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Mother-ncwborn interaction has received .increased attention
in recent Years (Thoman, Turner, Leiderman & Barnett, 1970;

‘%*k Richards & Bernel, 1971); research on the fathet's role in the new~ -

born period, however, remains relﬁtively-unexplored,p'Aithehgh“the

fetherris'often recoqeiZed in theoretical discussiede (Nash,hiQGS),
little empirical data_is aveiiable_coecereing the'gerher's?behavior'A
‘toward his infanr in the early daya'of'life._ In<pert, this {; due .
tg the unavailability of fathers for study, but the paucity of in-
formation on'father-infant relationships is aiso due to the secoﬁdary'

poultlon .assigned fathors by both the culturo and psychologlcal theorlsts

{Bowlby, 195lr. Research that has been executed has ¢ither been based
) o . .
on maternal reports (Pedersen'&"Robson; 1969) or on very limited sam-

pies of behaviors'such as'Rebelsky & Hanks (1970) who tracked enly :
. )

~paternal verbal:zatlons. Whlle both stuéles suggest that father plays

// a qualltatlvély and quantltatlvely dlfferent role in early infancy, -
LY - . 4
the exact nature of the interaction remains to be detailed. Moreover,

»

no con.arative data exists concerning maternal and paternal bchavior

t

toward their newborn infant. -

—— . K v

“\\ T / ‘ . ’
- To explore the manner in which the father interacts witth his

b P

néwborn‘infapﬁ-and to compare paternal and maternal interaction pat-
y terns are the principal aims of the present investigatiops. In con-
. . . ' . \ ’
. A .
trast to earlier studies, a direct observational approach was employed

that permitted a detailed specification of father behaviors'in the

presence of the newborn. Thrge sets of observations were made, i

Y
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Since_the npc}ear family setting-is'ofﬁgn‘the congext‘of gé;%y"
inféntmfathgr'e#countérs,vboth mother and'fathég'wefe'presentvdurpi
ing 6ne‘observatioﬁ session; this‘triédié\ar;angehent perhitted:é

~ .

comparison of the manner invhich the two. parents differ in their

interactions when they are. together with their ‘newborn child. Se-=

.o . . .
the newborn infant were

C ‘ * S
cond, obscrvations of mother-alone with

secured in the first study. A third set of obseﬁxations of ﬁather—

-

. , . \ -
alone with his infant was included in the second investigation in |

this series, This sct of three types of observations permitted an
f Ll )
!

.7 . ST i
exam#nation of Fsecond—o;der\effects", which Bponfenbrenner (1973)

‘ . . \ - . S
has defined as the impact of lhe presence of a. third party on the.
' ) ) B « 4

: | " : ‘ .
pattern_of interaction betweeﬁ two individuals. Specifically, we

: B o . _ '
examined the modifying impact of the father's presence on mother- -

infant interaction by comparin? the behavior of the mother alone
with her infant and her pattern of interaction in the presence of

fathexr. Conversely, by compar#ng the interaction of the father's
) ) ‘ E > . ' .
behavior when he was alone‘and;in the presence of the mother, the

i a4

Ll

. modifying impact of the mother!on paﬁernél'interaqtion patterns
~—- ‘ . E } L '
could be investigated. !

A second aim i% to exploré the modifying impact or two fac-

tors &a parent-infant interaction--sex and ordinal position of the

. . J ‘ - ) / »
infant. , " g RN N L .
First, what are the»effect§,of'the sex of the newborn infant

&

, ‘ AR ‘ _ o
on mother and father interaction patterns. While girls tend to

P A ’
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..|y‘ N : : . .-
‘smile more in the newborn peridd-(Freedman, 1971) and’ 3-month-old '
. . . ~ ‘ . _ ~
boys tend to cry, more and be more. irritabile (Moss, 1967), there:

. +is a.paucity of informatidn concerning the impact of. these behavioral
’ ' : "‘ . P i l N i .‘ 3 ’ .
differences on early parent-=infant interaction. Thoman, Leiderman &
. . v . - . . .

