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" *.This study'deﬁpnstrates both simdlarities and differences foundf

during videotaped faceéno-faqe mother=infant and father-infant d v
LI S - / ' . . ’ " S
. interaction. The 'interaction’of infants with fathers as well as moﬁherS/

. -1s a‘reciprocalland jointlyiregulated §focé;s. Differences betweeén
- ‘ . ' . . . - . .‘\
. “mpother-infant and father-infant interactibn exist'in the'quality'qf‘
’ : ‘ -
reguf#éion and in the temporal structure and content of games parents /
Y

p and/infants playe. Mothers anu infants engaged in more verbal play wh[le

tatherc and infants played more rhythmic tapping games.' These difference
: providc the anlage‘for different.functional tracks of development'an

:og;:hé£~fo;:er the'developnent of wider'rangelpf social skill “than

P if iny’dne.pattern were avaifabfe.v _ . ‘: )
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l.Although fathers are increasingly invof&ed'with their young infants,

we still know very little about the nature o the fatherfinfant h rl
-relationship. Our work over‘the past few years represents.an\attempt
‘to-understand‘father-infant interaction: fn'addition, by observing
Indant interactioms wi§h fathers as well as mothers, we hopg to gain a
cle rer uncerstanding of the social skills of young infants and of the
broader social environment in which they develop. .

Videotaped face-to-face interactions‘in the laboratory provide a

through which we can see exchanges of expressive communication.
e believe underlie the developing father-infant relationship.

(Braze ton;_Koslowski and.Main, 1974 Brazelton,_Tronick, Adamson, Als

~ and Wise, 1975).

*Ou previous worh has provided a detailed behavioral description of

* these inieractions during the first six months of life (Yogman, et al.

e have demcns*rated ir an interactive situation that infants
)

.\‘discriminate familiar adults, mother and father, from eagh other and

that they frown significantly less with both parents than with strangers
par

\as early as the firgt month of life.

In thzs discuss1on I will analyhh the structural characteristics of

£

raction between infants_and_fathers. Our data suggest that the
. . . L4 -

'__1nteraction of young infants‘with fathers as well as mothers is-a

‘reciprocal and j01ntly rezulated Jprocess in which both partners modify

”their actions in respotse to the feedback provided by their. partner.
. L4 .

.'\\\““.. .. L4 - 9

I
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After discuusing similarlties in the interactions of infants with

fathers and mothers. I will then comment on differences both in the_

}

guality of regulation and in the structure and content of.games parents

R

play with their infants.

pA

The data are based on slow motion analyses of videotapes from the
ih : inxeractions of five healthy, first-born}infants with’ their mothers

and fathers. Infants also interacted with strangers, but these results

. ' - are described separately (Dixon, 1977). All families were seen in our

laboratory at biweekly intervals from the second week until the in€ants

were six months old. All families were upper-middle class and mothers

‘were the primary caretakers. The -parent not being filmed waited outside
Lo ‘ ‘ , x Sy
the room. The laboratory was set up and'yideotapes were recorded and

‘anal§zed using 2 method of second by second description of eioressive
behaviors previously described (Yogman; et al., 1977; Brazelton, Tronick,

Adamson, Als and Wise,j1975);

'

ﬁnr the structural analysis, we segmented,tn}s continuous stream of

!

behavior into a set of monadic phases"nadedup by a set of substitutable

second by second displays (Tronick, 1977).. For both the infant and the
) T ) - b . . - : .

adult these included the fqlloying'mdhadic_phases:' Talk, Play, Set,.

