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ABSTRACT

Importance: In 2021, the American Academy of Pediatrics published a policy statement seeking to create a
paradigm shift away from a focus on childhood toxic stress and toward the emphasis on early relational
health (ERH) as a buffer for childhood adversity and promoter of life-course resilience. A comprehensive
appraisal of the efficacy of contemporary parent/caregiver-child interventions in — primarily — improving
ERH, and — secondarily — enhancing child well-being and neurodevelopment is needed to guide widespread
implementation and policy. Objective: Determine the effectiveness of contemporary early dyadic par-
ent/caregiver-infant interventions on ERH, child socio-emotional functioning and development, and par-
ent/caregiver mental health. Data Sources: PubMed, Medline, Cinhal, ERIC, and PsycInfo were searched on
April 28, 2022. Additional sources: clinical trial registries (clinicaltrials.gov, ISRCTN Registry, EU Clinical
Trials Register, Australian New Zealand Clinical Trials Registry), contacting authors of unpublished/ongoing
studies, backward/forward reference-searching. Study Selection: Studies targeting parent/caregiver-infant
dyads and evaluating effectiveness of a dyadic intervention were eligible. Study selection was performed in
duplicate, using Covidence. Data Extraction and Synthesis: Cochrane’s methodological guidance presented
per PRISMA guidelines. Data extraction and risk of bias assessment were completed in duplicate with con-
sensuses by first author. Data were pooled using inverse-variance random effects models. Main Outcomes
and Measures: The primary outcome domain was ERH. Secondary outcome domains were child socio-emo-
tional functioning and development, and parent/caregiver mental health, and were only considered in studies
where at least one ERH outcome was also measured. The association between dose of intervention and effect
estimates was explored. Results: 93 studies (14,993 parent/caregiver-infant dyads) met inclusion criteria.
Based on very low to moderate quality of evidence, we found significant non-dose-dependent intervention
effects on several measures of ERH, including bonding, parent/caregiver sensitivity, attachment, and dyadic
interactions, and a significant effect on parent/caregiver anxiety, but no significant effects on other child out-
comes. Conclusion: Current evidence does not support the notion that promoting ERH through early dyadic
interventions ensures optimal child development, despite effectively promoting ERH outcomes. Given the
lack of an association with dose of intervention, the field is ripe for novel, innovative, cost-effective, potent
ERH intervention strategies that effectively and equitably improve meaningful long-term child outcomes.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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INTRODUCTION

In 2021, the American Academy of Pediatrics
(AAP)' made a paradigm-shifting statement —
promoting early relational health (ERH), or the
ability to form and maintain safe, stable, and
nurturing parent/caregiver-child relationships, is
a priority in pediatrics. Building on decades of
research establishing the association between
ERH and later child emotional, mental, rela-
tional, and physical health,”” the AAP policy
statement postulates that bolstering ERH
through early childhood interventions may be
the key for universal promotion of physical
health and mental well-being of both children
and their parents/caregivers,® by building resili-
ence and protecting against the negative effects
of adverse childhood experiences (ACEs).! %12
There is incontestable evidence that exposure to
ACEs, including maltreatment and abuse, pov-
erty, racism, and household dysfunction, con-
veys risk for adverse mental and physical health
outcomes across the life-course.'>'* ACE-asso-
ciated adverse outcomes are diverse, and range
from biological changes,”'” to lifelong impacts
like mental health problems'¢ and chronic dis-
cases,'”!8 leading to an estimated total annual
cost of $748 billion in North America.'® In the
face of the current child mental health crisis,?*?!
and in response to the AAP policy statement to
hardwire universal ERH promotion into pediat-
ric care, here we investigate the global effective-
ness of parent/caregiver-infant dyadic interven-
tions on ERH and associated outcomes.

ERH encompasses a variety of theoretical
perspectives, often erroneously used inter-
changeably.?> Some constructs are heavily par-
ent/caregiver- or child-driven, and others are dy-
adic. Bonding, for example, is characterized as a
unidirectional parent/caregiver-to-infant emo-
tional tie,? that forms from pregnancy and be-
yond birth.?*?3 Parent/Caregiver-driven behav-
iors, often described as sensitive,?*?® respon-
sive,??82% and synchronous,?® are the main
early predictors of later child attachment. Child-
to-parent/caregiver attachment develops over
time, 3° and this tie can be classified into three

categories: secure, insecure-ambivalent, or inse-
cure-avoidant.’' Secure attachment is associated
with available and responsive caregivers®? and
predicts optimal social and behavioral skills.333
Insecure attachment is associated with greater
risk for poor interpersonal and cognitive
skills,>-3¢ depression,®’ anxiety,’® as well as eat-
ing,3° post-traumatic,*’ and obsessive-compul-
sive disorders.*! Insecure attachment can addi-
tionally be characterized as disorganized,* a
predictor of poor socio-emotional functioning.*
Finally, parent/caregiver-infant relationships can
also be viewed through a dyadic lens, such as
the lenses of emotional connection,** emotional
availability,*> dyadic synchrony,* dyadic attun-
ement*’ or dyadic mutuality,*® in which strong
dyadic parent/caregiver-child interactions are
mutually attuned and reciprocal. While various
theoretical constructs define the origins and
mechanisms of healthy and impaired par-
ent/caregiver-infant relationships differently, at
their core, they are unified by their goal of
measuring various components of this relation-
ship.

A comprehensive understanding of the ef-
fectiveness of parent/caregiver-infant interven-
tions at promoting ERH is currently lacking.
Published systematic reviews have focused on
specific ERH outcomes, such as attachment, -5
sensitivity,’ and parent/caregiver-child interac-
tions,*3¢ or have individually looked at the ef-
fectiveness of ERH interventions on child devel-
opment, leaving ERH outcomes aside.’’-%! Us-
ing the blanket term “ERH” for all concepts de-
scribing the tie between parents/caregivers and
infants, indiscriminate to their theoretical ori-
gins, and in the context of ERH by definition re-
lying on how parent/caregiver and infant come
together as a unit,*+9263 this systematic review is
the first to generate a landscape overview of in-
terventions specifically targeting parent/care-
giver-infant interactions. Our overarching goal
was to determine the global effectiveness of
these interventions in both fostering various
components of ERH, as well as in promoting
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secondarily associated outcomes, i.e., child de-
velopment, and parent/caregiver mental health.

For feasibility and due to the immediate
postpartum period’s greatest potential for devel-
opmental embedding, we focus on dyadic inter-
ventions initiated within the first 6 months of
life. This also expands on other public health
recommendations targeting the first 6 months of
life—e.g., exclusive breastfeeding®® for pri-
mary prevention of medical conditions like obe-
sity%®¢7 and diabetes,%”-%® and for promotion of
outcomes like bonding® and intelligence.®” Ad-
ditionally, specific to the birthing parent, focus-
ing on the early postpartum period also lever-
ages pregnancy-related neural changes and neu-
roplasticity that prime the parent’s brain for op-
timal bonding.”® To account for foreseeable var-
iability and heterogeneity, the association be-
tween the dose and timing of included dyadic
interventions, as well as other child-, family-
and intervention-level moderators and overall
effect estimates are explored.

METHODS

This systematic review follows Preferred Re-
porting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-
Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines (eTablel),”! and
was registered prospectively in PROSPERO
(CRD42022329894). Abbreviated methods in-
cluded here (detailed methods: eMethods1).
Ethical review and informed consent not appli-
cable as only previously published data was
used.

Eligibility Criteria

Randomized controlled trials (RCT) of any type
published on/after January 1, 2000, in English
or French and comparing an early dyadic par-
ent/caregiver-infant intervention to any compar-
ator.

Population. Parent/caregiver-child dyads.
Intervention. “Dyadic” interventions, defined as
targeting at least one primary caregiver and the
infant together, with at least one intervention
session occurring within the first 6 months post-
partum. Prenatal interventions without postnatal

sessions were excluded. No exclusion criteria
for intervention length or intensity.
Comparator. Any type, i.e., control or active in-
tervention.

QOutcomes. Primary outcome domain was ERH,
e.g., attachment, sensitivity, bonding, emotional
connection. Secondary outcome domains were
child socio-emotional functioning and develop-
ment, and parent/caregiver mental health. Sec-
ondary outcomes were only considered in stud-
ies where at least one ERH outcome was meas-
ured.