‘Olson (1972{.récently reported that primiparous mothers talk and

' smile more at female than male infants. Similéfly, RebelsKy & F

-

Hanks (1971) report that fathers of female infants verbalized more

\ i .- 4 ‘ A . : 3 )
~than did fathers ‘of male infants at 2.and 4 wecks of age. Moss

(1967), ron the other hand, . found that mothers of thrée~week&old

male infants vocalized more than mothers of female:infanps.' Re~-

search involving direct comparisons of matcrnal and paternal be-

P s

haviol's with.male and female newborn infants is clearly hecessary
: - ' . . . ‘ ¢

. ¢
to determine ‘the nature. of parental responsiveness to babies of

f - . ) . . o ya *
different sexes. The present study will examine this issue.

The final issue concerned the effects of ordinal pdsition
: AT 4 ‘ ¢ o ’
of the infant on parent-newborn interaction patterns. Recent

research (Thomaﬁ,-Barnett & Leiaer@an,l97l; Thoman, Leiderman‘&

L)

Olson, 1972) has demonstrated that primiparous mothers stimulate,

smile, and talk.to theif‘infants more than'ﬁultiparous mothers.,
Bl . }

Zp ot e

An aim of the present study was to examine the impact of infant

1]

- ordinal positibn on both maternal and paternal behaviors.
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The first 1nvest1gatlon was conducted at University Hospltal
. Y . K}

Madison, WLsconSLn-'the sample was. mlddle class and well eduéated

J

Nineteen Caucaﬁlan couples and thelr flrst-born infants served as

;

Study I
/.

A ~

subﬂects. Mothers ranged in édge from 19 to 30 years, while fathers
s ' ) ' \ ’ '

‘fgn&ed between 20 and 38 years of age.\\with one exceppion: the

« '

fathers were preSentldufing both 1abof and delivery; half of the

| céuples»had éttended iamaze childbirtﬁ classééf The- infant sample

\Yonéisted of 19 full—term single~birth infantsi~9 males and 16 fe-
males. All of Lhe 1nfants were judged by the attendlng physxc1an “
to be nOﬁmal neranp wlthout complications. W1ﬁh the exception
of ,one Cgés;rian sectidgh all bigﬁhﬁ were spontanéous delivery or

.- by use of low forcepts, vertex presentation. Thirteen infants were

breast-fed and seven were. bottle fed.

Procedure

. Two sets of. observations were made: (1) mother-father~infant

-

and (2) motherbihfant alone. The _purpose of the sgudy was int£;~
,guCGa)as "how babits develop. social behévioé-—ﬁow they act with
tﬁeir mothers aﬁa‘father". Theé reasoﬁxférr§¥gsentiqg the infant
as the‘main target of observationbwaé to reduce parental ahxiety

concerning the observatiors. All observations took place in the

P . ) . : g \
mother's hospital room between 6 and 48 hours after delivery. For

the"mother—onlj sessions, the infant was placed in;the mother's

\
,arms prior to th commencemeni of the obscrvations. In the case

]
0
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R ) .o | . .. . » . . ) Pl ¢ . ’ . . ‘ ’ .
of - the mother~father-infant sessjons, the investigator was. brought -

-~

. * . .;\9 ) : . . K
to the mother's room, and the obéer&er asked, "Whom shall I giVb
the baby to". ‘The infant was then handed to the parent who indi- .
‘ ' . . - L] N ' "’\‘ ‘-
cated a preference to hold the child. ’ _— I

: v .\ ‘ i
. A time sampling observatiomal procedure was used. A ten<
minute observation period was divided into 40, 15-second intervals,

o and *£ér each l5-sccond interval the observer recorded the occurrence

. .

of a parental or infant behavior. The foilowingoinfant behaviors
- ‘ . 1]

«were recorded: cry,'vdcglize, move, mouth.movements with or with-
Y | .- . '

out obje&t, look at mother, look at‘fatﬁérk,dﬁd look around. For
A \

both mother and father, the following.béhaviors were recorded:

*  looks, ,smiles, vocalizé, holds, kisses, touch, imitate, explores,
. . . " L ) lI

feedé, and hands over to the other parent.

