 

= 3) none of the mothers were White, in 4% (n = 1) 37% of mothers were White, in 7% (n = 2) 

the percentage of mothers who were White ranged from 50-75%, and in 78% (n = 21) the 

percentage of mothers who were White ranged from 76-95%. Of the studies, from the father 

subsample, offering reports on ethnic/racial background for fathers (n = 23; Table 4), in 13% (n 

= 3) none of the fathers were White, in 13% (n = 3) the percentage of fathers who were White 

ranged from 23-33%, in 4% of studies (n = 1) 50% of fathers were White, and in 70% (n = 16) 

the percentage of fathers who were White ranged from 80-95%. There was a total of 35,712 

participants across all studies.  

Association Between Marital Satisfaction and Coparenting Quality  

 Within the context of dyadic data (studies including both parents), the association 

between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality was medium (r = .40; 95% confidence 

interval (CI) [.36, .43]; Q(82) = 751.75 (p <.001); I2 = 89.09%; tau2 = 0.032; See Table 1). 

Figure 4 shows the effect sizes for the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting 

quality from the 83 studies with dyadic data. Cohen’s (1977, 1988) guidelines for effect size 

interpretation, where small: r ≤ .10, medium: r = .30, and large: r ≥ .50, were referenced for the 

interpretation of this effect size. These results suggest that there is a moderate association 

between relationship satisfaction and coparenting quality in parents, particularly within the 

context of studies including both parents. The significant value for the Cochrane Q-test suggests 
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a greater level of heterogeneity in the effect sizes between studies than would be expected to 

present based on chance alone. The high value associated with I2 indicates substantial 

heterogeneity, suggesting that 89% of the variation in effect sizes across studies is due to 

heterogeneity as opposed to chance (Higgins et al., 2003). Tau2 represents the between studies 

variance, or the variance of true effect sizes, on the scale of the effect size and is the value used 

to compute weights. Twenty-three individual effects with a z-score exceeding 1.96 were 

identified as outliers and were re-coded at a z-score of 1.96. After the outliers had been re-coded, 

the strength of the association remained similar (r = .40; 95% CI [.36, .43]; Q(82) = 716.79 (p 

<.001); I2 = 88.56%; tau2 = 0.031). 

Moderator Analyses  

 A total of 20 moderator analyses were conducted (see Table 5). Thirteen moderator 

analyses were conducted on the subsample of data that included only couples and eight 

moderator analyses were conducted using data from separate subsamples of mothers and fathers. 

One of the moderator analyses (gender of parents) used an analog ANOVA approach, while the 

remaining moderators were examined using meta-regression (see Table 5). Due to an insufficient 

number of studies including mothers or fathers from clinical populations, moderator analyses on 

psychological diagnoses of mothers and fathers could not be run. Similarly, there was an 

insufficient number of studies with same-sex couples to allow for a moderator analysis of sexual 

orientation of parents. Gender of parents was the only significant individual level moderator (Q = 

4.30, p = .038, k = 143), with larger effects being found in samples of mothers (r = .47; 95% CI 

[.43, .52]; Q(74) = 514.41 (p <.001); I2 = 85.61%; tau2 = 0.039; See Table 3) than fathers (r = 

.41; 95% CI [.37, .45]; Q(67) = 607.02 (p <.001); I2 = 88.96%; tau2 = 0.030; See Table 4).  

In terms of family level factors, the length of the relationship between parents was a 

significant moderator (Q = 5.55, p = .019, k = 46), with larger effects being found in families 

where parents had been married (or in a cohabiting relationship) for longer periods of time. Mean 

number of children was also a significant moderator (Q = 5.32, p = .021, k = 38), with larger 

effects being found in families with more children. No other family level factors were significant 

moderators in the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality.  

 Five study factors were found to be significant moderators. The country studies were 

conducted in was a significant moderator (Q = 25.09, p = .005, k = 83), with smaller effects 

being found from studies conducted in Switzerland. The person reporting (self-report vs. 
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researcher observation) on coparenting quality was a significant moderator (Q = 77.46, p < .001, 

k = 83), with smaller effects for studies including measures of coparenting quality that were 

completed by researchers, such as observational measures. The measure of marital satisfaction 

was a significant moderator (Q = 24.72, p < .037, k = 83), with smaller effects found in studies 

using the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; Spanier, 1976) in addition to another less commonly 

used measure and studies using the Marital Adjustment Test (MAT; Locke & Wallace, 1959) 

than studies that used only the DAS (Spanier, 1976). The measure of coparenting quality was a 

significant moderator (Q = 124.57, p < .001, k = 83), with larger effects for studies using the 

Coparenting Relationship Scale (Feinberg et al., 2012) and the Parenting Alliance Measure 

(PAM; Konold & Abidin, 2001) and smaller effects for studies using coded triadic interactions. 

The type of publication was a significant moderator (Q = 13.41, p = .004, k = 83), with a 

negative effect for one study that could only be found in the form of a poster (Tissot et al., n.d.). 

After the removal of this study from the analysis, type of publication was no longer a significant 

moderator (Q = 2.73, p = .255, k = 82); therefore, publication type does not seem to significantly 

moderate the association. 

Study Quality 

 Study factors provide some insight into the quality of the studies included in the analysis. 

Type of publication can be considered in terms of the effect of publication status on effect size.  

The study by Tissot et al. (n.d.) that was found as an unpublished poster (mentioned above), 

displayed the most discrepant results with a correlation of -.40. Furthermore, as stated above, the 

removal of this study from the moderator analysis resulted in the previously significant effect of 

type of publication becoming nonsignificant. Based on this information, the quality of this study 

may be called into question. Due to the study being presented in poster form, there was little 

methodological detail provided that may have contributed to a better understanding of the 

discrepant results. Otherwise, type of publication was a nonsignificant moderator, suggesting that 

effects did not differ significantly between published and unpublished studies. This provides a 

degree of confidence that unpublished studies were not consistently of poorer quality compared 

to peer reviewed articles.  

Country of study was a significant moderator, with smaller effects being found from 

studies conducted in Switzerland. This result may be explained in part by the common use of 

triadic interaction tasks as measures of coparenting quality in research conducted in Switzerland 
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(Favez et al., 2012; Favez et al. 2016; Tissot et al., n.d.; Tissot et al., 2019). The analysis of 

coparenting measures as a moderator indicated that studies using coded triadic interactions 

reported lower effect sizes. Therefore, the weaker, and in some cases negative, effect sizes of 

studies from Switzerland may be more accurately described as a measurement issue than an 

overall study quality issue.  

The findings that triadic interaction measures and observational measures for which 

researchers are the reporters more generally, are associated with lower effect sizes does raise 

questions about the validity of different types of measures of coparenting quality. Many different 

measures of coparenting have been used across the studies included in these analyses, also 

suggesting a lack of consensus within the field in terms of the measurement of coparenting 

quality. In conclusion, measure of coparenting quality stands out as the factor that could most 

likely be impacting study quality.  

Discussion 

 This study represents the first meta-analytic synthesis of the association between marital 

satisfaction and coparenting quality. This study used three subsamples or datasets from the 

overall dataset, which included 99 studies. The first set of analyses were conducted on a 

subsample of data that came from studies with samples that included couples of parents (dyadic 

data). Meta-analysis of this data found a medium association between marital satisfaction and 

coparenting quality (r = .40). Second, the association between marital satisfaction and 

coparenting quality was investigated in a subsample of studies including samples of only 

mothers or subsamples of mothers. The results of the meta-analysis of data from mothers 

indicated an association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality that falls within the 

medium range, approaching the large range, (r = .47) according to Cohen’s (1977, 1988) 

guidelines for effect size interpretation. Third, the association between marital satisfaction and 

coparenting quality was investigated in a subsample of studies including samples of only fathers 

or subsamples of fathers. The results of the meta-analysis of data from fathers indicated a 

medium association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality (r = .41).  

 As there have been no previous meta-analyses of the association between marital 

satisfaction and coparenting quality, these results represent a novel contribution. The medium 

effects found by this study are theoretically consistent with the conceptualization offered by FST, 
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which suggests that the marital or couple subsystem and the parenting subsystem are distinct, yet 

intimately connected (Feinberg, 2003).  

Individual Level Factors 

 Moderator analyses were conducted to further explore the factors influencing the 

association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality. The strength of the association 

was compared between subsamples of mothers and fathers to investigate the extent to which 

parent gender had an impact on the relation. Results of the comparison between mothers and 

fathers indicated that parent gender represents a significant moderator in the association between 

marital satisfaction and coparenting quality. Specifically, a stronger association between marital 

satisfaction and coparenting quality was found for mothers (r = .47) than fathers (r = .41). This 

finding is consistent with a number of studies that reported a stronger association between 

marital satisfaction and coparenting quality for mothers than fathers (e.g., Broderick et al., 2019; 

Camisasca et al., 2019; Varga et al., 2017). In contrast, this finding is inconsistent with other 

studies that have found a stronger association for fathers (e.g., Christopher et al., 2015; Kuo et 

al., 2017; Le et al., 2016).  

It is certainly the case that parenting is often a gendered experience, such that mothers 

and fathers inhabit different roles within the family system (Cowan & Cowan, 1992; Hays, 1998; 

Shelton & Harold, 2008). As mentioned previously, while fathers have taken on more substantial 

roles in parenting over time, in most families, mothers maintain the role of the primary caregiver 

(Kotila et al., 2013). Violated expectations regarding the division of labor associated with 

childrearing have been identified as a factor contributing to lower marital quality over the 

transition to parenthood as well as a predictor of coparenting experiences (Hackel & Ruble, 

1992; Ruble et al., 1988). Therefore, with differing roles within the family system, it is 

unsurprising that mothers and fathers would experience the parenting partnership differently. It 

has been suggested that because mothers take on more caregiving responsibilities, parenthood 

plays a more substantial role in their identities (Katz-Wise et al., 2010; Maurer et al., 2001; 

Simon, 1992); therefore, the extent to which a partner assists or hinders mothers within their role 

as a parent may have a greater influence on their evaluation of the couple relationship (Le et al., 

2016).  

Some researchers have posited that mothers, who often act as the primary caregiver, may 

feel a stronger responsibility to maintain consistent parenting; while fathers may see their 
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parenting role as less essential and thus tend to rely more on their partner (Christopher et al., 

2015). Similarly, the results of some studies have suggested a connection between marital 

distress and lower levels of father involvement, while mothers may maintain their parenting 

behaviour despite negative emotions relating to the marital relationship (Conger et al., 1992; 

Grych & Fincham, 1990; Krishnakumar & Buehler, 2000). Despite the tendency for mothers’ 

parenting behaviours to remain constant, marital distress may reduce mothers’ feelings of trust or 

confidence in their partners’ parenting (Cowan & Cowan, 2000). In turn, mothers with low 

confidence in their partners’ parenting abilities may engage in less supportive coparenting (Allen 

& Hawkins, 1999; Christopher et al., 2015). Therefore, it may be the case that fluctuations in 

marital quality have a larger impact on fathers’ parenting behaviours and mothers’ perspectives 

on the coparenting relationship. Similarly, fathers have been found to report higher levels of 

satisfaction with their coparenting relationship than mothers (Floyd & Zmich, 1991; Van Egeren, 

2004), which may suggest that they hold a more consistently positive view of the coparenting 

relationship. Due to the majority of studies using self-report measures (88% for marital 

satisfaction and 76% for coparenting), parents own perceptions of the coparenting relationship 

and their satisfaction with the collective coparenting relationship would have been the focus of 

measurement, rather merely the extent to which parents carry out their parenting responsibilities.  

Parental education levels were coded for as an indicator of socio-economic status (SES). 

While education level is not an ideal proxy for SES, it is commonly used as an indicator of SES, 

as it is considered to be a key predictor of one’s work and economic situations (Darin-Mattsson 

et al., 2017; Duncan et al., 2002). Furthermore, parental education level is the most consistently 

reported and comparable proxy measure of SES in primary studies, which makes it a preferable 

indicator of SES for meta-analyses. In 80% of studies that reported on mothers’ educational 

level, 86-100% of mothers had completed high school or higher levels of education and in 74% 

of studies that reported on fathers’ educational level, 75-100% of fathers had completed high 

school or higher levels of education; this indicates that the majority of samples seem to have 

been highly educated. Neither education level of mothers or fathers were significant moderators 

in the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality; however, the restricted 

variability in education level may have been a limiting factor in this analysis. The average age of 

mothers ranged from 27 to 43 years and fathers ranged from 29 to 46 years. Neither maternal nor 

paternal age were significant moderators. This nonsignificant result does not provide evidence 
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that the strength of the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality differs 

depending on age.  

Neither ethnic/racial background of mothers nor fathers were significant moderators. In 

75% of studies that reported on mothers’ ethnic/racial background, 76-100% of mothers were 

White. In 68% of studies that reported on fathers’ ethnic/racial background, 80-100% of fathers 

were White. Therefore, while some studies included more racially diverse samples, the majority 

of the samples were largely White. Previous research has demonstrated that families with 

different ethnic/racial backgrounds may differ in terms of certain aspects of coparenting 

(McLoyd, 1993; Shelton & John, 1993) and level of involvement of fathers in parenting and 

coparenting practices (Carlson et al., 2008; Ellerbe et al., 2018; Hofferth, 2003; King, 1994; 

Seltzer, 1991). Despite these differences, the results from the current study did not support a 

moderating role of ethnic/racial background in predicting the strength of the association between 

marital satisfaction and coparenting quality.  

Ten studies (12%) included families of children from clinical populations, including 

ASD, Downs Syndrome (DS), ADHD, intellectual disability (ID)/mental retardation, 

oppositional defiant disorder (ODD), conduct disorder, clinical levels of externalizing symptoms, 

and clinical levels of internalizing symptoms. As hypothesized, the percentage of children in a 

sample having a psychological diagnosis did not moderate the association between marital 

satisfaction and coparenting quality. This result is reflective of previous research displaying 

varied marital and coparenting experiences within families of children with psychological 

disorders (Hock et al., 2012; Jenkins et al., 2005; Marciano et al., 2015; Markoulakis et al, 2012; 

Myers et al., 2009; Ooi, et al., 2016; Ramisch et al., 2013; Sim et al., 2016; Williamson & 

Johnston, 2016; Wymbs & Pelham, 2010).  

Average age of the family’s eldest or only child was not a significant moderator. The 

average age of children ranged from 3 months to 101 months. This nonsignificant result did not 

provide support for age of the eldest or only child in a family as a factor influencing differences 

in the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality. Previous research has 

provided partial support for the notion that there may be different coparenting demands placed 

on parents of children of different ages (Margolin et al., 2001). Specifically, parents of preschool 

children have been found to report higher levels of coparenting cooperation than parents of older 

children (Margolin et al., 2001). Parents certainly face different coparenting challenges as 
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children’s developmental needs change over time; however, it may be the case that age-specific 

challenges to various domains of coparenting balance out and are not captured by measures that 

represent overall coparenting quality. Perhaps examination of specific domains of coparenting 

would allow for a deeper understanding of the specific ways in which coparenting changes 

depending on child age.  

Similarly, child gender did not act as a significant moderator in the association between 

marital satisfaction and coparenting quality in primiparous families. Previous research has 

suggested that, while sons may be exposed to interparental conflict, child-rearing disagreements, 

and hostile/competitive coparenting (Block et al., 1981; Cox et al., 1989; Cummings et al., 1994; 

McHale, 1995; Morgan et al., 1988), daughters have been found to experience more distancing 

from fathers (Amato, 1986; Belsky et al., 1989) and parenting discrepancy (McHale, 1995). 

Furthermore, research on the association between child gender and triangulation is mixed 

(Buchanan et al., 1991; Margolin et al., 2001). The nonsignificant results of the current study are 

consistent with other studies that have found minimal effects of child gender on parenting 

experience variables (Floyd et al., 1998; Margolin et al., 2001). It is possible that the association 

between marital satisfaction and specific domains of coparenting may have differed; however, 

the association between marital satisfaction and overall levels of coparenting was similar in 

families of boys and girls.  

Family Level Factors  

 Family type, as indicated by the percentage of intact families, did not significantly 

moderate the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality. While separation 

or divorce may create challenges for families (e.g., Gasper et al., 2008), the results of the current 

study did not demonstrate significant differences between families with stepparents and intact 

families in terms of the strength of the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting 

quality.  

The length of the relationship between parents was a significant moderator, with stronger 

associations between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality being found in families in 

which parents had been in a relationship for longer periods of time. The average length of 

marital/cohabiting relationship between parents ranged from 30-228 months. Previous research 

has found that marital satisfaction fluctuates over time (Lavner & Bradbury, 2010; Rollins & 

Feldman, 1970). This result is consistent with Feinberg’s (2003) interpretation of the association 
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between the marital relationship and the coparenting relationship as dynamic and bidirectional. 

Feinberg (2003) suggests that when couples become parents, they bring certain relational 

abilities with them, such as the abilities to provide support and respect, as well as the ability to 

handle disagreements. It is possible that parents who have been in a relationship for a longer 

period of time have more firmly formed relational patterns. Couples who have spent a longer 

amount of time developing positive relational abilities within the couple relationship may be able 

to apply those strengths to the coparenting relationship to a greater extent. In contrast, 

longstanding negative relational patterns within the couple relationship may also spill over into 

the coparenting relationship.  

 The average number of children in in each family was also a significant family level 

moderator. The association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality was strongest in 

families with more children. Previous research has demonstrated a decline in relationship 

satisfaction after the birth of a child (Mitnick et al., 2009). Furthermore, the results of a meta-

analysis by Twenge et al. (2003) indicated a significant negative association between marital 

satisfaction and number of children. According to FST theory, the addition of new family 

members, as occurs with the birth of each child, serves as a catalyst, requiring reorganization of 

the family system in order to adapt from patterns that may no longer be appropriate (LeMasters, 

1957). The stress associated with the reorganization of the family system and with greater 

parenting demands from parenting multiple children may place more pressure on the coparenting 

relationship and negatively impact relationship satisfaction in some cases; therefore, in families 

with more children a stronger coparenting relationship may serve as a buffer against declines in 

marital satisfaction. Conversely, higher levels of relationship satisfaction may create a stronger 

base for greater coparenting quality. While these connections likely exist for primiparous 

families, it seems that the magnitude of the connections are greater in families with more 

children. Further, this result is consistent with the significant effect found for relationship length, 

as parents with more children may have been in a relationship for a longer period of time than 

parents with fewer children.  

Study Level Factors  

 The study level factors were primarily included in the analysis as a means by which to 

assess the quality of studies. The year of publication was not a significant moderator in the 

association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality. It should be noted that the study 
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of coparenting quality is relatively new, and the earliest studies included in the analysis were 

from 1991. As mentioned previously, country of study was a significant moderator, with smaller 

effects being found from studies conducted in Switzerland; however, this effect may be 

explained by the use of triadic interaction tasks as measures of coparenting quality in research 

conducted in Switzerland (Favez et al., 2012; Favez et al. 2016; Tissot et al., n.d.; Tissot et al., 

2019). This assumption is consistent with the result of the moderator analysis of measures of 

coparenting, which indicated that studies using coded triadic interactions reported lower effect 

sizes. Therefore, it seems likely that the effect of the country a study was conducted in can be 

better explained by the type of measure frequently used in those studies.  

While the type of publication was initially found to be a significant moderator, after the 

removal of one study (Tissot et al., n.d.) with a particularly discrepant effect size (r = -.40) the 

moderator was no longer significant. With the outlier excluded, publication being a 

nonsignificant moderator suggests that correlations did not differ significantly between published 

and unpublished studies. Based on these results, the quality of this outlying study may be 

questioned; however, it seems that unpublished studies were not consistently of poorer quality 

than peer reviewed articles. Furthermore, these results suggest that publication bias, the tendency 

for published research to favor studies with significant results, has not significantly affected 

research on the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality (Card, 2012).   

 As was mentioned in relation to studies conducted in Switzerland, the measure of 

coparenting used and the person reporting on coparenting were both significant moderators. The 

effects associated with studies including measures of coparenting quality that were completed by 

researchers, such as observational measures, were lower than studies that used self-report 

measures. More specifically, larger effects were found for studies using the Coparenting 

Relationship Scale (Feinberg et al., 2012) and the Parenting Alliance Measure (PAM; Konold & 

Abidin, 2001) and smaller effects for studies using coded triadic interactions. Many different 

measures of coparenting have been used across the studies included in these analyses, and 

additional studies were excluded in screening based on the use of other measures of coparenting 

that did not meet the inclusion criteria. Based on this, it seems that there is a lack of consensus 

within the field in terms of the measurement of coparenting quality.  

 A recent systematic review conducted by Mollà Cusí et al. (2020) investigated existing 

measures of coparenting. They found that, while the study of coparenting started in the 1990s, 
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there has been a dramatic increase in the number of measures over the past two years (10 of the 

reviewed measures). Furthermore, Mollà Cusí et al. (2020) suggest that the presence of multiple 

theories for understanding coparenting has led to a considerable degree of heterogeneity in the 

tools for measurement. In terms of types of measures, Mollà Cusí et al. (2020) described 

observational measures as having the advantages of providing a rich understanding of family 

interactions, including parents and children, and the opportunity for an expert (the researcher) to 

assess the triadic interactions from their point of view. While prenatal measures of coparenting 

quality were not used in the current study, Mollà Cusí et al. (2020) also identified the potential 

benefit of prenatal versions of observational measures to offer a basis for early assessment and 

preventative intervention. With regards to limitations, observational measures have only been 

validated for use with non-separated parents, are generally validated in small samples, and, from 

a practical standpoint, are more time consuming to administer. In contrast to observational 

measures, self-report measures are most notably different in that they measure coparenting from 

the point of view of the parents. This can be considered as an advantage, as multiple perspectives 

can be obtained from different family members, or as a disadvantage, missing the expert 

perspective of the researcher. Furthermore, there is the potential for social desirability to 

influence parents’ responses; however, only one of the studies reviewed by Mollà Cusí et al. 

