Associations between Maternal Responsiveness and
Infant Neural Social Selectivity and Later
Language in a rural Gambian Context
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INTRODUCTION

« Maternal responsiveness (prompt and contingent reactions to infants’ exploratory
and communicative acts) is positively associated with infants’ later language
outcomes in the second year of life':%3

 Most of this work has been carried out in high-income countries (HICs), but
responsiveness behaviours differ between cultures#>, raising questions about the
generalisability of links with infant development.

« Additionally, infants’ language learning in social interactions with caregivers may
also be moderated by their developing ‘social brains’®

« Temporal regions specialise early for processing social stimuli like faces and voices
- in both HICs and low- and middle-income countries (LMICs)’-8

AIMS Investigate 1) whether maternal responsiveness relates to later language in
a LMIC setting, 2) the impact of infant neural selectivity for social stimuli
on language development, 3) the interplay between maternal
responsiveness and infant neural social selectivity in language development
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DISCUSSION

 The complexities of extending links between parent behaviours and child development found in HICs to rural, LMIC settings. In
some settings, other pathways may exist or more caregivers than mothers may be relevant

 The link between maternal responsiveness and positive child development might not be straightforward - both over- and under-
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contingency may be undesirable, with an intermediate level of responsiveness the most beneficial®

 These findings raise questions about our understanding of the magnitude of activation - with age, reduced magnitude of

activation may reflect increased processing efficiency and/or more focal activation®