\

[N

Eachlﬁamily'wéé observed on a number of occasions across the
two post-partum days. The number of observations varied slightly

across family, with thé'averaée number of mother-infant observations

y
5

-

4{J}b being three; there were an average of two mother~father-infant obr
. - servations, Inspéﬁtion revealed that there were no day effects and,b
.. consequently, the mean of all seéqions were combined for mother-

' infant and mother-father-infant observations. Thie yiélﬁed two

[

c::) . scores for each, family.
p '

;: ¢ Observer Training and Reliability Assessinent ‘
. - fThe nain obsecrver was a 30-ycar old female nurse; for reliabil-

ity estimates a male of the same age was prescnt, For purposes of
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training the observers, 8 mm. films of mother-father- infant inter-
action were made in the sdme hospital room setting that was used

- for tﬁe‘regular observations. Prior to field observations, the
) B : . , ’ - * s L ) i
two observers achieved a percentage agrecement between 88 and 100%

‘ 4 N c . ) .
on.all categories of infant, maternal, and- paternal behaviors. In

- .the hOSpital‘room the two observers watched mother-father~infant’

groupsfuﬁtil q-ievgl of reiiabilitf compéfabie to the leQéi achieved
, ) d ' ' ? ‘ . -

< in thq.tilm ﬁrainihg period was ;eached. Both observers were‘pre;
sént=fof six obégpvatioﬁs sos§£oﬁsdf mother—f;ther-infant intérac~
éioniana-for'eith'mother~infant sessions., Interrréter reiiaﬁility

o,
’

wag assessed by calculating the -percentage of occagiohs;across.the,

4d~15-seqondftime intervals that the obsecrvers agreed with each
other. .The mean pexcentage reliabilities for the mother-infant

and mother~-father-infant sessions ranged between 86 and lOO%‘ﬁgreef'

ment between the two ob§ervers;
P
Results. oo~ T ; ;

1

‘ ' ' : o . ! ,
In Table 1, the ‘mean frequency-of maternal and paternal behaviors

¢

directed toward the.infant age presenteds Of interest is the-féct
that the father”xs a very actibélparticipant in the family triad.

-
~

Subséquent analyses of variance indicated only one significant cffect:

v

mothers smile more than fathers (F=5.14; df=1, 18; p<.05). Two

other effects were of bprdefline significahce. Fathers tended to . »

i
)

“hold the infant more than'mothers (I=3.27; p<.095 and rock the . <\

Ay
N
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baby in arms more than his spouse (F=3.18; p<.09). On ﬁll othqﬁ

measureé, father was just as likely to interact with the bgby as

the mother. . I .
T Since observations were made on both the mother alone and in

the presence of the father, the cffeéts of father pressnce on |
B / - - ‘ ) t . //
maternal-infant interaction was evaluated. The means for mother's //
! . v’_ . N ' . » . : /,/,
behavior alone and in-the-father presence are presented in Tablgfi.
The presence of the father reduced the amount of intexaction bhetween

d
/

mother and baby. Mothér was less likely to hold. (F=22.22; af=1,17;
p<.001), change pQsition (r=18.33; p<.001), rock (#*=14,.21; p<.001),

“touch (I'=49,36; p<.001) or vocalize (F=32.l2;(pé.odl) whennfathér ‘

-/

“was present, '

