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Within families variance 0044

Calculated from the pooled dataset from the =
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Gende Primary caregiver Secondary caregiver

Male Family type Same-sex male 40 32 72
Different sex 5 36 a

Total 45 68 13

Female Family type Same-sex female 63 53 116
Different sex 39 2 a

Total 102 55 157

Total Family type Same-sex male 40 32 72
Same-sex female 63 53 116

Different sex a4 38 82

Total 147 123 270
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Mothers Fathers ANOVA or Primary Secondary ANOVAory> p

(N=157) (N=113) caregivers caregivers
(N=147) (N=123)
Age, M (SD) 33.26(3.99)  37.71(595)  F(1,263)=53.142 <0.001 3493 (5.19) 3531 (5.56) F(1,263)=0.336 0.563
Length of relationship (in years), M (SD) 7.24(3.07) 9.32(3.94) F(1,268)=23.756  <0.001 7.98(3.53) 8.27(3.69) F(1,268)=0.429 0513
Relationship status: married, n (%) 873 69.9 Z)=12362 <0.001 80.3 797 2 0.903
Infant is a twin, n (%) 7.0 257 ZF(1)=18.124 <0.001 136 163 £(1)=0374 0.541
Working status, n (%) £(2)=8089 <0.05 £(2)=20333 <0.001
Full time 56.1 69.6 517 738
Part-time 312 l6.1 272 21
Not working 127 143 211 41
Educational level, 1 (%) <0.05 Z@=1111 0574
High 87.7 752 828 821
Middle 10 22 159 146
Low 13 35 14 33
Family income, 7 (%) <005 A(2)=0431 0.806
Over 42,356 dollars 65.2 80.5 733 69.7
Between 12,706-42,356 dollars 329 18.6 253 285
Under 12,706 dollars 19 0.9 14 16
Country of residence, 1 (%) A(2)=10.264 <005 £(2)=0343 0.842
‘The Netherlands 427 239 36.1 333
‘The United Kingdom 19.7 274 218 244
France 376 187 22 23
Living location, (%) 0.069 0909
Large city 29 372 293 285
Medium city 338 292 333 30.1
Small city 376 274 320 350

Rural area 57 62 54 65
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Mothers (N=157)  Fathers (N=113)  Primary caregiver Secondary Total (N =270)

(N=147) caregiver (N = 123)
M SH M SE M M M SH
265 0074 237 0,093 250 0076 257 0092 253 0059
during feeding”
Positive affect 299 0.058 292 0.070 299 0.057 293 0.070 296 0.044
during cleaning
Positive affect 298 0.053 2388 0.063 297 0.055 290 0.060 294 0.041
during playing
Negative affect 173 0.078 1.84 0.094 0] 0.078 1.85 0.098 Ly 0.062
during feeding ¢
Negative affect 184 0074 178 0081 175 0072 188 0082 181 0054
during cleaning ©
Negative affect 176 0.069 1.99 0.090 181 0.072 191 0.086 1.86 0.055
during playing
Child 3.067 0.061 2.766 0.063 2928 0.060 2957 0.068 2941 0.045
temperament:
fussiness *
Parenting stress " 21671 0.454 21763 0712 22016 0533 21344 0596 21710 0397

Calculated from the pooled dataset from the 1=
Number of missing values:

n=52 (19.26%).

n=8 (2.96%).

n=2(074%).

n=52 (19.26%).

=8 (296%).

=3 (111%).

(1.48%).

=2 (0.74%).

0 imputations.
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Positive  Positive  Positive ~ Negative = Negative ~ Negative Child Parenting
affect affect — affect affect — affect — affect — temperament stress

- cleaning - playing feeding cleaning playing

feeding
Positive affect 1
- feeding
Pos affect 0.147% 1
- dleaning

0.288%% 0.279%* 1

- playing
Negative affect —0.244%* ~0.100 —0.180%* 1
- feeding
Negative affect =0.151% —0.254%% 0.403%% 0.369%% 1
- dleaning
Negative affect ~0.126 —0.171%* —0.237%* 0.358%% 0.403%* 1
- playing,
Child —0.013 0.077 —0.081 0.055 =0.116 —0.068 1
temperament
Parenting stress. —0.089 —0.042 —0.139% 0.090 =0.073 0.127% 0.232%* 1

Calculated from the pooled dataset from the 1=
70.