Information Sources and Search Strategy
PubMed, Medline, Cinhal, ERIC, and PsycInfo
via EBSCO were searched on April 28, 2022
and targeted two concepts: (1) parent/caregiver-
infant dyadic interventions and (2) ERH (full
search strategies: eMethods2). Unpublished and
ongoing studies were identified in clinical trial
registries (clinicaltrials.gov, ISRCTN Registry,
EU Clinical Trials Register, Australian New
Zealand Clinical Trials Registry) and authors
contacted. Backward/forward reference-search-
ing of included studies was conducted.

Selection Process

Identified studies were uploaded to EndNote
V9.3.372 then Covidence.”® Duplicates were re-
moved. Studies were screened for eligibility in-
dependently by teams of two authors. Disagree-
ments were resolved by the first author. The
same process was followed for full-text review
of potentially eligible studies. Reasons for ex-
clusion were documented at the full-text screen-
ing stage.

Data collection process

Data extraction was performed in duplicate and
independently, using a data extraction form spe-
cifically developed for this review. Consensuses
were resolved by the first author.

Study-level. Aim, study design, number of
groups, target population, inclusion and exclu-
sion criteria, group differences, unit of randomi-
zation, sample size, withdrawals.
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Intervention-level. Based on TIDieR"*: interven-
tion name, framework or underlying theory, ra-
tionale, materials, dyadic and non-dyadic proce-
dures, provider(s), location(s), dose, intensity.
Result-level. Outcome name, scale, procedure
description for observational outcomes, timing
assessment, infant age, means/medians, standard
deviations (SD), standard error (SE), 95% confi-
dence interval (95%CI)/ Inter Quartile Range
(IQR)/ events (for binary outcomes).

Raw unadjusted means analyzed in inten-
tion-to-treat were preferred over adjusted
means/medians. SE, 95%CI and IQR were con-
verted to SDs following Cochrane guidelines.”
Numerical data only presented in figures was
extracted using Engauge Digitizer’® v12.1 or
PlotDigitizer”’. Corresponding authors were
contacted for missing data.

Effect Measures and Synthesis Methods
Pairwise meta-analyses comparing intervention
versus control (standard care, attention control,
or active control) were performed separately on
outcomes with available data from at least two
studies. Separate analyses were conducted per
follow-up (F/U) time points: end of intervention
(0-1-month) F/U, 2-6-month F/U, 7-12-month
F/U, 13-24-month F/U and >25-months F/U.

Unit-of-analysis was parent/caregiver-infant
dyad. Summary of methodological decisions to
avoid unit-of-analysis issues is presented in eTa-
ble2. Continuous outcomes were analyzed using
weighted standardized mean differences (SMD)
with 95%ClIs. Categorical variables were ana-
lyzed using weighted odds ratios (OR) with
95%Cls. An inverse variance random-effects
model was chosen because of study design and
population-induced variability. Significance
level was set at 0.05. Cochran’s Q test and 12
statistic were used to assess the heterogeneity
and 12>50% or p<0.10 indicated statistically
significant heterogeneity.

Sensitivity analyses were conducted to deter-
mine whether pooled effect estimates were ro-
bust to inclusion of cluster RCTs, active con-
trols, and studies with a concerning/high risk-of-

bias. Additionally, we tested the subset of 20
studies reporting developmental outcomes on
ERH effect estimates.

In addition to the preregistered moderator
‘intervention dose’ (in provider minutes), effects
of other commonly considered moderators
(listed in eFigurel) were tested at parent/care-
giver/family-level (target population, e.g., ado-
lescent mothers, incarcerated mothers, and low
vs high socio-economic status), infant-level
(sex, age at first session, age at follow-up, and
preterm/low birthweight versus term/normal
birthweight), intervention-level (length of inter-
vention, number of sessions, provider, location),
and study-level (year of publication, and pre-
registration as an analogue of study quality).
Continuous moderators were explored with a
meta-regression and categorical moderators with
a O-test,’® both using a random-effects DerSi-
monian Laird model on each outcome pooling at
least 10 studies (and with more than one study
in each category in the case of categorical mod-
erators).” Analyses were conducted with Re-
view Manager V5.4%° or SPSS V248!

Study Risk-of-Bias and Certainty Assessment
Two independent authors assessed risk-of-bias
in individual studies using Cochrane Collabora-
tion Risk of Bias Tool 2.8? Confidence in pooled
outcomes was based on Grades of Recommen-
dation, Assessment, Development and Evalua-
tion (GRADE) guidelines.®* Within the GRADE
assessment, risk of non-reporting bias was esti-
mated by funnel plot inspection.

RESULTS

Study-Level Characteristics

A total of 93 primary studies®*'7¢ (n=14,993
parent/caregiver-infant dyads) were identified
(Figure 1). Most study designs were parallel-
group RCTs (k=79, 85%), nine were cluster
RCTs (10%), and five were pragmatic RCTs
(5%). Across studies reporting demographic
characteristics (k=77), the sample is comprised
0f 48.871£7.30% female infants and
94.79£20.92% biological mothers. The
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Records identified from:
PubMed (k = 8742)
CINAHL (k = 1075)
Medline (k = 1127)
Psyclinfo (k = 1100)
ERIC (k = 213)
Registers (k = 0) Hand
searching (k = 9)

Identification

Duplicate records removed by
automation tool (k = 1535)

— .

Records screened

Records excluded
(k =10434)

(k = 10731)
}

Reports sought for retrieval

Reports not retrieved
(k=0)

Screening

(k = 297)
:

Reports assessed for eligibility
(k =297)

RCTs included in review
(k =93)

Reports of included RCTs
(k=110)

RCTs included in meta-
analysis (k = 80)

Included

. J

Reports excluded (k = 186):
Wrong type of paper (e.g., protocol,
abstract) (k = 46)
Not English or French (k = 4)
Wrong study design (not RCT) (k = 44)
Intervention not dyadic (k = 34)
Wrong timing of intervention (k = 33)
No relational health outcome (k = 25)

Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram.

predominant population was parents and their
preterm or low birthweight infants (k=31,
33.3%), followed by mothers with a confirmed
diagnosis of any psychopathology (k=16,
17.2%), parents of low socio-economic status
(k=12, 12.9%), parents with two or more risk

categories (k=10, 10.8%), first-time mothers
(k=5, 5.4%), infants with health or developmen-
tal conditions (k=3, 3.2%), foster or adoptive
parents (k=3, 3.2%), adolescent mothers (k=2,
2.2%), dyads at increased risk for maltreatment
(k=2, 2.2%), and mother-infant dyads in prison
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(k=1, 1.1%). Only one study (1.1%) specifically
targeted father-infant dyads, and 7 (7.5%) tar-
geted parent/caregiver-infant dyads without any
particular risk factor. Full study-level character-
istics are presented in eTable3. Twelve par-
ent/caregiver-reported, and 41 observational as-
sessments of ERH were identified and thor-
oughly described in eMethods3 and eMethods4,
respectively.

Intervention-Level Characteristics

Main intervention characteristics are presented
in Tablel and interventions are thoroughly de-
scribed in eMethods5. Some programs were
evaluated in more than one study: Video Inter-
action Project (VIP; k=5), Playing and Learning
Strategies (PALS; k=5), Parent Infant Transac-
tion Program (MITP; k=4), Auditory-Tactile-
Visual-Vestibular (ATVV; k=3), and Happi-
ness, Understanding, Giving and Sharing
(HUGS; k=2). Interventions averaged 1012
(min-max: 0-78) sessions of 60+30 (min-max:
0-175) minutes each, for an overall mean total
dose of 718£1,091 (min-max: 0-8,640) minutes
provided over 161+230 (min-nax:3-1,095) days.
Providers were mostly nurses (k=26, 28%)).
Other providers included therapists (k=10,
10.8%), mixed healthcare professionals, e.g.,
nurses, and/or social workers, and/or psycholo-
gists (k=9, 9.7%), PhDs or MDs (k=9, 9.7%),
master’s prepared professionals (k=6, 6.5%),
parents (k=6, 6.5%), or trained non-healthcare
workers (k=3, 3.2%). The rest had no provider
(online intervention, k=1, 1.1%) or unclassified
providers (k=23, 24.7%). Interventions began
prenatally (k=10, 10.8%), in-hospital perinatally
(k=30, 32.3%), within the first six months post-
discharge (k=24, 25.8%), or at a less specific
time (e.g., “any time between birth to 3 years of
age”, n=29, 31.2%).

Meta-Analysis Results

Meta-analytic results are shown in Figure2 (and
eFigure2 to 45). Sensitivity analyses are pre-
sented in eTable4 and moderator analyses in
eFigurel.