Analysis of variance was used to asscss the effects of sex

- S

‘ of infant on parent/;/interactlon. bhly one sex difference.was
presont' both mothers and fathers touchcd male babiecs s1gn1f1cantly.
more*than female 1nfants (F= 8 24; af=1/17, p<.0l). However this

sex dlfferencc was not present during the sessions when mother and

. baby were alone,

\ f

C;é )
Study II -
A more recent and exten%}vé investigation of thése issues

extends the prévious study in a variety of ways. éirst, obser-

vatgons,of”father-inﬁgnt interaction, as well as mother ~infant

/
7

and motherefather—infant were included in this second study\\~

PR Y
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Thlq pelmltted a Fomparlson of fdther S 1nteractlon pattern w1th

hls 1nfanL under two condltlons alone with the infant and 1n the

-

presence of the mother. Possibly, the high degree of patefhal-

,

'infant interaction obse;ved in the initial study was due to the -
‘ . *

supporting presence of the mother. e,
. - v .
Moreover, the sample of fathers in the orlglnal study were

uniquelln other ways that may_haVG contrlbuted to thelr high defli

P
. i

5 ’ . ' . ' i , . T
gree of intcraction with thelr lnfant. Over half of the fathers

r

had attended Lamaze chlldblrth classes and with onec exceptlon, all
fathfrs were presegt during'the delivery of the child. Both;of these.

factors are likely to have incrcased the fathers' later involvement

’, Al

5 N . ’ ) ¥

with their infants. . i

Finally, theSe_fathers were well' educated and middle ‘class,
and their high 'degrce of -involvement may be G;lquetto middle~class

w
.

groups; parental involvement may be less’ in lower-~-class samples

' . . R ‘ - hd
.o : : . . f

due tu a more rigid definition of paxental roles among lowqr—class e
L . 5 . ) A L '. g

. i H 3 '
parents. To overcome the sample limitations of the original study, -

~
»

. . ' ' ' . .
: a group of lower-class fathers who neither participated in child-

. , , - \ | .-
birth classes nor were present during delivery were observed. This:
. o . , v . . o
study permitted a much more stringent test of father~infant: involve-
N :

. ment and permitted wider dgeneralization of the previous findings. -

<

. _ ‘ , . -
A final pvrposc was to examine parental interaction patterns with

e

first and later-born infapts. of both sexes. If fathers and mothers:

p . . B (] 3 3 (] (] . [} ' » ’ 1] .
do, in fact, diffcr in their interactions with thedr newborn, it is

;o :




- ' . . o
v . . -..9 - hd
. .

likelyvthdt these parental differences will be marked with the
first-born child. \ | M\\‘~
* : ’ \ ° -

~

»

1
,

‘Subijects BT

+
bl

The sample was drawn from a large metropolitan general hospital -
r ’ . N H] N oo '
in Cincinnati, Ohio. To date fifty-one white and thirty-oné black fam=-
. . ) o i : ‘. | ‘ ) . ‘ “' ‘ N
ilies of lower sogioeconomic status- have participated. The age range for

L3

mother was 15 to 43 years,(§ 20.5), while fathers ranged in age

from 17 to 47 years (X 23 6). The infant sample consisted 'of 48
L

girls and 34 boys; 17 boys dnd’l7 girls were flrst born, while the

remaining boys andagirls were later boxn. Apgar scores for all
infants wexe 8 or above at one minute; all infants were bottle fed.
No fathers were present during delivery; fathers are routinely not

0¥ . ) \

permitted to handle théir infan%s,ﬂhring}the péstJ%ertEp period..

_—

Fe L3

Special exemption from these restrictions made possible the father-

infent observations.

Proceduire S ' . R . P >
‘ ’ 5 ' l ‘ - * ’ . 3 :
All contapts;were made in the hospital, within the first 48

hours, and- the study was introduced as "how babies develbp'soéial

behaVior:Lthét is how they act with their mothers’ and fathers",

Throe types of Qbservations were made: ° (1) mother-infant, (2)

mother~father infant, and (3) father-infant.;«The.observations in~

£)

volv1ng moLhor (mothcr lnfant and mother father 1nfanL) took place

. Pf: . * .

in the mother's hospital room. The father 1nfant observatlons were
z .

o

o
-




- | . -10- ' —
4 i 3 .
. ' v TR .
made in a room near the newborn nursery, which¢was, furnished with

a comfortable chair. To increase the range of parental behaviors,

.
4 .
.