“Significant with p=0.03 as criterion for significance (two-tailed).
**Significant with p=0.01 as criterion for significance (two-tailed).

0 imputations.
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Model 1 Model 2

Step 1: Covariates

Age 0.18% 013

Country of residence —0.23% —0.23%

Educational level ~0.09 —0.10

Relative income 009 004

Work hours —0217% ~0.17%
Step 2: Masculinity and fatherhood beliefs

Communal prototypes of men 006

Agentic prototypes of men ~0.07

Father role attitudes—childcare 009

Father role attitudes—breadwinning —0.24%%
Step 3: Social support

Partner support

Workplace support
Step 4: Additional predictors

Others'leave-taking

Others' childcare engagement

Expected backlash

Expected parental self-efficacy

Adjusted R 013 018

R change 005

#4549 <0.001, **p <001, *p<0.05, 'p <0.10.

Model 3

013
—0.28%*
~0.09
0.07

~0.15%

0.03
~0.10
0.02

-015

0.25%*

0.02

022

0.04

Model 4

0.09
—037%
~0.06
0.08

~014'

~0.00
-0.12
0.01

~005

025%*

—0.03

014
—0.18*
~007
014"
027

0.05

Model 5

_0.33%es

—0.22%%

0,280

—022%¢

0.14%

025
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Effect Est./S.E wer 2.5 Upper 2.5% Percentage
rect effect 0218 3.007%%% 0069 03329 52.163%
Indirect effect 0199 33350 0.105 0318 47.837%
M1 0.000 -0.013 —0.024 0017 0.000%
M2 0178 3.026%% 0087 0294 42788%
M3 0.021 1.965% 0.006 0.044 5.048%
Total effect 0416 811975 0312 0.498 -

M1, Maternal postive coparenting—Paternal marital saisfaction— Ego-identity; M2, Maternal positive coparenting—Peer relationships—Ego-identitys M3, Maternal positive
coparenting—Paternal marital satisfaction—Peer relationships—Ego-identity; Lower 2.5% and Upper 2.5% indicate BCBootstrap 2.5 and 97.5%. *p <0.05, **p<0.01, ***p <0.001
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Frequencies

n

Time

Definition

Totals

Totals

3

3b

Totals

6

6b

7
7

Total

Total

Grand Total

2

54

27

23

67

0:00:00
0:00:00
0:03:01

0:03:01

0:20:55

0:06:50
0:05:13
0:29:36

10234

0:36:44

0:13:51

02354

0:06:26

1:20:55

0:01:39

0:11:59

0:08:12
0:39:13

1:01:03

0:47:09

0:14:48
1:25:10

0:17:52

0:14:27
2:59:26

6:26:59

Unsuccessful group leaders actions
Failed process-oriented intervention by leaders to transform a parenting comment to a coparenting event.
Failed spontaneous leader comment in trying to open a coparenting dialogue.

Failed didactic intervention by leaders to transform a parenting comment into a coparenting event

Missed opportunities

A parents coparenting comment that fizzled because neither the partner nor the group picked up on the

coparenting bid
Equal to la, but the parent’s comment was in response to a previous leader’s coparenting bid.
A parent’s coparenting comment triggered at least a related comment by another group leader.

A parents coparenting comment triggered at least a related comment by another group leader.

Brief, relevant dialogues without meaningfi payoff
A coparenting dialogue between partners went unnoticed and hence not responded to by leaders/others in the
group.

Parallel to 3a, except the partners'dialogue was in response to a previous leader’s coparenting bid.

Parents’ dialogue/monologue responded to by leaders with a re-statement/acknowledgment of the coparenting

issue.

A partners dialogue responded to by group members without leader intervention.

Bricf, relevant dialogues with some minor payoff
A parents coparenting comment that did not trigger his/her partner but i responded to by group members.
Leaders' comment in response to a parent’s coparenting comment that did not trigger the partner; but that triggered
group member(s).

A coparenting dialogue between partners that went well with no intervention by leaders.

A coparenting dialogue between partners punctuated by a specific leader's comment, but nothing further.

Brief, prolonged relevant dialogues with useful payoff

Leaders posed strategic questions to amplify a couple’ issue; they paid attention to the couple, but without

resolution

Equal t0 8 but achieving some resolution.
Leaders'attention to a couple’s issue reached a payoff for the group, but failed to finish the original couple’ issue.