Elicit, Monitor, Avert zad Erotest/Avoid.' : . ™\
9 ] k] - 8 i ‘

Each. session ccnsisted.of one two minute oeriod of interaction with
each adult, and the order ofyadults entering was counteroalanced across
sessions and babies. " ,

To provide the context forﬁhy discussion of our data analysis, I
lwonlddno::like to shdy you a f£ilm of.one of our sessions - an;interaction-

1
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between' a three:month old male infant and his mothei\and father. Both
. R
interactions are characterized by multiple positive affective

. inte}cnangos which are mutually initiated and terminated. °

First, we will see the“segment:of‘the infant *with his mother. -
\ . ; . ' »
The intetaction with mother begins as‘mother enters smiling and saying

-

"hi" in a high-pltched voice. The baby responds with an éarly, but

R ' brief smile greeting after a latency of only three seconds.’ After
"

. . . - : .
about 30 seconds of mutural orientation, their interaction is charactefized

o ’ by phases of reciprocal vooalization oy mutual talk, each 1a5tin§ about

. four to eight seconds and intefrupted'by shorter three to four second

\ o ‘ LoD L . :
. ‘pauses. These‘alternating dialoéqes consititute a~ver§a1 gare for in1antA
) A
and mother, in which mother talks in a purst—pause manqer and the infant -~

- ‘ ‘vocalizes durlng the pauses. " As’ mother and baby alternately build" to

a peak of attentional involvement and then decelerate

epeating tne
sequence together, théy illustrate the smocthly-modulgted rhythmic

cycling of mother-infant interaction.

=

-

— Film: Motner with Ihfant' (96 days)

Next, we will see the episode of this infant wit his father. Here,-

.

the father enters with’ a neutral facial cxpression and.begins a narratlveg

’

vocalization while the infant stllls sits upright and watches the father

Y .

intently and quietly. Tne 1nfant appears ''set” tgeinteract. fter about
- six séconds, the iziant then greets his father wi@h a widé grin and -

punctuates this wit iarge, sbrupc movement of his foot. Infant

»

N [y
-

v vocalications are often laughs -’short and intgnse*— followed oy long.:
. o \ : ’ 3 . ' Cl > ! ' (\'\
. Y - . 6 o . o ; _—
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pauses, while father imitates and amplifies hig infant's facial.

‘expressions. Episodes of mutual play are fcllowed §§\pauses in which

. N

_,;the.father becomes less.aniﬁated = in other words, drops tocset and
¢ wailts for the infant>to re-initiate the piay. During the second

‘ | - minute, thesg episodes of play increase as the father touches .the,

. infant with rhy*hmic tapping patterns.' Thig pattgrn is seen most

~nlearly at the end of the ses<ion when the father.walks his fingers

np Ihe baby s arm as part of a tapping game. This short burst of

mgpping is an example of the abrupt shifts that characterize.father-

Fnfant interaction, in which father and infant alternately accelerate

' ' o higher peaks and deéelierate to lower valleys’than do mother and
dnfant. L
. . » ‘ v ‘ ) ) )
N~ . o : : . ‘ -5 Film: Father with Infant_(26 days)

.
A

”/////- : “I‘yili now use our analysis of these two interactions- to demonstrate *
. . et . ' X B

‘hoth the 'simiffigrities and differences between father—infant and mother-

. .‘ . v
- dnfant dnteraction we found in all five families. For each second of
v ﬂhmhra on, we translated specific descriptions.of infant and adult

'

ibehavigr into one of the seven monadic phases described earlier.
: N ,
L . e
. Fg ‘1 depicts graphically the sequencing of the monadic phases
. ¥ - ‘

for each of the participants iuring each second of interaction.
- ‘ ;

L)

-- Figure 1 here'
This figure shows the tnteraction of infant with the father we just saw

. - . .« o . . ¢ - 3
aon ¥ilm. The figure shows that both father_and infant cycle through

v

. . ' T

similar>phasestshifting from set up'to play and talk and then back down
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™ to Set again. We see that both father and infant spend more than 90%
/rfof the interaction in phases sefl play and talk, the three most.affsctively

positive phases. N

A3

) # . Furthermore, th3 gfaph allows us to focus on the transitions

.