‘the parents were informed that they could either pick up the baby

or leave hrn in the crib., (In the carlier study, the baby was henéed:

*

to the mother or whichever parent requested_the baby in the case %f

the mother-father observations)._ A total of 82 families partici=-

LY N

pated in the mother-father-infant session, while approximately half

of these fathers and half.of the mothers in each family were seen on.
| : _ R
a second occasion alone with their babies. 1In the case ‘of repeat

: . ( 4 .
bbgervations, an attemptfwas.made to COunter~balancéJorder' in-

spection of the data revealed no order effects. All observatlons

we;k 10 mrnutes- this perlod was leldéd into 40, lS-second 1ntervals.
. § . b 1
The same infant-and parental behaviors were obServed as in the first

study. Inter-obser&er reliability'was established prior to the commence-

'ment of the study and ranged between 85% and 99% for lnfant and parent

behayrors. Rellablllty was assessed by a second observer on 12 occa~-

a W ’ . ' 'l
sions for, the mother—-infant sessions, on 8 occasions for the" father-
4 v ‘ '

infant sessions and on 14 occasions for the mother-father—infanr ses- f”
slons, during the. progress of the study and priot¥ reliability levels

‘were maintained.
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:Results S E
First, thegfﬁequenéy of maternal and paternai behaviors dir-

ccted toward the infant when they arce together with the infant are

C e
¢
.

depicted’ingfeble 2. As in the carlier study, the fatﬁe; is a verf
active participant-;anélyses ef vatiance réQealed that fsther is
sxgnlflcantly more/&ikely than ﬁother to hold aﬁd visually attend'é®
Lo the infant anqjtolprov1de phy51cal and auditory stimulatlon..‘

,Only in‘smiling- does the mothor outdistance the father. However,

£
.

is the fatherx' S. aCthG 1nvolvement llmlted to the situation in whlch

the mother is also

L4

—

resent? To answer the‘question, we compared

- : : . N b ! ?‘ LN ..
the father alone wilth the infant and the father in the.presence of !

‘the mother. As Table 3 indicates, the mwothel's presence was clearly
\ . 2 R T . .

an unnecessary support. for the father's active involVement. In
‘fact, he was significantly more likely to tofich’ and rock his in~
d ) . - . ‘ K ! ) ’ ' .
.* " fant when alone than with the mother. 1In gencral, fie was an equally

active pa:ticibant in both settings. 'Tpe'presence of the .mother .-
“had one positive effect: the father smiled more in her presence .o

, T . . . : S
: tﬁah'alone. To examine how mother's behavior shifted across social

'c ntexts, we next exanlned her behav1or alone and in, the presence
* I

'l

' «; of the £ather. eAs i‘@ble 4 1ndlcate.,, mother-lnfant mteractlon lS
* b f‘t s 3
mucﬁ hlgher when ghe father is gg present. Analyses of varlance

e 4

indlcated that mother was signlflgantly less 11kei¥ to hold touch



. . . ' ) ,/';1; . \ ’ ) ’ M ' ‘
, L ; ~ _

. v’

and smilé at baby when the father was presént than when she was

alone with her newborn. 5

) - b
- {

Perhaps the most impbrtant comparison involves mother and

: co ) .
‘ fathe? alone with their infant. . As Table 5.clearly indicates, when
théy.are alone, fathersjand mothers differsd only SLightly in their

patterns of interaotionp mothers fdd- the ‘baby more frequently than
w . : : ‘ .
father. K

4

T o g e '
- However, there were some sex and ordinal position differences ’

.

that merit consideration. When mother and father are together, parents

4
L]

fténd to hold Eirst—born infants in their arms (F = 2,80; df = 1,78;

p<.10) first born X = 16.06 vé. later born ¥ = 13.67), while they hold
- . SRR . : - ’
© later borns on their laps ( F‘=ﬂ4:4l- p<:01- first born X = 2.04 vs.
' ) : o’ T &
later born X = 4. 3l)‘ Parents are more llkely to walk Wlth thp flrst

. v
.
’

'yOrn (X = .43) than a‘later born (X - .ZOD infant (F = 7. 93), partlcu— o

L )

: A7
. larly a flrstgforn boy: (X = .50 VS.. lﬁ@ for flrst ‘and later born boys&

- ‘N

respectively). Parents walked,glrls eqdally, regardless, of ordinal

‘p051tlon (X = .35 and .27 for flrst and later born females). F1nally,‘“

ffathers touched flrst borns (X 14 06) more than later borns, .