A couples ssue reached a payoff for the group, triggering active group participation, failing to finish the central

couple issue.

‘The issue reached payoff for both the couple and the group.
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Total time in sessions.

“Total time in Coparenting events

“Total # missed opportunities
“Total # w/o meaningful payof§
“Total # with minor payoff

“Total # with useful payoff

~0.92

-0.79
-0.85
-0.57
-054

-033

Cluster 2
0.63
0.10
0.69
-0.03
-0.15

-015

Cluster 3
039
124
014
108
128
090

p-value
<0001
<0001
=0001
=0.006
=0001

=0.065





OPS/images/fpsyg-14-1227941/fpsyg-14-1227941-t001.jpg
Index

1. Family socioeconomic status
2. Maternal education level

3. Maternal education level

4. Maternal positive coparenting
5. Paternal marital satisfaction
6. Peer relationships

7. Ego-identity

p<0.05, *#p<0.01, *+p<0.001.

48654209

275041176

29941202

72.207£19.893

39.033£6.643

31.996£5.506

47.992£8.170

1
1
0.280%*
0.329%%
0072
0.105%
~0.066

0075

0.614%%
oa11*
0.055
~0001

0.080

0.107*

0.084

0.007

0.131%%

1

0.170%*
0253+

0.131%%

0143+

0307+

0137+

0.424%%
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Variable F(2,21)

Total # events § 2.24%5%
Total leader responses* & 2114%5%
Total bids by leaders 455

# Initiated by husband 11254+
# Initiated by wife & 10395
Wi response as. 853+
partner’ t

Husband response as. 9130
partner® &

Total # responses by 625
husband to bids

he himself initiated"

Total number of wives 4.95%
responding to others” t

Total # responses of 7200

wives o other couples” &

Total responses of H+ W 4.86*

to other couples®

= this item is not correlated with either total time in sessions or total time of coparenting events (p>0.10).
tems are correlated with (p<0.03) both total time in sessions and total time in coparenting events.

2> cluster 1; ? cluster 1> cluster 2, cluster 1= cluster 3.

Ud
0.69
0.67
030
052
050

045

047

037

032

041

032

95% Cl
038,079
035,078
<0.01,051
0.16,0.67
0.14,0.66

0.09,062

0.11,064

0.04,057

001,053

0.06,059

001,052

Cluster 2 Cluster 3
4 7 15
3 6 14
2 1 4
1 3 7
3 5 10
1 2 B
1 25 6
0 1 110
1 2 6
1 2 6
2 25 9

these items are correlated (p<0.05) with total time of coparenting events. ‘= these
=p<0.05; **=p<0.01; #** p<0.001; F cluster 3> cluster 2=cluster 1 # cluster 3> cluster
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Model Outcome variable Predictive variable Coefficient Est./S

1 Paternal marital satisfaction Maternal positive coparenting 0203 3790%%%

2 Peer relationships Maternal positive coparenting 0305 392045+
Paternal marital satisfaction 0173 2703+

3 Ego-identity Maternal positive coparenting 0218 3007+
Paternal marital satisfaction ~0.001 ~0014
Peer relationships 0.584 797455

*p<0.05, *#p <001, ***p<0.001
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Regression coefficients
Mother-reported coparenting quality
Intercept
Actor paths
Mother marital satisfaction
Mother caregiving identity

Mother marital satisfacti

Partner paths
Father marital satisfaction
Father caregiving identity
Father marital satsfaction  father caregiving identity
Father-reported coparenting quality
Intercept
Actor paths
Father marital satisfaction
Father caregiving identity
Father marital satisfaction  father caregiving identity
Partner paths

Mother marital satisfact

n
Mother caregiving identity
Mother marital satisfaction x mother caregiving identity

*p<0.05, **p <001, ***p<0.001

43qeer
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~026+*
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015w
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Variables N Std. All
Indirect pathway
from RFQ 0014
(uncertainty) to (=001,
ASQvia positive 0.050)
coparenting. 0016 0012 0382
Indirect pathway
l(:::::) 1o ASQ e
0.048)
via positive
coparenting 0012 0033 0.107
Indirect pathway
from RFQ ~0.008
(uncertainty) to (-0041,
ASQ via negative 0.013)
coparenting. 0013 ~0007 0536
Indirect pathway
from RFQ ~0015
(certainty) 0 ASQ | (0,039,
via negative 0.001)
coparenting. 0011 ~0.025 0.160
Indirect pathway
from negative
g 0.003 (0.001,
coparenting to 0000
ASQuia PREQ
(pre-mentalizing). 0.001 0.067 o011