(2020) found an association with social desirability (Feinberg et al. 2012) and it was a small 

association.  

In terms of construct validity, Mollà Cusí et al. (2020) found there were similar factors 

present across different studies. The most commonly included factors were those related to 

support and those related to inter-parent conflict. More specifically, support dimensions included 

concepts such as communication, teamwork, respect, coparenting closeness, cooperation, and 

emotional support. Whereas the conflict dimension included concepts such as triangulation, 

conflict, parental disagreements, undermining of the coparent, hostility, restrictive coparenting, 

and blame (Mollà Cusí et al., 2020). Some measures include additional factors, such as 

childrearing agreement and division of labor, which were included in Feinberg’s (2003; 2011) 

conceptualization. In terms of the measures that were associated with the highest effect sizes in 

the current study, the PAM includes two dimensions (communication & teamwork and respect) 

and the CRS includes seven dimensions (coparenting support, endorsement of partner’s 

parenting, coparenting undermining, exposure to conflict, division of labor, childrearing 
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agreement, and coparenting closeness; Mollà Cusí et al., 2020). The concept of family integrity 

was more commonly included in observational measures (Mollà Cusí et al., 2020). Ultimately, it 

was suggested that there remains a lack of solid evidence confirming the most effective, accurate 

means for the assessment of coparenting. Of the studies reviewed by Mollà Cusí et al. (2020), the 

PAM was the only measure that reported standardized scores. Furthermore, efforts have not been 

made to validate these measures for use with clinical samples.  

While measure of marital satisfaction was found to be a significant moderator, the 

measure of coparenting quality used in tandem may have contributed to this effect. Three out of 

the five studies that used the DAS (Spanier, 1976), in addition to another less commonly used 

measure, also used a triadic interaction task as a measure of coparenting quality. As mentioned 

previously, studies using triadic interaction tasks tended to find smaller effects. These three 

studies found small effect sizes, while the other two studies (not using triadic interaction tasks) 

found medium effect sizes. Therefore, the difference in effects found between studies using the 

DAS (Spanier, 1976) in addition to another less commonly used measure and those using the 

DAS (Spanier, 1976) alone may be better explained by the use of triadic interaction tasks to 

measure coparenting. Similarly, the six studies using the MAT (Locke & Wallace, 1959) found 

effects ranging in size from small to medium, with considerably smaller effects found by two 

studies that also used triadic interaction tasks to measure coparenting quality. Taken together, 

these patterns suggest measure of coparenting quality may have been an important factor 

influencing the significant moderating effect of measure of martial satisfaction.  

Strengths and Limitations 

 The current study exhibits several of notable strengths. First, despite a growing body of 

literature on the topic, this study represents the first meta-analytic synthesis examining the 

association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality. Second, this study included a 

considerable number of moderators in an effort to further elaborate on the current understanding 

of factors impacting the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality. The 

inclusion of moderators provided valuable information that is useful in informing explanations 

for the variability in effects. Third, parent gender was included as a moderator in the current 

study. There have been conflicting results in previous studies that have compared the strength of 

the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality for mothers and fathers; 

therefore, the current study was able to synthesize the results from multiple studies to provide 
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increased clarity in the understanding this gender difference. Fourth, the current study included 

samples with a variety of types of families, acknowledging the diverse forms that families take. 

For instance, blended families with stepparents were included along with families with same-sex 

parents. Fifth, both published and unpublished manuscripts were included in an effort to 

ameliorate potential effects of the publication bias (Card, 2012). Further to that effect, 

publication status was included as a moderator to confirm that there were no significant 

differences in effects between published and unpublished studies.  

 The current study also has a number of limitations. First, there was a greater proportion 

of disagreement between coders than expected. In addition to the primary coding of all of the 

studies, 25% of the studies selected for inclusion in the analyses were coded by an honours 

student. Coding forms were compared item-by-item and discrepancies were identified. Some 

coding issues were identified and addressed by adding additional instructions or clarifying 

existing instructions in the coding manual and returning the coding forms to the second coder for 

them to recode the problematic items using the revised coding manual. For some moderators, 

there were very few studies with reported values within the 25% of studies that were second 

coded; therefore, a single discrepancy resulted in a high level of disagreement. After addressing 

the errors that could be accounted for by confusion relating to instructions in the coding manual, 

the level of agreement was still not as high as desired. Therefore, prior to submitting this 

research for publication, 100% of the studies will be coded by a second coder and every 

discrepancy will be discussed and resolved, resulting in 100% agreement for all variables. 

Second, the inclusion of unpublished studies does increase the potential for issues 

relating to study quality. Further, this study did not include an index for creating study quality 

ratings. There are a number of challenges associated with selecting an appropriate measure of 

study quality. There is a considerable amount of variability in the composition, complexity, and 

development process used to create measures of study quality (Moher et al., 1996). For example, 

there is a lack of consensus between scales in terms of the relative weights to be assigned to 

quality categories or variables (Juni et al., 1999). Furthermore, standard scale development 

techniques are often not followed (Jadad et al., 1996; Moher et al., 1996), there is no accepted 

means for establishing criterion validity (Conn & Rantz, 2003), and other psychometric 

properties, such as interrater reliability, are often not provided (Moher et al., 1996). Despite the 

fact that an established measure of study quality was not used, there were several means for 
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avoiding the inclusion of problematic studies and identifying study quality issues. Specifying 

requirements for measures of marital satisfaction and coparenting quality within the inclusion 

criteria was key in avoiding studies that used measures without any evidence of validity or 

reliability as well as one-item measures that would not be comprehensive enough to sufficiently 

capture the concept being measured. In addition, study level moderators such as publication 

status, country, year, measure of marital satisfaction, and measure of coparenting quality, were 

included to aid in the identification of quality issues. The moderator analysis of publication 

status suggested a potential quality issue with one study (Tissot et al., n.d.); however, when that 

study was excluded from the analysis, there was no indication that correlations varied 

significantly between published and unpublished works. Based on these factors, the inclusion of 

unpublished studies may be more accurately described as a strength than a limitation.  

Third, conducting 20 moderator analyses may have presented a risk of finding significant 

results based on chance rather than a true effect (Type 1 error). While moderators were selected 

based on previous research or theory, suggesting possible implications for the marital and 

coparenting relationships, the risk of Type 1 error is still worth noting. Finally, the current study 

was not able to examine the moderating effect of psychological diagnoses of parents as there was 

an insufficient number of studies reporting psychological diagnoses of parents. It would have 

been informative to examine the effect of psychological conditions on the association between 

marital satisfaction and coparenting quality; however, there have not been enough studies 

conducted with clinical samples to allow for such an investigation. 

Practical Implications 

The results of the present study indicate that there is a moderate association between 

marital satisfaction and coparenting quality. These results are consistent with Feinberg’s (2003) 

ecological model of coparenting (Figure 1), which conceptualizes the coparenting relationship 

within the context of the larger family system, being influenced by a number of other factors, 

including the marital/couple relationship. This information has important implications for the 

training of clinicians. Many training programs encourage clinical students to focus on adults or 

children, with some offering opportunities to gain experience working with couples or families; 

however, this study, in congruence with FST, emphasizes the importance of relationships within 

families and suggests that a narrow focus on one part of the system may hinder clinicians in 

gaining a deeper understanding of the clients to whom they provide treatment. Training programs 
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could benefit students by introducing FST as a perspective for case conceptualization or 

research, as well as by offering opportunities for student clinicians to work with systems, such as 

couples or families.  

Information on the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality, as 

well as the factors influencing the association, may also be useful for clinicians working with 

families. First, these results may serve to emphasize the importance of considering the 

interconnectedness of subsystems within families. Specifically, understanding that there is an 

association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality may be helpful for clinicians in 

identifying couples who may benefit from increased support around the birth of a child. For 

instance, those couples who experience more conflictual marital/couple relationships may be 

identified and provided with increased prenatal marital support or increased coparenting support 

postnatally. Similarly, clinicians working with couples experiencing marital distress should be 

cognizant of the possibility that there may be co-occuring problems in the coparenting 

relationship. 

Beyond aiding clinicians in identifying families who may benefit from additional 

services, the results of the current study have implications for intervention strategies. While the 

results of the current study are purely correlational, the association between marital satisfaction 

and coparenting quality suggests that improvement of functioning within one subsystem may be 

accompanied by improved in the other subsystem. Specifically, relational abilities such as 

support, respect, and conflict management that may be common to both the martial and 

coparenting relationships may be especially important for clinicians to foster within couples and 

families. Furthermore, the finding that mothers experience a stronger association between marital 

satisfaction and coparenting than fathers may help clinicians working with couples better 

understand potential discrepancies in mothers’ and fathers’ experiences within their roles as 

parents. Coparenting has been shown to have an important effect, not only on the immediate 

family system, but also on the relationship functioning in families across generations (Yan et al., 

2018). Therefore, by increasing the understanding of the link between marital satisfaction and 

coparenting quality in families of typically developing children and children belonging to clinical 

populations, this research may inform the work of parent and family support services and 

contribute to positive family functioning across generations. 

Scientific Implications 
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This research has helped advance the existing knowledge of factors contributing to family 

functioning within the research community by consolidating research on marital satisfaction and 

coparenting quality. Broadly speaking, the results are in line with FST and provide support for 

Feinberg’s (2003) ecological model of coparenting (Figure 1), particularly the conceptualization 

of the marital/couple relationship and the coparenting relationship as distinct, yet interconnected 

subsystems within the larger family system. More specifically, the current study served to 

synthesize and summarize the existing research on the association between marital satisfaction 

and coparenting quality, thus providing greater clarity to the understanding of the strength of the 

association. Previous research has generally supported a positive association between marital 

satisfaction and coparenting quality; however, there has been a considerable degree of variation 

in the strength of the association. Based on the body of existing literature, the current study was 

able to provide evidence for a medium effect size.  

In the past, studies on parenting related topics have often been limited to collecting data 

from mothers; therefore, by considering the marital and coparenting experiences of both mothers 

and fathers, this study acknowledges the role of fathers and contributes to recent efforts to 

include fathers in studies of parenting related topics. In particular, the current study increases the 

understanding of the distinct coparenting experiences of both mothers and fathers. Furthermore, 

the current study addresses discrepancies in previous research with some studies suggesting a 

stronger association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality for mothers (e.g., 

Broderick et al., 2019; Camisasca et al., 2019; Varga et al., 2017) and others suggesting a 

stronger association for fathers (e.g., Christopher et al., 2015; Kuo et al., 2017; Le et al., 2016).  

By including families of children in clinical populations, this research contributes to a 

broader understanding of ways in which marital satisfaction and coparenting function within 

different types of families. Specifically, the results of the current study suggest that there is a 

similar level of connection between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality in families with 

children belonging to clinical populations as families with typically-developing children.  

The results of the current study may inform directions for future research. First, the 

considerable level of variation in effect sizes and the significant moderating role of the measure 

of coparenting suggest that different measures may be tapping into different aspects of the 

coparenting relationship that are differentially related to marital satisfaction. This need for 

further research and consensus within the field is supported by the conclusions of the systematic 
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review conducted by Mollà Cusí et al. (2020). The field of coparenting research would benefit 

from greater clarity in terms of the specific aspects of coparenting that existing measures of 

coparenting assess as well as greater consensus in terms of which measures serve best as 

comprehensive measures of coparenting quality. 

 Second, this study illuminates the lack of research into marital satisfaction and 

coparenting quality in families of parents from clinical populations. Because these families may 

already experience unique challenges, greater understanding of the connections between 

subsystems within the larger family system may be beneficial. Based on Feinberg’s (2003) 

ecological model of coparenting, which suggests that individual parent characteristics impact the 

coparenting subsystem, and previous research indicating that psychopathology may impact close 

relationships, including coparenting (Belsky & Hsieh, 1998; Elliston et al., 2008; Feinberg, 

2003; Lovejoy et al., 2000; Lyons-Ruth et al., 2002; McDaniel & Teti, 2012; Paulson et al., 

2006; Tissot et al., 2017), the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality 

may differ within clinical populations. Third, there has been very little research into the 

association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality in families with same-sex 

parents. Further investigation into the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting 

quality in families with same-sex parents may be especially important, as gender of parents was 

found to be a significant moderator in the current study. Future research should investigate the 

extent to which the strength of the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting 

quality may differ between same-sex female couples, same-sex male couples, and heterosexual 

couples. All of these directions for future research would contribute to a greater understanding of 

the connections between subsystems within the larger family system, particularly in diverse 

families.  

  



MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 45 

References 

References marked with an asterisk indicate studies included in the meta-analysis 

*Abidin, R. R., & Brunner, J. F. (1995). Development of a parenting alliance inventory. Journal 

of Clinical Child Psychology, 24, 31–40. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp2401_4 

Ahrons, C. R. (1981). The continuing coparental relationship between divorced spouses. 

American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 51, 315-328. 

Ahrons, C. R., & Wallisch, L. S. (1987). The relationships between former spouses. In D. 

Perlman & S. Duck (Eds.), Intimate relationships: Development, dynamics, and 

deterioration, (pp. 269–296). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Allen, S. M., & Hawkins, A. J. (1999). Maternal gatekeeping: mothers’ beliefs and behaviors 

that inhibit greater father involvement in family work. Journal of Marriage and Family, 61, 

199–212. https://doi.org/10.2307/353894. 

Allen, E. S., Rhoades, G. K., Stanley, S. M., & Markman, H. J. (2010). Hitting home: 

relationships between recent deployment, posttraumatic stress symptoms, and marital 

functioning for Army couples. Journal of Family Psychology, 24(3), 280–288. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019405 

*Altenburger, L. E., Lang, S. N., Schoppe-Sullivan, S. J., Kamp Dush, C. M., & Johnson, S. C. 

(2017). Toddlers’ differential susceptibility to the effects of coparenting on social–

emotional adjustment. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 41, 228–237. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025415620058 

Amato, P. (1986). Marital conflict, the parent-child relationship and child self-esteem. Family 

Relations, 35(3), 403–410. https://doi.org/10.2307/584368 

Amato, P. R. (1996). Explaining the intergenerational transmission of divorce. Journal of 

Marriage and the Family, 58, 628–640. 

Amato, P. R., & Booth, A. (1997). A generation at risk: Growing up in an era of family 

upheaval. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Arrindell, W. A., Emmelkamp, P. M., & Bast, S. (1983). The Maudsley Marital Questionnaire 

(MMQ): A further step towards its validation. Personality and Individual Differences, 4, 

457 – 464. 

Babinski, D. E., Pelham, W. E. Jr., Molina, B. S. G., Gnagy, E. M., Waschbusch, D. A., Yu, J., 

MacLean, M. G., Wymbs, B. T., Sibley, M. H., Biswas, A., Robb, J. A., & Karch, K. M. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/353894


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 46 

(2011). Late adolescent and young adult outcomes of girls diagnosed with ADHD in 

childhood: An exploratory investigation. Journal of Attention Disorders, 15, 204-214. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1087054710361586 

*Baril, M. E., Crouter, A. C., & McHale, S. M. (2007). Processes linking adolescent well-being, 

marital love, and coparenting. Journal of Family Psychology, 21(4), 645–654. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.21.4.645 

Barkley, R. A., Murphy, K. R., & Fischer, M. (2008). ADHD in adults: What the science says. 

New York, NY: Guilford. 

*Barzel, M., & Reid, G. (2011). A preliminary examination of the psychometric properties of the 

coparenting questionnaire and the diabetes-specific coparenting questionnaire in families of 

children with type I diabetes. Journal of Pediatric Psychology, 36(5), 606–617. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/jsq103 

*Bax, K. A. (2005). Between parent similarities in child-rearing goals: Relations to parental, 

marital and individual adult well -being (Publication No. NR10947) [Doctoral dissertation, 

University of Ottawa]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. 

Beach, S. R. H., Sandeen, E. E., & O’Leary, K. D. (1990). Depression in marriage: A model for 

etiology and treatment. New York: Guilford Press. 

*Bearss, K. E., & Eyberg, S. (1998). A test of the parenting alliance theory. Early Education and 

Development, 9(2), 179-185, https://doi.org/10.1207/s15566935eed0902_5 

Belsky, J., & Hsieh, K. H. (1998). Patterns of marital change during the early childhood years: 

Parent personality, coparenting, and division-of-labor correlates. Journal of Family 

Psychology, 12(4), 511–528. 

Belsky, J., Lang, M., & Huston, T. L. (1986). Sex typing and division of labor as determinants of 

marital change across the transition to parenthood. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 50, 517–522. 

Belsky, J., Rovine, M., & Fish, M. (1989). The developing family system. In M. Gunnar & E. 

Thelen (Eds.), Minnesota Symposium on Child Development (Vol. 22, pp. 119-166). 

Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Benjamin, L. S. (2000). Intrex user’s manual. Salt Lake City, UT: University of Utah. 

Berman, N. G., & Parker, R. A. (2002). Meta-analysis: Neither quick nor easy. BMC Medical 

Research Methodology, 2, 10. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2288-2-10 

https://doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/jsq103


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 47 

*Blandon, A. Y., Scrimgeour, M. B., Stifter, C. A., & Buss, K. A. (2014). Within- and between-

family differences in cooperative and competitive coparenting. Journal of Family 

Psychology, 28, 106–111. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035266 

*Block, J. (2016). Relationship satisfaction and coparenting over the transition to parenthood: 

depression, division of labor, and child temperament as moderators (Publication No. 

10125664) [Doctoral dissertation, Old Dominion University]. ProQuest Dissertations and 

Theses. 

Block, J. H., Block, J., & Morrison, A. (1981). Parental agreement–-disagreement on child- 

rearing orientations and gender-related personality correlates in children. Child 

Development, 52, 965–974. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1981.tb03138.x 

*Bolton, J. L. (2001). Familial, marital, and parental correlates of children’s perceptions of 

their therapeutic foster parents and placement success (Publication No. 3009213) [Doctoral 

dissertation, California School of Professional Psychology at Alameda]. ProQuest 

Dissertations and Theses. 

*Bonds, D., & Gondoli, D. (2007). Examining the process by which marital adjustment affects 

maternal warmth: The role of coparenting support as a mediator. Journal of Family 

Psychology, 21(2), 288–296. https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.21.2.288 

Borenstein, M., Hedges, L. V., Higgins, J. P. T., & Rothstein, H. R. (2010). A basic introduction 

to fixed-effect and random-effects models for meta-analysis. Research Synthesis Methods, 

1, 97–111. https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.12 

Borenstein, M., Hedges, L., Higgins, J., & Rothstein, H. (2013). Comprehensive Meta Analysis 

 Version 3.0. Englewood, NJ: Biostat. 

*Bouchard, G. (2014). The quality of the parenting alliance during the transition to parenthood. 

Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science, 46(1), 20–28. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031259 

Bradbury, T. N., Fincham, F. D., & Beach, S. R. H. (2000). Research on the nature and 

determinants of marital satisfaction: A decade in review. Journal of Marriage and Family, 

62(4), 964–980. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.00964.x 

Braiker, H., & Kelley, H. (1979). Conflict in the development of close relationships. In R. L. 

Burgess & T. L. Huston (Eds.), Social exchange and developing relationships (pp. 79–102). 

New York: Academic. 

*Broderick, A., Brelsford, G., & Wadsworth, M. (2019). Interparental relationships among low 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.00964.x


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 48 

income, ethnically diverse, two-parent cohabiting families. Journal of Child and Family 

Studies, 28, 2259–2271. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-019-01442-4 

*Brody, G. H., Stoneman, Z., Flor, D. & McCrary, C. (1994). Religion’s role in organizing 

family relationships: Family process in rural, two-parent African American families. 

Journal of Marriage and Family, 56(4), 878–888. https://doi.org/10.2307/353600 

Buckley, W. (1968). Society as a complex adaptive system. In W. Buckley (Ed.), Modern 

systems research for the behavioral scientist: A sourcebook. Chicago: Aldine. 

Buehlman, K., Carrère, S., & Siler, C. (2005). The oral history coding system: A measure of 

marital cognition. In V. Manusov (Ed.), The sourcebook of nonverbal measures: Going 

beyond words (pp. 209-219). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Buehler, C., Krishnakumar, A., Stone, G., Anthony, C., Pemberton, S., Gerard, J. (1998). 

Interparental conflict styles and youth problem behaviors: A two-sample replication study. 

Journal of Marriage & the Family, 60, 119–132. 

*Burney, R. V. (2010). Links between temperament and coparenting: The moderating role of 

family characteristics [Doctoral Dissertation, The University of North Carolina at 

Greensboro]. 

*Burney, R. V., & Leerkes, E. M. (2010). Links between mothers’ and fathers’ perceptions of 

infant temperament and coparenting. Infant Behavior and Development, 33, 125–135. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infbeh.2009.12.002 

Busby, D. M., Holman, T. B. and Taniguchi, N. (2001). RELATE: Relationship evaluation of the 

individual, family, cultural, and couple contexts. Family Relations, 50, 308–316. 

*Camisasca, E., Miragoli, S., Di Blasio, P., & Feinberg, M. (2019). Co-parenting mediates the 

influence of marital satisfaction on child adjustment: The conditional indirect effect by 

parental empathy. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 28(2), 519–530. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1271-5 

*Camisasca, E., Miragoli, S., Caravita, S., & Di Blasio, P. (2015). The Parenting Alliance 

Measure: The first contribution to the validation of the measure in Italian mothers and 

fathers. Testing, Psychometrics, Methodology in Applied Psychology, 22(1), 71-95. 

https://doi.org/10.4473/TPM22.1.6 

Card, N. A. (2012). Applied meta-analysis for social science research. New York, NY: The 

 Guilford Press 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-019-01442-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1271-5


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 49 

Carlson, M. J., McLanahan, S. S., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2008). Coparenting and nonresident 

fathers’ involvement with young children after a nonmarital birth. Demography, 45, 461–

488. https://doi.org/10.1353/dem.0.0007 

*Carone, N., Baiocco, R., Ioverno, S., Chirumbolo, A., & Lingiardi, V. (2017). Same-sex parent 

families in Italy: Validation of the Coparenting Scale-Revised for lesbian mothers and gay 

fathers. European Journal of Developmental Psychology, 14(3), 367–379. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2016.1205478 

Cherry, D. J., & Orme, J. G. (2011). Validation study of a co-parenting scale for foster couples. 

