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Influence of Body Position on the Motor Development of Preterm Infants: A 33 

Randomized Clinical Trial 34 

Abstract  35 

Background: To analyze the influence of body position on the motor development of 36 

preterm infants in the first year of life corrected for prematurity.  37 

Methods: This controlled, randomized, open trial included 30 preterm infants randomly 38 

assigned to one of the following three groups: prone group (n = 9), supine group (n = 10), 39 

and control group (n = 11). Intervention: Motor development was assessed at four time 40 

points using the Alberta Infant Motor Scale: first outpatient visit and at 4, 8 and 12 months 41 

corrected age.  42 

Results: In the third assessment at 8 months corrected age, the supine group exhibited 43 

better motor development than the other groups (p = 0.02). In the control group, the 44 

number of infants with normal development decreased from 11 (100%) in the first 45 

assessment to 5 (45.45%) in the last assessment. Most infants of mothers who received 46 

guidance on body positioning achieved normal motor development in the first year of life 47 

(63.1%). Greater dispersion from normal Alberta Infant Motor Scale scores was observed 48 

in infants at 8 and 12 months of age.  49 

Conclusions: Guidance on body positioning of preterm infants at home appears to have 50 

a positive influence in the first year of life. Child care strategies after hospitalization 51 

should be supported to permit full development of the child.  52 

KeyWords: preterm infant, psychomotor performance, child development. 53 

What´s New: This study reinforces home care programs with specialized orientation for 54 

motor development of preterm newborns. By the end of the first year of life most infants 55 

in the experimental groups (supine and prone positions) achieved a normal motor 56 

development, which did not happen in the control group. 57 
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 58 

Introduction 59 

Preterm infants are a vulnerable group that is an increased risk of physical, neurological 60 

and cognitive problems whose severity is inversely proportional to gestational age and 61 

the quality of perinatal care.1,2,3 Most of the outcomes in this group have psychosocial, 62 

emotional and economic impacts on the families, on society, and on the health system. 4,5 63 

Within this context, prematurity and low birth weight are biological risk factors for 64 

alterations in motor development, especially when the child is born at a gestational age 65 

less than 32 weeks and birth weight less than 1,500 g.6  66 

For the acquisition of motor developmental milestones, it is important to stimulate 67 

newborns in body positions that require greater muscle strength against the action of 68 

gravity, such as the prone position.7 However, prone positioning after the newborn infant 69 

has been discharged home is avoided because it is associated with death from 70 

suffocation.8 71 

The lack of attention to stimulating different body positions in newborn infants 72 

can compromise child development. Studies have shown an association between prone 73 

positioning only for short periods and delayed motor development.9,10 It is known that 74 

Brazilian mothers seldom stimulate prone positioning and offer their lap a lot to their 75 

babies, giving them few opportunities to sit on the floor.11,12 Thus, studies are needed to 76 

better understand this topic within the context of parental habits and practices.13  77 

Attention to the development of children in the first years of life is essential since 78 

this period is characterized by major modifications and the acquisition of motor skills. 79 

The longitudinal follow-up of children using assessment scales allows the early 80 

identification of motor disorders and delays and enables early interventions. However, 81 
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intervention and longitudinal studies of preterm infants in the outpatient setting are still 82 

sparse in Brazil.14 83 

Therefore, the objective of this study was to analyze the influence of body position 84 

on the motor development of preterm infants in the first year of corrected age under home 85 

follow-up. 86 

 87 

Method 88 

This was a controlled, randomized, open trial. The study was approved by the 89 

Ethics Committee of the University and is registered with the Clinical Trials Registry. 90 

Participants 91 

Preterm infants (gestational age < 37 weeks) in their first outpatient visit were 92 

eligible. Infants with evident neurological and/or orthopedic alterations, malformations, 93 

syndromes, confirmed congenital infections, sensory deficits (vision or hearing), 94 

chromosome abnormalities, CNS malformations, polymalformative syndromes, 95 

congenital heart diseases, severe intraperiventricular hemorrhage, and parenchymal 96 

hemorrhagic infarction were excluded.  97 

The minimum sample size was calculated assuming a desired level of confidence 98 

of 95% and maximum error of 2.0 for a standard deviation of 5.0 for the percentile score 99 

of the Alberta Infant Motor Scale (AIMS). Thus, a minimum number of 25 preterm infants 100 