—

between phases and to see that these transitions are jointly regulated.

. ; = The s@éll letters a through j below the graph mark.trahsitions in which

- ' both partners move in the same direction within one to two seconds of
. . e .
r . each other. We can see that father and infant often change phases '
simultaneously during face-to-face interaction. s

~ . ’ {
Figure 2 shows the similarities between father-infant interaction

— i

“on the top and mothPr-lnfgnt interactlon on the botton. Mother and

o -- Figure 2 here
. ' /. - : .
infant also cycle thrqugh similar affectively positive phases and on

* ‘. ! '

several o#casxons also change phases 51mu1taneously as indlcated by

~ h
the small leters a’ through h directly balow the graph. With both parents, -
-the cycling between ,phases limits, the duration of time spent in any one

pﬁase. With both mothers and fathers, this cycling appears to maintain \

the level of dffeétivg.involvement of each partner‘'within certain limits

~ >

S in a homeostatic fashion. ' ’ '

- Belcow each of the graphas is anoiggr visual répresentatiqpbof the
- amount of me§hing or mutual regulation which occurs during these dyadic ¢

interactions. During each sevoﬁd; pgrent‘and infant monadid'phéses may

‘be related in one of three ways: match, conjoint«and disjoint.

‘f _' " , o 8
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.+ .1e¢ First, their phases may be identical and we have called this 4

"match." ) * ‘ * v ' \
. ‘2. Secord, both partners may be in ad jacent phases as when the adult

15 in play and the infant is in talke We have called this
~ “eonjoint'. - o . . f

3. Third, thevpartnérs may be more than one_phase apart as when
/ .

the adult is in elicit'and the infant is in pléy. We have called

»
I 2R .

this "disjoint",

The shaded boxes below the graphs depict the relatiohﬁhip between

infant aﬁd parent phases during‘each second as match on top, conjoint in
) . - “ .

,  the middle’and disjbint on the bottome After a few seconds of disjoint

N L}
-

states, the remainder of infant interapction with both pérents consists of !

N

ccnjoint‘and match»states;

> -

_Nexti we looked(more closely at imilarities in dyadic states - match, .

-

conjoint apd disjointea Figure 3 shows more clearly the relative proportion
\ . . L4 ‘ ° | N . .
' of time spent in each of these three dyadic states during infant interaction
"====-==- Figure 3 here ========== -
N~ .

with mother and fathere The area of the boxes represents the pfopo:tion

of time spent in each statee. 'The.arrdws between or within states represent

— -

the transitions between states for each second of fye interaction. As

4 L 4

you can see, interactions are mestly conjoint with both parents: 56% of

" the time'with;wother andv60% of the time with father . _Th?ré are also a

\
‘ \

’, large proportion of matching states ﬁith.bgth parents while disjoint
. . | . . ¥

*

I states aré rafe, occuring less than 107 of thfftime. +Furthermore, the

2

S o 9
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" gransitions between'dyadic states demonstrate the way.partners achieve

this meshing. Most of the seCUhd'to‘second transitiong either romain

*

within conjoint or match states or cycle between the two. -When the

partners divcrge to disjoiht states, they readjust back to conjoint or

match states within the next one or two transitionse. These data all
suggest sihilarities‘in joint‘regulation andigfciprocity displayed during
: ! - <
. dyadic interactions_of_lnfants with mothers and fathers. §iﬁilarities
, exist in the levels of affecti;e involvement of the;paftners, the almost

. ‘ simultaneous timing of transitiohs between phases present during inter-.
. s ‘e . .

~

“‘actions with both parents)and in the quality of dyadic states and nature

of transitions between dyadic statese ; . ‘
. N . |
1'd now like to discuss some differences between father~infant and

mother-infant interaction.” These differences exist in the sequehcing of

.‘ s .