Dyadic Interventions Promote ERH
Immediately post-intervention, parents/caregiv-
ers self-report significantly higher levels of
bonding (k=14; n=1,913; SMD=0.43;
95%CI=[0.08, 0.78]; p=0.02; I’=91%), but not
at 2-6m F/U. Observational assessments of par-
ent/caregiver behaviors show improved sensitiv-
ity/responsivity in the first month post-interven-
tion through 24m F/U (0-1m F/U: k=38;
n=5,291; SMD=0.36; 95%CI =[0.25, 0.47];
p=<0.00001; I’=69%; 7-12m F/U: k=7; n=980);
SMD=0.27; 95%CI=[0.13, 0.42]; p<0.00001;
1>=15%; 13-24m F/U (k=2; n=329; SMD=0.40;
95%CI=[0.10, 0.70]; p=0.008; I>=74%), except
at 2-6m F/U.

Dyadic interventions are also effective in
increasing odds of secure attachment immedi-
ately post-intervention (k=8; n=589; OR=1.69;
95%CI=[1.20, 2.39]; p=0.003; I>=0%), but not
at later F/U. Similarly, interventions increase
odds of organized attachment (k=3; n=331;
OR=2.23; 95%CI=[1.21, 4.11]; p=0.01;
1>=21%), and decrease odds of insecure attach-
ment (k=6; n=437; OR=0.60; 95%CI=[0.36,
0.99]; p=0.05; 1>=30%) and disorganized attach-
ment (k=6; n=499; OR=0.51; 95%CI=[0.33,
0.77]; p=0.002; 1>=0%) immediately post-inter-
vention. No other significant differences were
found on insecure, disorganized, or insecure at-
tachment.

Finally, parent/caregiver-child dyadic inter-
actions are significantly increased immediately
post-intervention (k=25; n=2,838; SMD=0.22;
95%CI=[0.10, 0.34]; p=0.0003; 1>=46%), and 7-
12m F/U (k=4; n=524; SMD=0.19;
95%CI=[0.02, 0.36]; p=0.03; I>=0%), but not 2-
6m F/U.

Sensitivity analyses generally affirmed
these results, though significant effect estimates
may be inflated by high risk-of-biases, as bond-
ing, attachment and dyadic interactions immedi-
ately post-intervention become non-significant
in low risk-of-bias only studies (eTable4).
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Table 1. Intervention Characteristics

Name of Intervention = Target Popula- Provider Location # Sessions Length of Timing of 1% Outcome measure(s) Outcome(s)
tion with provider  interventior and last session  follow-up timing NGD = no group differ-
Study ID (length/session ences
[mins]) 1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower
Skin-to-skin contact Preterm/ Nurses NICU -2 () 5 days As soon as pos- NCAST 1 Maternal sensitivity dur-
(SSO) Low birth- sible after birth, 6, 12, 18 months after  ing feeding
*Chiu 2009! weight infants until 2-5 days intervention | Infant behavior during
after birth. feeding
Contact Intervention Preterm/ Nurses NICU 14, daily (--) 14 days Birth, until post- CIB 1 Autonomic functioning,
(kangaroo care) Low birth- natal wk 2. Post intervention; 10 maternal attachment, child
*Feldman 20142 weight infants years post-intervention  cognitive development, ex-
BSID-III ecutive functions, sleep,
~7 months, 1 year, 2 cognitive control.
years post intervention | Maternal anxiety, child
BDI stress responsivity
Post intervention;
10 years post-interven-
tion
STAI
Post intervention
Kangaroo Care Preterm/ Nurses NICU and  10: 4 biweekly 8 wks Within 4 wks af- Symmetrical Coregu- 1 Mother-infant co-regula-
*Neu 20103 Low birth- Home and 6 weekly ter birth, for 8 lation tion
weight infants (45-60) wks. Post intervention
Skin-to-Skin Contact ~ Mothers and in-  -- Home 2 + weekly Postnatal ~ From 34-36 Ainsworth's behavior NGD
(SSO) fants (no risk phone calls (--) wk 5 weeks’ gestation  scales
*Rheinheimer 2022* factor) (prenatal infor- Post intervention
mational ses-
sion), until post-
natal wk 5.
Continuous Skin to Preterm/ Nurses NICU Instructions + 7 days Birth, until post- Maternal Sensitivity = NGD
Skin Contact (SSC) Low birth- daily SSC (--) natal day 7. and Responsivity
*Sahlén Helmer 2020° weight infants Scales
3.75 months post inter-
vention
Community-initiated Preterm/ Mixed Home 9(-) 28 days Discharge from  Maternal postnatal NGD
Kangaroo Mother Low birth- profe- hospital, until attachment scale
Care (ciKMC) weight infants ssionals postnatal day 28. 2 weeks post interven-
*Taneja 2020° tion

BSID-III
5, 11 months post in-
tervention
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Name of Intervention  Target Popula- Provider Location # Sessions Length of Timing of 1% Outcome measure(s) Outcome(s)
tion with provider interventior and last session  follow-up timing NGD = no group differ-
Study ID (length/session ences
[mins]) 1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower
PHQ-9
Post intervention
Infant Carrier Low SES, Ado- -- Home 1(-) 6 mo 2-4 weeks post-  PBQ 1 Child secure attachment
Williams 202078 lescent mothers partum, until Post intervention | Child disorganized at-
6.5-7mo of age. = DASS-21 tachment,
Post intervention
Maternal singing Preterm/ -- NICU 1 (20-60) Mean of Birth (average MIBS NGD
Cevasco 2008’ Low birth- 13.3 days  4-17 days), until 2 weeks after hospital
weight infants discharge from discharge
NICU.
Music therapy Preterm/ Thera-pists  NICU 1(-) 1 wk As soon as pos-  MIBS NGD
*Corrigan 2021'° Low birth- sible after birth ~ Post intervention
weight infants during NICU
stay, until post-
natal day 7.
Music Therapy Preterm/ Thera-pists  NICU 3/week: maxi-  Throughout Birth, until dis- PBQ NGD
*Gaden 2022"! Low birth- mum of 27, NICU stay charge from Post intervention /
weight infants mean 9.98 (30) NICU. NICU discharge
EPDS
Post intervention / dis-
charge from NICU
GAD-7
Post intervention / dis-
charge from NICU
Contingent Lullaby Parents and in-  Thera-pists  Hybrid: 1(-) Upto6 24-hr after birth, LoTTS 1 Mother-infant interaction
*Robertson 2019'? fants (no risk hospital wks until postnatal 5 weeks post interven-  behaviors
factor) and home wk 5. tion
Singing Intervention Maternal psy- Thera-pists Home 1-3 (45) 10 wks Postnatal wk 2, PBQ 1 Child attachment
*Wulff 2021 cho-pathology until postnatal Post intervention | Parental mood symptoms
week 12.
EPDS
Post intervention
STAI-State
Post intervention
Maternal Voice Re- Preterm/ -- NICU 1(-) 3 days 3rd day after de- MIBS NGD
cording Low birth- livery, in NICU  Post-intervention
*Yu 2022 weight infants
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Name of Intervention  Target Popula- Provider Location # Sessions Length of Timing of 1% Outcome measure(s) Outcome(s)
tion with provider interventior and last session  follow-up timing NGD = no group differ-
Study ID (length/session ences
[mins]) 1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower
My Baby and Me Low SES Parents Home 12-14 (90) Mean of Postnatal 3.5- MIO 1 Parental support
15.3 wks 5.5mo, until 8- Post intervention
*Akai 2008 10mo.
Internet-adapted Low SES Mixed Home -- (15 for intro- 6 mo Postnatal 3-8mo, Landry Parent-Child 1 Infant engagement be-
PALS program (In- profe- duction) until 9-12 mo. Interaction Scales havior
fant-Net) ssionals Post intervention
PDSS
Baggett 2010'° Post intervention
Baby-Net (ePALS) Low SES Ele- Mixed Home 11 internet- 6 mo Postnatal 3.5- Landry Parent-Child NGD
vated risk of profe- based sessions 7.5mo, until 9.5- Interaction Scales
Baggett 20177 maltreatment ssionals + coach calls 13.5mo. Post intervention
(30 for coach PDSS
calls) Post intervention
Adapted Play and Low SES Mixed Home 11 internet- 11 wks Postnatal 3.5- Landry Parent-Child 1 Language-supportive par-
Learning Strategies profe- based sessions 7.5mo, until Interaction Scales enting behaviors
program (ePALS) ssionals + 1 coach ses- 14.5-18.5mo. Post intervention
*Feil 20208 sion (--)
Playing and Learning  Low SES, -- Home 10, weekly Mean of Postnatal month ~ Maternal observed 1 Maternal interaction
strategies (PALS) Preterm/ (90) 14.5 wks 6, until 10mo of  behaviors quality and infant commu-
Landry 2006 Low birth- age. Post intervention, 3 nication
weight infants months post interven-
tion
Infant observed be-
haviors
Post intervention, 3
months post interven-
tion
Touching and caress-  Preterm/ -- NICU 11(3) 10 days Postnatal day 28 PIA 1 Child attachment
ing; tender in caring Low birth- (mean of 11.7 Post intervention
(TAC-TIC) weight infants [4.2]), for 10
*Barnes 20222 days.
Massage class + Sup- Maternal psy- -- Hospital 5 massage 5 wks Postnatal week Global ratings for 1 Mother-infant interaction
port group cho-pathology, class (60) + 5 9, until postnatal mother—infant inter-
*Qnozawa 20012 First time moth- support group week 14. actions by Fiori-Cow-
ers 30) ley and Murray
Post intervention
EPDS