was estimated for this study. 101 

The infants were randomized into the following groups using sealed and opaque 102 

envelopes: control group consisting of 11 infants, supine group consisting of 10 infants, 103 

and prone group consisting of 10. The infants were evaluated considering the corrected 104 

age 15  in the first outpatient visit (mean age of 39.27 ± 2.64 weeks), at 4 and 8 months, 105 
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and when they had completed one year. The assessments were performed by a single 106 

evaluator. 107 

 108 

Assessment Instruments  109 

Demographic, clinical and prenatal data of the mothers were collected. In the infants, 110 

anthropometric measurements were obtained and motor development was evaluated using 111 

the AIMS. The mean time of application of the scale was 20 minutes. 112 

The AIMS measures functional skills and movement quality from birth to 18 113 

months of age.16 This scale consists of 58 items divided into four subscales: prone (21 114 

items), supine (9 items), sitting (12 items), and standing (16 items). Each motor skill item 115 

is scored as 1 (observed) or 0 (not observed). The total raw score is obtained by summing 116 

the scores of each item of the four subscales. The total score and corrected age determine 117 

the position of the infant on the norm-referenced percentage curves and motor 118 

development is categorized into percentiles: normal/expected (> 25th), suspicious (25th to 119 

5th), and abnormal (< 5th).17 120 

 121 

Procedures and Intervention 122 

In the first assessment after randomization, the parents were asked to implement the 123 

instructions on body positioning at home during the waking hours of the infant from the 124 

first assessment until the infant began to crawl. The intervention positions (prone and 125 

supine) should be applied for 2 hours in the morning and 2 hours in the afternoon in a 126 

playful and supervised manner, while at night the position could be chosen freely. The 127 

control group received no type of guidance.  128 
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In the interval between assessments, the mothers were contacted by telephone or 129 

personally in the waiting room of the clinic, providing feedback on the instructions 130 

established at the beginning of the study. The mothers also received a booklet to record 131 

the days when they followed the instructions of the intervention. 132 

 133 

Statistical Analysis 134 

Statistical analysis was performed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 135 

(SPSS) 23.0 for Windows. The maternal characteristics and profile of the preterm infants 136 

are reported descriptively using percentage, mean, and standard deviation. Significant 137 

differences between the groups were investigated using ANOVAs and Fisher exact tests. 138 

Motor gain in the first year of life for each group of the preterm infants was investigated 139 

using Friedman’s test and the Wilcoxon post-hoc test. Stepwise multiple linear 140 

regressions were performed to identify the best predictors of performance in the AIMS in 141 

each assessment. The level of significance was set at p < 0.05. 142 

 143 

Results 144 

During the study period, 45 preterm infants started longitudinal outpatient follow-up and 145 

31 were eligible for the study. One infant was excluded during the intervention because 146 

of a diagnosis of Dandy-Walker syndrome. Thus, 30 preterm infants participated in this 147 

study. 148 

The maternal characteristics are shown in Table 1. Antenatal corticosteroid use 149 

was the only variable that differed significantly between the groups studied, with 90.9% 150 

of mothers of the control group using corticosteroids (p = 0.05). There was no significant 151 

difference in the other maternal variables between the three groups. 152 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted March 5, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.01.23285519doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.01.23285519
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


7 

 

   

 

Table 2 shows the main birth characteristics of the infants studied. No significant 153 

difference was observed between the three groups in any of the variables and the groups 154 

were therefore considered homogeneous. The mean gestational age of the preterm infants 155 

was 30.6±59 weeks and the mean birth weight was 1,367.5±413 kg. 156 

Classification of the groups studied by the AIMS in the four assessments (Table 157 

3) showed a significant difference in the third assessment (p = 0.02). In this assessment 158 

(8 months of age), the supine group exhibited the best motor development, with 80% of 159 

the infants being classified as normal. In the first assessment, all infants were classified 160 

as normal. The percentage of infants classified as suspicious and abnormal tended to 161 

increase over the phase of motor development Friedman’s test revealed that this increase 162 

was only significant in the control group (2=12.91, p<0.01). The Wilcoxon signed-ranks 163 

test indicated that, in the control group, there were significantly less infants classified as 164 

normal in the third AIMS assessment than in the first (Z=-2.71, p=0.01). 165 

Figure 1 the trajectories of development of the different infants, displaying the 166 

changes of the final score in Alberta scale, in absolute values, along the four evaluations. 167 