Confidence intervals and standard errors based on 10,000 bootstrap samples (N =350). Bold
values indicate statistical significance.
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Variables SEB Std. All
Indirect pathway from DASS depression to
—0.004 (=0.011, 0.000)
ASQ via positive coparenting 0003 ~0.036 0.109

Indirect pathway from DASS depression to
0.004 (0.000,0.010)
ASQ via negative coparenting 0.003 0,030 0.153

Indirect pathway from DASS anxiety to
N ~0.007 (~0.021,0.002)
ASQvia positive coparenting 0.006 ~0.014 0.288

Indirect pathway from DASS anxiety to
0.011 (~0.001, 0.028)
ASQ via negative coparenting 0008 0022 0.162

Indirect pathway from DASS stress to ASQ
0.002(~0.001, 0.006)
via positive coparenting 0.002 0.014 0382

Indirect pathway from DASS stress to ASQ
~0.001 (~0.004,0.002)
via negative coparenting 0001 ~0.008 0523

Confidence intervals and standard errors based on 10,000 bootstrap samples (N=350).
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Mother Marital Satisfaction x Mother Caregiving Identity — Mother-Reported Coparenting Quality  Father Marital Satisfaction x Father Caregiving Identity — Mother-Reported Coparenting Quality
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1. Mother's marital satisfaction

2. Father's marital satisfaction 0.35%%%

3. Mother's caregiving identity 0.09 .03

4. Father's caregiving identity 0.15 —0.002 —0.35%%*

5. Mother-reported coparenting quality 0.61%% 0374 ~0.08 0320

6. Father-reported coparenting quality 0355+ 0,404+ 010 018 0574+

M 606 612 408 357 1437 43
SD 114 L15 038 042 057 048

#*4p<0.001
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Methods Relevant data

rveys. Surveys were conducted at 3

time points, online through Qualir
Response choices were presented as
5-point Likert Scales, with response
options ranging from Completely Agree
to Completely Disagree

Staff survey participants:

Counselors/therapists

Case managers/home v
« Adn
Medical staff

tors

strative support staff

« Other
Administrative supplemental survey
participants:

+ Supervisors

« Directors/Executive management

Document reviews. Partner agencies
provided access at 3 time points to
documents reflected organizational

efforts regarding: service planning and

trauma-specific services; trauma
screening and assessment; treatment,

referral, and discharge planning; client

engagement and representation;

administrative support and training; and

program evalu:
Focus groups. Focus groups were
conducted to supplement organizational
profile data on key elements of progress
toward TI-FC capacity. Participants were
volunteers from agency direct-service
staff. A report summarizing focus group
topics, themes, summary; and
recommendations was presented to the

collaborating partners at project end.

Staff Survey

04)

Midpoint: (n=210)

Project End: (n=196)
Administrator Supplemental Survey
47)

idpoint: (1=56)

Project End: (n=34)

Baseline: (n=

Baselin

Documents reviewed from partner

organizations (n=5) at three

me

points

Focus groups
=1)
Total participants: (n=38)

Agenci

Evaluation methods culminated in the development of Organizational Self

Assessment Profils These profles were iterative individual agency profiles

documenting key indicators of readiness to implement, modify, or enhance

trauma-informed family-centered care. Profiles were presented to agency leads at
three times points and reviewed in meetings with the evaluation team. Progress in
developing TI-FC agencies was documented and quantified along key TI-FC
domains. Separate sections were dedicated to strengths, areas for improvement,

and a plan of action for each partner organization.
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Correlations Descriptives

\ELELIES 4 5

1. Reflective
functioning - - - - - - - - - - - 0.637 0447 0.806

uncertainty
2. Reflective
functioning —0737% - - - - : - - - - - 0905 0826 0850

certainty

3.DASS
—— 0557+ ~0.408%% - - - - - - - - - 4418 3.989 0.891
lepression

4.DASS Anxiety 0.498%% 0.424%% 0.611%% - - - - - - - - 1363 1026 0.839
5. DASS stress 0.606%* —0.504%% 0.716%% 0.700%% - - - - - - - 6.650 4212 0877