Post intervention
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Name of Intervention  Target Popula- Provider Location # Sessions Length of Timing of 1% Outcome measure(s) Outcome(s)
tion with provider interventior and last session  follow-up timing NGD = no group differ-
Study ID (length/session ences
[mins]) 1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower
Infant Massage-Par- Maternal psy- Nurses Classroom 4, weekly 4 wks First year of life, MAI | Parental stress and de-
enting Enhancement cho-pathology (120-240) for 4wks. 1 & 7 weeks post inter-  pression
Program (IMPEP) vention
*Porter 20152 OMII
1 & 7 weeks post-in-
tervention
BDI
1 & 7 weeks post inter-
vention
PSI-Short
1 & 7 weeks post inter-
vention
Occupational Therapy Preterm/ Thera-pists Home 24, weekly 6 mo Postnatal month  PAA 1 Child attachment
Intervention Low birth- (60) 6, until 12mo of 3 years after interven- 1 Child cognitive skills
weight infants age. tion
Sajaniemi 200123 WPPSI
3-3.5 years post inter-
vention
Massage intervention  First time moth-  -- NICU 2 training ses- 5 days During NICU Maternal Attachment 1 Attachment behaviors
*Shoghi 2018 ers, Preterm/ sions (60) + stay. Behaviors Scale
Low birth- daily massage Post-intervention
weight infants sessions (15)
Infant intervention Preterm/ -- Home 8 (60-120) 20 wks Postnatal 34- PSI-Short 1 Maternal self-efficacy
*Teti 2009% Low birth- 38wks of cor- 3-4 months infant cor-
weight infants rected age, until  rected age
3-4mo of cor- BMDI
rected age. 3-4 months post inter-
vention
Maternal Sensitivity Low SES PhDs; MDs Home 8 (60) 7 mo Postnatal month ~ BDI NGD
Program 3, until 10mo of  Post intervention
*Alvarenga 2020% age.
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Name of Intervention  Target Popula- Provider Location # Sessions Length of Timing of 1% Outcome measure(s) Outcome(s)
tion with provider interventior and last session  follow-up timing NGD = no group differ-
Study ID (length/session ences
[mins]) 1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower

Video Interaction Preterm/ -- Home 3(-) -- NICU discharge, CARE Index NGD
Guidance (VIG) Low birth- until unclear. Up to 6 weeks after the
*Barlow 2016% weight infants completion of the final

session of video feed-

back

PSI

Up to 6 weeks after the

completion of the final

session of video feed-

back

HADS

Up to 6 weeks after the

completion of the final

session of video feed-

back
Early intervention Preterm/ Nurses Hybrid: 4:1(30-60)+  ~22 wks 33wks postcon-  CARE Index 1 Maternal sensitivity
program Low birth- NICU and 3 (40-60) ceptional age, after 2 NICU sessions 1 Infant cooperation during
*Borghini 20143 weight infants home until 4mo cor- interactions

rected age.

Parent-centered inter- Preterm/ Nurses Hybrid: 12 () 3 mo Birth, until 3mo  SSP NGD
vention program Low birth- NICU and corrected age. 11 months after inter-
*Brisch 2003% weight infants home vention
Video Interaction Pro- Low SES -- Pediatric Up to 15 (25- Upto3 Birth, until 3yrs  StimQ2-P 1 Maternal cognitive stimu-
ject (VIP) primary 30) yrs old. Post intervention and lation
*Cates 2018 care 1.5 years after inter-

vention
Adaptation of Step To- Adolescent PhDs; MDs Home 12 to 18 (--) 9 mo Postnatal month ~ EAS NGD
wards Effective and mothers 3-6 (mean of Post intervention
Enjoyable Parenting 5.4), until 12- SSP
(STEEP-b) 15mo of age. Post intervention; 6
*Firk 20213 months after interven-

tion

BSID-III

Post intervention; 6
months after interven-
tion

BITSEA

11
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Name of Intervention

Study ID

Target Popula-
tion

Provider Location

# Sessions
with provider
(length/session
[mins])

Length of Timing of 1%
interventior and last session

Outcome measure(s)
follow-up timing

Outcome(s)

NGD = no group differ-
ences

1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower

6 months after end of
intervention

PSI

Post intervention
BDI-II

Post intervention; 6
months after end of in-
tervention

Video Interaction
Guidance (VIG)
*Hoffenkamp 2015

Preterm/
Low birth-
weight infants

Nurses NICU

3(-)

1 wk

Birth, until post-
natal day 7.

PBQ

3 weeks and 6 months
post intervention
NICHD scales

3 weeks post interven-
tion

EPDS

3 weeks post interven-
tion

STAI

3 weeks post interven-
tion

1 Parental bonding and ma-
ternal sensitivity

Video Feedback of In-
fant-Parent Interac-
tion (VIPI)

*Hgivik 20153

Infant with
early health or
develop-mental
conditions

Mixed
profe-
ssionals

Home

At least 6 con-
sultations with
the opportunity
for more; 8
video feedback
sessions (30)

2-3 mo

Birth to 24mo
old (mean of
7.3), from maxi-
mum 3 mo.

EAS

6 months after inter-
vention

ASQ:SE-2

6 months after inter-
vention

BDI-II

13 months post-inter-
vention

| Parental depressive
symptoms

Book with Video
Feedback via home
visits

*Juffer 2005

Foster/
Adoptive par-
ents

- Home

3 (60)

3 mo

Postnatal month
6, until 9mo of
age.

SSp
3 months post inter-
vention

NGD

Video-Feedback Inter-
vention to Promote
Positive Parenting
(VIPP)

*Klein Velderman
200635,36

First time moth-
ers

Mixed
profe-
ssionals

Home

4(90)

3-4 wks

Mean of
6.83mo, for ap-
proximately 1
month.

EAS

12 months after inter-
vention

SSp

1 Maternal sensitivity
| Child behavior problems
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Name of Intervention  Target Popula- Provider Location # Sessions Length of Timing of 1% Outcome measure(s) Outcome(s)
tion with provider interventior and last session  follow-up timing NGD = no group differ-
Study ID (length/session ences
[mins]) 1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower
Within approximately
1 month of interven-
tion
CBCL
Age 2-3 years
Education Program Fathers and -- Home 2 (60) 1 mo Postnatal month  NCATS 1 Father sensitivity, skills
*Magill-Evans 20077 their infants 5, until 6mo of Post intervention to foster cognitive growth
age.
Video Interaction Pro- Low SES -- Pediatric Maximum of 3 yrs First well-child ~ StimQ2-T 1 Parental involvement in
ject (VIP) primary 12 (30-45) visit, until 3yrs Post intervention developmental advance-
care of age. CBCL ment
*Mendelsohn 200738 Post intervention 1 Child cognitive develop-
PSI ment
Post intervention | Parenting stress
CES-D
Post intervention
Promoting First Rela- Maternal psy- Master's Home 9to 10 (60-75) 9-10wks  Postnatal wk 8-  NCATS 1 Maternal sensitivity
tionships (PFR) cho-pathology prepared 12, for 10 wks. 7.5 months port inter- 1T Maternal understanding
*Oxford 2021%° vention of social-emotional needs
CARE-index | Infant externalizing
1.5 & 7.5 months post ~ 12months
intervention
ITSEA
7.5 months post-inter-
vention
Circle of Security In-  Maternal psy- PhDs; MDs ~ -- 20 (90) 20 wks Postnatal 4-9mo  SSP NGD
tervention (COS-I) cho-pathology (mean of 6.03), 3 months after inter-
*Ramsauer 2020 for 20 wks. vention
BDI
3 months post inter-
vention
Smart Beginnings: Low SES -- Pediatric 14 (25-30) Variable,  Birth, until to PYB 1 Observed and reported
Video Interaction Pro- primary can be de- 3yrs of age. Post intervention parental warmth, sensitivity
ject (VIP) + Family care livered PCIRS-IA | Parenting stress
Check-Up during Post intervention
*Roby 2021442 first three PSI-SF
years of Post intervention
life
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Name of Intervention  Target Popula- Provider Location # Sessions Length of Timing of 1% Outcome measure(s) Outcome(s)
tion with provider interventior and last session  follow-up timing NGD = no group differ-
Study ID (length/session ences
[mins]) 1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower

Video-Feedback Inter- Maternal psy- Thera-pists Home 13 (60) 6-8 mo Postnatal month ~ Adapted Ainsworth | Mealtime conflict
actional Treatment cho-pathology 4-6, until 12mo  scales Post interven-
*Stein 2006% of age. tion

EPDS

Post intervention
Video-Feedback Ther- Maternal psy- Thera-pists Home 13: 11 sessions  15-19 mo  Postnatal month ~ BSID-III NGD
apy (VFT) + Cognitive cho-pathology before 12 4.5-9mo post- ~1 year post interven-
Behavioral Therapy months + 2 partum, until tion
(CBT) boosters before 2yrs of age. Effortful control -
*Stein 2018* 24 months (90) ECBQ

~1 year post interven-

tion

EPDS

~1 year post-interven-

tion
Compétences Paren- Low SES, PhDs; MDs Home 44 (60) 24-27mo  Prenatal 3 tri- AMBIANCE | Infant disorganization
tales et Attachement First time moth- mester), until Infant age 13 months and disrupted maternal
dans la Petite Enfance: ers 2yrs of age. Feeding interaction communication
Diminution des risques Infant age 13 months
liés aux troubles de SSP
santé mentale et Pro- 12-17 months after in-
motion de la resilience tervention
Project (CAPEDP)
Tereno 20174
Video feedback Maternal psy- Nurses Home 3 (mean of 6 wks Postnatal month ~ NCATS 1 Maternal-infant interac-
*Tryphonopoulos cho-pathology 74.79 minutes) 6, until 7.5mo of  Post intervention tion quality
20204 age. EPDS

Post intervention
Preterm Infant—Par- Preterm/ PhDs; MDs  NICU 3 (50-90) -- 2-4wks after ASQ:SE-2 1 Infant self-regulation
ent Programme for Low birth- birth in NICU, ~1 year post interven-
Attachment (PIPPA) weight infants before NICU tion

discharge. CARE-index

*Twohig 20214 7-12 months post inter-

vention
Parent-Baby interven- Maternal psy- Master’s Home 810 10 (60-90) 3-4mo Birth to 12mo of EAS 1 Maternal sensitivity
tion cho-pathology prepared age, for 3-4mo. 2 weeks, 6.5 months & 1 Attachment security

*van Doesum 2008444

4 years post interven-
tion

1 Social-emotional func-
tioning

14
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Name of Intervention  Target Popula- Provider Location # Sessions Length of Timing of 1% Outcome measure(s) Outcome(s)
tion with provider interventior and last session  follow-up timing NGD = no group differ-
Study ID (length/session ences
[mins]) 1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower
ITSEA
6.5 months & 4.5 years
post intervention
BDI
2 weeks & 6.5 months
post intervention
ASQ
Post intervention
Family Nurture Inter- Preterm/ Nurses NICU Mean of 17.5 ~5 wks Birth (mean of 7 MCB Scales 1 Maternal caregiving be-
vention (FNI) Low birth- (mean of 109) days), until dis-  Post intervention / be-  havior
*Hane 2015%-53 weight infants charge from fore NICU discharge 1 Maternal positive touch,
NICU. Eye-gaze coding positive vocal affect
4 months post-inter- 1 Infant vocal positive af-
vention fect, social-emotional func-
BSID-IIT tioning
18 months post inter- | Maternal anxiety & de-
vention pression
CBCL
15 months post-inter-
vention
CES-D
Post intervention; 4
months post-interven-
tion
STAI
Post intervention; 4
months after interven-
tion
Sugira Muryango Low SES -- Home 12 (90) 3-4 mo Postnatal month  OMCI 1 Maternal-child interac-
*Betancourt 20203 3-36, for 3-4mo.  Post intervention tion quality
MICS-FCI | Caregiver mental health
Post intervention symptoms
HSC-25
Post intervention
Demonstration and in- Preterm/ Nurses NICU 1(45) -- During NICU NCAST 1 Mother-infant interaction
teraction (Assessment  Low birth- stay. Post intervention quality

of Preterm Infant Be-
havior (APIB)
*Browne 2005

weight infants
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Name of Intervention

Study ID

Target Popula-
tion

Provider

Location

# Sessions
with provider
(length/session
[mins])

Length of Timing of 1%
interventior and last session

Outcome measure(s)
follow-up timing

Outcome(s)

NGD = no group differ-
ences

1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower

Home Visitation and
Group Intervention
Constantino 2001°°

Parents and in-
fants (no risk
factor)

Master’s
prepared

10 (60)

10 to 20
wk

3-18mo (mean
of 8.3); for 10 to
20wk

Adult Play Scale

6 months post inter-
vention

IFEEL

6 months post inter-
vention

CBCL

2-3 years old

NGD

Mother-Infant Rela-
tionship Intervention
*Cooper 20093738

Low SES

Trained
non-health-
care work-
ers

Home

16 (60)

6 mo

Late pregnancy,
until S5Smo post-
partum

Parent-Caregiver in-
volvement scale

1, 7, & 13 months post
intervention

SSP

13 months post inter-
vention

BSQ

15 months post-inter-
vention

EPDS

15 months post-inter-
vention

DSM-IV diagnosis

7 months after inter-
vention

1 Maternal sensitivity

| Maternal intrusiveness

1 Infant secure attachment
| Maternal depression
symptoms

Index (R-HV)
*Cooper 2015%

Maternal psy-
cho-pathology

Home

11 (=)

Upto6

Prenatal (20wks
gestation), until
16wks postpar-

tum.

SSP

15 months post inter-
vention

Face-to-face mother-
infant interaction

2 weeks post interven-
tion

EPDS

9 months post-inter-
vention

NGD

Parent Baby Interac-
tion Program (PBIP)
*Glazebrook 2007%

Preterm/
Low birth-
weight infants

Nurses

Hybrid:

NICU and

home

Mean of 8.04

(60)

Upto6
wks after
NICU dis-
charge

Birth (NICU
hospitalization),
optional 6wks
corrected age.

NCATS

Post intervention /
NICU discharge
PSI-SF

NGD
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Name of Intervention  Target Popula- Provider Location # Sessions Length of Timing of 1% Outcome measure(s) Outcome(s)
tion with provider interventior and last session  follow-up timing NGD = no group differ-
Study ID (length/session ences
[mins]) 1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower
~3 months post inter-
vention
Parent Participation Preterm/ Nurses NICU 9 structured 2 wks Mean of Maternal attachment 71 Parent-infant bonding
Improvement Pro- Low birth- sessions + indi- 33.6wks of cor-  inventory
gram weight infants vidualized in- rected age, for Post intervention
*Heo 2019 teraction at ini- 2wks during
tial phase (50- NICU stay.
60)
My Baby’s First Low SES -- Shelters or 5 (60-90) 5 wks Birth to 12mo of MRO NGD
Teacher (MBFT) community age (mean of 2 weeks post interven-
*Herbers 2020%2 locations 6.43), for 5Swks.  tion
PSI-SF
~2 weeks post inter-
vention
Interaction Coaching = Maternal psy- Nurses Home 3(15) 8-14 wks  Postnatal wk4, DMC 1 Maternal responsiveness
for At-Risk Parents cho-pathology until 18wks Post intervention
(ICAP) postpartum. BDI-II
*Horowitz 2001% Post intervention
Communicating and Maternal psy- Nurses Home 6 (30-40) 5 mo Postnatal wk 4,  NCATS NGD
Relating Effectively cho-pathology until 6mo post-  Post intervention
(CARE) partum. EPDS
*Horowitz 2013% Post intervention
The Getting Ready In- Low SES Mixed Home Mean of 45.8 16 mo Birth to 24mo of  P/CIS 1 Parental warmth, sensi-
tervention profe- (60-90) age (mean of Post intervention tivity, support for child au-
*Knoche 2012 ssionals 11.02), for tonomy
16mo.
Newborn Behavioral Parents and in-  Nurses Home 4 (12-25) 2-3 mo Postnatal wk 3,  ASQ:SE-2 1 Maternal knowledge
Observations (NBO) fants (no risk until 3mo post- 6 months post inter- about infant’s communica-
*Kristensen 2020 factor) partum. vention tion skills, response to
MDI cues, soothing, and rela-
9 months after inter- tionship building
vention knowledge
Guided Participation = Preterm/ Nurses NICU 4 (30-45) NICU stay Birth (preterm), NCAFS 1 Mother-infant interaction
to Infant Positioning Low birth- until 35wks cor-  Post intervention
(GP_Posit) weight infants rected age. PSS:NICU
*Lavallée 2022°7 Post intervention
STAI