'phases, and- in the temporal structure and behavioral content of the

p}ay ahd talk phases. o

if we-focus just on episodes of infant.talk in figure 2 and look at
the transitions the infant makes from that phase to other phases, differ= -
o ~ ences between infant ihtepaction'with mothers and fathers bccome aphatEnt.

We have characterized two different types of transitions from the phase

of 1nfent talk. Tfansition A represents a shift from telk to a lower

phase and then back up to talk on the subsequent transition. An example

Y

can be seen on the infant-mother graph between the small letters b and ¢

~

(Pigure 2). Transition B represents\tﬂe same initial shift from talk to

-

a lower phase, but then a stosequent shift to a phase other'than talk

{nstead of back to talk. An example can be seen on the infantyfather

n

o .
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' graph between the small letters. b and ¢ (Figure 2). The bar graphs op

l ®

K ?igure 4 shﬂw the relative prOportfbn of infant transitions A (left)

and B (right) occuring during mother-infant and father-infant interac*ion.

- \.
.

e gEssmes Figu e 4 here ceccaaa g

'
v

"ﬂ. B _ W&th mothcrs, transitions are mdre likely to be Type A, wh‘le with

*.*.4 . .

fathers these transitions are more likely to be Type Be Furthermore,

.

the mean duration of the interval between episodes of talk is also longer

LS

Wewith fathers (8 0 sec.) than with mothers (2 8. sec.). These data’ suggest

- .
. . Qe

that after infants talk with fathers, they are faore likely to\\hift _
~ . ) T s
through lower phases and-:emain there for a longer time, “while' with mothers

they are more likely tog return toktalk. This diffetence in the quality

\\ of transitions between phases is characterisitic of the more accentuated

] shifts from peaks of maximal att}ntion to valleys of'ﬁinimal attention

. that occur during infant interaction with fathers. This can be cor ed

with the more gradual and modulatdd shifts that occur during motheriinfant

interaction. . o o

Futher differences are evident in the’temporal stricture and specific

tehavioral content of-dyadic phases such as mutual talk or mutual play.

n

)//ye have~called these two dyadic phases interactive "games" in the same’
s

ense that Dan Stern (1974) has defined them: YA ‘series of episodes of

mutual attention in which the adulg uses a repeating set of behaviors with
L : ’ ' e
only minor variations duringseach episode of mutual attention.'”

. ~
- [ ] v .

- _ ﬂ%‘looked specifically at verbal zames su¢h as the play:dialogue

we saw on the filn with motter and at tapping games such as the- one at

// the end of the father-infant session. We classified a game as verbal when

' .- - .’ .. . a 11 ) ) E
. N ' .




. .Page 9 L . PR Lo
. The Goals and Sfructure of Face-to-Face Interaction Between S '
' Infants and\Fathers . T . * By

* NI i P . .
—_— e — . o~ b .
o 4 . . A
- -
. L .'.

both adult and infant were in the phase talk. ﬁe'classified c'tapping ‘

. gpme when the infant was eithe- in phase play or talk,\while the adult

. Was in the phase play and touched the~in£ant with a tapping pattern.. The: -
A

ber graphs on Edgure_S -show’ that mother and infant spent more time play--

- ™

1ng verbal games while father and infant spent more time playing tapping

&

: ot -
. N . .

. sms- T -t . |
. . - Figure 9 here d( -a
. o , . e : ) . - "
. Even more meaningful than these differences in amount of time were -
. SN e ) , ;

J . . L ‘ ‘
the differences in temporzl struciture and interactive quality.of the games

infants playedydith mothers and fathers. Stern (1977) has discussed the
J .....

gffects of temporal shifts on increasing the infant's attention and arousal.