_(X : 10, 98) while mothers tgn@ed to toqph later born 1nfants (X 9.92)

" sllghtly more than flrst-born infants (x = 8 15) (F = 5.19; p<.05)‘
The analy51s lnvold&ng mo&her alonefand xn the presence of the i
father lndlcated that mothers roEked flrst—born bables (x 5‘4 85) mog; *

T born_(xv 3.46) lnfantsk(F = 4 14 "df = 1,473 p<.08) ‘and




¢ _13_ ' } N .
tthese ordinal position differences in matornal behavior varied with !

. the oresonce-or absence of the father. When the father was present the |
nmother rocked flrst born (X = 1,40) and later born . (X = X, 17) lnfants,
equally. (F = 8v35; p<:01). . | | o r ‘ ‘ ’

The\Eather-anaiysis (father alone vs. in the presence ot mothers
revealed sex X ordlnal position 1nteract10ns for touchlng (F = 4,42;
p<. OS) and vocalLZLng (F 4.60; p .05)., Father, regardless of alone

or .with mother, touched flxst~born ‘boys (X 19.87) more than eitherx

later born boys ( = 12, 38) or glrls of ‘either ordinal pos1tlon

-

e

(X = 15.63 and lo.OO for first and later-born glrls) Fathers vocaliéed“

»

vﬁmorg to flrst~born boys (X‘ 16 56) than to flrst—born glrls (X = 8 94).

while he vocalrzed equally to later boyn 1nfants lrrespectlve of sex
—— " » \
(X = 13.27 and X = 13 33 for boys and girls respectlvely)

\

. In summary, both sex and ordlnal position are important modlfy-
ing variables in early parentwlnfant lnteragtlonz.
b e ‘
Implications

First, the‘father playsye more ective‘role.in early social
interaction than previons research'SUggests (Rehelsky &'Hénks, 1571:
Pederson & Robqon, 1569). Moreover, this.high“degree of involvement ‘1‘

'ycf’on.the part of fathers is not restrlctgd to mlddle~class ‘highly

B #
*?]educated groups,ynor 1s the presence of the mother a necessary

fsettrng condltlon., However, there are other contextual factors




1h"occurs for fathera as well merrts examlnatlon." Speciflc attentiOn:

’:1,[ishould be pald to the effects of father~1nfant contacg in- the presencef"‘

~1l4~

interaction and'may account, in part, for the level of father inter-

action. The home situation, on the othcr hand, offers more freeéom

» =

concerning how and when a father will dinteract with his infant.

L A

h

_WhethEr a hidh frequency of father-child interaction in the hospita;

5ett1ng is predlctlve of father—lnfant behavxor in other contexts

~ —

remalns to he aetermlned. Follow~up studies are currently belng

executed rn‘order to détdrmine whether .or not the afiount and/or the

. patterns of parental-infant interaction during. the newﬁorn’period

-

are of predictive value for later behavior.

Another related issue merits consideration.. At present, there

is considerable controversy concerning ‘the importance of the*o§b0r~
/
» ‘ . . .
tunity for -early contact,between parents and 1nfants for later parent—

-

child relatlonships' this controversy, of course, "has important

¢ . : b .
‘implicatrons for 'hospital caretaking arrangements and visiting schedules.

K

ﬁecent research (Klaus, Jerduld; Kreger,’McAlpine, Steffa,'& Kennell,

1972) has 1nd1cated that mothers who were grven extended contact

4
l

'Wlth their umhnts over the flrst three post~de1rvery days engaged 3
in more soothlng, eye-to—eye contact and fondllng at one month than
mothers who were glven only’ geeolng cohtact with their 1n;ants
;'durrng thls perlo? * Whether or ‘not a\slmllar "early exposurel’effect .
$< RN P

e

Possibly, the~g)fj

R Sl \\”“;‘ ‘



.