Journal of Public Child Welfare, 5, 564–589. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15548732.2011.617285 

*Christopher, C., Umemura, T., Mann, T., Jacobvitz, D., & Hazen, N. (2015). Marital quality 

over the transition to parenthood as a predictor of coparenting. Journal of Child and Family 

Studies, 24, 3636–3651. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-015-0172-0 

Coiro, M., & Emery, R. (1998). Do marriage problems affect fathering more than mothering? A 

quantitative and qualitative review. Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 1(1), 

23–40. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021896231471 

*Cook, J. C., Schoppe-Sullivan, S. J., Buckley, C. K., & Davis, E. F. (2009). Are some children 

harder to coparent than others? Children’s negative emotionality and coparenting 

relationship quality. Journal of Family Psychology, 23(4), 606–610. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015992 

Conger, R. D., Conger, K. J., Elder, G. H., Lorenz, F. O., Simons, R. L., & Whitbeck, L. B. 

(1992). A family process model of economic hardship and adjustment of early adolescent 

boys. Child Development, 63, 526–541. 

Conger, R. D., Ge, X., Elder, G. H., Lorenz, F. O., & Simons (1994). Economic stress, coercive 

family process, and developmental problems of adolescents. Child Development, 65, 541–

561. 

Conn, V. S., & Rantz, M. J. (2003). Research methods: Managing primary study quality in meta‐

analyses. Research in Nursing & Health, 26(4), 322–333. https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.10092 

Corboz‐Warnery, F., Fivaz‐Depeursinge, E., Gertsch Bettens, C., & Favez, N. (1993). Systemic 

analysis of father‐mother‐baby interactions: The Lausanne triadic play. Infant Mental 

Health Journal, 14(4), 298–316. https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0355(199324)14:43.0.CO;2-# 

https://doi.org/10.1353/dem.0.0007
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2016.1205478
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021896231471
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015992
https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.10092


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 50 

*Cordova, A. D. (2000). Teamwork and the transition to parenthood (Publication No. 9985497) 

[Doctoral dissertation, University of Denver]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. 

Cordova, J. V., Gee, C. B., Warren, L. Z., & McDonald, R. P. (2001). Intimate safety: Measuring 

reports of the private experience of intimacy. Manuscript submitted for publication.  

Cowan, C. P., & Cowan, P. A. (1992). When partners become parents: The big life change for 

couples. New York, NY, US: Basic Books. 

Cowan, C. P., &Cowan, P. A. (2000). When partners become parents: The big life change for 

couples. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 

Cowan, P., & McHale, J. (1996). Coparenting in a family context: Emerging achievements, cur- 

rent dilemmas and future directions. In J. P. McHale & P. A. Cowan (Eds.), Understanding 

how family-level dynamics affect children’s development: Studies of two-parent families. 

New directions for child development, No. 74 (pp. 93–106). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Cox, M., Owen, M., Lewis, J., & Henderson, V. (1989). Marriage, adult adjustment, and early 

parenting. Child Development, 60(5), 1015–1024. https://doi.org/10.2307/1130775 

*Coyne, S. M., McDaniel, B. T., & Stockdale, L. A. (2017). “Do you dare to compare?” 

Associations between maternal social comparisons on social networking sites and parenting, 

mental health, and romantic relationship outcomes. Computers in Human Behavior, 70, 

335–340. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.12.081 

Cummings, E.M., Davies, P.T., & Simpson, K.S. (1994). Marital conflict, gender, and children’s 

appraisals and coping efficacy as mediators of child adjustment. Journal of Family 

Psychology, 8, 141–149. 

Cutrona, C. E. (1996). Social support as a determinant of marital quality: The interplay of 

negative and supportive behaviors. In G. Pierce, B. Sarason, & I. Sarason (Eds.), Handbook 

ofsocial support and the family (pp. 173–194). New York: Plenum Press. 

*Dadds, M., & Powell, M. (1991). The relationship of interparental conflict and global marital 

adjustment to aggression, anxiety, and immaturity in aggressive and nonclinic children. 

Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 19(5), 553–567. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00925820 

Darin-Mattsson, A., Fors, S., & Kårenholt, I. (2017). Different indicators of socioeconomic 

status and their relative importance as determinants of health in old age. International 

Journal for Equity in Health, 16(1), 173–173. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-017-0670-3 

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00925820


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 51 

Das, D., Cherbuin, N., Butterworth, P., Anstey, K. J., & Easteal, S. (2012). A population-based 

study of attention deficit/hyperactivity disorder symptoms and associated impairment in 

middle-aged adults. PloS One, 7, e31500. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0031500 

*Davies, P., Sturge–Apple, M., & Cummings, E. (2004). Interdependencies among interparental 

discord and parenting practices: The role of adult vulnerability and relationship 

perturbations. Development and Psychopathology, 16(3), 773–797. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579404004778 

Deal, J. E., Halverson, C. F., Jr., & Wampler, K. S. (1989). Parental agreement on child-rearing 

orientations: Relations to parental, marital, family, and child characteristics. Child 

Development, 60, 1025–1034. 

*Doss, B. D., Cicila, L. N., Hsueh, A. C., Morrison, K. R., & Carhart, K. (2014). A randomized 

controlled trial of brief coparenting and relationship interventions during the transition to 

parenthood. Journal of Family Psychology, 28, 483–494. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037311 

*Doohan, E.-A., M., Carrère, S., Siler, C., & Beardslee, C. (2009). The link between the marital 

bond and future triadic family interactions. Journal of Marriage and Family, 71(4), 892–

904. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2009.00642.x 

Dumka, L. E., Prost, J., & Barrera, M. Jr. (2002). The parental relationship and adolescent 

conduct problems in Mexican American and European American families. Journal of 

Couple and Relationship Therapy, 1, 37 – 57. 

Duncan, G. J., Daly, M. C., McDonough, P., & Williams, D. (2002). Optimal indicators of 

socioeconomic status for health research. American Journal of Public Health, 92(7), 1151–

1157. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.92.7.1151 

Durtschi, J. A., Soloski, K. L., & Kimmes, J. (2017). The dyadic effects of supportive 

coparenting and parental stress on relationship quality across the transition to parenthood. 

Journal of Marital and Family Therapy, 43, 308–321. https://doi.org/10.1111/jmft.12194 

Dwan, K., Altman, D. G., Arnaiz, J. A., Bloom, J., Chan, A. W., Cronin, E., Decullier, E., 

Easterbrook, P. J., Von Elm, E., Gamble, C., Ghersi, D., Ioannidis, J. P. A., Simes, J., & 

Williamson, P. R. (2008). Systematic review of the empirical evidence of study publication 

bias and outcome reporting bias. PloS one, 3(8), e3081. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0003081 

Eakin, L., Minde, K., Hechtman, L., Ochs, E., Krane, E., Bouffard, R., … Looper, K. (2004). 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0031500
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037311
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2009.00642.x


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 52 

The marital and family functioning of adults with ADHD and their spouses. Journal of 

Attention Disorders, 8, 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1177/108705470400800101 

Easterbrook, P. J., Gopalan, R., Berlin, J. A., & Matthews, D. R. (1991). Publication bias in 

clinical research. The Lancet, 337(8746), 867-872. https://doi.org/10.1016/0140-

6736(91)90201-Y 

*El Ghaziri, N., Darwiche, J., & Antonietti, J. (2019). Is self-esteem a resource for the parental 

couple? A longitudinal study on the quality of the romantic and coparental relationships. 

Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 36(11-12), 3773–3795. 

Ellerbe, C., Jones, J., & Carlson, M. (2018). Race/ethnic differences in nonresident fathers’ 

involvement after a nonmarital birth. Social Science Quarterly, 99(3), 1158–1182. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/ssqu.12482 

Elliston, D., McHale, J., Talbot, J., Parmley, M., & Kuersten-Hogan, R. (2008). Withdrawal 

from coparenting interactions during early infancy. Family Process, 47, 481–499. 

Emery, R. E. (1982). Interparental conflict and the children of discord and divorce. 

Psychological Bulletin, 92(2), 310–330. 

*Fagan, J., & Lee, Y. (2014). Longitudinal associations among fathers’ perception of 

coparenting, partner relationship quality, and paternal stress during early childhood. Family 

Process, 53, 80–96. https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12055 

*Fagan, J., & Palkovitz, R. (2011). Coparenting and relationship quality effects on father 

engagement: Variations by residence, romance. Journal of Marriage and Family, 73, 637–

653. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2011.00834.x 

*Favez, N., Frascarolo, F., Lavanchy Scaiola, C., & Corboz‐Warnery, A. (2012). Prenatal 

representations of family in parents and coparental interactions as predictors of triadic 

interactions during infancy. Infant Mental Health Journal, 34(1), 25–36. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/imhj.21372 

Favez, N., Lavanchy Scaiola, C., Tissot, H., Darwiche, J. & Frascarolo, F. (2011). The Family 

Alliance Assessment Scales: Steps toward validity and reliability of an observational 

assessment tool for early family interactions. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 20, 23–

37. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-010-9374-7. 

*Favez, N., Tissot, H., Frascarolo, F., Stiefel, F., & Despland, J. (2016). Sense of competence 

and beliefs about parental roles in mothers and fathers as predictors of coparenting and child 

https://doi.org/10.1177/108705470400800101
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12055
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2011.00834.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/imhj.21372


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 53 

engagement in mother–father–infant triadic interactions. Infant and Child Development, 25, 

283–301. https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.1934 

Feinberg, M., Brown, L., & Kan, M. (2012). A multi-domain self-report measure of coparenting. 

Parenting, 12, 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2012.638870  

*Feinberg, M. E., Jones, D. E., Hostetler, M. L., Roettger, M. E., Paul, I. M., & Ehrenthal, D. B. 

(2016). Couple-focused prevention at the transition to parenthood, a randomized trial: 

Effects on coparenting, parenting, family violence, and parent and child adjustment. 

Prevention Science, 17, 751–764. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-016-0674-z 

*Feinberg, M. E., Jones, D. E., Kan, M. L., & Goslin, M. C. (2010). Effects of Family 

Foundations on parents and children: 3.5 years after baseline. Journal of Family 

Psychology, 24, 532–542. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020837 

*Feinberg, M. E., Kan, M. L. & Hetherington, E. M. (2007). The longitudinal influence of 

coparenting conflict on parental negativity and adolescent maladjustment. Journal of 

Marriage and Family, 69, 687–702. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2007.00400.x 

Fivaz-Depeursinge, E., & Corboz-Warnery, A. (1999). The primary triangle: A developmental 

systems view of mothers, fathers, and infants. New York: Basicbooks. 

Fivaz-Depeursinge, E., Cornut-Zimmer, B., Borcard-Sacco, M., & Corboz-Warnery, A. (1997). 

The GETCEF: A grid for the analysis of triadic interactions. Unpublished report, Centre 

d’Etude de la Famille, Lausanne, Switzerland. 

  Fletcher, G. J. O., Simpson, J. A., & Thomas, G. (2000). The measurement of perceived 

relationship quality components: a confirmatory factor analytic approach. Personality & 

Social Psychology Bulletin, 26(3), 340–354. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167200265007 

*Floyd, F. J., Gilliom, L. A., & Costigan, C. L. (1998). Marriage and the parenting alliance: 

Longitudinal prediction of change in parenting perceptions and behaviors. Child 

Development, 69(5), 1461–1479. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1998.tb06224.x 

Floyd, F. J., & Zmich, D. E. (1991). Marriage and parenting partnership: Perceptions and inter- 

actions of parents with mentally retarded and typically developing children. Child 

Development, 62, 1434–1448. 

*Formoso, D., Gonzales, N. A., Barrera, M. Jr., & Dumka, L. E. (2007). Interparental relations, 

maternal employment, and fathering in Mexican American families. Journal of Marriage 

and Family, 69(1), 26–39. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2006.00341.x 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-016-0674-z
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020837


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 54 

Frank, S.J., Jacobson, S., & Avery, C. (1988). The Family Experiences Questionnaire. 

Unpublished manuscript, Department of Psychology, East Lansing, MI. 

Frank, S., Hole, C., Jacobson, S., Justkowski, R., & Huyck, M. (1986). Psychological predictors 

of parents’ sense of confidence and control and self- versus child-focused gratifications. 

Developmental Psychology, 22(3), 348–355. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.22.3.348 

Frascarolo, F., & Favez, N. (2005). Une nouvelle situation pour évaluer le fonctionnement 

familial: Le Jeu du Pique-Nique [A new situation to assess family functioning: The PicNic 

Game]. Devenir, 17, 141–151. https://d oi.org/10.3917/dev.052.0141 

Funk, J. L., & Rogge, R. D. (2007). Testing the ruler with item response theory: Increasing 

precision of measurement for relationship satisfaction with the Couples Satisfaction Index. 

Journal of Family Psychology, 21, 572–583. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.21.4.572 

Furman, W., & Buhrmester, D. (1985). Children’s perceptions of the personal relationships in 

their social networks. Developmental Psychology, 21, 1016–1024. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.21.6.1016 

Gable, S., Belsky, J., & Crnic, K. (1992). Marriage, parenting, and child development: Progress 

and prospects. Journal of Family Psychology, 5(3–4), 276–294. 

*Gallagher Armer, E. (2005). Parents' partner-knowledge related to coparenting: An 

examination of a new component of coparenting in stepfamilies (Publication No. 3190215) 

[Doctoral dissertation, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill]. ProQuest Dissertations 

and Theses. 

Gasper, J. A. F., Stolberg, A. L., Macie, K. M., & Williams, L. J. (2008). Coparenting in intact 

and divorced families: Its impact on young adult adjustment. Journal of Divorce & 

Remarriage, 49, 272–290. https://doi.org/10.1080/10502550802231924 

*Gerace, M. (2016). Psychological and Relationship Predictors of Supportive and Undermining 

Coparenting [Unpublished senior thesis]. Ohio State University. 

*Giray, C., Allen, J. W. P., & Ilgaz, H. (2017). (Dis)harmony in the home: Parental child-rearing 

disagreement and early-childhood adjustment in Turkey. International Psychology Bulletin, 

21(2), 10–17. 

Gordis, E. B., Margolin, G., & Garcia, H. (1996). Marital Coding System. Unpublished 

manuscript, University of Southern California, Los Angeles.  

Gotlib, I. H., Lewinsohn, P. M., & Seeley, J. R. (1998). Consequences of depression during 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10502550802231924


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 55 

adolescence: Marital status and marital functioning in early adulthood. Journal of Abnormal 

Psychology, 107(4), 686-690. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.107.4.686 

Gottman, J. M., McCoy, K., Coan, J., & Collier, H. (1996). The specific affect coding system. In 

Gottman, J. M. (Ed.), What Predicts Divorce? The Measures. Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum. 

*Gou, L., Duerksen, K., & Woodin, E. (2019). Coercive control during the transition to 

parenthood: An overlooked factor in intimate partner violence and family wellbeing? 

Aggressive Behavior, 45(2), 139–150. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21803 

Grych, J. H., & Fincham, F. D. (1990). Marital conflict and children’s adjustment: A cognitive-

contextual framework. Psychological Bulletin, 108(2), 267-290. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.2.267 

Hackel, L. S., & Ruble, D. N. (1992). Changes in the marital relationship after the first baby is 

born: Predicting the impact of expectancy disconfirmation. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 62(6), 944-957. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.62.6.944 

Hahlweg, K. (1996). Fragebogen zur Partnerschaftsdiagnosik (FPD). Göttingen, Germany: 

Hogrefe. 

Harold, G., Elam, K., Lewis, G., Rice, F., & Thapar, A. (2012). Interparental conflict, parent 

psychopathology, hostile parenting, and child antisocial behavior: Examining the role of 

maternal versus paternal influences using a novel genetically sensitive research design. 

Development and Psychopathology, 24, 1283-1295. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579412000703 

Hays, S. (1998). The cultural contradictions of motherhood. New Haven, CT: Yale University 

Press. 

Hetherington, E. M., & Clingempeel, G. (1992). Coping with marital transitions: A family 

systems perspective. Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development, 57(2 –

3). 

Higgins, J., & Thompson, S. (2002). Quantifying heterogeneity in a meta‐analysis. Statistics in 

Medicine, 21(11), 1539–1558. https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.1186 

Higgins, J., Thompson, S., Deeks, J., & Altman, D. (2003). Measuring inconsistency in meta-

analyses. BMJ, 327, 557–560. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.327.7414.557 

*Hock, R. M., & Mooradian, J. K. (2012). Co‐parenting quality among adoptive mothers: 

Contributions of socioeconomic status, child demands and adult relationship characteristics. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.107.4.686
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21803
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.327.7414.557


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 56 

Child & Family Social Work, 17, 85–95. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2206.2011.00775.x 

Hock, R. M., Timm, T. M., & Ramisch, J. L. (2012). Parenting children with autism spectrum 

disorders: A crucible for couple relationships. Child & Family Social Work, 17(4), 406-415. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2206.2011.00794.x 

Hofferth, S. (2003). Race/ethnic differences in father involvement in two-parent families: 

Culture, context, or economy? Journal of Family Issues, 24, 185–216. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X02250087 

Holden, G.W., & Ritchie, K. L. (1991). Linking extreme marital discord, child rearing, and child 

behavior problems: Evidence from battered women. Child Development, 62(2), 311–327. 

*Holland, A. S., & McElwain, N. L. (2013). Maternal and paternal perceptions of coparenting as 

a link between marital quality and the parent-toddler relationship. Journal of Family 

Psychology, 27(1), 117–126. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031427 

Hochschild, A. R. (1989). The second shift. New York: Avon Books. 

Huston, T., McHale, S., & Crouter, A. (1986). Changes in the marital relationship during the first 

year of marriage. In R. Gilmour, & S. Duck (Eds.), The emerging field of personal 

relationships (pp. 109–132). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Huston, T. L., & Vangelisti, A. L. (1991). Socioemotional behavior and satisfaction in marital 

relationships: A longitudinal study. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 61, 721–

733. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.61.5.721 

IBM Corp. (2017). IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 25.0. Armonk, NY: IBM Corp. 

*Isacco, A., Garfield, C. F., & Rogers, T. E. (2010). Correlates of coparental support among 

married and nonmarried fathers. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 11, 262–278. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020686 

Jadad, A. R., Moore, R. A., Carroll, D., Jenkinson, C., Reynolds, D. J. M., Gavaghan, D. J., & 

McQuay, H. J. (1996). Assessing the quality of reports of randomized clinical trials: Is 

blinding necessary? Controlled Clinical Trials, 17(1), 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/0197-

2456(95)00134-4 

Jenkins, J., Simpson, A., Dunn, J., Rasbash, J., & O’ Connor, T. (2005). Mutual influence of 

marital conflict and children’s behavior problems: Shared and nonshared family risks. Child 

Development, 76, 24–39. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2005.00827.x 

Johnson, J. H., & Sarason, I. G. (1978). Life stress, depression and anxiety: Internal–external 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.61.5.721
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020686


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 57 

control as a moderator variable. Journal of Psychosomatic Research, 22(3), 205–208. 

Johnston, C., Mash, E., Miller, N., & Ninowski, J. (2012). Parenting in adults with attention-

deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD). Clinical Psychology Review, 32, 215–228. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2012.01.007 

*Jones, S. C. T., & Neblett Jr, E. W. (2019). Black parenting couples’ discussions of the racial 

socialization process: Occurrence and effectiveness. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 

28, 218–232. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1248-4 

*Jouriles, E. N., Murphy, C. M., Farris, A. M., Smith, D. A., Richters, J. E. & Waters, E. (1991). 

Marital adjustment, parental disagreements about child rearing, and behavior problems in 

boys: Increasing the specificity of the marital assessment. Child Development, 62(6), 1424–

1433. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1991.tb01615.x 

Jouriles, E. N., Murphy, C. M., & O’Leary, K. D. (1989). Interspousal aggression, marital 

discord, and child problems. Journal of Consulting & Clinical Psychology, 57(3), 453–455. 

Julien, D., Markman, H. J., & Lindahl, K. M. (1989). A comparison of a global and 

microanalytic coding system: Implications for future trends in studying interactions. 

Behavioral Assessment, 11, 81-100.  

Juni, P., Witschi, A., Bloch, R., & Egger, M. (1999). The hazards of scoring the quality of 

clinical trials for meta-analysis. Journal of the American Medical Association, 282, 1054–

1060. 

*Kan, M. L., Feinberg, M. E., & Solmeyer, A. R. (2012). Intimate partner violence and 

coparenting across the transition to parenthood. Journal of Family Issues, 33, 115–135. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X11412037 

*Katz, L. F., & Gottman, J. M. (1996). Spillover effects of marital conflict: In search of 

parenting and coparenting mechanisms. New Directions for Child and Adolescent 

Development, (74), 57–76. https://doi.org/10.1002/cd.23219967406 

Katz-Wise, S. L., Priess, H. A., & Hyde, J. S. (2010). Gender-role attitudes and behavior across 

the transition to parenthood. Developmental Psychology, 46, 18–28. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0017820 

Kerig, P. K. (1996). Assessing links between interparental conflict and child adjustment: The 

conflict and problem-solving scales. Journal of Family Psychology, 10, 454–473. 

King, V. (1994). Variation in the consequences of nonresident father involvement for children’s 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2012.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1248-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X11412037
https://doi.org/10.1002/cd.23219967406
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0017820


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 58 

well-being. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 56(4), 963–972. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/353606 

Kline, G. H., Julien, D., Baucom, B., Hartman, S., Gilbert, K., Gonzales, T., et al. (2004). The 

interactional dimensions coding system: A global system for couple interactions. In P. K. 

Kerig, & D. H. Baucom (Eds.), Couple observational coding systems (pp. 113–126). 

Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

*Kolak, A. M. & Volling, B. L. (2007). Parental expressiveness as a moderator of coparenting 

and marital relationship quality. Family Relations, 56, 467–478. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2007.00474.x 

Konold, T.R., & Abidin, R.R. (2001). Parenting alliance: A multifactor perspective. Assessment, 

8(1), 47–65 

Kotila, L., Schoppe‐Sullivan, S., & Kamp Dush, C. (2013). Time in parenting activities in dual‐

earner families at the transition to parenthood. Family Relations, 62, 795–807. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12037 

Krishnakumar, A., & Buehler, C. (2000). Interparental conflict and parenting behaviors: A meta‐

analytic review. Family Relations, 49, 25–44. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-

3729.2000.00025.x 

Kuo, P. X., Volling, B. L., & Gonzalez, R. (2017). His, hers, or theirs? Coparenting after the 

birth of a second child. Journal of Family Psychology, 31(6), 710–720. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000321 

*Kwok, S. Y. C. L. & Li, B. K. K. (2015). A mediation model of father involvement with 

preschool children in Hong Kong. Social Indicators Research, 122(3), 905–923. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-014-0708-5 

*Latham, R. M., Mark, K. M., & Oliver, B. R. (2017). A harsh parenting team? Maternal reports 

of coparenting and coercive parenting interact in association with children’s disruptive 

behaviour. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 58(5), 603–611. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12665 

  Lavner, B., & Bradbury, T. N. (2010). Patterns of change in marital satisfaction over the 

newlywed years. Journal of Marriage and Family, 72(5), 1171–1187. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00757.x 

Le, Y., McDaniel, B. T., Leavitt, C. E., & Feinberg, M. E. (2016). Longitudinal associations 

https://doi.org/10.2307/353606
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000321
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-014-0708-5


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 59 

between relationship quality and coparenting across the transition to parenthood: A dyadic 

perspective. Journal of Family Psychology, 30, 918–926. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000217 

Lee, C. M. & Bouchard, G. (1999, November) Preliminary data on a new measure of parental 

support. Presented at the Association for the Advancement of Behavior Therapy, Toronto. 

LeMasters, E. E. (1957). Parenthood as crisis. Marriage and Family Living, 19, 352-355. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/347802 

*LeRoy, M., Mahoney, A., Pargament, K. I., & DeMaris, A. (2013). Longitudinal links between 

early coparenting and infant behaviour problems. Early Child Development and Care, 

183(3-4), 360–377. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2012.711588 

Lerman, C., & Glanz, K. (1997). Stress, coping, and health behavior. In K. Glanz, F. M. Lewis, 

& B. K. Rimer (Eds.), Health behavior and health education (pp. 113–138). San Francisco: 

Jossey-Bass. 

Levenson, R. W., & Gottman, J. M. (1985). Physiological and affective predictors of change in 

relationship satisfaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 49(1), 85-94. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.49.1.85 

Li, L. J. (1999). Olson marital inventory (ENRICH). In X. D. Wang, X. L. Wang, & H. Ma 

(Eds.), Rating scales for mental health (pp. 153 – 158). Beijing, China: Chinese Mental 

Health Journal Publisher. 

Lipsey, M. W., & Wilson, D. B. (2001). Practical meta-analysis. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

*Liu, C., & Wu, X. (2018). Dyadic effects of marital satisfaction on coparenting in Chinese 

families: Based on the actor‐partner interdependence model. International Journal of 

Psychology, 53(3), 210–217. https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12274 

Lovejoy, M. C., Graczyk, P. A., O’Hare, E., & Neuman, G. (2000). Maternal depression and 

parenting behavior: A meta-analytic review. Clinical Psychology Review, 20(5), 561–592. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-7358(98)00100-7 

Locke, H. J., & Wallace, K. M. (1959). Short marital adjustment and prediction tests: Their 

reliability and validity. Marriage and Family Living, 21, 251–255. 

*Luz, R., George, A., Vieux, R., & Spitz, E. (2017). Antenatal determinants of parental 

attachment and parenting alliance: How do mothers and fathers differ? Infant Mental Health 

Journal, 38, 183–197. https://doi.org/10.1002/imhj.21628 

https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000217
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/347802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.49.1.85
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-7358(98)00100-7


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 60 

Lyons-Ruth, K., Wolfe, R., Lyubchik, A., & Steingard, R. (2002). Depressive symptoms in 

parents of children under age 3: Sociodemographic predictors, current correlates, and 

associated parenting behaviors. In N. Halfon, K. T. McLearn, & M. A. Schuster (Eds.), 

Child Rearing in America: Challenges Facing Parents with Young Children (pp. 217–260). 

Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9780511499753.008 

Maccoby, E. E., Buchanan, C. M., Mnookin, R. H., & Dornbusch, S. M. (1993). Postdivorce 

roles of mothers and fathers in the lives of their children. Journal of Family Psychology, 

7(1), 24–38. 

Maccoby, E. E., Buchanan, C. M., Mnookin, R. H., & Dornbusch, S. M. (1993). Postdivorce 

roles of mothers and fathers in the lives of their children. Journal of Family Psychology, 

7(1), 24–38. https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.7.1.24 

Maccoby, E. E., Depner., C. E., & Mnookin, R. H. (1990). Coparenting in the second year after 

divorce. Journal of Marriage and Family, 52(1), 141–155. https://doi.org/10.2307/352846 

*Mahoney, A., Jouriles, E. N., & Scavone, J. (1997). Marital adjustment, marital discord over 

childrearing, and child behavior problems: Moderating effects of child age. Journal of 

Clinical Child Psychology, 26(4), 415-423. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp2604_10 

Malouff, J. M., Thorsteinsson, E. B., Schutte, N. S., Bhullar, N., & Rooke, S. E. (2010). The 

Five-Factor Model of personality and relationship satisfaction of intimate partners: A meta-

analysis. Journal of Research in Personality, 44(1), 124–127. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2009.09.004 

Marciano, S. T., Drasgow, E., & Carlson, R. G. (2015). The marital experiences of couples who 

include a child with autism. The Family Journal, 23, 132-140. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1066480714564315 

Margolin, G., Burman, B., John, R. S., & O’Brien, M. (1990). The Domestic Conflict Index. 

Unpublished instrument, University of Southern California, Los Angeles.  

*Margolin, G., Gordis, E. B., & John, R. S. (2001). Coparenting: A link between marital conflict 

and parenting in two-parent families. Journal of Family Psychology, 15, 3–21. 

Markoulakis, R., Fletcher, P., & Bryden, P. (2012). Seeing the glass half full: Benefits to the 

lived experiences of female primary caregivers of children with autism. Clinical Nurse 

Specialist, 26, 48–56. https://doi.org/10.1097/NUR.0b013e31823bfb0f 

Maurer, T. W., Pleck, J. H., & Rane, T. R. (2001). Parental identity and reflected-appraisals: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1066480714564315
https://doi.org/10.1097/NUR.0b013e31823bfb0f


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 61 

Measurement and gender dynamics. Journal of Marriage and Family, 63, 309–321. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741- 3737.2001.00309.x 

*McConnell, A. D. (2015). Coparenting and relationship satisfaction in parents raising a child 

with an autism spectrum disorder (Publication No. 3723285) [Doctoral dissertation, Union 

Institute and University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. 

*McConnell, M. C., & Kerig, P. K. (2002). Assessing coparenting in families of school-age 

children: Validation of the Coparenting and Family Rating System. Canadian Journal of 

Behavioural Science, 34(1), 44–58. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0087154 

*McDaniel, B. T., Galovan, A. M., Cravens, J. D., & Drouin, M. (2018). “Technoference” and 

implications for mothers’ and fathers’ couple and coparenting relationship quality. 

Computers in Human Behavior, 80, 303–313. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.11.019 

McDaniel, B. T., & Teti, D. M. (2012). Coparenting quality during the first three months after 

birth: The role of infant sleep quality. Journal of Family Psychology, 26, 886–895. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030707 

McDaniel, B. T., Teti, D. M., & Feinberg, M. E. (2017). Assessing coparenting relationships in 

daily life: The Daily Coparenting Scale (D-Cop). Journal of Child and Family Studies, 26, 

2396–2411. http:// dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0762-0 

McDaniel, B. T., Teti, D. M., & Feinberg, M. E. (2018). Predicting coparenting quality in daily 

life in mothers and fathers. Journal of Family Psychology, 32, 904–914. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000443 

*McHale, J. (1995). Coparenting and triadic interactions during infancy: The roles of marital 

distress and child gender. Developmental Psychology, 31(6), 985–996. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.31.6.985 

*McHale, J. (1997). Overt and covert coparenting processes in the family. Family Process, 

36(2), 183–201. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.1997.00183.x 

McHale, J. P. (1999). The Co-parenting Scale. Unpublished Manuscript. 

McHale, J. P., & Fivaz-Depeursinge, E. (1999). Understanding triadic and family group inter- 

actions during infancy and toddlerhood. Clinical Child & Family Psychology Review, 2(2), 

107–127. 

McLoyd, V. C. (1993). Employment among African-American mothers in dual-earner families: 

Antecedents and consequences for family life and child development. In J. Frankel (Ed.), 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.31.6.985


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 62 

The employed mother and the family context (pp. 180–226). New York: Springer. 

*Merrifield, K. A., & Gamble, W. C. (2012). Associations among marital qualities, supportive 

and undermining coparenting, and parenting self-efficacy: Testing spillover and stress-

buffering processes. Journal of Family Issues, 34(4), 510–533. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X12445561 

*Merrifield, K. A., Lucero-Liu, A. A., & Gamble, W. C. (2014). Coparenting in families of 

mexican descent: exploring stability, antecedents, and typologies. Marriage & Family 

Review, 50, 505–532. https://doi.org/10.1080/01494929.2014.909915 

*Metz, M. (2017). Coparenting and child anxiety [Unpublished doctoral dissertation], University 

of Amsterdam. 

Minde, K., Eakin, L., Hechtman, L., Ochs, E., Bouffard, R., Greenfield, B., & Looper, K. (2003). 

The psychosocial functioning of children and spouses of adults with ADHD. Journal of 

Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 44, 637–646. https://doi.org/10.1111/1469-7610.00150 

Minuchin, S. (1974). Families and family therapy. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Minuchin, P. (1985). Families and Individual Development: Provocations from the Field of 

Family Therapy. Child Development, 56(2), 289–302. https://doi.org/10.2307/1129720 

Minuchin, S., Rosman, B., & Baker, L. (1978). Psychosomatic families. Cambridge, MA: 

Harvard University Press. 

Mitnick, D. M., Heyman, R. E., & Smith Slep, A. M. (2009). Changes in relationship satisfaction 

across the transition to parenthood: A meta-analysis. Journal of Family Psychology, 23(6), 

848–852. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017004 

Moher, D., Jadad, A., & Tugwell, P. (1996). Assessing the quality of randomized controlled 

trials. Current issues and future directions. International Journal of Technology Assessment 

in Health Care, 12, 195– 208. 

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., & Altman, D. G. (2009). Preferred reporting items for 

 systematic reviews and meta-analyses: The PRISMA statement. Annals of Internal 

 Medicine, 151(4), 264-269. https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-151-4-200908180-00135 

*Moore Hughes, F. (2005). Longitudinal prediction of parenting alliance strength: The roles of 

marital satisfaction and depression. (Publication No. 3193598) [Doctoral dissertation, The 

University of Tennessee, Knoxville]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. 

Morgan, S., Lye, D., & Condran, G. (1988). Sons, daughters, and the risk of marital disruption. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X12445561
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017004


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 63 

The American Journal of Sociology, 94(1), 110–129. https://doi.org/10.1086/228953 

*Morrill, M. I., Hines, D. A., Mahmood, S., & Córdova, J. V. (2010). Pathways between 

marriage and parenting for wives and husbands: the role of coparenting. Family Process, 

49(1), 59–73. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.2010.01308.x 

Myers, B. J., Mackintosh, V. H., & Goin-Kochel, R. P. (2009). “My greatest joy and my greatest 

heart ache:” Parents’ own words on how having a child in the autism spectrum has affected 

their lives and their families’ lives. Research in Autism Spectrum Disorders, 3, 670-684. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rasd.2009.01.004 

Nichols, M. (2014). The essentials of family therapy (6th ed.). Boston: Pearson Education, Inc. 

*Norlin, D., & Broberg, M. (2013). Parents of children with and without intellectual disability: 

Couple relationship and individual well‐being. Journal of Intellectual Disability Research, 

57(6), 552–566. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2788.2012.01564.x 

Norton, R. (1983). Measuring marital quality: A critical look at the dependent variable. Journal 

of Marriage and the Family, 45,141–151. 

Notarius, C. I., & Vanzetti, N. (1983). The marital agendas protocol. In E. Filsinger (Ed.), 

Marital and family assessment: A sourcebook for family therapy (pp. 209-227). Beverly 

Hills, CA: Sage Publications. 

*Oh, W., Volling, B. L., Gonzalez, R., Rosenberg, L., & Song, J. (2017). II. Methods and 

procedures for the family transitions study. Monographs of the Society for Research in 

Child Development, 82(3), 26–45. https://doi.org/10.1111/mono.12308 

*O'Leary, S. G., & Vidair, H. B. (2005). Marital adjustment, child-rearing disagreements, and 

overreactive parenting: Predicting child behavior problems. Journal of Family Psychology, 

19(2), 208–216. https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.19.2.208 

Ooi, K. L., Ong, Y. S., Jacob, S. A., & Khan, T. M. (2016). A meta-synthesis on parenting a 

child with autism. Neuropsychiatric Disease and Treatment, 12, 745–762. 

https://doi.org/10.2147/NDT.S100634 

Ouzzani, M., Hammady, H., Fedorowicz, Z., & Elmagarmid, A. (2016). Rayyan — a web and 

mobile app for systematic reviews. Systematic Reviews, 5, https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-

016-0384-4 

Overbey, G., Snell, W., & Callis, K. (2011). Subclinical ADHD, stress, and coping in romantic 

relationships of university students. Journal of Attention Disorders, 15, 67–78. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2788.2012.01564.x


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 64 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1087054709347257 

*Parent, J., Clifton, J., Forehand, R., Golub, A., Reid, M., & Pichler, E. (2014). Parental 

mindfulness and dyadic relationship quality in low-income cohabiting black stepfamilies: 

Associations with parenting experienced by adolescents. Couple and Family Psychology, 

3(2), 67–82. https://doi.org/10.1037/cfp0000020 

Paulson, J. F., Dauber, S., & Leiferman, J. A. (2006). Individual and combined effects of 

postpartum depression in mothers and fathers on parenting behavior. Pediatrics, 118, 659–

668. https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2005-2948 

*Peltz, J. S., Rogge, R. D., & Sturge-Apple, M. L. (2018). Transactions within the family: 

Coparenting mediates associations between parents’ relationship satisfaction and the parent-

child relationship. Journal of Family Psychology, 32, 553–564. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000413 

Pierce, G. R. Sarason, I. G., & Sarason, B. R. (1991). General and relationship-based perceptions 

of social support: Are two constructs better than one? Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 61, 1028-1039. 

Porter, B., & O'Leary, K. D. (1980). Marital discord and childhood behavior problems. Journal 

of Abnormal Child Psychology, 8, 287-295. 

Proulx, C., Helms, H., & Buehler, C. (2007). Marital quality and personal well‐being: A meta‐

analysis. Journal of Marriage and Family, 69, 576–593. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-

3737.2007.00393.x  

Ramisch, J. L., Onaga, E., & Oh, S. M. (2014). Keeping a sound marriage: How couples with 

children with autism spectrum disorders maintain their marriages. Journal of Child and 

Family Studies, 23, 975-988. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10826-013-9753-y 

*Richardson, E. W., & Futris, T. G. (2019). Foster caregivers’ marital and coparenting 

relationship experiences: A dyadic perspective. Family Relations, 68(2), 185–196. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12354 

*Richardson, S. S. (2012). Developmental trajectories of marriage, coparenting, and parenting 

stress for parents of adolescents and young adults with intellectual disability [Unpublished 

doctoral dissertation]. Georgia State University. 

*Richmond, M. K. (2004). Differences in marital quality between first- and second -time parents 

(Publication No. 3138967) [Doctoral dissertation, University of Denver]. ProQuest 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1087054709347257
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000413
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10826-013-9753-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12354


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 65 

Dissertations and Theses. 

*Riebeling, C. L. (1996). Perceptions of relatedness: Patterns of association between appraisals 

of childhood and contemporary relationships (Publication No. 9701346) [Doctoral 

dissertation, University of Virginia]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. 

*Riina, E. M., & McHale, S. M. (2015). African American couples’ coparenting satisfaction and 

marital characteristics in the first two decades of marriage. Journal of Family Issues, 36(7), 

902–923. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X13495855 

Risdal, D., & Singer, G. H. S. (2004). Marital adjustment in parents of children with disabilities: 

A historical review and meta-analysis. Research and Practice for Persons with Severe 

Disabilities, 29(2), 95–103. https://doi.org/10.2511/rpsd.29.2.95 

*Rodriguez, Y. (2015). Mexican immigrant couples’ marital quality and coparenting 

satisfaction: The role of spouses’ incongruence in familism attitudes (Publication No. 

3722552) [Doctoral dissertation, The University of North Carolina at Greensboro]. 

ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. 

Rollins, B., & Feldman, H. (1970). Marital satisfaction over the family life cycle. Journal of 

Marriage and the Family, 32(1), 20–28. https://doi.org/10.2307/349967 

Rollins, B. C., & Galligan, R. (1978). The developing child and marital satisfaction of parents. In 

R. Lehner & G. B. Spanier (Eds.), Child influences on marital and family interaction: A 

life-span perspective (pp. 71–105). New York: Academic Press. 

*Rouyer, V., Huet-Gueye, M., Baude, A., & Mieyaa, Y. (2015). Presentation of the French 

adaptation of the Parenting Alliance Inventory: Issues in defining and measuring 

coparenting. Family Science, 6(1), 194-200. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/19424620.2015.1082051 

Ruble, D.N., Fleming, A.S., Hackel, L.S., & Stangor, C. (1988). Changes in the marital 

relationship during the transition to first-time motherhood: Effects of violated expectations 

concerning the division of household labor. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

55, 78–87. 

*Ruff, S. C. (2012). Sibling relationship quality: An examination of compensatory patterns 

(Publication No. 3545365) [Doctoral dissertation, Purdue University]. ProQuest 

Dissertations and Theses. 

Rutter, M. (1994). Family discord and conduct disorder: Cause, consequence, or correlate? 

https://doi.org/10.2511/rpsd.29.2.95


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 66 

Journal of Family Psychology, 8(2), 170–186. 

*Schoppe-Sullivan, S. J., & Mangelsdorf, S. C. (2013). Parent characteristics and early 

coparenting behavior at the transition to parenthood: Parent characteristics and coparenting. 

Social development, 22(2), 363–383. https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12014 

Schoppe-Sullivan, S. J., Mangelsdorf, S. C., Brown, G. L., & Szewczyk Sokolowski, M. (2007). 

Goodness-of-fit in family context: Infant temperament, marital quality, and early 

coparenting behavior. Infant Behavior and Development, 30(1), 82–96. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infbeh.2006.11.008 

Schoppe-Sullivan, S. J., Mangelsdorf, S. C., Frosch, C. A., & McHale, J. L. (2004). Associations 

between coparenting and marital behavior from infancy to the preschool years. Journal of 

Family Psychology, 18, 194–207. https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.18.1.194 

Schumm, W., Paff-Bergen, L., Hatch, R., Obiorah, F., Copeland, J., Meens, L., & Bugaighis, M. 

(1986). Concurrent and discriminant validity of the Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale. 

Journal of Marriage and the Family, 48(2), 381–387. https://doi.org/10.2307/352405 

*Scrimgeour, M. B. (2015). The role of marital, coparenting, and sibling relationships on the 

development of children’s prosocial behaviors in early childhood (Publication No. 

10798585) [Doctoral dissertation, The Pennsylvania State University]. ProQuest 

Dissertations and Theses. 

Seltzer, J. (1991). Relationships between fathers and children who live apart: The father’s role 

after separation. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 53(1), 79–101. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/353135 

Shelton, K., & Harold, G. (2008). Interparental conflict, negative parenting, and children’s 

adjustment: Bridging links between parents’ depression and children’s psychological 

distress. Journal of Family Psychology, 22, 712–724. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013515 

Shelton, B. A., & John, D. (1993). Ethnicity, race, and difference: Acomparison of white, black, 

and Hispanic men’s household labor time. In J. C. Hood (Ed.), Men, work, and family (pp. 

131–150). Nebury Park, CA: Sage. 

Siler, C., Beardslee, C., Harvey, J., & Carrère, S. (2006). SWEPT family coding system. 

Unpublished manuscript. University of Washington, Seattle.  

Siler, C., Beardslee, C., Kim, C., & Carrère, S. (2006). Family interaction coding system. 

Unpublished manuscript. University of Washington, Seattle.  

https://doi.org/10.2307/352405


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 67 

Sim, A., Cordier, R., Vaz, S., & Falkmer, T. (2016). Relationship satisfaction in couples raising a 

child with autism spectrum disorder: A systematic review of the literature. Research in 

Autism Spectrum Disorders, 31, 30-52. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rasd.2016.07.004 

Sim, A., Cordier, R., Vaz, S., Parsons, R., & Falkmer, T. (2017). Relationship satisfaction and 

dyadic coping in couples with a child with autism spectrum disorder. Journal of Autism and 

Developmental Disorders, 47, 3562–3573. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-017-3275-1 

Simon, R. W. (1992). Parental role strains, salience of parental identity and gender differences in 

psychological distress. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 33, 25–35. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2136855 

Snyder, D. K. (1981). Manual for the Marital Satisfaction Inventory. Los Angeles: Western 

Psychological Services. 

Snyder, D. K., & Aikman, G. G. (1999). The Marital Satisfaction Inventory–Revised. In M. E. 

Maruish (Ed.), The use of psychological testing for treatment planning and outcome 

assessment (2nd ed., pp. 1173–1210). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Spanier, G. B. (1976). Measuring dyadic adjustment: New scales for assessing the quality of 

marriage and similar dyads. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 38, 15–28. 