The variability of the AIMS scores increases as infants grow older.  In the first two 168 

evaluations, that all the preterm infants showed a motor development closer to the normal 169 

average than in the third and fourth evaluations, where AIMS values became much more 170 

disperse. 171 

The results of the stepwise multiple linear regressions identified different predictors of 172 

performance in the AIMS, depending on the moment of the motor assessment. Variables 173 

entered as possible predictors were: maternal age, gestational age, birth weight, birth 174 

length, head circumference, chest circumference, APGAR (first and fifth minutes), days 175 

with mechanical ventilation, days with breathing support (O2), days with continuous 176 
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positive airway pressure, length of hospital stay, weight when the infant left the ICU, and 177 

weight when the infant left the hospital. No predictors were found for the first assessment. 178 

For the other three assessments the following predictors were found: second assessment 179 

- length of hospital stay (Beta=-0.52, p=0.02; R2=0.27); third assessment - birth weight 180 

(Beta=0.51, p=0.02; R2=0.26); forth assessment - maternal age (Beta=0.54, p=0.01; 181 

R2=0.29). 182 

The analysis of the phone call records made during follow-up of the mothers 183 

showed that only two mothers (22.2%) of the prone group reported to have followed the 184 

instructions correctly at all times. The remaining mothers reported not to have followed 185 

the instructions because of fear of leaving the child in prone, because the child did not 186 

stay in the prone position or cried, because of lack of time since they had to care for the 187 

other children, and because they forgot to follow the instructions. Thus, most mothers did 188 

not follow the instructions on prone positioning. On the other hand, most of the mothers 189 

of the supine group (70%) correctly followed the instructions. 190 

 191 

Discussion 192 

The results showed that preterm infants achieved the motor developmental milestones 193 

within the first year of life. However, a larger number of infants were classified as 194 

suspicious or abnormal by the AIMS between 8 months and one year of corrected age. 195 

The strategy of providing guidance for caregivers was used so that preterm infants would 196 

receive motor stimulation at home. The number of infants with abnormal and suspicious 197 

motor development was higher in the group whose caregiver did not receive any guidance 198 

on motor stimulation compared to infants whose mothers received instructions. 199 
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Maternal guidance and training on the stimulation of motor development in 200 

preterm infants have been shown to result in positive outcomes for children. According 201 

to these authors, the results suggest that the support given to mothers may have 202 

contributed to their self-confidence, improving their ability to care for their children, and 203 

that the effective participation of mothers based on the instructions offered may have 204 

influenced the affective relationship with the infant, providing a greater stimulus for 205 

neurosensorimotor acquisition of the infant.18  206 

In the present study, the 30 infants were classified as extremely preterm and very 207 

low birth weight, a fact explaining the mean length of hospital stay of 43.9 days for special 208 

care. In this respect, prolonged hospitalization is known to limit closer involvement of 209 

the parents with their infants. Another study involving very low birth weight preterm 210 

infants reported a mean length of stay of 60 days. According to the authors, the need for 211 

hospitalization of the infant alters family dynamics in an unexpected way since the parents 212 

have to deal with the emotions of hospitalization of the debilitated child. Possible 213 

complications may arise with the organization of daily routines to accompany the infant 214 

during hospitalization and with the preparation for discharge when the care will become 215 

the full responsibility of the parents.19  216 

In an attempt to identify strategies designed to improve the development of 217 

preterm infants during longitudinal and home follow-up, the stimulation of body 218 

positioning has gained the attention of professionals as a protective practice for children. 219 

Prone positioning has shown some advantages for the cardiorespiratory system 20 and for 220 

the child’s motor development. A recent study demonstrated that children who cannot 221 

maintain the prone position on extended arms have a disadvantage, exhibiting delayed 222 

development.21 223 
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Placing the infant in the prone position during waking hours is an uncommon 224 

practice among Brazilian mothers.8,22 However, further studies are necessary to 225 

understand the reason for this parental practice. The present findings agree with previous 226 

studies reporting that many patients avoid placing their children in the prone position for 227 

play because the child is intolerant to this position, as demonstrated by crying. 228 