-15- ‘ ' o "y ;
o o
Both sex and ordinal position of the infant are important,de-

termihants of parent~infant interaction-~ecven in the first days of

life. These findings extend pr{or'research (Thoman, et al. 1970,

-

1971) by 1ndlcat1ng that, fathers as Wcll as mothers respond d1f~

ferentially to these 1nfant characterlutxcs. . Infant changes lné

»

duced by maternal medication and labor may also'affect'barent—infant

“interaction, patterns (Parke, O'Leary & West, 1972). At bifth,‘it
N ¢ i ) i : ’ *
J B . B .
is clear\that an understanding of socialization requires a bi-
& . . . ‘ ’

. . . . b ’ )
- diregtional model, which r¥ecognizes the infants' role in, thg mutual

" interaction sequence (Bell, 1968). Morcover, as Osofsky and Danzgoi-.
‘ > : \ . : .

- .

s ‘(1973) haVe recentlyndemenstfatedi independentrbehavioral assessments

/of the 1nfant outS1de the 1nLeracLLon context may be a paxtlcu;arly

' frultful technlque for: determlnlng the 1nfant s contrlbutlon to .

3 early 5001al 1nteractions. ; T

.r’
~

 The’ sxmllarlty in behav1or bGLWCGn mother and’ father is str1k~'

1

. /( f';' . . I3 ‘ E
ing.‘ Is fdther mere]" “a mother 1n a hosthal gown"'> Have we over-

" estimated the unlqueness of,the=mothex-ch1id relatlonship?‘_Shiftw
,iné nofms’éictetihg greateﬁ mﬁtual responsibility for ca;eteking
' and_chiid)}earisg, ere, bf'coufse: Lased.en this qssumpt50n.. How~
: , : : el _ : S RRR e
ever;'before'we;conclﬁde~tﬁat mOtﬁerihg,is notta uniqLe set;éf'

»

l N

actxvxtxes,four observﬁtlonal methodologles need Lo be 1nproved f[,




/'

) - .'16|-.

} ",_ . :
unléue, but the qualitative features of the social interaction..

) 3 )
In other words, do fathers respond to the same kinds of infant so-

cial signals {hat mothers do? And, do théy respond with similar

.

kinds of 1npuh? It is in these complex matrxces of reciprocal in-

,.m

telactlon that we are llkely to define more adequately tle subLle

and unique dgfferencosﬂassociatod with motherhood and fatherhood,

. :‘ ’
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Hand Over

o dﬂhange Position

'Look_4
j Vocalihe
o Shile» 5

Rock -

/

- Imitate

vFeed.

TABLE 1

*

‘lMtheptFather Rehaviors in the

- Presence of»thé Infant
~ '(Wisconsin Sample)

o

t
“ad .

! 'Fatbet & Mpther  -
L Prgsent . .
Fagﬁetl g ,-fMogherl :
XX
23.1 127 '
azs"Jf, a2
3.5 0 17
387 _.37;0"
5,2 | 3.7
8.6 14.3
3.1 .63
*13:7 12,3
:1.0 . Ty
Q00 0.0
.68 . W3]
P | 70

‘!!

b

i

i

|
i

31.4

Mother Alone

L Mo_t_:_he\r 1

X

26.9
1.2
A1

.39




TABLE 2
. ., Mother~Father Behaviors Together With
: ~ The Infantl _
(Ohio sample) | '
- Mother & Father
* Present
) ‘ | Mother | ragher p2
R . .X ] . X

Hold Arms 7.73 21,56 34.79

J Hold Lap - . 2.66 4.09 --

Hand Over .68 | I B

' Change Position 3.6) T 8.05 21.73 _

..