Stanley, S. M., & Markman, H. J. (1992). Assessing commitment in personal relationships. 

Journal of Marriage and the Family, 54, 595-608. 

Stanley, S. M., Markman, H. J., & Whitton, S. W. (2002). Communication, conflict, and 

commitment: Insights on the foundations of relationship success from a national survey. 

Family Process, 41, 659-675. 

Stanley, S. M., Markman, H. J., Prado, L. M., Olmos-Gallo, P. A., Tonelli, L., St. Peters, M., & 

Whitton, S. W. (2001). Community-based premarital prevention: Clergy and lay leaders on 

the front lines. Family Relations, 50(1), 67–76. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.17413729.2001.00067.x. 

Straus, M. A., Hamby, S. L., Boney-McCoy, S., & Sugarman, D. B. (1996). The revised Conflict 

Tactics Scales (CTS2): development and preliminary psychometric data. Journal of Family 

Issues, 17 (3), 283–316. https://doi.org/10.1177/019251396017003001. 

Stright, A. D., & Bales, S. S. (2003). Coparenting quality: Contributions of child and parent 

characteristics. Family Relations, 52, 232–240. 

*Stroud, C. B., Durbin, C. E., Wilson, S., & Mendelsohn, K. A. (2011). Spillover to triadic and 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-017-3275-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2136855


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 68 

dyadic systems in families with young children. Journal of Family Psychology, 25(6), 919–

930. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025443 

*Talbot, J. A., Baker, J. K., & McHale, J. P. (2009) Sharing the love: Prebirth adult attachment 

status and coparenting adjustment during early infancy. Parenting: Science and Practice, 9, 

56-77, https://doi.org/10.1080/15295190802656760 

Terry, D. J., McHugh, T. A., & Noller, P. (1991). Role dissatisfaction and the decline in marital 

quality across the transition to parenthood. Australian Journal of Psychology, 43, 129–132. 

*Teti, D. M., Shimizu, M., Crosby, B., & Kim, B. (2016). Sleep arrangements, parent-infant 

sleep during the first year, and family functioning. Developmental Psychology, 52, 1169–

1181. https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000148 

Tissot, H., Favez, N., Ghisletta, P., Frascarolo, F., & Despland, J. N. (2017). A longitudinal 

study of parental depressive symptoms and coparenting in the first 18 months. Family 

Process, 56, 445–458. https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12213 

*Tissot, H., Kuersten‐Hogan, R., Frascarolo, F., Favez, N., & McHale, J. (2019). Parental 

perceptions of individual and dyadic adjustment as predictors of observed coparenting 

cohesion: A cross‐national study. Family Process, 58, 129–145. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12359 

*Tissot, H., Lavanchy, S. C., Favez, N., & Frascarolo, F. (2009) The Family Alliance 

Assessment Scales (FAAS): A tool to assess family interactions [Poster]. 

https://serval.unil.ch/resource/serval:BIB_68469C3A87FA.P001/REF 

*Tucker, M. C. (2014). Personal and couple level risk factors: Maternal vs. paternal physical 

child abuse risk (Publication No. 3637560) [Doctoral dissertation, The University of North 

Carolina at Greensboro]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. 

Twenge, J. M., Campbell, W. K., & Foster, C. A. (2003). Parenthood and marital satisfaction: A 

meta-analytic review. Journal of Marriage & Family, 65(3), 574–583. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2003.00574.x 

*van der Pol, L. D. (2011). Interparental relationships and children’s prosocial development: 

Indications for gender-specific susceptibility to the quality of marital relationships 

[Unpublished thesis]. Leiden University. 

*Van Egeren, L. A. (1999). The development of the parenting partnership over the transition to 

parenthood (Publication No. 9963426) [Doctoral dissertation, Michigan State University]. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025443
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12213
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12359
https://serval.unil.ch/resource/serval:BIB_68469C3A87FA.P001/REF
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2003.00574.x


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 69 

ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. 

Van Egeren, L. A. (2004). The development of the coparenting relationship over the transition to 

parenthood. Infant Mental Health Journal, 25, 453–477. https://doi.org/10.1002/imhj.20019 

Varga, C. M., Gee, C. B., Rivera, L., & Reyes, C. X. (2017). Coparenting mediates the 

association between relationship quality and father involvement. Youth and Society, 49, 

588–609. https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118X14548529 

Vaughn, B. E., Block, J. H., & Block, J. (1988). Parental agreement on child rearing during early 

childhood and the psychological characteristics of adolescents. Child Development, 59(4), 

1020–1033. https://doi.org/10.2307/1130268 

Vinokur, A. D., Price, R. H., & Caplan, R. D. (1996). Hard times and hurtful partners: How 

financial strain affects depression and relationship satisfaction of unemployed persons and 

their spouses. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71, 166–179. 

Voss, K., Markiewicz, D., & Doyle, A. (1999). Friendship, marriage and self-esteem. Journal of 

Social and Personal Relationships, 16(1), 103–122. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407599161006 

Voydanoff, P., & Donnelly, B. W. (1988). Economic distress, family coping, and quality of 

family life. In P. Voydanoff & L. C. Majka (Eds.), Families and economic distress: Coping 

strategies and social policy. New perspectives on family (pp. 97–115). Newbury Park, CA: 

Sage Publications. 

*Vuchinich, S., Vuchinich, R., & Wood, B. (1993). The interparental relationship and family 

problem solving with preadolescent males. Child Development, 64(5), 1389–1400. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1993.tb02959.x 

*Walsh, C. E. (2014). The impact of children with and without developmental disabilities on 

relationship satisfaction and the parenting alliance (Publication No. 3636755) [Doctoral 

dissertation, Stony Brook University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. 

Wang, L., & Crane, D. (2001). The relationship between marital satisfaction, marital stability, 

nuclear family triangulation, and childhood depression. The American Journal of Family 

Therapy, 29, 337–347. https://doi.org/10.1080/01926180126502 

Weissman, S. H., & Cohen, R. S. (1985). The parenting alliance and adolescence. Adolescent 

Psychiatry, 12, 24–45. 

*Westerman, M. A., & Massoff, M. (2001). Triadic coordination: An observational method for 



MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 70 

examining whether children are “caught in the middle” of interparental discord. Family 

Process, 40(4), 479–493. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.2001.4040100479.x 

*Westervelt Conners, K. (1999). The influence of the parental relationship and parent-child 

relationship on sibling relationship quality (Publication No. 9950380) [Doctoral 

dissertation, University of Missouri - Saint Louis]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. 

Wickrama, K. A. S., Lorenz, F. O., Conger, R. D., & Elder, G. H. Jr. (1997). Marital quality and 

physical illness: A latent growth curve analysis. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 59, 

143–155. 

*Williamson, D., & Johnston, C. (2016). Marital and coparenting relationships: Associations 

with parent and child symptoms of ADHD. Journal of Attention Disorders, 20(8), 684–694. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1087054712471717  

  Wood, J. (2008). Methodology for dealing with duplicate study effects in a meta-analysis. 

Organizational Research Methods, 11(1), 79–95. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428106296638 

*Wu, H. (1999). Triadic interactions in Chinese families with preschool-aged children 

(Publication No. MQ42226) [Master’s thesis, University of Western Ontario]. ProQuest 

Dissertations and Theses. 

Wymbs, B. T., & Pelham, W. E. Jr. (2010). Child effects on communication between parents of 

youth with and without attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder. Journal of Abnormal 

Psychology, 119, 366-375. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019034 

Wymbs, B. T., Pelham, W. E. Jr., Molina, B. S. G., Gnagy, E. M., Wilson, T. K., & Greenhouse, 

J. B. (2008). Rate and predictors of divorce among parents of youths with ADHD. Journal 

of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 76, 735-744. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012719 

Yan, J., Olsavsky, A., Schoppe-Sullivan, S., Kamp Dush, C., & Fiese, Barbara H. (2018). 

Coparenting in the family of origin and new parents’ couple relationship functioning. 

Journal of Family Psychology, 32, 206-216. https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000353 

*Young, M., Riggs, S., & Kaminski, P. (2017). Role of marital adjustment in associations 

between romantic attachment and coparenting. Family Relations, 66, 331–345. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12245 

*Yuan, S. (2016) Coparenting, marital quality, and children’s adjustment in mainland China 

[Unpublished doctoral dissertation]. Texas Tech University. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1087054712471717
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428106296638
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000353
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12245


MARITAL SATISFACTION AND COPARENTING 71 

Table 1 

 

Study Characteristics of Studies Included in Analysis of the Association Between Marital Satisfaction and Coparenting Quality 

(Research Questions 1, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, & 23)  

 

Study 
Pub 

typea 

Country of 

study 
MS Measure 

Person 

reporting 

on MSb 

CQ Measure 

Person 

reporting 

on CQb 

r (95% CI) p 

Abidin & Brunner 

(1995) 
J US MAT S PAI S .30 (.15, .43) < .001 

Altenburger et al. 

(2017) 
J US DAS S TFI O .18 (.02, .32) .030 

Baril et al. (2007) J US Other Int CQ S .48 (.36, .59) < .001 

Barzel & Reid (2011) J Canada DAS S 
CQ, CS, & 

PAM 
Other .55 (.41, .66) < .001 

Bax (2005) T/D Canada DAS S PAM & PSPS S .64 (.56, .71) < .001 

Blandon et al. (2014) J US IRQ S TFI: CFRS O .02 (-.24, .28) .871 

Block (2016) T/D US DAS S TFI: CFRS O .19 (.03, .34) .022 

Bolton (2001) T/D US DAS S PAI S .50 (-.07, .82) .082 

Bouchard (2014) J Canada DAS S PAI S .52 (.44, .60) < .001 

Broderick et al. (2019) J US 

DAS, PBS, 

CTS-2, & 

CST 

S PAI S .47 (.40, .53) < .001 

Brody et al. (1994) J US MDT O QCS & OPS S .12 (-.03, .26) .119 

Burney & Leerkes 

(2010) 
J US 

CPS & 

AMLQ 
S PAI S .35 (.20, .48) < .001 

Camisasca et al. (2015) J Italy DAS S PAM S .34 (.24, .43) < .001 

Camisasca et al. (2019) J Italy DAS S CRS S .46 (.34, .56) < .001 

Carone et al. (2017) J Italy DAS S CS S .42 (.32, 52) < .001 
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Study 
Pub 

typea 

Country of 

study 
MS Measure 

Person 

reporting 

on MSb 

CQ Measure 

Person 

reporting 

on CQb 

r (95% CI) p 

Christopher et al. 

(2015) 
J US RQ & MOQ S TFI: CFRS O .05 (-.09, .19) .470 

Cook et al. (2009) J US DAS S PCPQ & TFI S .41 (.32, .50) < .001 

Cordova (2000) T/D US 
MAT & 

MAP 
S Other S .43 (.25, .58) < .001 

Davies et al. (2004) J US OPS & CPS S CRD S .38 (.26, .49) < .001 

Doohan et al. (2009) J US OHI O 
TFI: FICS & 

SWEPT 
O .26 (.07, .43) .006 

Doss et al. (2014) J US DAS S PAM S .51 (.27, .69) < .001 

El Ghaziri et al. (2019) J 
Germany & 

Switzerland 
NRI S PPC S .44 (.42, .46) < .001 

Favez et al. (2012) J Switzerland DAS S TFI: GETCEF O -.02 (-.22, .18) .811 

Favez et al. (2016) J Switzerland MAT S TFI: FAAS O .03 (-.14, .20) .711 

Feinberg et al. (2007) J US MAT S CRI: SS S .22 (.16, .27) < .001 

Feinberg et al. (2010) J US QMI S Other/MDFS S .57 (.44, .68) < .001 

Feinberg et al. (2016) J US QMI & MDT S & O CRS & TFI S & O .57 (.48, .64) < .001 

Floyd et al. (1998) J US 
DAS & 

MDT: CST 
S & O FEQ S .31 (.15, .46) < .001 

Formoso et al. (2007) J US DAS S MCPA S .57 (.48, .65) < .001 

Gallagher Armer (2005) T/D US DAS S FEQ S .63 (.50, .74) < .001 

Gerace (2016) T/D US CI & NIS S TFI O .05 (-.05, .16) .336 

Gou et al. (2019) J Canada DAS S PAI S .44 (.29, .57) < .001 

Holland & McElwain 

(2013) 
J US IRQ S PAI S .59 (.52, .64) < .001 
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Study 
Pub 

typea 

Country of 

study 
MS Measure 

Person 

reporting 

on MSb 

CQ Measure 

Person 

reporting 

on CQb 

r (95% CI) p 

Jones & Neblett (2019) J US QMI S CRS S .51 (.25, .70) < .001 

Kan et al. (2012) J US MIS S MDFS S .49 (.34, .61) < .001 

Katz & Gottman (1996) J US 
MDT: 

SPAFF 
O TFI O .21 (-.05, .45) .114 

Kolak & Volling (2007) J US 
IRQ & MDT: 

ISS 
S CQ S .50 (.28, .68) < .001 

Latham et al. (2017) J Britain QMI S CRS S .57 (.48, .66) < .001 

LeRoy et al. (2013) J US RQ & CPS S FEQ S .34 (.24, .44) < .001 

Liu & Wu (2018) J China ENRICH S CS S .41 (.34, .48) < .001 

Luz et al. (2017) J France DAS S PAI S .39 (.19, .57) < .001 

Mahoney et al. (1997) J US MAT S MSI S .41 (.31, .50) < .001 

Margolin et al. (2001) J US 
DCI & MDT: 

MCS 
S & O CQ S .50 (.43, .57) < .001 

McConnell & Kerig 

(2002) 
J Canada 

DAS, OPS, 

& CPS 
S TFI: CFRS O .10 (-.08, .26) .276 

McConnell (2015) T/D US DAS S CRS S .45 (.22, .63) < .001 

McDaniel et al. (2018) - 

Study 1 
J US QMI S CRS S .67 (.60, .72) < .001 

McDaniel et al. (2018) - 

Study 2 
J US & Canada CSI-4 S CRS S .56 (.50, .62) < .001 

McHale (1995) J US 
MAT & 

MDT 
S & O TFI O .24 (.08, .39) .005 

McHale (1997) J US MAT S MDFS & QCS S .28 (.15, .41) < .001 

Merrifield & Gamble 

(2012) 
J US 

KMSS & 

Other 
S FEQ S .37 (.28, .46) < .001 

Merrifield et al. (2014) J US GMDS S MSI & CIQ S .40 (.23, .55) < .001 
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Study 
Pub 

typea 

Country of 

study 
MS Measure 

Person 

reporting 

on MSb 

CQ Measure 

Person 

reporting 

on CQb 

r (95% CI) p 

Metz (2017) T/D 
the 

Netherlands 
PFB S CS-R S .29 (.17, .41) < .001 

Moore Hughes (2005) T/D US DAS S PAM S .64 (.54, .72) < .001 

Morrill et al. (2010) J US QMI S PAM S .37 (.23, .50) < .001 

Norlin & Broberg 

(2013) 
J Sweden DAS S PAM S .57 (.50, .63) < .001 

Oh et al. (2017) 
Other: 

Issue 
US 

IRQ & MDT: 

IDCS 
S & O CQ & TFI S & O .22 (.09, .34) .001 

O'Leary & Vidair 

(2005) 
J US DAS S CRD S .55 (.48, .62) < .001 

Parent et al. (2014) J US QMI S OPS & PCS S .21 (.08, .34) .002 

Peltz et al. (2018) J US CSI-4 S CQ & CCS S .41 (.33, .48) < .001 

Richardson & Futris 

(2019) 
J US QMI S CQ & CFAI S .57 (.46, .66) < .001 

Richardson (2012) T/D US DAS S FEQ S .48 (.35, .59) < .001 

Richmond (2004) T/D US 
QMI, MAT, 

& Other 
S PAI & CRD S .53 (.44, .62) < .001 

Riebeling (1996) T/D US QRI S PAI S .60 (.45, .72) < .001 

Riina & McHale (2015) J US RQ S DMS S .51 (.45, .57) < .001 

Rodriguez (2015) T/D US RQ S Other S .45 (.35, .55) < .001 

Rouyer et al. (2015) J France DAS S PAI S .41 (.29, .52) < .001 

Ruff (2012) T/D US RELATE S CQ S .59 (.53, .65) < .001 

Schoppe-Sullivan & 

Mangelsdorf (2013) 
J US MDT O TFI O .16 (-.11, .40) .244 

Scrimgeour (2015) T/D US Other/ MDFS S TFI O .09 (-.15, .32) .463 
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Study 
Pub 

typea 

Country of 

study 
MS Measure 

Person 

reporting 

on MSb 

CQ Measure 

Person 

reporting 

on CQb 

r (95% CI) p 

Stroud et al. (2011) J US 

DAS, MDT, 

SASB, & 

MSI-R 

S TFI O .09 (-.07, .25) .288 

Talbot et al. (2009) J US 
MAT & 

MDT 
S & O TFI: CFRS O .37 (.17, .54) .001 

Tissot et al. (2019) - 

Study 1 
J US MAT S TFI: CFMRS O .09 (-.10, .27) .367 

Tissot et al. (2019) - 

Study 2 
J Switzerland DAS S TFI: Re-PAS O .07 (-.19, .33) .593 

Tissot et al. (n.d.) 
Other: 

poster 
Switzerland DAS S TFI: FAAS S -.40 (-.67, -.05) .027 

Tucker (2014) T/D US CSI & CTS-2 S CRS & PAI S .58 (.47, .68) < .001 

van der Pol (2011) J 
the 

Netherlands 
MMQ S CRD S .60 (.49, .69) < .001 

Van Egeren (1999) T/D US 
DAS & 

MDT: IDCS 
S 

FEQ & TFI: 

McHale (1995) 
S & O .18 (.04, .32) .013 

Vuchinich et al. (1993) J US DAS S TFI O .17 (-.07, .39) .160 

Westerman & Massoff 

(2001) 
J US MSI S TFI O -.08 (-.43, .30) .696 

Williamson & Johnston 

(2016) 
J Canada DAS S PAM S .70 (.60, .78) < .001 

Wu (1999) T/D China DAS S TFI: CFRS O .27 (.02, .49) .032 

Young et al. (2017) J US DAS S CS S .48 (.35, .58) < .001 

Yuan (2016) T/D China PRQC S CS S .48 (.38, .56) < .001 

   I2 tau2 Q(df) r (95% CI) p 

Summary Effect with 

Outliers 

  
89.09 .032 751.75(82), p < .001 .40 (.36, .43) < .001 
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Summary Effects with 

Outliers Re-Coded  

  
88.56 .031 716.79(82), p < .001 .40 (.36, .43) < .001 

 
aJ = Journal article, T/D = Thesis or doctoral dissertation, O = Other. bSelf-report = S, Observational = O, Int = Interview.  
 

Note. Marital Adjustment Test (MAT; Locke & Wallace, 1959); Parenting Alliance Inventory (PAI; Abidin & Brunner, 1995); The 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; Spanier, 1976); Triadic family interaction = TFI; Coparenting Questionnaire (CQ; Margolin et al., 

2001); Coparenting Scale (CS; McHale, 1997); Parenting Alliance Measure (PAM; Konold & Abidin, 2001); Partner Support for 

Parenting Scale (PSPS; Lee & Bouchard, 1999); The Intimate Relations Questionnaire (IRQ; Braiker & Kelley, 1979); ); Coparenting 

and Family Rating scales (CFRS; McHale et al. 2000); Positive Bonding Scale (PBS; Allen et al. 2010); Conflict Tactics Scales-2 

(CTS-2; Straus et al. 1996); Communication Skills Test (CST; Stanley et al. 2001); Marital discussion task = MDT; Quality of 

Coparenting Scale (QCS; Ahrons, 1981); O’Leary-Porter Scale (OPS; Porter & O’Leary, 1980); Conflict and Problem-Solving Scales 

(CPS; Kerig, 1996); Aspects of Married Life Questionnaire (AMLQ; Huston et al., 1986; Proulx et al., 2004); Coparenting 

Relationship Scale (CRS; Feinberg et al., 2012); Coparenting Scale-Revised (CS-R; McHale, 1999); Relationships Questionnaire (RQ; 

Braiker & Kelley, 1979); Marital Opinion Questionnaire (MOQ; Huston & Vangelisti, 1991); Perceptions of Coparenting Partners 

Questionnaire (PCPQ; Stright & Bales, 2003); Marital Agendas Protocol (MAP; Notarius & Vanzetti, 1983); Child-Rearing 

Disagreements scale (CRD; Jouriles et al., 1991; Posada et al., 1991); Oral History Interview (OHI; Buehlman et al., 2005); Family 

Interaction Coding System (FICS; Siler et al., 2006); SWEPT Family Coding System (Siler et al., 2006); Network of Relationships 

Inventory (NRI; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985); Parent Problem Checklist (PPC; Dadds & Powell, 1991); GETCEF scale (Fivaz-

Depeursinge et al., 1997); Family Alliance Assessment Scale (FAAS; Favez et al., 2011); Child Rearing Issues: Self and Spouse Scale 

(CRI: SS; Hetherington & Clingempeel, 1992); Quality of Marriage Index (QMI; Norton, 1983); Measure designed for study = 

MDFS; Family Experiences Questionnaire (FEQ; Frank et al., 1988); Measure of the Co-Parenting Alliance (MCPA; Dumka et al., 

2002); Commitment Inventory (CI; Stanley & Markman, 1992); Negative Interaction Scale (NIS; Stanley et al., 2002); Marital 

Interactions Scale (MIS; Braiker & Kelley, 1979); Specific Affect Coding System (SPAFF; Gottman et al., 1996); Interaction 

Supportiveness Scale (ISS; Cutrona, 1996); ENRICH (Li, 1999); Marital Satisfaction Inventory (MSI; Snyder, 1981); Domestic 

Conflict Index (DCI; Margolin et al., 1990); Marital Coding System (MCS; Gordis, Margolin, & Garcia, 1996); Couples Satisfaction 

Index (CSI-4; Funk & Rogge, 2007); Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (KMSS; Schumm et al., 1986); General Marital 

Disagreements scale (GMDS; Jouriles et al., 1991); Coparental Interaction Questionnaire (CIQ; Ahrons & Wallisch, 1987); 

Partnerschaftsfragebogen (PFB; Hahlweg, 1996); Interactional Dimensions Coding System (IDCS; Julien et al., 1989; Kline et al., 

2004); Parenting Convergence Scale (PCS; Ahrons, 1981); Coparenting Conflict Scale (Ahrons & Wallisch, 1987); Casey Foster 

Applicant Inventory—Applicant Co-Parenting Scale (CFAI; Cherry & Orme, 2011); Quality of Relationships Inventory (QRI; Pierce 

et al., 1991); Domains of Marriage scale (DMS; Huston et al., 1986); RELATE assessment battery (Busby et al., 2001); Social 

Behavior Intrex-short form (SASB; Benjamin, 2000); Marital Satisfaction Inventory–Revised (MSI–R; Snyder & Aikman, 1999); Re-
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PAS coding system (Frascarolo & Favez, 2005); Maudsley Marital Questionnaire (MMQ, Arrindell et al., 1983); Perceived 

Relationship Quality Components Scale (PRQC; Fletcher et al., 2000) 
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Table 2 

 

Sample Characteristics of Studies Included in Analysis of the Association Between Marital Satisfaction and Coparenting Quality 

(Research Questions 1, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, & 16)  

 

Study Na 

% 

children 

from 

clinical 

pop. 