6. Parental
reflective

0.238%% —0.370%% 0.240%% 0249+ 0.198%% - - - - - - 1385 0302 0753
functioning pre-

‘mentalizing

7. Parental
reflective

—0.257** =0.210* —0.194** —0.122* —0.208** =0.176** = = - & N 4.002 1.057 0.783
functioning

certainty
8. Parental

reflective

functioning ~0.057 0.087 —0010 0.052 0.036 —0.403+% 0.189%% - - - - 5.645 0738 0.674
interest and

curiosity

9. Positive
) —0.243%% 02854+ —0.317%% —0.254%% —0.241%5% ~0.328%% 0.085 0.225%% - - - 108,611 24425 0.939
coparenting

10. Negative
03114 —0.321%% 0.373%% 03534 0328 0426 ~0.043 —0.1925%  —0.619%* - - 11304 10331 0.890
coparenting

11. Relationship
0.190* —0.208%% 0.303%% 0.188%% 0236+ 0210 —0.107% —0.118* —0.726%% 0476+ - 2609 0879 0.950
satisfaction

12. Child social
0.336-

emotional 0.246% —0.237%% 02205 0.236% 0191+ 0340%% —0.209%* 165+ ~0.097 0.223%% 0.026 1273 0493 0513

development

Bivariate correlations are presented on the lower quadrant. *#p<0.001, *p<0.05. Bold values indicate statstical significance.
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Cl—Reflective 0131
functioning (-0.053, 0094 019 0.163
uncertainty 0317)
C2—Reflective 0,000
functioning (~0.089, 0047 0,000 0997
certainty 0.095)
Bl—Positive 0.003 (0.000,
0.001 0131 0.043
coparenting 0.005)
0.006
B2—Negative
(~0.001, 0003 o115 0.086
coparenting
0.012)
0,058
B3—DASSanxiety (<0015, 0038 0119 0130
0.134)
0.007
B4—DASS
(=0.011, 0.009 0.055 0.464
depression
0.025)
~0.009
B5—DASS stress (-0.029, 0010 ~0.079 0338
0.010)
Bo—Parental
reflective 0.373 (0136,
ony 0.228 0.002
functioning pre- 0.601)
mentalizing
B7—Parental
~0057
reflective
(=0.109, 0.027 ~0.121 0.037
functioning
) ~0.003)
certainty
B8—Parental
reflective ~0044
functioning (-0.24, 0.040 0065 0276
interest and 0.035)
curiosity
Total effect of RFQ |~ 0.171(0.002,
uncertainty 0.338) 0085 0.154 0.046
-006
Total effect of RFQ
. (-0.143,
certainty
0.029) 0.044 ~0.101 0172

R*=0.187. Confidence intervals and standard errors based on 10,000 Bootstrap samples
(N=350). Bold values indicate statistical significance.
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Activity Year one Year two

OCT-DEC JAN-MAR APR-JUN JUL-SEP OCT-DEC JAN-MAR APR-JUN  JUL-SEP
2018 2019 2019 2019 2019 2020 2020 2020

Organizational readiness self-assessments

OSA-staff survey X X

OSA-administrative X X

survey

OSA-document review X X X X X X X

Creation of organizational profiles from OSAs

0SA-development and X X X
updating of partner

organization profiles

Agency staff focus groups

Conduct focus groups X X

regarding perspectives

on TI-FC care at agency

Analyze focus group X X

results and disseminate

recommendations

Final reports to organizations on all evaluation activities
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Variables

Ansiety A3—Reflective 0946
functioning 0615, 0174 0412 0.000
uncertainty 1297)
Ad—Reflective ~0.151
functioning (<0327, 0093 0422 0103
certainty 0034)
Depression  A6—Reflective 5,051
functioning (658, 0695 0566 0.000
6.402)
0033
(-0.608, 0323 0007 0919
certainty 0.670)
Stress A9—Reflective 4815
functioning (537, 0632 0511 0.000
uncertainty 6.043)
Alo—
~0674
Reflective
(1291, | 0327 0132 0039
functioning
X -0.011)
certainty