Consequently, the child is rarely exposed to this position.10,23 These findings corroborate 229 

another study showing that 44% of the infants were intolerant to the prone position and 230 

spent less than 15 minutes in this position for play during their waking hours.24 231 

We understand that the time in the prone position is an important part of the daily 232 

routine of an infant and can be performed at different times over the day. Professionals 233 

must explain caregivers that the child may not tolerate the prone position on the first 234 

occasion and that the time can be gradually increased with increasing tolerance. To 235 

encourage the use of this position, the parents may talk and sing to the infant, use toys 236 

and mirrors, and maintain visual contact,25 reinforcing a playful way as instructed in this 237 

study. 238 

Although the mothers of this study did not follow the prescription correctly, the 239 

importance of guidance on body positioning for the child’s motor development should be 240 

reinforced in public child care programs so that it can be better understood and applied 241 

by caregivers. The present results showed no significant difference between all 242 

associations of the positions. However, from a clinical point of view, we emphasize that 243 

63.1% of the children whose mothers received guidance on body positioning achieved 244 

normal motor development according to the AIMS in the first year of life. The percentage 245 

was only 45.4% in the group that did not receive any guidance, with a difference of 17.7% 246 

between the intervention and control groups. 247 
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At 12 months of chronological age, an association was observed between AIMS 248 

scores and the environmental variable in the group of preterm infants studied. The older 249 

the mother, the better was the motor development of the infant. Our findings agree with 250 

a study showing that older parents have greater knowledge of infant development, 251 

favoring the development of their child.26 Another study following up 561 infants until 252 

18 months of age demonstrated an association of environmental factors with motor 253 

development, especially in the second half of the first year of life.27 The evidence 254 

reinforces the need for professional guidance on child development. On the other hand, 255 

the association of birth weight and length of hospital stay with AIMS scores was no longer 256 

observed at 12 months corrected age of the infants.  257 

Limitations 258 

This study has some limitations. The prescription of body positioning was not 259 

completely followed by the caregiver, a fact that can negatively influence the outcome. 260 

However, empowering caregivers is extremely important for the achievement of motor 261 

skills. In addition, the number of infants was lower than that estimated at the beginning 262 

of the study. The main reason was the difficulty in recruiting infants that met the inclusion 263 

criteria over the period studied. Obtaining a larger number of infants than those reported 264 

in this study is not simple since the study involved preterm newborns with exclusion 265 

factors and one-year follow-up by the same professional.  266 

 267 

Implications for Occupational Therapy Practice 268 

The literature suggests an effect of body positioning on motor development. Evidence of 269 

the influence of body positioning after discharge of preterm infants is limited.  270 
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 Considering the increasing survival of preterm infants, guidance on body 271 

positioning could be a protective strategy for motor development to help mothers 272 

care.  273 

 By the end of the first year of life most infants in the experimental groups (supine 274 

and prone positions) achieved a normal motor development, which did not happen 275 

in the control group (without position orientation). 276 

 This study findings show evidences that mother orientation about child body 277 

position can help in preterm infants motor development.  278 

 279 

Conclusion 280 

The present results show that prone positioning of preterm infants is little used at 281 

home and suggest that achieving motor developmental milestones involves body 282 

positioning in the first year of life. Home strategies for the care of this vulnerable 283 

population must be designed to achieve the best development as a protective factor. 284 

 285 
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Table 1 Distribution of the characteristics of mothers of the infants participating in the 392 

study  393 

 

Variable 

Total   

group 

(n = 30) 

Mean±SD 

Control 

group 

(n = 11) 

Mean±SD 

Prone 

 group 

(n = 9) 

Mean±SD 

Supine 

group 

(n = 10) 

Mean±SD 

 

F  

(2,27) 

 

p 

Maternal age (years) 27.8±5.9 30.2±6.6 25.0±4.8 27.7±5.1 2.13 0.14 

Prenatal visit 06.1±2.2 06.2±1.4 07.0±2.8 05.1±2.0 1.90 0.17 

 n % n % n % n % FET p 

Maternal education 

    Elementary school 

    High school 

    Higher education 

 

09 (30) 

17 (56.6) 

04 (13.3) 

 

05 (45.1) 

05 (45.1) 

01 (9.0) 

 

02 (22.2) 

06 (66.7) 

01 (11.1) 

 

02 (20.0) 

06 (60.0) 

02 (20.0) 

 

 

2.39 

 

 