Child 

ageb 

% female 

childrenc 

% 

intact 

families 

Relationship 

lengthd 

Number 

of 

children 

r (95% CI) p 

Abidin & Brunner (1995) 160 - 48.90 - 86 - - .30 (.15, .43) < .001 

Altenburger et al. (2017) 153 - 9.00 49 100 - 1.00 .18 (.02, .32) .030 

Baril et al. (2007) 177 - 16.34 - 100 228.00 - .48 (.36, .59) < .001 

Barzel & Reid (2011) 122 - - - 93 190.23 3.00 .55 (.41, .66) < .001 

Bax (2005) 260 - 37.00 - 100 96.00 - .64 (.56, .71) < .001 

Blandon et al. (2014) 58 - - - 100 - - .02 (-.24, .28) .871 

Block (2016) 154 - - 54 100 - 1.00 .19 (.03, .34) .022 

Bolton (2001) 13 61.6 - - 0 224.04 1.46 .50 (-.07, .82) .082 

Bouchard (2014) 302 - 6.09 53 100 60.00 1.01 .52 (.44, .60) < .001 

Broderick et al. (2019) 602 - - - - 79.69 2.34 .47 (.40, .53) < .001 

Brody et al. (1994) 180 - - - 100 - - .12 (-.03, .26) .119 

Burney & Leerkes (2010) 158 - - 40 100 - 1.00 .35 (.20, .48) < .001 

Camisasca et al. (2015) 348 - - - 100 - - .34 (.24, .43) < .001 

Camisasca et al. (2019) 202 - - - 100 184.80 - .46 (.34, .56) < .001 
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Study Na 

% 

children 

from 

clinical 

pop. 

Child 

ageb 

% female 

childrenc 

% 

intact 

families 

Relationship 

lengthd 

Number 

of 

children 

r (95% CI) p 

Carone et al. (2017) 280 - - - 100 - - .42 (.32, 52) < .001 

Christopher et al. (2015) 192 - - - 100 - 1.00 .05 (-.09, .19) .470 

Cook et al. (2009) 333 - - - 100 - - .41 (.32, .50) < .001 

Cordova (2000) 96 - 3.68 54 100 72.00 1.00 .43 (.25, .58) < .001 

Davies et al. (2004) 227 - - - - 65.64 - .38 (.26, .49) < .001 

Doohan et al. (2009) 108 - - - - 156.00 - .26 (.07, .43) .006 

Doss et al. (2014) 55 - - - 100 30.24 1.00 .51 (.27, .69) < .001 

El Ghaziri et al. (2019) 4728 - - - 100 138.00 - .44 (.42, .46) < .001 

Favez et al. (2012) 100 - - 46 100 - 1.00 -.02 (-.22, .18) .811 

Favez et al. (2016) 138 - - - - - - .03 (-.14, .20) .711 

Feinberg et al. (2007) 1032 - - - - - - .22 (.16, .27) < .001 

Feinberg et al. (2010) 124 - - - 100 - - .57 (.44, .68) < .001 

Feinberg et al. (2016) 273 - - - 100 - 1.00 .57 (.48, .64) < .001 

Floyd et al. (1998) 136 100 - - 100 162.96 2.59 .31 (.15, .46) < .001 

Formoso et al. (2007) 230 - - - 84 - - .57 (.48, .65) < .001 

Gallagher Armer (2005) 104 - - - 0 32.86 2.84 .63 (.50, .74) < .001 

Gerace (2016) 354 - - - 100 - 1.00 .05 (-.05, .16) .336 
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Study Na 

% 

children 

from 

clinical 

pop. 

Child 

ageb 

% female 

childrenc 

% 

intact 

families 

Relationship 

lengthd 

Number 

of 

children 

r (95% CI) p 

Gou et al. (2019) 141 - - - 100 54.60 1.00 .44 (.29, .57) < .001 

Holland & McElwain 

(2013) 
488 - - - 100 90.00 - .59 (.52, .64) < .001 

Jones & Neblett (2019) 44 - - - 100 173.52 2.30 .51 (.25, .70) < .001 

Kan et al. (2012) 135 - - - 100 - 1.00 .49 (.34, .61) < .001 

Katz & Gottman (1996) 56 - - - - - - .21 (-.05, .45) .114 

Kolak & Volling (2007) 57 - - - - 108.00 2.00 .50 (.28, .68) < .001 

Latham et al. (2017) 212 - - - 100 - - .57 (.48, .66) < .001 

LeRoy et al. (2013) 328 - - 52 100 37.91 1.00 .34 (.24, .44) < .001 

Liu & Wu (2018) 558 - - - 0 93.00 - .41 (.34, .48) < .001 

Luz et al. (2017) 80 - - - 100 - - .39 (.19, .57) < .001 

Mahoney et al. (1997) 292 100 - - 75 115.20 2.40 .41 (.31, .50) < .001 

Margolin et al. (2001) 494 - - - 100 139.60 - .50 (.43, .57) < .001 

McConnell & Kerig 

(2002) 
134 14.05 100.69 - - 129.60 - .10 (-.08, .26) .276 

McConnell (2015) 62 67.8 - - 100 113.40 - .45 (.22, .63) < .001 

McDaniel et al. (2018) –  

Study 1 
358 - - - - 119.28 1.85 .67 (.60, .72) < .001 

McDaniel et al. (2018) –  

Study 2 
478 - 118.55 - - 141.60 - .56 (.50, .62) < .001 
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Study Na 

% 

children 

from 

clinical 

pop. 

Child 

ageb 

% female 

childrenc 

% 

intact 

families 

Relationship 

lengthd 

Number 

of 

children 

r (95% CI) p 

McHale (1995) 141 - - - 100 45.6 - .24 (.08, .39) .005 

McHale (1997) 198 - - - 100 - - .28 (.15, .41) < .001 

Merrifield & Gamble 

(2012) 
350 - - - - 135.36 - .37 (.28, .46) < .001 

Merrifield et al. (2014) 114 - - - 100 - - .40 (.23, .55) < .001 

Metz (2017) 233 - 4.20 - 93 73.20 1.00 .29 (.17, .41) < .001 

Moore Hughes (2005) 168 - - - 100 204.00 3.00 .64 (.54, .72) < .001 

Morrill et al. (2010) 152 - - - 100 152.52 - .37 (.23, .50) < .001 

Norlin & Broberg (2013) 423 33.4 - - - - - .57 (.50, .63) < .001 

Oh et al. (2017) 231 - 31.17 54 100 69.24 - .22 (.09, .34) .001 

O'Leary & Vidair (2005) 406 - - - 95 - - .55 (.48, .62) < .001 

Parent et al. (2014) 202 - - - 0 - 2.09 .21 (.08, .34) .002 

Peltz et al. (2018) 498 - - - 94 81.00 1.80 .41 (.33, .48) < .001 

Richardson & Futris 

(2019) 
192 - - - 0 195.60 - .57 (.46, .66) < .001 

Richardson (2012) 172 100 - - 65 134.88 2.84 .48 (.35, .59) < .001 

Richmond (2004) 252 - 18.81 47 - - 1.49 .53 (.44, .62) < .001 

Riebeling (1996) 97 - - - 89 110.28 - .60 (.45, .72) < .001 
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Study Na 

% 

children 

from 

clinical 

pop. 

Child 

ageb 

% female 

childrenc 

% 

intact 

families 

Relationship 

lengthd 

Number 

of 

children 

r (95% CI) p 

Riina & McHale (2015) 580 - - - - 168.24 - .51 (.45, .57) < .001 

Rodriguez (2015) 240 - 70.44 - 100 84.00 2.07 .45 (.35, .55) < .001 

Rouyer et al. (2015) 202 - - - 100 154.80 - .41 (.29, .52) < .001 

Ruff (2012) 488 - - - 94 - - .59 (.53, .65) < .001 

Schoppe-Sullivan & 

Mangelsdorf (2013) 
57 - 3.67 53 100 40.92 1.00 .16 (-.11, .40) .244 

Scrimgeour (2015) 69 - - - 100 - - .09 (-.15, .32) .463 

Stroud et al. (2011) 149 - - - 100 - 2.34 .09 (-.07, .25) .288 

Talbot et al. (2009) 83 - - - 98 83.88 - .37 (.17, .54) .001 

Tissot et al. (2019) –  

Study 1 
111 - 58.30 - - - 2.02 .09 (-.10, .27) .367 

Tissot et al. (2019) –  

Study 2 
59 45.1 58.80 - - - 1.70 .07 (-.19, .33) .593 

Tissot et al. (2009) 30 - - - - - - -.40 (-.67, -.05) .027 

Tucker (2014) 162 - - - - 124.80 2.00 .58 (.47, .68) < .001 

van der Pol (2011) 153 - 3.10 - 100 - 2.00 .60 (.49, .69) < .001 

Van Egeren (1999) 188 - - 52 100 42.36 1.00 .18 (.04, .32) .013 

Vuchinich et al. (1993) 68 4.8 - - 56 - 2.70 .17 (-.07, .39) .160 

Westerman & Massoff 

(2001) 
32 - - - 100 - - -.08 (-.43, .30) .696 
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Study Na 

% 

children 

from 

clinical 

pop. 

Child 

ageb 

% female 

childrenc 

% 

intact 

families 

Relationship 

lengthd 

Number 

of 

children 

r (95% CI) p 

Williamson & Johnston 

(2016) 
128 41 - - 81 148.53 - .70 (.60, .78) < .001 

Wu (1999) 64 - 50.00 - 100 - - .27 (.02, .49) .032 

Young et al. (2017) 172 - - - 87 136.80 2.60 .48 (.35, .58) < .001 

Yuan (2016) 306 - - - 100 87.60 - .48 (.38, .56) < .001 

   
       

    I2 tau2 Q(df) r (95% CI) p 

Summary Effect with 

Outliers 

   
89.09 .032 751.75(82), p < .001 .40 (.36, .43) < .001 

Summary Effects with 

Outliers Re-Coded  

   
88.56 .031 716.79(82), p < .001 .40 (.36, .43) < .001 

 

aRanges for N are provided when different sample sizes were used for different correlational data. bMean age of children in months. 
cGender of children in primiparous families. dLength of relationship between parents in months. 
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Table 3 

 

Characteristics of Studies Including Mothers Only or Mother Subgroups (Research Questions 2, 5, 7, & 9)  

 

Study 
Education of 

mothersa 

Age of 

mothersb 

% of mothers 

who are White 
r (95% CI) p 

Abidin & Brunner (1995) - - 81 .20 (.00, .38) .047 

Barzel & Reid (2011) - 40.00 - .56 (.36, .71) < .001 

Bax (2005) - 32.90 - .64 (.52, .73) < .001 

Block (2016) 100 29.70 78 .16 (-.06, .37) .154 

Bonds & Gondoli (2007) 99 - - .70 (.61, .77) < .001 

Bouchard (2014) - 28.00 - .59 (.48, .69) < .001 

Broderick et al. (2019) 86 31.13 37 .53 (.44, .61) < .001 

Brody et al. (1994) - - - .14 (-.07, .33) .205 

Burney & Leerkes (2010) - 29.00 85 .27 (.05, .46) .016 

Burney (2010) - 35.60 74 .65 (.56, .72) < .001 

Camisasca et al. (2015) - 39.16 - .39 (.26, .51) < .001 

Camisasca et al. (2019) - 43.10 - .49 (.32, .62) < .001 

Christopher et al. (2015) 99 29.48 83 .06 (-.14, .26) .568 

Cook et al. (2009) - 36.03 - .50 (.35, .63) < .001 

Cordova (2000) - 28.80 - .40 (.13, .61) .005 

Coyne et al. (2017) - 30.38 87 .70 (.66, .74) < .001 

Dadds & Powell (1991) - 33.16 - .62 (.53, .69) < .001 

Doss et al. (2014) - - - .48 (.13, .72) .009 

El Ghaziri et al. (2019) - 33.33 - .45 (.42, .48) < .001 
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Study 
Education of 

mothersa 

Age of 

mothersb 

% of mothers 

who are White 
r (95% CI) p 

Favez et al. (2012) - 30.00 - -10 (-.37, .18) .494 

Favez et al. (2016) - 32.30 - .08 (-.16, .31) .523 

Feinberg et al. (2007) 93 - 94 .22 (.13, .30) < .001 

Feinberg et al. (2010) - 28.58 91 .42 (.19, .60) .001 

Feinberg et al. (2016) - 29.10 - .58 (.46, .68) < .001 

Floyd et al. (1998) - 37.24 - .36 (.12, .55) .003 

Formoso et al. (2007) 24 38.00 0 .57 (.43, .68) < .001 

Gallagher Armer (2005) 100 37.00 95 .58 (.36, .74) < .001 

Gerace (2018) - - 86 .07 (-.08, .21) .381 

Giray et al. (2017) - 34.86 - .38 (.20, .54) < .001 

Gou et al. (2019) - 29.98 - .48 (.28, .64) < .001 

Hock & Mooradian (2012) - 40.67 94 0.51 (.34, .65) < .001 

Holland & McElwain (2013) - 32.75 82 .64 (.55, .70) < .001 

Jouriles et al. (1991) - Study 1 - 32.60 - .52 (.41, .61) < .001 

Jouriles et al. (1991) - Study 2 - 33.40 - .57 (.41, .70) < .001 

Kan et al. (2012) - 28.33 91 .50 (.30, .66) < .001 

Latham et al. (2017) - - - .64 (.51, .74) < .001 

LeRoy et al. (2013) 100 27.16 - .41 (.27, .53) < .001 

Liu & Wu (2018) 64 31.80 - .40 (.29, .49) < .001 

Luz et al. (2017) 100 30.20 - .30 (-.01, .56) .060 

Mahoney et al. (1997) - 34.60 - .51 (.38, .62) < .001 

Margolin et al. (2001) - 35.58 - .53 (.44, .62) < .001 
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Study 
Education of 

mothersa 

Age of 

mothersb 

% of mothers 

who are White 
r (95% CI) p 

McConnell & Kerig (2002) - 36.00 87 .11 (-.13, .34) .375 

McDaniel et al. (2018) - Study 1 99 31.82 - .70 (.62, .77) < .001 

McDaniel et al. (2018) - Study 2 94 - - .63 (.53, .71) < .001 

McHale (1995) - 31.00 - .16 (-.14, .43) .291 

McHale (1997) - 31.00 - .27 (.08, .45) .005 

Merrifield & Gamble (2012) 98 34.89 82 .37 (.23, .49) < .001 

Merrifield et al. (2014) - 30.60 - .47 (.24, .65) < .001 

Metz (2017) - 30.70 - .32 (.14, .47) < .001 

Moore Hughes (2005) - 42.20 94 .67 (.53, .77) < .001 

Morrill et al. (2010) - 42.63 - .28 (.06, .48) .014 

Norlin & Broberg (2013) 77 33.85 - .56 (.47, .64) < .001 

O'Leary & Vidair (2005) - 36.00 - .58 (.48, .66) < .001 

Parent et al. (2014) 62 38.50 - .22 (.04, .38) .018 

Peltz et al. (2018) - 35.00 - .45 (.35, .54) < .001 

Richardson & Futris (2019) - - - .55 (.39, .68) < .001 

Richardson (2012) - 37.97 90 .62 (.47, .74) < .001 

Richmond (2004) - 31.14 90 .51 (.37, .63) < .001 

Riebeling (1996) 92 35.92 - .68 (.50, .80) < .001 

Riina McHale (2015) - 40.84 0 .45 (.31, .57) < .001 

Rodriguez (2015) - 28.13 0 .46 (.30, .59) < .001 

Ruff (2012) - - - .57 (.48, .65) < .001 

Teti et al. (2016) 99 - 86 .69 (.59, .76) < .001 
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Study 
Education of 

mothersa 

Age of 

mothersb 

% of mothers 

who are White 
r (95% CI) p 

Tissot et al. (2019) - Study 1 - - - .10 (-.17, .35) .464 

Tissot et al. (2019) - Study 2 - - - .11 (-.27, .45) .583 

Tucker (2014) - 33.90 77 .58 (.41, .71) < .001 

van der Pol (2011) - 34.50 - .63 (.47, .75) < .001 

Van Egeren (2011) 100 28.97 88 .19 (-.02, .37) .072 

Walsh (2014) 99 - 79 .69 (.59, .76) < .001 

Westerman & Massoff (2001) - - - .14 (-.38, .59) .611 

Westervelt Conners (1999) - - - .58 (.40, .72) < .001 

Williamson & Johnston (2016) - - 59 .70 (.55, .81) < .001 

Wu (1999) - 33.00 - .24 (-.12, .54) .184 

Young et al. (2017) 98 36.50 - .50 (.32, .64) < .001 

Yuan (2016) - 33.20 - .52 (.39, .63) < .001 

      

 I2 tau2 Q(df) r (95% CI) p 

Summary Effect with Outliers 87.61 .047 
597.34(74), 

p < .001 
.48 (.43, .52) < .001 

Summary Effects with Outliers Re-

Coded 
85.61 .039 

514.41(74), 

p < .001 
.47 (.43, .51) < .001 

 
aPercent of mothers having completed high school or higher levels of education. bMean age of mothers in years. 
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Table 4 

 

Characteristics of Studies Including Fathers Only or Father Subgroups (Research Questions 3, 6, 8, & 10)  

 

Study 
Education 

of fathersa 

Age of 

fathersb 

% of fathers 

who are 

White 

r (95% CI) p 

Abidin & Brunner (1995) - - - .44 (.21, .62) < .001 

Barzel & Reid (2011) - 42.00 - .54 (.33, .69) < .001 

Bax (2005) - 35.04 - .64 (.53, .73) < .001 

Block (2016) 99 31.50 85 .21 (-.02, .41) .071 

Bouchard (2014) - 31.00 - .45 (.31, .57) < .001 

Broderick et al. (2019) 76 34.02 32 .40 (.30, .49) < .001 

Brody et al. (1994) - - - .10 (-.11, .30) .349 

Burney & Leerkes (2010) - 31.00 85 .42 (.22, .59) < .001 

Camisasca et al. (2015) - 41.78 - .28 (.14, .41) < .001 

Camisasca et al. (2019) - 45.50 - .43 (.26, .58) < .001 

Christopher et al. (2015) 99 31.66 86 .05 (-.16, .24) .652 

Cook et al. (2009) - 37.71 - .51 (.36, .64) < .001 

Cordova (2000) - 30.60 - .47 (.21, .66) .001 

Doss et al. (2014) - - - .54 (.20, .76) .003 

El Ghaziri et al. (2019) - 36.17 - .43 (.40, .46) < .001 

Fagan & Lee (2014) - 35.80 50 .20 (.17, .22) < .001 

Fagan & Palkovitz (2011) - 34.71 32 .49 (.44, .53) < .001 

Favez  et al. (2012) - 32.00 - .05 (-.23, .32) .729 
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Study 
Education 

of fathersa 

Age of 

fathersb 

% of fathers 

who are 

White 

r (95% CI) p 

Favez et al. (2016) - 34.90 - -.01 (-.25, .22) .909 

Feinberg et al. (2007) 90 - 93 .22 (.13, .30) < .001 

Feinberg et al. (2010) - 30.32 90 .70 (.54, .81) < .001 

Feinberg et al. (2016) - 31.10 - .55 (.42, .66) < .001 

Floyd et al. (1998) - 39.62 - .26 (.03, .47) .028 

Formoso et al. (2007) 24 40.00 0 .57 (.43, .68) < .001 

Gallagher Armer (2005) 100 41.00 95 .68 (.50, .80) < .001 

Gerace (2016) - - 89 .04 (-.11, .18) .629 

Gou et al. (2019) - 32.03 - .39 (.17, .58) .001 

Holland & McElwain (2016) - 34.18 86 .53 (.43, .62) < .001 

Isacco et al. (2010) 53 29.00 23 .25 (.21, .29) < .001 

Kan et al. (2012) - 29.76 90 .47 (.26, .64) < .001 

Kwok & Li (2015) 91 39.09 - .40 (.36, .44) < .001 

Latham et al. (2017) - - - .50 (.34, .63) < .001 

LeRoy et al. (2013) 98 28.76 - .27 (.13, .41) < .001 

Liu & Wu (2018) 70 34.12 - .42 (.32, .51) < .001 

Luz et al. (2017) 100 32.80 - .48 (.20, .69) .001 

Mahoney et al. (1997) - 37.10 - .30 (.14, .44) < .001 

Margolin et al. (2001) - 38.20 - .47 (.37, .56) < .001 

McConnell & Kerig (2002) - 38.20 91 .08 (-.16, .32) .512 

McDaniel et al. (2018) - Study 1 99 33.34 - .63 (.53, .71) < .001 
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Study 
Education 

of fathersa 

Age of 

fathersb 

% of fathers 

who are 

White 

r (95% CI) p 

McDaniel et al. (2018) - Study 2 94 - - .50 (.38, .60) < .001 

McHale (1995) - 29.00 - .15 (-.14, .42) .303 

McHale (1997) - 35.00 - .29 (.10, .46) .004 

Merrifield & Gamble (2012) 95 37.66 83 .37 (.24, .49) < .001 

Merrifield et al. (2014) - 33.50 - .33 (.08, .54) .011 

Metz (2017) - 33.60 - .27 (.09, .43) .004 

Moore Hughes (2005) - 43.60 94 .62 (.47, .74) < .001 

Morrill et al. (2010) - 45.00 - .46 (.26, .62) < .001 

Norlin & Broberg (2013) 67 35.39 - .58 (.48, .67) < .001 

O'Leary & Vidair (2005) - 38.00 - .52 (.41, .61) < .001 

Parent et al. (2014) 71 40.66 - .21 (-.01, .41) .059 

Peltz et al. (2018) - 36.00 - .37 (.25, .47) < .001 

Richardson & Futris (2019) - - - .58 (.43, .70) < .001 

Richardson (2012) - 40.53 91 .30 (.09, .49) .005 

Richmond (2004) - 33.59 91 .55 (.42, .67) < .001 

Riebeling (1996) 92 37.43 - .50 (.24, .69) < .001 

Riina & McHale (2015) - 43.48 0 .57 (.44, .67) < .001 

Rodriguez (2015) - 30.33 0 .45 (.29, .58) < .001 

Ruff (2012) - - - .62 (.54, .69) < .001 

Tissot et al. (2019) - Study 1 - - - .08 (-.19, .33) .587 

Tissot et al. (2019) - Study 2 - - - .04 (-.33, .40) .838 
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Study 
Education 

of fathersa 

Age of 

fathersb 

% of fathers 

who are 

White 

r (95% CI) p 

Tucker (2014) - 35.90 80 .59 (.43, .72) < .001 

van der Pol (2011) - 36.40 - .57 (.40, .70) < .001 

Van Egeren (1999) 98 30.55 91 .18 (-.02, .37) .083 

Westerman & Massoff (2001) - - - -.29 (-.68, .24) .289 

Williamson & Johnston (2016) - - - .70 (.55, .81) < .001 

Wu (1999) - 35.00 - .31 (-.05, .59) .090 

Young et al. (2017) 98 38.50 - .45 (.27, .61) < .001 

Yuan (2016) - 35.00 - .43 (.29, .55) < .001 

      