- Todk,

vocalize . 4.02 . "11.90 ~  40.54

Smilév ’ . M’ . 9;15 . ‘7o68‘ | 4.87> .

e o
Rock = . 1,55 -+ 5,55 11,99
N e s , A

Touch 9,18 126 8.64

Explore ’ 2.62 ' 3.26 15,30

Kissv R ‘ ; : . ol6 . K '30 "_“r

Imitate - .0l . .20 12,40

,71!&_;€éedi ;   {i‘ “a ’~ ;'2é91  i  ' i f;n,8{232‘1 v17;52‘  :i‘

© 38,67 . 39.32 5,32

walk . w0 as o a4 9.42

lmﬁ//ﬂ

<.01

<01
<.05
<01
. <,01

<.01

<.01

<.01

<.01 .

:
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e v 'TABLE 3

Father Behaviors Alone anéfin the
- Presence of .the Mother
L ~ #(Ohio Sample)

N ' , F'at’her*AI_Lo'n'el ' Mégper Preéen;l

'
. ////
s
N
r
,’\*/\
51

U I re .-  rPagher , . -Father .~ F2 4 p . v
. / N N ' X \ x . R - A\ ‘ ) \\\i

. 26541 21.77 -~ =~ A
' 7}6{;\\\\ . 2.89 - -~ ,
Change,?osition j S ll.18 - ™ 8.84 '~—i - o}

. , ‘\ - . ) B ) ' \q “ - |

Look ** . | 38,91 . 39.43 --

-

Hold Arms

‘Hold Lap

"~ Vocalize' N 13.61 12.59 -
o . L ' ‘{ 7 r xL NN

baik J © .93 V | {45"*"'-~'
Rock T 1360 3.02 31,11
Touch 18,36 12.?? 12.44
- ”E*plbre’M k& o . 2.07 ~~-73.43§wiﬂzw-«.+:‘
;mitate4' I ' .98’f s ‘~J_

 Feed i . e \
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(- S ' S
.+~ ,maBLE4 - '
", | Méther ﬁebayiorsﬁAlc;ne and in the
‘ ' Presence of the Father
(Chio Sample) “ -
‘ ij:her Alqne Fathgr kPre_senf:_ . i
Mother - fother . E? E
X _ X ... s
Hol® Arms ‘ 24.87 "7.‘58._4\" 65.56 <,6; _,
 Hpld Lap E 6.60. i,;-l,gs 20.19 <.01 N\
Ch‘angeposiéion t 13.67 o . 3.'”45 ,K"ao.-os <.01
Look | 38.62 e 38.73 -~ -
Vocalize 9.73  a.85 9.95  <.01
.Smil;e . n 3.76 - | - 9.18 32.99. ,<'.'(‘)1 
walk L4 - -
Rock . ..6.67 Lz 16.60 <.01
Touch 1.3 e.78 29.38 - <.01
Explore’ 1.6 ~ 3.09 10.03 " <.05
kKiss | 45 ‘ .24 | - -
Imitate droe 5'_.62 ‘“ ="
_E_‘e":ed | 16.27. ;3.47‘ 50.92 <.01




L

. e - "TABLE 5

. - . 'Mother Beha&iors_ané,ﬁather:Béhaviqrs .
' : : ~Alone With the Infant
" ) . (Ohio Sample) .

'30 - - | MothériAlone j ’ X Fathef Aloné
- . .Moﬁﬁer" g - * Father?
. X Lo X
Hold Arms ‘ , . 26.59 ;1f | ‘? 26.74 © .
‘Hold Lap < 5,44 . | 7.28
change Position o g l13.33 | o 11,49
Look = ‘ 38(3} : | o 38.72
Vocalize | : 110.54 ‘:,gg 13.00
smile ' N\#«‘ e _3.44c.> iy 4.79 |

e

walk e | 1.00 .

" pouch. o © 17.62 18.41°

Exélore( SR ' . .95 y ‘ 1.85
Ktss® < T . a3

.,

. Imitate - 0 .05 e 1.05

Feed . . 17.46 . . 8.92%