One may speculate abdpt the differential effects of ‘a vocalization-pause-
'_ vocalization game as compared with a repetitive tapping game with more =~

aaidely spaced pauses. I'd like to show you -a.few segments of film from

-

O other sessions of infants with fathers to illustrate ‘the ity of these

games fathers and infants engage in. ~

e A Y
The first segmentAshows the same father-infant pair you saw a_ few

_ . . . Y
miputes ago when the baby was only 45 days old. Notice the mutual '

\ ' Py - ) o :
ﬁmitltion of mouth position by infant and father as father exercises his

infant in a "pull to sit" game. - e : .
- o B \”;g"' ~=ec== Film - Father with Infant (45 days)--~'
; ‘ We see the beginnings of these games between fathefs and infants in

thc first few weeks, In this next segment, we'll see a female infant who

RIIR 1 onfy 23 days old and yet sriles responsively to the three-point tapping

gnme the father initiates. o .

IS

. a ' ) eees P{lm - Father with Infant (23 days) e===-

[y

o
- \‘

.4

~;;é/f}'
. _;"
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" The final segm‘nt shows a, Eather with‘a two month old £emale infant’

« S

. Y i’ \
playing a game he calls "button your lip." Notice how che baby .eSpond3°

.

her face softens, she- builds to a’ smile, and she’ opens her mbuth ‘and coos

- »o
-

Y anticipa:ion of father s next'tap. As-he restarts a cycle, she laughs

1 /

3nﬂ punctuates these episodes with movements of her feet.

N

so- Films Father with Infant (64 days) -—- -

Differences betwecen mother inSq'F and father-infant interaction can
N / '

seen in all five families both in the quality of transitions between

hases and in the content of games played. They suggest that at least

for these five families interactions with fathers can be characterized as |

-

.‘hﬁ}ghtened and playful while;the interactions with;nothers appeared more

smoothly modulated and contaiﬁed. . *

In summary then, both similarities and differences'exisjlbetween

these mother-infant and father-infant interactions. At a Strgctural

regulated and&in both cases, partners build to a peak of attentional

4

involvcment agd come down in an orderly and cyclical fashion. Furthermore,

z,

infants’ e;hibit vell-organized expressive displays that are affectively
4

positive with both parents. We believe that through these mutually regul-
/

- sted recig;pcal exchanges. both prents provide a responsive, protective

.

cnvironment that matchos the: infant s developmental capacities.

Along with these structprifpsimilarities, we have illustrated differ=-

snces in the temporal structuic.gzs/::::ent of play which ve,believe
e A < ,

>

provide the anlage for different functional tracks of development o The

estsblishment and development of rules of interchange during play dialogues

LY
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N - . provide the foundation for later language.development. Tanping games .

vith their different temporal structure and dlffergnt modulation of o

- infant arousal differentiate into alternate forms of social play which

X ~.
eventually incorporate ohjects and lead into further instrumental activitiess,

1

Both tgpes of play'offer~the infant the opportunity'to participate in.

"turn-tak&ng' activities, through which the infant develops early notions

\- )(:f -sharing cont-rol in an interactive situaticn. Through play, the infan“
. learns the~rules of culture and of family (Bruner, 1976). - . 5 " R
. ‘ We believe that each of these differentialitracks serves a unique
‘ ‘ .
3 function in the infant's'development. Together, they foster the development

of a wider range of social skills than if only one pattern were available.

Both of these tracks seem available to,infanﬁs ac early as one month of age

ano:both depend on the parent's ongoing-relationship with their infant. _
This-relationship allows both parents'to be aware of the physiological and
psychological capabilities of their infant and in turn, té both support
~ and teft “the limits of those capabilities.
~ o ’ . N .
In cl ing, I think that studies of face-to-gace interaction allow »
us to see what parents have known all along - namely, that fatﬁ%riﬁﬁﬁv

a unique, important and direct role to play with young infants, a roleQ

that complements the relationship with the mother, and a role that starts
at birth. The recognition by fathers as well as mothers of their Specia}

-~

roleq fosters the attachmﬂnt of both parents to their infant, enhances
(‘

!hpir involvemept vith th infant, and, }n turn, strengthens the family.

Ll
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