378. Confidence Intervals and
50). Bold values indicate statistical

Anxiety R*=0.258, Depression R*=0.315, Stress R’
standard errors based on 10,000 bootstrap samples (
nificance.
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Variables N Std. All
Indirect pathway
from RFQ ~0.038
(uncertainty) to (~0.098,
ASQvia PRFQ 0.000)
(pre-mentalizing). 0025 ~0.035 0130
Indirect pathway
from RFQ ~0.051
(certainty) 0ASQ  (~0093,
via PREQ (pre- ~0.017)
‘mentalizing). 0019 ~0.085 0.009
Indirect pathway
from RFQ 0026
(uncertainty) to (=0.003,
ASQvia PRFQ 0.068)
(certainty). 0019 0023 0170
Indirect pathway
from RFQ ~0002
(certainty) 0 ASQ | (~0019,
via PRFQ 0012)
(certainty). 0007 0004 0.767
Indirect pathway
from RFQ
(uncertainty) to o0
. (-0064,
ASQvia PREQ i
(interest and
curiosity). 0020 ~0018 0325
Indirect pathway
from RFQ -001
(certainty) 0ASQ  (~0029,
via PREQ (interest 0.009)
and curiosity) 0009 ~0016 0299

Confidence intervals and standard errors based on 10,000 bootstrap samples (N =350). Bold
values indicate statistical significance.
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Percentage of children
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ER BR nmE R =

Limited
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Weekend
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100% ™ Wants more time with father

90% M Satisfied with time with father

Shared Limited
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Visitation scheme
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Shared
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Variables N3] Std. All
Pre-mentalizing Al2—Reflective functioning
~0.103 (~0.206, 0.000) 0052 ~0.151 0.050
uncertainty
Al3—Reflective functioning
~0.137 (~0.183, ~0.090) 0.024 -0372 0.000
certainty
Al4—Positive coparenting ~0.001 (~0.002, 0.001) 0.001 ~0.046 0.461
A35—Negative coparenting 0.009 (0.005, 0.013) 0.002 0.292 0.000
AI5—DASS anxiety 0.030 (~0.009, 0.068) 0.020 0.102 0122
AL6—DASS depression 0.005 (~0.005, 0.016) 0.005 0070 0317
A17—DASS stress ~0.009 (=021, 0.002) 0.006 ~0.130 0.108
Certainty Al8—Reflective functioning
~0.454 (~0.890, ~0.001) 0.228 ~0.191 0.047
uncertainty
A19—Reflective functioning
0.039 (~0.188,0272) 0.116 0.030 0737
certainty
A20—Positive coparenting 0,003 (~0.003, 0.009) 0.003 0.064 0338
A36—Negative coparenting 0.008 (~0.007, 0.023) 0.008 0.080 0273
A21—DASS anxiety 0.098 (~0.051,0.243) 0075 0,095 0.189
A22-DASS depression ~0.018 (~0.063, 0.029) 0.024 ~0.068 0444
A23—DASS stress ~0.027 (=073, 0.015) 0022 ~0.109 0216
Interest and curiosity A24—Reflective function
0.452 (0.183,0.720) 0137 0.274 0.001
uncertainty
A25—Reflective functioning
0.225 (0077, 0.368) 0.074 0.252 0.002
certainty
A26—Positive coparenting 0,005 (0.000, 0.009) 0.002 0.159 0.038
A37—Negative coparenting ~0.008 (~0.020, 0.003) 0,006 —o113 0.157
A27—DASS anxiety 0.074 (=030, 0.177) 0053 0.103 0.159
A28—DASS depression ~0.013 (~0.044,0019) 0016 ~0.072 0.402
A29—DASS stress 0.008 (<0023, 0.038) 0016 0.048 0591

Pre-mentalizing R?=0.268, Certainty R
statistical significance.

095, Interest and curiosity R*=0.097. Confidence intervals and standard errors based on 10,000 bootstrap samples (N'=350). Bold values indicate
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Variables

Positive Al—Reflective 5207
coparenting  functioning (-4389, | 4732 0094 0271
uncertainty 14.274)
A2—Reflective 7647
functioning (2820, | 2402 0256 0.001
certainty 12232)
~2501
A5—DASS
(<6058, | 1787 -0.104 0162
anxiety
0.901)
~1698
A8—DASS
(<2672, | 0503 -0274  0.001
depression
~0.686)
0633
AlL—DASS
(<0436, | 0544 0108 0245
stress
1.699)
Negative A30—Reflective  ~1476
coparenting functioning (<4940, | 1807 | -0065 | 0414
uncertainty 2.186)
A3l—Reflective  ~2.667
functioning (<4422, 0917 -0216  0.004
certainty ~0.803)
1.900
A32-DASS
(0468, 0737 0192 0010
anxiety
3.364)
0664
A33-DASS
0243, 0211 0260 0002
depression
1.080)
~0.166
A34-DASS
(<0562, | 0207 -0069 0422
stress
0.242)