 I2 tau2 Q(df) r (95% CI) p 

Summary Effect with Outliers 89.04 .030 
611.44(67), 

p < .001 
.41 (.37, .45) < .001 

Summary Effects with Outliers 

Re-Coded 
88.96 .030 

607.02(67), 

p < .001 
.41 (.37, .45) < .001 

 
aPercent of fathers having completed high school or higher levels of education. bMean age of fathers in years. 
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Table 5 

 

Moderator Analyses  

 

Individual level moderators k Q p-value R2 

Gender of parents (comparing mothers & fathers) 143 4.30 .038  

Education level of mothers (% who completed high school) 20 0.00 .951 .00 

Education level of fathers (% who completed high school) 19 0.39 .531 .00 

Mean age of mothers 58 2.03 .154 .00 

Mean age of fathers 55 2.24 .135 .00 

Ethnic/racial background of mothers (% White)  27 0.23 .633 .00 

Ethnic/racial background of fathers (% White)  23 0.66 .415 .00 

Percentage of children in a sample having a psychological diagnosis 10 0.41 .520 .00 

Mean age of a family’s only child or eldest child (months)  17 0.22 .635 .00 

Gender composition of children in primiparous families (% female) 11 0.00 .971 .00 

Family level moderators k Q p-value R2 

Type of family (% intact) 65 1.35 .245 .00 

Length of relationship between parents (months)  46 5.55 .019 .04 

Mean number of children in each family in the sample 38 5.32 .021 .12 

Study moderators k Q p-value R2 

Year of publication  82 1.44 .231 .00 

Country of study  83 25.09 .005 .00 

Study design (i.e., longitudinal vs. cross-sectional) 83 1.89 .388 .00 

Person reporting on MS measure 83 5.60 .133 .01 
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Study moderators k Q p-value R2 

Person reporting on CQ measure 83 77.46 < .001 .42 

MS measure 83 24.72 .037 .04 

CQ measure  83 124.57 < .001 .53 

Type of publication  83 13.41 .004 .02 

Note. k = number of effect sizes 
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Figure 1. Ecological Model of Coparenting (Feinberg, 2003) 

 

Figure 2. Model of Coparenting Components (Feinberg, 2003) 
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Figure 3. PRISMA Flow Chart. Adapted from the “PRISMA 2009 Flow Diagram” by (Moher et 

al. 2009)  
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 Additional records identified 
through other sources 

(n = 14) 

Records after duplicates removed 
(n = 676) 

Records screened 
(n = 676) 

Records excluded 
(n = 224) 

Full-text articles assessed 
for eligibility 

(n = 452) 

Full-text articles excluded, with 
reasons (n = 355) 

• Full text not available (n = 48)  

• Ineligible or no measure of marital 
satisfaction (n = 166) 

• Ineligible or no measure of 
coparenting quality (n = 138) 

• No or ineligible quantitative 
comparison between marital 
satisfaction and coparenting quality  
(n = 66) 

• Overlapping sample (n = 37)  

• Ineligible population (n = 36)  

• Meta-analysis (n = 1)  

• No appropriate control group (n = 5) 

• Not published prior to June 2019  
(n = 4) 

• Not available in English (n = 1)  

• Unclear if participants are from the 
same family (n = 3) 

Studies included in 
quantitative synthesis 

(meta-analysis) 
(n = 96) 
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Figure 4. Forrest plot for the association between marital satisfaction and coparenting quality in 

dyadic samples. The average effect size (correlation) is represented by a diamond. Individual 

study effect sizes (correlations) are represented by squares. Confidence intervals are displayed as 

horizontal lines.   

Study name Subgroup within study Outcome Statistics for each study Correlation and 95% CI

Lower Upper 
Correlation limit limit

Abidin & Brunner, 1995 Combined Blank 0.295 0.145 0.432

Altenburger et al., 2017 Blank Combined 0.175 0.017 0.325

Baril et al., 2007 Blank Combined 0.482 0.361 0.588

Barzel & Reid, 2011 Combined Combined 0.548 0.409 0.663

Bax, 2005 Combined Combined 0.638 0.560 0.706

Blandon et al., 2014 Blank Combined 0.022 -0.238 0.279

Block, 2016 Combined Combined 0.186 0.027 0.335

Bolton, 2001 Blank Blank 0.500 -0.070 0.824

Bouchard, 2014 Combined Blank 0.524 0.436 0.601

Broderick et al., 2019 Combined Combined 0.468 0.403 0.528

Brody et al., 1994 Combined Combined 0.118 -0.030 0.261

Burney & Leerkes, 2010 Combined Blank 0.347 0.201 0.479

Camisasca et al., 2015 Combined Combined 0.339 0.242 0.429

Camisasca et al., 2019 Combined Blank 0.461 0.344 0.564

Carone et al., 2017 Combined Combined 0.423 0.320 0.515

Christopher et al., 2015 Combined Combined 0.053 -0.090 0.194

Cook et al., 2009 Combined Combined 0.413 0.319 0.499

Cordova, 2000 Combined Combined 0.432 0.250 0.584

Davies et al., 2004 Blank Blank 0.380 0.263 0.486

Doohan et al., 2009 Blank Combined 0.260 0.075 0.428

Doss et al., 2014 Combined Combined 0.508 0.273 0.686

El Ghaziri et al., 2019 Combined Combined 0.441 0.418 0.464

Favez et al., 2012 Combined Combined -0.025 -0.223 0.176

Favez et al., 2016 Combined Combined 0.032 -0.137 0.200

Feinberg et al., 2007 Combined Combined 0.215 0.156 0.273

Feinberg et al., 2010 Combined Blank 0.574 0.441 0.683

Feinberg et al., 2016 Combined Blank 0.565 0.478 0.641

Floyd et al., 1998 Combined Combined 0.309 0.146 0.456

Formoso et al., 2007 Combined Interparental conflict & PA 0.570 0.475 0.652

Gallagher Armer, 2005 Combined Blank 0.633 0.499 0.737

Gerace, 2016 Combined Combined 0.052 -0.053 0.155

Gou et al., 2019 Combined Combined 0.439 0.291 0.566

Holland & McElwain, 2013 Combined Blank 0.585 0.523 0.641

Jones & Neblett, 2019 Blank Blank 0.510 0.251 0.701

Kan et al., 2012 Combined Blank 0.485 0.343 0.606

Katz & Gottman, 1996 Blank Combined 0.214 -0.052 0.452

Kolak & Volling, 2007 Blank Combined 0.505 0.281 0.677

Latham et al., 2017 Combined Blank 0.574 0.476 0.659

LeRoy et al., 2013 Combined Combined 0.344 0.244 0.436

Liu & Wu, 2018 Combined Combined 0.409 0.337 0.477

Luz et al., 2017 Combined Blank 0.394 0.186 0.568

Mahoney et al., 1997 Combined MA & childrearing discord 0.410 0.310 0.502

Margolin et al., 2001 Combined Combined 0.501 0.432 0.565

McConnell & Kerig, 2002 Combined Combined 0.096 -0.077 0.263

McConnell, 2015 Blank Combined 0.447 0.222 0.627

McDaniel et al., 2018a Combined Blank 0.667 0.605 0.721

McDaniel et al., 2018b Combined Blank 0.565 0.500 0.623

McHale, 1995 Combined Combined 0.242 0.076 0.395

McHale, 1997 Combined Combined 0.283 0.148 0.407

Merrifield & Gamble, 2012 Combined Combined 0.371 0.276 0.458

Merrifield et al., 2014 Combined Combined 0.402 0.233 0.547

Metz, 2017 Combined Combined 0.291 0.168 0.405

Moore Hughes, 2005 Combined Combined 0.642 0.543 0.724

Morrill et al., 2010 Combined Blank 0.374 0.226 0.504

Norlin & Broberg, 2013 Combined Blank 0.571 0.502 0.632

Oh et al., 2017 Blank Combined 0.216 0.089 0.336

O'Leary & Vidair, 2005 Combined MA & child-rearing disagreement 0.551 0.479 0.615

Parent et al., 2014 Combined Combined 0.213 0.076 0.342

Peltz et al., 2018 Combined Combined 0.409 0.332 0.479

Richardson & Futris, 2019 Combined Blank 0.565 0.460 0.655

Richardson, 2012 Combined Combined 0.480 0.351 0.591

Richmond, 2004 Combined Blank 0.533 0.437 0.618

Riebeling, 1996 Combined Combined 0.601 0.454 0.717

Riina & McHale, 2015 Combined Combined 0.509 0.446 0.568

Rodriguez et al., 2015 Combined Combined 0.453 0.345 0.548

Rouyer et al., 2015 Blank Combined 0.413 0.292 0.521

Ruff, 2012 Combined Combined 0.595 0.534 0.649

Schoppe-Sullivan & Mangelsdorf, 2013 Blank Combined 0.157 -0.108 0.401

Scrimgeour, 2015 Blank Combined 0.090 -0.150 0.320

Stroud et al., 2011 Blank Combined 0.088 -0.074 0.245

Talbot et al., 2009 Blank Blank 0.370 0.168 0.542

Tissot et al., 2019a Combined Combined 0.088 -0.103 0.272

Tissot et al., 2019b Combined Combined 0.073 -0.193 0.330

Tissot et al., n.d. Blank Blank -0.401 -0.665 -0.048

Tucker, 2014 Combined Combined 0.584 0.472 0.678

van der Pol, 2011 Combined RS & child-rearing agreement 0.601 0.488 0.694

Van Egeren, 1999 Combined Combined 0.183 0.040 0.319

Vuchinich et al., 1993 Blank Combined 0.173 -0.069 0.395

Westerman & Massoff, 2001 Combined Combined -0.076 -0.431 0.298

Williamson & Johnston, 2016 Combined Blank 0.700 0.598 0.780

Wu, 1999 Combined Combined 0.274 0.024 0.492

Young et al., 2017 Combined Combined 0.476 0.350 0.585

Yuan, 2016 Combined Blank 0.476 0.384 0.559

0.396 0.360 0.431

-1.00 -0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00

Study name Subgroup within study Outcome Statistics for each study Correlation and 95% CI

Lower Upper 
Correlation limit limit

Abidin & Brunner, 1995 Combined Blank 0.295 0.145 0.432

Altenburger et al., 2017 Blank Combined 0.175 0.017 0.325

Baril et al., 2007 Blank Combined 0.482 0.361 0.588

Barzel & Reid, 2011 Combined Combined 0.548 0.409 0.663

Bax, 2005 Combined Combined 0.638 0.560 0.706

Blandon et al., 2014 Blank Combined 0.022 -0.238 0.279

Block, 2016 Combined Combined 0.186 0.027 0.335

Bolton, 2001 Blank Blank 0.500 -0.070 0.824

Bouchard, 2014 Combined Blank 0.524 0.436 0.601

Broderick et al., 2019 Combined Combined 0.468 0.403 0.528

Brody et al., 1994 Combined Combined 0.118 -0.030 0.261

Burney & Leerkes, 2010 Combined Blank 0.347 0.201 0.479

Camisasca et al., 2015 Combined Combined 0.339 0.242 0.429

Camisasca et al., 2019 Combined Blank 0.461 0.344 0.564

Carone et al., 2017 Combined Combined 0.423 0.320 0.515

Christopher et al., 2015 Combined Combined 0.053 -0.090 0.194

Cook et al., 2009 Combined Combined 0.413 0.319 0.499

Cordova, 2000 Combined Combined 0.432 0.250 0.584

Davies et al., 2004 Blank Blank 0.380 0.263 0.486

Doohan et al., 2009 Blank Combined 0.260 0.075 0.428

Doss et al., 2014 Combined Combined 0.508 0.273 0.686

El Ghaziri et al., 2019 Combined Combined 0.441 0.418 0.464

Favez et al., 2012 Combined Combined -0.025 -0.223 0.176

Favez et al., 2016 Combined Combined 0.032 -0.137 0.200

Feinberg et al., 2007 Combined Combined 0.215 0.156 0.273

Feinberg et al., 2010 Combined Blank 0.574 0.441 0.683

Feinberg et al., 2016 Combined Blank 0.565 0.478 0.641

Floyd et al., 1998 Combined Combined 0.309 0.146 0.456

Formoso et al., 2007 Combined Interparental conflict & PA 0.570 0.475 0.652

Gallagher Armer, 2005 Combined Blank 0.633 0.499 0.737

Gerace, 2016 Combined Combined 0.052 -0.053 0.155

Gou et al., 2019 Combined Combined 0.439 0.291 0.566

Holland & McElwain, 2013 Combined Blank 0.585 0.523 0.641

Jones & Neblett, 2019 Blank Blank 0.510 0.251 0.701

Kan et al., 2012 Combined Blank 0.485 0.343 0.606

Katz & Gottman, 1996 Blank Combined 0.214 -0.052 0.452

Kolak & Volling, 2007 Blank Combined 0.505 0.281 0.677

Latham et al., 2017 Combined Blank 0.574 0.476 0.659

LeRoy et al., 2013 Combined Combined 0.344 0.244 0.436

Liu & Wu, 2018 Combined Combined 0.409 0.337 0.477

Luz et al., 2017 Combined Blank 0.394 0.186 0.568

Mahoney et al., 1997 Combined MA & childrearing discord 0.410 0.310 0.502

Margolin et al., 2001 Combined Combined 0.501 0.432 0.565

McConnell & Kerig, 2002 Combined Combined 0.096 -0.077 0.263

McConnell, 2015 Blank Combined 0.447 0.222 0.627

McDaniel et al., 2018a Combined Blank 0.667 0.605 0.721

McDaniel et al., 2018b Combined Blank 0.565 0.500 0.623

McHale, 1995 Combined Combined 0.242 0.076 0.395

McHale, 1997 Combined Combined 0.283 0.148 0.407

Merrifield & Gamble, 2012 Combined Combined 0.371 0.276 0.458

Merrifield et al., 2014 Combined Combined 0.402 0.233 0.547

Metz, 2017 Combined Combined 0.291 0.168 0.405

Moore Hughes, 2005 Combined Combined 0.642 0.543 0.724

Morrill et al., 2010 Combined Blank 0.374 0.226 0.504

Norlin & Broberg, 2013 Combined Blank 0.571 0.502 0.632

Oh et al., 2017 Blank Combined 0.216 0.089 0.336

O'Leary & Vidair, 2005 Combined MA & child-rearing disagreement 0.551 0.479 0.615

Parent et al., 2014 Combined Combined 0.213 0.076 0.342

Peltz et al., 2018 Combined Combined 0.409 0.332 0.479

Richardson & Futris, 2019 Combined Blank 0.565 0.460 0.655

Richardson, 2012 Combined Combined 0.480 0.351 0.591

Richmond, 2004 Combined Blank 0.533 0.437 0.618

Riebeling, 1996 Combined Combined 0.601 0.454 0.717

Riina & McHale, 2015 Combined Combined 0.509 0.446 0.568

Rodriguez et al., 2015 Combined Combined 0.453 0.345 0.548

Rouyer et al., 2015 Blank Combined 0.413 0.292 0.521

Ruff, 2012 Combined Combined 0.595 0.534 0.649

Schoppe-Sullivan & Mangelsdorf, 2013 Blank Combined 0.157 -0.108 0.401

Scrimgeour, 2015 Blank Combined 0.090 -0.150 0.320

Stroud et al., 2011 Blank Combined 0.088 -0.074 0.245

Talbot et al., 2009 Blank Blank 0.370 0.168 0.542

Tissot et al., 2019a Combined Combined 0.088 -0.103 0.272

Tissot et al., 2019b Combined Combined 0.073 -0.193 0.330

Tissot et al., n.d. Blank Blank -0.401 -0.665 -0.048

Tucker, 2014 Combined Combined 0.584 0.472 0.678

van der Pol, 2011 Combined RS & child-rearing agreement 0.601 0.488 0.694

Van Egeren, 1999 Combined Combined 0.183 0.040 0.319

Vuchinich et al., 1993 Blank Combined 0.173 -0.069 0.395

Westerman & Massoff, 2001 Combined Combined -0.076 -0.431 0.298

Williamson & Johnston, 2016 Combined Blank 0.700 0.598 0.780

Wu, 1999 Combined Combined 0.274 0.024 0.492

Young et al., 2017 Combined Combined 0.476 0.350 0.585

Yuan, 2016 Combined Blank 0.476 0.384 0.559

0.396 0.360 0.431

-1.00 -0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00

Overall mean correlation  
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Appendix A 

 

Coding Manual for Meta-Analysis on Marital Satisfaction & Coparenting Quality 

 

General Coding Notes: Record the Study ID number at the top of every page used to code a 

given study. For every item starting at #5, indicate page number where information was found. 

Ranges are acceptable when needed. If a study uses a subsample from a larger dataset record 

information specific to the subsample whenever possible.  

 

I. Study Level Descriptors 

 

1. Bibliographic reference: ________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Write out the study reference in APA format. If two or more written reports were prepared on the 

same data, use the most comprehensive one. 

 

2. Study ID number: ___________ 

 

The Study ID number can be found in the Rayyan folder. 

 

3. Type of publication: 

a. Journal article 

b. Book chapter 

c. Conference paper 

d. Thesis or doctoral dissertation 

e. Unpublished data 

f. Other 

 

Please circle the number corresponding to the type of publication of the most comprehensive 

report consulted for this study. 

 

4a. Publication year: _____________ 

 

When there is a difference between the year published online and the year published in print, 

indicate the year the study was published in print.  

 

4b. Indicate if only published online to date: Yes/No 

 

5. Place study conducted in: (pg. ______) 

a. US 

b. Canada 

c. Britain 

d. Europe: ___________ 
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e. Australia 

f. Other: ____________ 

 

Please indicate the country where the study was conducted. 

 

6. Indicate if the study used a longitudinal design:  

a. Yes (longitudinal) 

b.  No (not longitudinal)  

c. Data from one time point of a larger longitudinal study  

 

Please indicate whether or not a longitudinal design was used (i.e., was data collected over 

multiple points in time).  

 

7. Indicate if the primary purpose of the study is test construction/evaluation: Yes/No 

 

Please indicate whether the primary purpose of the study is to construct or evaluate a test or 

measure (e.g., test development, reliability, or validity studies).  

 

8a. Indicate if the study drew data from a larger study or database: Yes/No 

8b. Larger study/database name: _________________________________ 

 

Please indicate whether the sample for the study was taken from a larger study or database (e.g. 

the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study). If so, provide the name of the larger 

study/database (if given). If the larger study/database is not named, provide any descriptors that 

are given.  

 

9a. Indicate if the sample includes parents of children from clinical populations: Yes/No 

9b. Specific diagnoses of children: (pg. ____) 

a. _______________: _______% 

b. _______________: _______% 

c. _______________: _______% 

d. _______________: _______% 

 

Specify any diagnoses of children in the study as well as the percentage of the sample with 

children belonging to each clinical population.  

 

10a. Indicate if the sample includes mothers belonging to clinical populations: Yes/No 

10b. Specific diagnoses of mothers: (pg. ____) 

a. _______________: _______% 

b. _______________: _______% 

c. _______________: _______% 

d. _______________: _______% 

Specify any diagnoses of mothers in the study as well as the percentage of the sample belonging 

to each clinical population. 

 

11a. Indicate if the sample includes fathers belonging to clinical populations: Yes/No 
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11b. Specific diagnoses of fathers: (pg. ____) 

a. _______________: _______% 

b. _______________: _______% 

c. _______________: _______% 

d. _______________: _______% 

Specify any diagnoses of fathers in the study as well as the percentage of the sample belonging to 

each clinical population. 