Post intervention
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Name of Intervention  Target Popula- Provider Location # Sessions Length of Timing of 1% Outcome measure(s) Outcome(s)
tion with provider interventior and last session  follow-up timing NGD = no group differ-
Study ID (length/session ences
[mins]) 1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower
The Infant Behavioral Preterm/ Thera-pists Home 6 to 8 (60) 6-8 mo NICU discharge, MSRS 1 Maternal sensitivity
Assessment and Inter- Low birth- until 6-8mo of Post intervention | Maternal controlling be-
vention Program weight infants age. havior
(IBAIP)
*Meijssen 20100870
Creating Opportuni- Preterm/ None NICU 0(0) Variable 2-4 days after IPB-NICU 1 Parent-child positive in-
ties for Parent Em- Low birth- based on birth, until wk Mid intervention & 1—  teractions
powerment (COPE) weight infants gesta- post discharge. 2 days post phase 11 | Parental stress and men-
*Melnyk 2006"! tional age BDI-II tal health symptoms
at birth Post intervention:
within 7 days post—
NICU & 1.75 months
post intervention
STAI
Post intervention:
within 7 days post—
NICU & 1.75 months
post intervention
Newborn Behavioral Parents and in-  -- Hybrid: 2 (12-25) 1 mo Within 2 days CARE index 1 Maternal sensitivity
Observations (NBO) fants (no risk home and after birth, until 3 months post inter-
System factor) hospital Imo postpartum  vention
Nugent 20177
Incredible Years Par-  First time moth-  -- -- 8 (120) 8 wks Discharge from  MABISC NGD
ents and babies ers hospital to 4mo  Post intervention
(IYPB) after discharge CIB
*Pontoppidan 2016774 (mean of Post intervention
1.59mo), for ASQ:SE-2
8wks. Post intervention
MDI
12 month follow up
PSI-SF
12 month follow up
Nurture and Play Maternal psy- -- -- 11 (90) 9-11 wks  Pregnancy, until Maternal emotional 1 Maternal sensitivity and
(NaP) cho-pathology 7wks postpar- availability & reflec-  reflective functioning
*Salo 20197 tum. tive functioning | Maternal depressive

Infant age 12 months,
~ 5 months post-inter-
vention

symptoms
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Name of Intervention  Target Popula- Provider Location # Sessions Length of Timing of 1% Outcome measure(s) Outcome(s)
tion with provider interventior and last session  follow-up timing NGD = no group differ-
Study ID (length/session ences
[mins]) 1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower
BDI
Infant age 12 mo, ~ 5
months post-interven-
tion
Home Intervention Maternal psy- Trained Home Mean of 8.9 6 mo Postnatal week Interaction Rating NGD
Based on Infant cho-pathology non-health- home visits 2, until 6mo of Scales
Health and Develop- care work- (mean of 30.1 age. Post intervention; 1
ment Program (IHDP) ers minutes) year post-intervention
*Schuler 20007577
Baby Triple P Maternal psy- Master’s Home 8:4(60-90) +4 8 wks Birth to 12mo of PBQ NGD
*Tsivos 20157 cho-pathology prepared (40-60) age (mean of Post intervention & 3-
6.7); for 8 ses- months after interven-
sions. tion
CARE-Index
Post treatment
BDI-II
Post intervention; 3
months after interven-
tion
Crianza Temprana Adolescent Trained Home 16 (60) 6-8 mo Late pregnancy, GRS 1 Maternal sensitivity
*Valades 20217° mothers non-health- until 6mo post-  Post intervention
care work- partum.
ers
Maternal Support for  First time par- Nurses Home 8: in person 3-4 mo Postnatal days MAI 1 Bonding, functional so-
Becoming a First- ents (90-120), 6-10, until 4mo  Post intervention cial support, maternal self-
Time Parent (AMA- phone calls of age. BaM-13 efficacy
COMPRI) (15) Post intervention
*Vargas-Porras 202130 EPDS
Post intervention
Cues Preterm/ Nurses Hybrid: 6 (60) 1-2 mo NICU stay GRS NGD
Low birth- NICU and (mean of 33 2-4 weeks & 5 months
*Zelkowitz 20113182 weight infants hospital days after birth),  post intervention

until 6-8wks
corrected age.

BSID-ITI

5 months post inter-
vention

EPDS

5 months post inter-
vention
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Name of Intervention  Target Popula- Provider Location # Sessions Length of Timing of 1% Outcome measure(s) Outcome(s)
tion with provider interventior and last session  follow-up timing NGD = no group differ-
Study ID (length/session ences
[mins]) 1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower
STAI
2-4 weeks &
5 months post inter-
vention
Primeiros Lacos Low SES, Ado- Nurses Home 40-42 sessions  Up to 24 First trimester of EA-Z 1 Child secure attachment
lescent mothers, by 12 months, = mo pregnancy, until  End of 1st year of in- 1 Child expressive lan-
*Alarcdo 20213384 First time par- 60-62 sessions 24mo of age. tervention guage
ents by 24 months SSp 1 Maternal emotional/ver-
() End of first full year of bal responsivity and infant
intervention stimulation
BSID-III
Post intervention
Healthy Families Maternal psy- Master’s Home Mean of 28.69 1 yr Before birth or SSp NGD
Durham (HFD) cho-pathology,  prepared () within first three  Post intervention &
*Berlin 2017% Adolescent months postpar-  16.5 months post inter-
mothers, tum, until 12mo  vention
First time par- of age.
ents
Early Head Start Plus Low SES Parents Home 10, weekly (--) 13 wks Postnatal month ~ NICHD scales of ma- 1 Maternal sensitivity, pos-
Attachment and Bi- 6-20 (mean of ternal sensitivity itive regard
obehavioral Catch-up 12.7), for Within 1 month inter- | Maternal intrusiveness
(ABC) 10wks. vention completion
*Berlin 2018%
Attachment and Bi- Elevated risk Parents Home or 10, weekly 10 wks 1 to 21mo of SSp 1 Child secure attachment
obehavioral Catch-up  for maltreat- Shelter (60) age, for 10wks. ~ Within 1 month of in- | Child disorganized at-
Intervention (ABC) ment tervention completion  tachment
*Bernard 2012%7 & 19 months post in-
tervention
Attachment and Bi- Foster/ Parents Home 10, weekly 10 wks From 1to 22mo  Ainsworth scales 1 Parental sensitivity
obehavioral Catch-up  Adoptive par- (60) postpartum, for 30 days post interven-
Intervention (ABC) ents 10wks. tion, Child age 12 and
Bick 2013% 24 months
Attachment and Bio Foster/ Parents Home 10 (60) 10 wks Birth to 3yrs of ~ Parent Attachment | Child avoidant attach-
behavioral Catch-up Adoptive par- age, for 10wks.  Diary ment behaviors
Intervention (ABC) ents Post intervention