0.188. Confidence intervals and
50). Bold values indicate statistical

Positive coparenting 151, Negative coparenting R*
standard errors based on 10,000 bootstrap samples (
nificance.
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Demographics®
Total Population
Children under 18 {count)
Children under 18 (percent)
Race/Ethnicity
White
Black
Other
Two or More
Hispank
Increase In Hispanics (2000-2010)°
Increase in Hispanics (2011-2014)"*
Household Arrangements of Children®
Living in single female-headed
households
Living in single male-headed
households
Living in married-couple househokis
Living with grandparents responsible
for their care
Poverty’
Children under 5 living In poverty
Children under 18 living in poverty
Total population in poverty
*Cost burdened househokds
Living Conditions®
Households that are renting
Novehicle access - Gwners
Novehkicle access - Renters
Novehicle access - Owners and Renters
u nemploymentl
Unemployment rate (ages 16+)
Unemployment rate (ages 16-19)
Unemployment rate (ages 20+)

Highest Educational Attainment (Age 25+)‘

Less than high school
High school diploma or equivalent
No education beyond high school
Education beyond high school
Childcare (Ages 0-5)*
Children in subsidized childcare
Children in subskiized childcare AND in
Gold Seal sites
Language’
Primary language other than English
Speak English less than "very well"
Health
Number of teen births (Ages 15-19F°
Number of births (All ages)®
Number of infant deaths®
Number of 211 requests only”
Percent of Pinellas 211 requests only”
Number of Juvenile arrests/referrals®

Zonel Zone2 Zoned Zoned Zone5 Pinellas
26,215 54,957 16,916 102,200 70,003 925,030
4,004 11,753 3,636 18,345 15,333 160,354
15% 21% 1% 13% 23% 17%
91% 76% % 0% 1% a%
5% 18% 12% a% 65% 10%
% a% 6% 9% 2% a%
-3 -3 % % 2% %
% 15% 2% 10% a% %
6% 63% 17% ™% a0% 71%
20% a% 8% 13% 6% 11%
25% a3 % 36% 61% %
11% 15% 9% % ki3 %
6% axs 56% 56% % 58%
% % 2% 6% 3 5%
20% % % 8% 51% 2a%
18% 35% 2% 26% ax% 2%
15% 23% 2% 13% 26% 1%
16% 2% 16% 13% 21% 15%
23% ax% 50% 36% as5% 3s5%
a% ™ a% 1% 9% 3
62% 69% 2% 54% 50% 51%
™ 15% a% 12% 13% 9%
1% 11% 14% 1% Ta% 10%
as% 1% 8% 8% aa% 26%
12% 10% 13% 10% 12% 9%
11% 15% 16% 17% 17% 11%
% 30% 2% % % 30%
an% a6% 8% 53% a9% 0%
56% 54% 52% ar% 51% 60%
an% 8% aa% 60% 8%
15% a% 5% 13% ki3 9%
18% 18% 5% 13% % 13%
a% % 13% 9% 2% 5%
16 58 13 70 99 63
213 639 249 1,148 %57 4,519
3 5 2 5 7 60
1,244 5,531 1,419 7,313 11,095 49,431
% 11% % 16% 2% 100%
(2] 456 114 714 1,239 4,386
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Model 1

Step 1: Covariates

Age 017%
Country of residence 026+
Educational level ~026%*
Relative income 0.09
Work hours =0.19%

Step 2: Masculinity and fatherhood beliefs
Communal prototypes of men
Agentic prototypes of men
Father role attitudes—childcare
Father role attitudes—breadwinning
Step 3: Social support
Partner support
Workplace support
Step 4: Additional predictors
Others'leave-taking
Others' childcare engagement
Expected backlash
Expected parental self-efficacy
Adjusted R* [
R change

#4549 <0.001, **p <001, *p<0.05, 'p <0.10.