 

12a. Measure of marital satisfaction: (pg. ______) 

a. The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; Spanier, 1976) 

b. Couples Satisfaction Index (CSI-4; Funk & Rogge, 2007) 

c. Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (Schumm et al., 1986) 

d. Relationships Questionnaire (Braiker & Kelley, 1979) 

e. The Intimate Relations Questionnaire (Braiker & Kelley, 1979) 

f. Quality of Marriage Index (QMI; Norton, 1983) 

g. Marital Adjustment Test (Locke & Wallace, 1959) 

h. Vinokur Support and Undermining Scale (Vinokur, Price, & Caplan, 1996) 

i. Other: _______________ 

Indicate the measure(s) of marital satisfaction in the study. There may be more than one 

measure. If a measure of marital satisfaction used in a study is not listed, select (i) and indicate 

the measure. If only a particular scale(s) from a measure are used, note the scale(s). Also note if 

a specific version of a measure (e.g., a version for a different language) is used.  

 

12b. Indicate who completed the measure(s) of marital satisfaction: (pg. ______) 

a. Each participant completed it for themselves 

b. A researcher completed the measure (e.g. observational measures) 

c. Other: _______________ 

Indicate the person who completed the measure(s) of marital satisfaction in the study. There may 

be more than one measure. If the measure was completed in a manner not listed, select (c) and 

indicate who completed the measure.  

 

13a. Measure of coparenting quality: (pg. ______) 

a. Coparenting Questionnaire (CQ; Margolin, Gordis, & John, 2001) 

b. Coparenting Relationship Scale (Feinberg, Brown, & Kan, 2012) 

c. Parenting Alliance Inventory (PAI; Abidin & Brunner, 1995) 

d. Daily Coparenting Scale (D-Cop; McDaniel, Teti, & Feinberg, 2017) 

e. Coparenting Scale (McHale, 1997) 

f. Parenting Alliance Measure (PAM; Konold & Abidin, 2001) 

g. Perceptions of Coparenting Partners Questionnaire (Stright & Bales, 2003) 

h. Family Experiences Questionnaire (Frank, Jacobson, & Avery, 1988) 

i. Triadic family interaction (e.g., Lausanne Trilogue Play (LTP; Corboz-Warnery, 

Fivaz-Depeursinge, Gertsch-Bettens, & Favez, 1993)) 

a. Coded using: _____________________ 

j. Other: _______________ 
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Indicate the measure(s) of coparenting quality in the study. There may be more than one 

measure. If a measure of coparenting quality used in a study is not listed, select (j) and indicate 

the measure. If only a particular scale(s) from a measure are used, note the scale(s). Also note if 

a specific version of a measure (e.g., a version for a different language) is used. 

 

13b. Indicate who completed the measure(s) of coparenting quality: (pg. ______) 

a. Each participant completed it for themselves 

b. A researcher completed the measure (e.g. observational measures) 

c. Other: _______________ 

 Indicate the person who completed the measure(s) of coparenting quality in the study. There 

may be more than one measure. If the measure was completed in a manner not listed, select (c) 

and indicate who completed the measure.  

 

14. Gender of children in primiparous families (pg. ______) 

 

 n male n female % male % female 

Total Sample     

     

     

     

 

Complete this section only for primiparous families (families with only one child). Indicate 

whether the sample was restricted males, females, or if both genders were included. If both 

genders were included, indicate the percentage of the sample that was female.  

 

15. Age of eldest or only children (in months) (pg. ______) 

 

 Mean SD Range n 

Total Sample     

     

     

     

 

Indicate the mean age of the eldest or only children of families in the sample in months. Include 

means for any subsamples as appropriate. Also indicate the standard deviation (SD) and sample 

size (n) where this information is available. Note that most studies will not provide information 

in all the categories. Record as much information as is available. At times you may need to 

calculate the mean age from other available data. If no age information is provided please write, 

“doesn’t specify” beside child age. 

 

16a. Indicate if the study categorized children by temperament: Yes/No 

16b. Specific temperament groups: (pg. ____) 

a. _______________: _______% 

b. _______________: _______% 

c. _______________: _______% 

d. _______________: _______% 
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Specify any temperament groups that children in the study were placed into, as well as the 

percentage of the sample with children belonging to each group.  

 

17. Proportion of the sample composed of heterosexual and same-sex couples: (pg. ____) 

a. Heterosexual couples: _______% 

b. Same-sex female couples: _______% 

c. Same-sex male couples: _______% 

 

Record the proportion of the sample that is composed of heterosexual couples (i.e. a mother, a 

father, and child/children) and the proportion composed of same-sex couples. For the purposes 

of this question, “mother” refers to any custodial female caregiver, while “father” refers to any 

custodial male caregiver. 

 

18. Family ethnic/racial background. (pg. ______) 

 

 White (%) African 

American 

(%) 

Latino (%) Asian 

American 

(%) 

Other (%) 

Total Sample      

         Mothers      

         Fathers       

 

Please indicate the ethnic/racial background of the family sample for studies conducted in North 

America only. If information is given on the ethnic/racial background of mothers and fathers 

separately, indicate the percentage for each. Include the percentages for the total sample 

whenever possible (even if the sample is all mothers or all fathers). If there are if there are 

subsamples of mothers and fathers, record overall percentages for mothers and fathers rather 

than separate percentages for smaller groups.  

 

19. Parent/Caregiver age (in years). (pg. ______) 

 

 Mean SD Range n 

Total Sample     

Age of Mothers     

Age of Fathers     

 

Indicate the mean age of the parents/caregivers as appropriate. Include values for the total 

sample, mothers, and fathers whenever possible. Also indicate the standard deviation (SD) and 

sample size (n) where this information is available. For the Total Sample, n should indicate the 

total number of participants (n for mothers + n for fathers). Note that most studies will not 

provide information in all the categories. Record as much information as is available.  

 

At times you may need to calculate the mean age for the total sample, mothers, or fathers from 

other available data. If mean ages are only provided for subgroups, calculate the mean for the 
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total sample, mothers, and fathers whenever possible. If no age information is provided please 

write, “doesn’t specify” beside parent age. 

 

20. Caregiver sample characteristics: (pg. ______) 

a. Intact (married or cohabitating biological parents) 

b. Foster families 

c. Families with stepparents  

d. Other: _____________________ 

 

 Intact (%) Not intact (%) n 

Total Sample    

    

    

    

 

Indicate whether the sample of families were intact (families in which the child’s biological 

parents are raising the child and the parents are married/cohabitating) or not intact (e.g., 

families with foster parents, stepparents, or adoptive parents). Families including one biological 

parent and a parenting partner with whom they are in a romantic relationship can be 

categorized as families with stepparents. If no information is given on the marital/cohabitation 

status of parents please write, “doesn’t specify” beside caregiver sample characteristics.  

 

21. Length of relationship between parents (in months). (pg. ______) 

 

 Mean SD Range n 

Total Sample     

     

     

     

 

If available, record the mean length of the relationship between parents in the sample. Indicate 

how the study refers to the relationship (i.e., length of relationship, marriage, cohabitation, etc.).  

If sample data is dyadic (both parents participated in the study), n should indicate the number of 

dyads (couples). If sample data is individual (only one partner per dyad participated), n should 

indicate the number of individual parents.     

 

22. Number of children in the family (pg. ______) 

 

 Mean SD Range n 

Total Sample     

     

     

     

 

If available, record the mean number of children in families in the sample. If sample data is 

dyadic (both parents participated in the study), n should indicate the number of dyads (couples). 
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If sample data is individual (only one partner per dyad participated), n should indicate the 

number of individual parents. 

 

23a. Mothers level of education (pg. ______) 

 

 Less than 

High school  

High 

School  

Some post-

secondary 

education 

Completed 

post-secondary 

education 

n 

Total Sample      

      

      

________      

 

Indicate the level of education of the mother. Each category represents the highest level of 

education received. Post-secondary education includes trade, College, University Certificate, 

Diploma, University degree. Here, n represents the number of mothers. 

 

23b. Percent of mothers having completed high school or higher: ________  

 

Indicate the percentage of mothers who completed high school as well as those who completed 

any amount of post-secondary education.  

 

24a. Fathers level of education (pg. ______) 

 

 Less than 

High school  

High 

School  

Some post-

secondary 

education 

Completed 

post-secondary 

education 

n 

Total Sample      

      

      

________      

 

Indicate the level of education of the father. Each category represents the highest level of 

education received. Post-secondary education includes trade, College, University Certificate, 

Diploma, University degree. Here, n represents the number of fathers. 

 

24b. Percent of fathers having completed high school or higher: ________  

 

Indicate the percentage of fathers who completed high school as well as those who completed 

any amount of post-secondary education. 

 

 

 

 

II. Correlational Studies 
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1. Parents included in sample 

a. One parent per family: mothers only 

b. One parent per family: fathers only  

c. Heterosexual couples: mothers & fathers. Percent fathers: ____________________ 

d. Same-sex female couples: mothers 

e. Same-sex male couples: fathers 

f. Other: ____________________ 

 

Indicate whether the sample used to calculate the correlation(s) between marital satisfaction & 

coparenting quality included individual parents (mothers or fathers) from a family or couples 

(heterosexual or same sex). If the sample includes parents from more than one of these 

categories, select all that apply. If the sample is composed of other caregivers, please specify. 

 

2. N: ____________ 

 

Record the total sample size in terms of the number of families included in the study. Specifically, 

if sample data is dyadic (both parents participated in the study), N should indicate the number of 

dyads (couples). If sample data is individual (only one partner per family participated), N should 

indicate the number of individual parents.   

 

3. Indicate if measures use lower scores to indicate greater marital satisfaction or greater 

coparenting quality (if n differs from N above, please note appropriate n). If so, check here and 

highlight: _____ 

 

Check here and record the name of the measure here (i.e., the measure of marital satisfaction or 

coparenting quality that is scored in this manner). 

 

4. Measures of collective coparenting relationship quality or quality of individual parents’ 

contributions to the coparenting relationship: (pg. ______) 

a. All parents report on the quality of the collective coparenting relationship 

b. Parents report on their satisfaction with the other parents’ contributions 

c. Parents report on their own contributions  

d. Other: ____________________ 

 

Indicate whether parents are reporting on the quality of the collective coparenting relationship, 

if they are reporting on their partner’s contribution to the quality of the coparenting 

relationship, or if they are reporting on their own contributions to the quality of the coparenting 

relationship. If observational measures with coding are used, select other and note whether the 

researcher is rating the overall coparenting relationship, or the individual contributions of each 

parent.  
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Marital Satisfaction Outcome: _________________________ 

Measured with: ___________________________________ 

Internal reliability: ___________________________________ 

 

Construct r n Measure Internal 

Reliability 

Coparenting Outcome:      

Subcomponent:      

Subcomponent:     

Subcomponent:     

Subcomponent:     

 

Record the name of the marital satisfaction (MS) and coparenting quality (CQ) outcomes (e.g., 

marital quality, relationship satisfaction, marital conflict, coparenting quality, parenting 

alliance, cooperative coparenting). If CQ is broken down into subcomponents, please record the 

name of the subcomponent (e.g., joint family management, division of labor, childrearing 

agreement, & support/undermining). Additional rows may be added when more than four 

subcomponents are measured. Rows may also be added in cases where there are correlations 

between one MS outcome and separate CQ outcomes (e.g., different measures or separate 

outcomes for mothers and fathers).  

 

If a specific n is not indicated for the correlation, follow the following general guidelines:  

a. If sample data is dyadic (both parents participated in the study), n should indicate the 

number of dyads (couples).  

b. If sample data is individual (only one partner per dyad participated), n should indicate 

the number of individual parents. 

 

Under “Measure” indicate the instrument used to measure the construct at hand (e.g., for 

coparenting, the measure may be the Coparenting Questionnaire). 

 

Record the internal reliability (i.e., Cronbach’s Alpha or other measure) for the measures of 

marital satisfaction and coparenting if they are provided.  

 

The overall “Coparenting” row is to be used when studies have not specified distinct 

components of CQ (e.g. cooperation, triangulation, conflict).  

 

Please complete separate tables in any of the following cases:  

a. More than one MS measure is used  

b. Correlations are given for subcomponents of MS  

c. Correlations for MS and marital conflict are given 

d. Correlations are given for mothers and fathers separately 

e. Separate correlations are given for other subsamples  

f. Separate correlations are given for multiple time points  

 

Acceptable correlations must meet the following criteria:  

•  Measures must consist of more than one item.  
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o Do not include correlations from single-item measures. 

• Measures of CQ must have been taken postnatally.  

o Do not include prenatal measures of coparenting quality.  

• Measures of MS and CQ must be distinct from each other.  

o Do not include measures of MS that involve parenting or measures of CQ that are 

not focused on aspects of the relationship that do not pertain to childrearing.  

• Measures of MS and CQ must have been taken concurrently unless MS was only 

measured prenatally. If MS was only measured prenatally and there were multiple 

postnatal measures of CQ, use the correlation for the measure that was taken closest to 

the time of the measure of MS.  

• Only include zero-order correlations (nothing has been controlled for, covaried, or 

“partialed out”).  

• Only include correlations for parents/caregivers who are in a romantic relationship and 

cohabiting with their parenting partner.  

 

Record all acceptable (meeting the criteria above) correlations between MS and CQ that are 

presented in the study.  
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Appendix B 

 

Coding Form for Meta-Analysis on Marital Satisfaction & Coparenting Quality 

 

I. Study Level Descriptors 

 

1. Bibliographic reference: ________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2. Study ID number: ___________ 

 

3. Type of publication: 

g. Journal article 

h. Book chapter 

i. Conference paper 

j. Thesis or doctoral dissertation 

k. Unpublished data 

l. Other 

 

4a. Publication year: _____________ 

 

4b. Indicate if only published online to date: Yes/No 

 

5. Place study conducted in: (pg. ______) 

g. US 

h. Canada 

i. Britain 

j. Europe: ___________ 

k. Australia 

l. Other: ____________ 

 

6. Indicate if the study used a longitudinal design:  

d. Yes (longitudinal) 

e.  No (not longitudinal)  

f. Data from one time point of a larger longitudinal study  

 

7. Indicate if the primary purpose of the study is test construction/evaluation: Yes/No 

 

8a. Indicate if the study drew data from a larger study or database: Yes/No 

8b. Larger study/database name: _________________________________ 

 

9a. Indicate if the sample includes parents of children from clinical populations: Yes/No 

9b. Specific diagnoses of children: (pg. ____) 

e. _______________: _______% 
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f. _______________: _______% 

g. _______________: _______% 

h. _______________: _______%  

 

10a. Indicate if the sample includes mothers belonging to clinical populations: Yes/No 

10b. Specific diagnoses of mothers: (pg. ____) 

e. _______________: _______% 

f. _______________: _______% 

g. _______________: _______% 

h. _______________: _______% 

 

11a. Indicate if the sample includes fathers belonging to clinical populations: Yes/No 

11b. Specific diagnoses of fathers: (pg. ____) 

e. _______________: _______% 

f. _______________: _______% 

g. _______________: _______% 

h. _______________: _______% 

 

12a. Measure of marital satisfaction: (pg. ______) 

j. The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; Spanier, 1976) 

k. Couples Satisfaction Index (CSI-4; Funk & Rogge, 2007) 

l. Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (Schumm et al., 1986) 

m. Relationships Questionnaire (Braiker & Kelley, 1979) 

n. The Intimate Relations Questionnaire (Braiker & Kelley, 1979) 

o. Quality of Marriage Index (QMI; Norton, 1983) 

p. Marital Adjustment Test (Locke & Wallace, 1959) 

q. Vinokur Support and Undermining Scale (Vinokur, Price, & Caplan, 1996) 

r. Other: _______________ 

 

12b. Indicate who completed the measure(s) of marital satisfaction: (pg. ______) 

d. Each participant completed it for themselves 

e. A researcher completed the measure (e.g. observational measures) 

f. Other: _______________ 

 

13a. Measure of coparenting quality: (pg. ______) 

k. Coparenting Questionnaire (CQ; Margolin, Gordis, & John, 2001) 

l. Coparenting Relationship Scale (Feinberg, Brown, & Kan, 2012) 

m. Parenting Alliance Inventory (PAI; Abidin & Brunner, 1995) 

n. Daily Coparenting Scale (D-Cop; McDaniel, Teti, & Feinberg, 2017) 

o. Coparenting Scale (McHale, 1997) 

p. Parenting Alliance Measure (PAM; Konold & Abidin, 2001) 

q. Perceptions of Coparenting Partners Questionnaire (Stright & Bales, 2003) 

r. Family Experiences Questionnaire (Frank, Jacobson, & Avery, 1988) 

s. Triadic family interaction (e.g., Lausanne Trilogue Play (LTP; Corboz-Warnery, 

Fivaz-Depeursinge, Gertsch-Bettens, & Favez, 1993)) 

a. Coded using: _____________________ 
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t. Other: _______________ 

 

13b. Indicate who completed the measure(s) of coparenting quality: (pg. ______) 

d. Each participant completed it for themselves 

e. A researcher completed the measure (e.g. observational measures) 

f. Other: _______________ 

 

14. Gender of children in primiparous families (pg. ______) 

 

 n male n female % male % female 

Total Sample     

     

     

     

 

15. Age of eldest or only children (in months) (pg. ______) 

 

 Mean SD Range n 

Total Sample     

     

     

     

 

16a. Indicate if the study categorized children by temperament: Yes/No 

16b. Specific temperament groups: (pg. ____) 

e. _______________: _______% 

f. _______________: _______% 

g. _______________: _______% 

h. _______________: _______% 

 

17. Proportion of the sample composed of heterosexual and same-sex couples: (pg. ____) 

d. Heterosexual couples: _______% 

e. Same-sex female couples: _______% 

f. Same-sex male couples: _______% 

 

18. Family ethnic/racial background. (pg. ______) 

 

 White (%) African 

American 

(%) 

Latino (%) Asian 

American 

(%) 

Other (%) 

Total Sample      

         Mothers      

         Fathers       

 

19. Parent/Caregiver age (in years). (pg. ______) 
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 Mean SD Range n 

Total Sample     

Age of Mothers     

Age of Fathers     

 

20. Caregiver sample characteristics: (pg. ______) 

e. Intact (married or cohabitating biological parents) 

f. Foster families 

g. Families with stepparents  

h. Other: _____________________ 

 

 Intact (%) Not intact (%) n 

Total Sample    

    

    

    

 

21. Length of relationship between parents (in months). (pg. ______) 

 

 Mean SD Range n 

Total Sample     

     

     

     

 

22. Number of children in the family (pg. ______) 

 

 Mean SD Range n 

Total Sample     

     

     

     

 

23a. Mothers level of education (pg. ______) 

 

 Less than 

High school  

High 

School  

Some post-

secondary 

education 

Completed 

post-secondary 

education 

n 

Total Sample      

      

      

________      

 

23b. Percent of mothers having completed high school or higher: ________  
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24a. Fathers level of education (pg. ______) 

 

 Less than 

High school  

High 

School  

Some post-

secondary 

education 

Completed 

post-secondary 

education 

n 

Total Sample      

      

      

________      

 

24b. Percent of fathers having completed high school or higher: ________  

 

 

 

 

II. Correlational Studies 

 

1. Parents included in sample 

g. One parent per family: mothers only 

h. One parent per family: fathers only  

i. Heterosexual couples: mothers & fathers. Percent fathers: ____________________ 

j. Same-sex female couples: mothers 

k. Same-sex male couples: fathers 

l. Other: ____________________ 

 

2. N: ____________ 

 

3. Indicate if measures use lower scores to indicate greater marital satisfaction or greater 

coparenting quality (if n differs from N above, please note appropriate n). If so, check here and 

highlight: _____ 

 

4. Measures of collective coparenting relationship quality or quality of individual parents’ 

contributions to the coparenting relationship: (pg. ______) 

e. All parents report on the quality of the collective coparenting relationship 

f. Parents report on their satisfaction with the other parents’ contributions 

g. Parents report on their own contributions  

h. Other: ____________________ 
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Marital Satisfaction Outcome: _________________________ 

Measured with: ___________________________________ 

Internal reliability: ___________________________________ 

 

Construct r n Measure Internal 

Reliability 

Coparenting Outcome:      

Subcomponent:      

Subcomponent:     

Subcomponent:     

Subcomponent:     
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Appendix C 

 

Table C1 

 

Coding Discrepancies   

 

Individual level moderators Entries Discrepancies % Agreement 

Gender of parents (comparing mothers & fathers) 25 4 84 

Education level of mothers (% who completed high school) 6 2 67 

Education level of fathers (% who completed high school) 5 2 60 

Mean age of mothers 17 2 88 

Mean age of fathers 16 2 88 

Ethnic/racial background of mothers (% White)  10 1 90 

Ethnic/racial background of fathers (% White)  9 1 89 

Percentage of children in a sample having a psychological diagnosis 25 1 96 

Mean age of a family’s only child or eldest child (months)  5 2 60 

Gender composition of children in primiparous families (% female) 1 1 100 

Family level moderators  Entries Discrepancies % Agreement 

Type of family (% intact) 25 5 80 

Length of relationship between parents (months)  13 3 77 

Mean number of children in each family in the sample 12 5 58 

Study moderators  Entries Discrepancies % Agreement 

Year of publication  25 4 84 

Country of study  25 0 100 

Study design (i.e., longitudinal vs. cross-sectional) 25 2 92 
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Study moderators  Entries Discrepancies % Agreement 

Person reporting on MS measure 25 1 96 

Person reporting on CQ measure 25 1 96 

MS measure 25 0 100 

CQ measure  25 1 96 

Type of publication  25 0 100 

Correlations   Entries Discrepancies % Agreement 

Correlations  151 36 76 

n corresponding to correlations 151 56 63 

Note. Twenty-five percent of eligible studies were coded by two coders in order to check the coding reliability. Entries refers to the 

number of pairs of values where at least one of the coders entered a value for that item on the coding form. 
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