0.74 

Type of delivery 

    Cesarean 

    Normal 

 

24 (80) 

06 (20) 

 

10 (90.9) 

01 (9.1) 

 

06 (66.7) 

03 (33.3) 

 

08 (80.0) 

02 (20.0) 

 

1.81 

 

0.38 

Parity 

    Primiparous 

    Multiparous 

 

14 (46.6) 

16 (53.3) 

 

06 (54.6) 

05 (45.4) 

 

02 (22.2) 

07 (77.8) 

 

06 (60.0) 

04 (40.0) 

 

3.07 

 

0.25 

Antibiotic use 

    Yes 

    No 

 

12 (40) 

18 (60) 

 

03 (27.3) 

08 (72.7) 

 

04 (44.4) 

05 (55.6) 

 

05 (50.0) 

05 (50.0) 

 

1.29 

 

0.64 

Antenatal 

corticosteroid 

    Yes 

    No 

 

19 (63.4) 

11 (36.6) 

 

10 (90.9)* 

01 (9.1) 

 

05 (55.6) 

04 (44.4) 

 

04 (40.0) 

06 (60.0) 

 

6.22 

 

0.05* 

Note. FET: Fischer’s Exact Test; SD: standard deviation. 394 

* Significant at p ≤ 0.05 395 

 396 
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Table 2 Profile of the 30 preterm infants participating in the study 397 

 

Variable 

Total    

group  

(n = 30) 

Mean±SD 

Control 

group 

(n = 11) 

Mean±SD 

Prone 

group 

(n = 9) 

Mean±SD 

Supine     

group 

(n = 10) 

Mean±SD 

 

F 

(2,27) 

 

p 

Gestational age 

(weeks) 

30.6±59 31.1±1.5 30.5±2.5 30.0±2.5 0.68 0.52 

Birth weight 

(grams) 

1.367±413 1.307±223 1.481±572 1.331±419 0.49 0.62 

Birth length 

(centimeters) 

39.1±3.6 39.0±1.5 38.8±5.3 39.4±3.6 0.05 0.95 

Apgar 

1 

5 

 

06.5±1.6 

08.5±1.2 

 

06.7±1.4 

08.7±0.7 

 

06.4±1.4 

08.6±1.2 

 

06.2±2.0 

08.0±1.5 

 

0.24 

1.10 

 

0.79 

0.35 

Mechanical 

ventilation (days) 

11±15 05.8±2.4 12.8±17.1 15.3±18.3 1.14 0.33 

Length of hospital 

stay (days) 

43.9±24.5 34.6±15.8 55.2±27.4 43.9±27.3 1.85 0.18 

 n % n % n % n % FET p 

Male 17 (56.7) 9 (81.8) 4 (44.4) 4 (40.0) 4.46 0.11 

Surfactant 21 (70) 6 (54.5) 6 (66.6) 9 (90.0) 3.16 0.22 

Note. FET: Fischer’s Exact Test; SD: standard deviation. 398 

Significant at p ≤ 0.05 399 

 400 

 401 

402 
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Table 3. Classification of the preterm infants in the three groups according to the Alberta Infant 403 

Motor Scale 404 

Assessment AIMS classification 

Total  

group  

(n = 30) 

Mean±SD 

Control  

group 

(n = 11) 

Mean±SD 

Prone 

group 

(n = 9) 

Mean±SD 

Supine 

 group 

(n = 10) 

Mean±SD 

FET p 

 

First 

Normal 30 11 9 10 

a) a) Suspicious 0 0 0 0 

Abnormal 0 0 0 0 

 

Second 

Normal 21 8 6 7 

2.32 0.96 Suspicious 8 2 3 3 

Abnormal 1 1 0 0 

 

Third 

Normal 16 3 5 8 

 

10.46 

 

0.02 

Suspicious 9 7 2 0 

Abnormal 5 1 2 2 

 

Fourth 

Normal 17 5 5 7 

 

20.06 

 

0.79 

Suspicious 5 3 1 1 

Abnormal 8 3 3 2 

Note. FET: Fischer’s Exact Test; a) No statistics were computed because AIMS classification is constant. 405 

  406 
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Fig. 1 Final Alberta Infant Motor Scale (AIMS) score of the 30 preterm infants in the four 416 

assessments. Friedman test. Wilcoxon post-hoc test. 417 
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