Model 2

013"
0.27%%
—0.26%+
005

-0.16

021

007

Model 3

010"
0.21%%

—0.24%%

-0.13

0.09
—006
0.05

-011

0327

011

030
0.09

Model 4

005
008
—0.16*
010

-008

002
~0.06
003

003

0317

-003

0.24%%
—021%%
~0.25%%
0.21%%
046

016

Model 5

—0.14*

030+

0.27%%%
—020%%
~0.28%++
0.22%%
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Full sample,

N=84

Variable

1.RMSSD M-I 1

2. RMSSD F-I 0.734%% 1

3. Synchrony M-I 0353 0.246* 1

4. Synchrony F-1 03115 0.164 0.524%% 1

5.Tsex ~0054 ~0033 ~0.11 —0.165 1

6. Mage ~0.099 -0119 —0122 0175 ~0.144 1

7.Fage 0.067 0053 —0.123 ~0.156 -0017 0.537%% 1

8.SES 0123 0122 0077 ~0.075 0.061 0.276% 0.278% 1

** p<0.01; * p<0.05; RMSSD, root mean square of successive differences; M, mother; , father; I, infant; Sex: 1 =female, 2= male; SES, socio-economic status: 1 =lower, 2=lower-middle,
iddle, 4= middle-upper, 5= upper.
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1. Prototypes of men—communion® 5.10(0.79) 0.22%%
2. Prototypes of men—agency" 521(082)
3. Father role attitudes— childcare" 8.22(0.95)
4. Father role attitudes— breadwinning 446 (1.53)
5. Partner support” 7.89 (1.50)
6. Workplace support” 636 (1.76)
7. Others'leave-taking” 544 (3.01)
8. Others'childcare engagement” 456 (1.24)
9. Expected backlash* 257(1.82)
10. Expected parental self-efficacy’ 5.81(0.90)
11, Desired parental leave-taking" 6.14(1.56)
12. Parental leave-taking intentions* 558 (1.92)
13. Expected length of parental leave (%) 57.67(41.77)

#4549 <0.001; **p <0.01; *p<0.05; 'p <0.10 (all two-tailed). “7-point scale; *9-point scale.

013

-0.03

0.07
0.22%%

-0.10

010
011
0,297+

_0.31%

017%
0.05
0.08

~0.01

035

Correlations (N = 124-143)

7
o1
—005
-0.03
—0.19%
023+

0367+

L
007
005

~0.05
023+
-0.10
—0.04

002

9.
~0.09
0.10
~0.09
005
~0.08

—0.37%%%

~0.10
011

0.20%
007
013

~0.17%

017"
012

~005
002

-013

0.26%*
—004
015"
~0.15"

0.48%+
0.24%%
026+
-0.10
-0.20°

0.25%%

015"

-0.03

015"
—0.22¢
04570
031w
0327
—020*

—0.a2we

0317

076+

010
~0.16'
0.08
—0.27%%
0.25%*
0.08
0.07
-0.17"
-020°
0.18%
0.40%%%
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Model 1

Step 1: Covariates
Age 007
Country of residence 023
Education level —027%
Relative income 007
Work hours ~022'

Step 2: Masculinity and fatherhood beliefs
Communal prototypes of men
Agentic prototypes of men
Father role attudes—childcare
Father role atitudes—breadwinning
Step 3: Social support
Partner support
‘Workplace support
Step 4: Additional predictors
Others' leave-taking
Others' childcare engagement
Expected backlash
Expected parental sel-efficacy
0.12

Adjusted
R change

#5p<0.001, p<0.01, *p<0.05, 'p<0.10.

Model 2

0.02
0.26%*
—0.26%*
0.04

-0.15

0.26%*
~008
o’

-0.13

019

0.07

Model 3

~0.00
0210
026
008
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~015'
~001

001
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002
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Model 4

005
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0.05
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Model 1 Model 2

Full sample Mothers interacted first Fathers interacted first
Variable n Min  Max M Min  Max M SD Min  Max M
RMSSD M-1 84 295 1980 1120 348 a1 361 1980 1167 359 43 295 | 1690 1076 336
RMSSD -1 84 342 2007 126 3% a 4182007 1133 368 43 342 1992 1LI9 415
Synchrony M-I 84 1 4 831 336 4 1 14 871 353 5 2 o793 320
Synchrony F-1 81 1 14 785 321 a 1 1 820 315 5 1 1 747 326

RMSSD, root mean square of successive differences; M, mother; F, father; I, infant,
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