Dozier 2009%°
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Name of Intervention  Target Popula- Provider Location # Sessions Length of Timing of 1% Outcome measure(s) Outcome(s)
tion with provider interventior and last session  follow-up timing NGD = no group differ-
Study ID (length/session ences
[mins]) 1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower
Parent-Infant Psycho- Low SES, Thera-pists - Mean of 16 (--) 12 mo Birth to 12mo of CIB | Parental stress and men-
therapy (PIP) Maternal psy- age (mean of Post intervention tal health symptoms
*Fonagy 2016°° cho-pathology 3.9), for 124mo.  SSP
Post intervention
EAS
Post intervention
BSID-III
Post intervention
ASQ:SE-2
Post intervention
PSI-SF
Post intervention
CES-D
Post intervention
Focused parent-infant  Infant with PhDs; MDs  Hospital 4:3(50)+1 12 wks 4to 15mo ofage EAS | Infant behavioral health
psychotherapy (fPIP)  ecarly health or (90) (mean of 8.84), Post intervention symptoms
*Georg 2021°! develop-mental for 12wks. German PSI | Maternal psychological
conditions Post intervention distress and depression
German SCL symptoms
Post intervention
OCFS
Post intervention
Attachment and Bi- Parents and in-  Parents Home 10 (60) 10 wks 5to 22mo of age CES-D 1 Parental sensitivity
obehavioral Catch-up  fants (no risk (mean of 11.82), Post intervention | Parental depression
(ABC) factor) for 10wks. NICHD rating scales  symptoms
*Perrone 2021 Post intervention
Minding The Baby First time moth- Master's Home 3-4 visits per 2 yrs Prenatal 3™ tri-  AMBIANCE 1 Maternal reflective func-
(MTB) ers prepared month for 2 mester), until Mid intervention tioning
*Sadler 2013%3-% years (45-90) 2yrs of age. SSP 1 Infant secure attachment
End of first year of in- | Infant disorganized at-
tervention tachment
CES-D
Post intervention
Secure Attachment First time moth- PhDs; MDs  Hybrid: 10: 6 (120)+4 ~15mo Prenatal, until SSP 1 Infant secure attachment
Promotion Program ers homeand  (60) lyr of age. Post intervention
*Santelices 2010 hospital
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Name of Intervention  Target Popula- Provider Location # Sessions Length of Timing of 1% Outcome measure(s) Outcome(s)
tion with provider interventior and last session  follow-up timing NGD = no group differ-
Study ID (length/session ences
[mins]) 1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower
New Beginnings Inter- Mother-infant Thera-pists - Mean of 7.1 4 wks Birth to 23mo of CIB 1 Maternal reflective func-
vention dyads incarce- (120) age (mean of Post intervention tioning & behavioral inter-
*Sleed 2013%7 rated 4.9), for 4wks. CES-D action w/baby
Post intervention
Group Attachment- Elevated risk -- Clinic 72, 3/week 26 wks Birth to 3yrsof  CIB 1 Maternal support and dy-
Based Intervention for maltreat- age, for 5.5mo. Post intervention adic reciprocity
(GABI) ment
*Steele 2019
SAFE Parents and in-  Mixed Hospital 13: 10 group, 3 15 mo Enrolled prena-  SSP 1 Infant-father attachment
*Walter 2019% fants (no risk profe- individual (--) tally before 6 months post inter-
factor) ssionals 28wks of gesta-  vention
tion (mean of
24.34wks), until
12mo postpar-
tum.
Curriculum and Mon-  Infant with Nurses Home 36 (60-120) 12 mo Discharge from  NCATS NGD
itoring System early health of hospital, until Post intervention & 6
(CAMYS) develop-mental 12mo. months after interven-
*Badr 2006'% conditions tion
BSID
Post intervention & 6
months after interven-
tion
PSI
6 months after inter-
vention
PremieStart program  Preterm/ PhDs; MDs  Hybrid: 10 (60) 9 wks in NICU stay + 1 Synchrony Coding 1 Maternal sensitivity
(adaptation of MITP)  Low birth- NICU and NICU and home visit after ~ Scale Post intervention 71 Infant communication
*Milgrom 2013101.102 weight infants home one home  discharge. BSID-III
session ~1.5 years post inter-

vention
WPPSI-III

~4 years post interven-

tion

CSBS

~6 months post inter-
vention

CBCL
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Name of Intervention  Target Popula- Provider Location # Sessions Length of Timing of 1% Outcome measure(s) Outcome(s)
tion with provider interventior and last session  follow-up timing NGD = no group differ-
Study ID (length/session ences
[mins]) 1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower
~1 year + 42 weeks af-
ter end of intervention
& 4 years post inter-
vention
PREMIIS
Post intervention
Mother Infant Trans-  Preterm/ PhDs; MDs  Hybrid: 9: 7 in hospital ~ Variable Birth, until 2mo  Synchrony Scale 1 Mother-infant interaction
action Program Low birth- NICU and  and 2 after dis- depending corrected age. Post intervention & 3 quality
(MITP) weight infants home charge (30-60)  on gesta- months post-interven- | Maternal stress, depres-
*Newnham 2009'% tional age tion sion, anxiety
at birth EPDS
Post intervention & 3
months post interven-
tion
PSI
Post intervention
Mother Infant Trans-  Preterm/ Nurses Hybrid: 11 (60) 13 wks Last week be- NICHD Qualitative 1 Maternal sensitivity
action Program Low birth- NICU and fore NICU dis- Rating Scales — modi-
(MITP) weight infants home charge, until fied
Ravn 2011'%4 3mo corrected 9 months post inter-
age. vention
Mother Infant Trans-  Preterm/ Nurses NICU 16: 4 home vis- 6 mo Postnatal day 5, MCA NGD
action Program Low birth- its+upto 12 until 6mo cor- Post intervention
(MITP) home visits weight infants groups (90) rected age. BSID-ITI
*Youn 2021'% 4 & 18 months post in-
tervention
CES-D
Post intervention & 18
months post-interven-
tion
Auditory-Tactile-Vis-  Preterm/ Nurses Hybrid: 1(60)+2con- 2+ mo Birth, until 2mo  HOME 1 Child social behaviors
ual-Vestibular Low birth- NICU and  tacts (--) corrected age. 2 & 4 months postin-  and developmental ma-
(ATVYV) weight infants home tervention turity

Holditch-Davis 201410

CES-D

12 months post-inter-
vention

PSS:PBC
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Name of Intervention  Target Popula- Provider Location # Sessions Length of Timing of 1% Outcome measure(s) Outcome(s)
tion with provider interventior and last session  follow-up timing NGD = no group differ-
Study ID (length/session ences
[mins]) 1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower
12 months post-inter-
vention
Auditory-Tactile-Vis-  Infants with -- NICU 1 (15) 4 mo 33wks postcon-  NCAFS NGD
ual-Vestibular early health or ceptional age, 2, 4, 12 months cor-
(ATVYV) develop-mental until 2mo cor- rected age
*Nelson 2001'%7 conditions, rected age. BSID
Preterm/ 12 months corrected
Low birth- age
weight infants
H-Hope Intervention Preterm/ Nurses NICU 6: 2 in-hospi- 1+ mo 32wks postcon-  NCAST 1 Infant positive behavior
*White-Traut 2013198 Low birth- tal, 2 home vis- ceptional age, Post intervention during feeding
weight infants its, 2 phone until 1mo cor- DMC
calls (--) rected age. Post intervention
Community HUGS Maternal psy- Mixed Public hos- 10 (60-90) 10 wks Birth to 12mo of PIPE 1 Parent-infant interaction
(CHUGS) cho-pathology profe- pital or age (mean of Post intervention quality
*Ericksen 2018'% ssionals community 4.94), for PSI-Short form | Parental anxiety and de-
setting 10wks. Post intervention pression symptoms
PDSS)
Post intervention
HUGS Maternal psy- Nurses Community 4 (90) 4 wks Birth to 12mo of PBQ 1 Bonding and positive

*Holt 2021110

cho-pathology

center

age (mean of
3.13), for 4 wks.

Post intervention &
and 6 months after in-
tervention

ERA Individual
Items

Post intervention
PSI-4

Post intervention & 6
month follow up
ASQ-3

6 months post-inter-
vention

BDI-II

Post intervention &
~11-12 months post-
intervention

BAI

verbal involvement
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Name of Intervention

Study ID

Target Popula-
tion

Provider

Location

# Sessions
with provider
(length/session
[mins])

Length of Timing of 1%
interventior and last session

Outcome measure(s)
follow-up timing

Outcome(s)

NGD = no group differ-
ences

1 Intervention group higher
| Intervention group lower

Post intervention & 6
months post interven-
tion
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Figure 2. Meta-Analytic Results. Brown effect sizes
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No Evidence of Effectiveness of Dyadic Inter-
ventions on Child Behavior, Socio-Emotional
Functioning or Development
Parent/caregiver-reported child behavior
(mostly on the Child Behavior CheckList)
showed no improvement after participating in a
dyadic intervention at any timepoint. Par-
ent/caregiver-reported child socio-emotional
functioning using the Ages and Stages Ques-
tionnaire: Socio-Emotional (ASQ:SE) was also
non-significant at 2-6 months F/U. Observer-
based assessments of child development (Bay-
ley Scales of Infant Development) also did not
show evidence of effectiveness of early dyadic
interventions on cognitive, language, or motor
development. To assess for lack of power as the
main contributor of no effectiveness on develop-
mental outcomes, pooled effect estimates of the
subset of 20 studies that included a measure of
development were conducted for ERH outcomes
(eFigure46), showing significant differences on
bonding (0-1m F/U: k=2; n=571; SMD=0.18;
95%CI=[0.01, 0.34], I’=0%) and sensitivity (0-
Im F/U: k=10; n=888; SMD=0.23;
95%CI=[0.07, 0.40], I>=34%)).

Dyadic Interventions Promote Lower Par-
ent/Caregiver Anxiety, But Have No Effect on
Parenting Stress and Depression

Pooled effect estimates showed that dyadic in-
terventions significantly reduce parent/caregiver
anxiety immediately post-intervention (k=11;
n=1,168; SMD=0.16, 95%CI=[0.01, 0.30],
p=0.03, I’=28%). No other significant effect
was found on anxiety, parenting stress or de-
pression.

Association Between Potential Moderators
and Effect Estimates

We were able to explore the association be-
tween potential moderators and nine effect esti-
mates (eFigurel; bonding 0-1m F/U, sensitivity
0-1m and 2-6m F/U, dyadic interactions 0-1m
F/U and 2-6m F/U, parenting stress 0-1m F/U,
anxiety 0-1m F/U, and depression 0-1m F/U and
2-6m F/U). Unexpectedly, we did not find a sig-
nificant association between our preregistered
moderator, i.e., dyadic intervention dose, and
any effect estimate (Figure 3). Among all other

tested moderators, we only found a significant
association between preregistered studies and
bonding (0=5.33; p=0.021), with greater effect
sizes at the post-intervention follow-up in stud-
ies that were not preregistered.

A Primary Outcome: Early Relational Health
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Figure 3. Overview of Meta-Regression Results.
DerSimonian Laird model meta-regressions with
minutes as predictors and Standardized Mean Differ-
ences (SMD) as outcomes. Analyses conducted only
on outcomes pooling >10 studies. (A) No significant
associations were identified in the primary outcomes
of bonding 0-1mo F/U (B=.001, p=.39), sensitivity 0-
Im F/U (B=.000, p=.45), sensitivity 2-6mo F/U
(B=.000, p=.59), dyadic interactions 0-lmo F/U
(B=5.36", p=.38), or dyadic interactions 2-6mo
(B=3.20", p=.92). (B) No significant associations
were identified for the secondary outcomes of parent-
ing stress 0-1mo F/U ($=.000, p=.29), anxiety 0-1mo
F/U (B=.001, p=.29), Depression 0-1mo F/U
(B=7.96, p=.61) or depression 2-6mo F/U (p=.000,
p=29).
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Risk-of-Bias Within and Across Studies

Our results are mostly based on very low to
moderate quality of evidence (eTable5) attribut-
able to three factors: (1) moderate to high risk-
of-biases in identified studies (eFigures48-103)
driven by lack of blinding of participants, high
drop-out rates, not using standardized or vali-
dated outcome assessments, selective outcome
reporting, and lack of prospective registration;
(2) high heterogeneity; and (3) imprecision in
effect estimates.

DISCUSSION

This systematic review identified 93 primary
RCTs evaluating the effectiveness of dyadic in-
terventions initiated within the first 6 months of
life published from 2000 onwards. Our meta-
analysis pooling 80 RCTs shows that dyadic in-
terventions promote ERH, demonstrated by
higher levels of bonding, higher parent/care-
giver sensitivity, increased odds of secure at-
tachment, decreased odds of disorganized at-
tachment, and improvement of parent/caregiver-
infant dyadic interactions in the first month
post-intervention, though these effects are rela-
tively small and mostly time-limited. However,
contrasting the vast correlational literature asso-
ciating strong ERH with better child outcomes,
our meta-analysis failed to identify significant
improvements on child socio-emotional, behav-
ioral, or other developmental outcomes. While
this in part could be attributed to an overall pau-
city of RCTs evaluating these outcomes, a lack
of power could not fully explain this null find-
ing as our sensitivity analyses including only the
20 RCT that measured developmental outcomes
continued to show significant positive effects on
ERH measures. Positive ERH is also strongly
associated with improved parent/caregiver men-
tal health.® In this regard, our meta-analysis sup-
ports the evidence for dyadic interventions low-
ering anxiety, though no improvement in stress
or depressive symptoms was observed.

The surprising finding that contemporary
dyadic interventions bolster ERH without effec-
tively targeting secondary child outcomes that
are strongly associated with ERH should be in-
terpreted primarily in the context of limitations
in the scope of studies carried out in this field

to-date rather than a definitive mechanistic lack
of a causal link. Critically, significant effect es-
timates on ERH are of minimal to small magni-
tude, appear to fade over time, and represent
mostly very low to moderate quality evidence.
Additionally, only 20 RCTs, representing less
than a quarter of the field, measured at least one
child developmental outcome. Furthermore,
moderator and sensitivity analyses suggest the
possibility of a type I error, indicating that sig-
nificant pooled effect estimates on ERH out-
comes may be inflated by studies at higher risk-
of-bias.

Another unique finding presented here is
that, contrasting other reviews,’* we did not find
significant associations between potential mod-
erators and effect estimates. Nevertheless, the
counterintuitive but optimistic finding that inter-
vention effects on ERH are non-dose-dependent,
affirming a prior meta-analysis result of ‘less is
more’,>? suggests that promoting ERH is amena-
ble to short, cost-effective interventions. Thus,
investment in universal, widespread implemen-
tation of ‘light touch interventions’ in family-
centered pediatric medical homes (FCPMH) has
the potential to achieve public health benefits.

The AAP policy statement further empha-
sizes that FCPMH are integral to the universal
promotion of ERH.! Yet, only three identified
RCTs!12119:122 were implemented by pediatri-
cians or in FCPMH. Also, a majority of studies
focused on biological mothers and parent/care-
giver-infant dyads at high risk of impaired ERH.
The ERH field has thus far neglected the devel-
opment, evaluation, and implementation of
more universal interventions that any par-
ent/caregiver-infant dyad, including fathers,
could benefit from.

177

CONCLUSION

In the wake of AAP’s 2021 policy statement
highlighting the buffering effects of the par-
ent/caregiver-child relationship on the negative
impact of toxic stress, ERH interventions are
heralded to hold great promise. Meta-analyses
presented here show that contemporary early
dyadic interventions improve ERH non-dose-de-
pendently, but effect sizes are currently small,
time-limited and do not spill-over into other
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child outcomes (Figure 4). These results both
offer glimmers of hope and demand us to em-
bark on a comprehensive research agenda to

develop and refine effective, scalable, equitable,
evidence-based ERH interventions evaluated in
high quality research.

e.g.: prenatal e.g.: NICU interventions, e.g.: PALS, STEEP-b, video e.g.: VIP, Smart Beginnings, CAPEDP,
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Figure 4. Contemporary landscape regarding efficacy of early dyadic interventions. (A) Number of identi-
fied interventions: cumulative number of interventions identified and active at specified age on timeline. (B) Top:
Meta-analysis results indicate significant non-dose-dependent intervention effects on several measures of ERH,
including bonding, parent/caregiver sensitivity, attachment, and dyadic interactions, and a significant effect on par-
ent/caregiver anxiety, but no significant effects on secondary child outcomes. Bottom: Timeline indicating follow-
up timing; Bold/Red text=significant effect; *Small effect size.

The field could benefit from a bold and iterative
research agenda, done in partnership with par-
ents/caregivers, researchers, funders, and pediat-
ric clinicians. Upstream to driving early child-
hood policies, these results provide guidance for
generating foundational knowledge of ERH, its
life-course impact on real-world child and par-
ent/caregiver outcomes, and in-depth mechanis-
tic understanding of ERH promotion through
universal innovations, for every family.
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