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ABSTRACT
Coparenting is based on parents’ representations of themselves as coparents. Attach-

ment theory can be a useful framework to understand the way that different copar-

enting representations are developed during the transition to parenthood. This study

aimed to analyze the association between men’s attachment and coparenting represen-

tations at the first trimester of pregnancy and from the first trimester of pregnancy to

6 months’ postpartum. A sample of 86 men was recruited and completed self-report

measures of attachment and coparenting representations at the first and third trimester

of pregnancy and at 1 and 6 months’ postpartum. At the first trimester of pregnancy,

higher attachment avoidance was associated with higher lack of coparenting support.

From the first trimester of pregnancy to 6 months’ postpartum, higher attachment

avoidance was associated with (a) a steeper increase on lack of coparenting support,

(b) an increase on coparenting conflict (while low attachment avoidance was asso-

ciated with a decrease), and (c) a lower decrease on coparenting disagreement. This

study may contribute to coparenting research by showing new evidence on attachment

theory as a useful framework to understand how different coparenting representations

are developed in men during the transition to parenthood.
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1 INTRODUCTION

According to the attachment theory, adults develop significant

relationships based on their attachment tendencies. Attach-

ment tendencies include a wide range of memories, beliefs,

and expectations that shape how individuals think and feel

about their relationships and how they behave in those rela-

tionships (Bowlby, 1969; Shaver & Hazan, 1988). Attachment

theory refers to these tendencies as internal working mod-

els of attachment that once developed are highly stable and

are carried forward into adolescent and adult relationships

(Bowlby, 1969; Shaver & Hazan, 1988). Internal working

models play an important role in guiding perception, emotion,

and behavior in attachment-related situations (e.g., Amman-

iti, van IJzendoorn, Speranza, & Tambelli, 2000; Collins &

Allard, 2001; Fraley & Roberts, 2005).

As previously observed in infants, adults look for the prox-

imity of significant others, experience emotional distress if

the other is not available, build up confidence and security

from the relationship with the other, and look for the other

in situations of distress and threat (Ainsworth, 1989; Collins

& Feeney, 2004; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007). Looking for

support, for example, refers to a behavioral manifestation of

the attachment system, and the availability of the attachment

figure is associated with individual psychological adjustment,

even in adulthood (Collins & Feeney, 2000; Feeney & Collins,

2004).

The attachment literature has explored individual differ-

ences in adult attachment tendencies (e.g., Bartholomew,

1990; Bartholomew & Shaver, 1998). These tendencies are

patterns of thinking, feeling, and behaving in significant

relationships, and reflect individual differences in internal
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working models of the self and of the relationships with others

(e.g., Collins, Ford, Guichard, & Allard, 2006). Bartholomew

and Shaver (1998) proposed a model of adult attachment that

conceptualizes attachment in two dimensions: (a) avoidance,

which corresponds to the discomfort with the closeness or

dependency and the reluctance to be intimate with others; and

(b) anxiety, which corresponds to the vigilance toward the

rejection and abandonment. Attachment avoidance consists

of a deactivation of the attachment system in situations

of distress. Individuals suppress their attachment-related

affects and deny their attachment needs (e.g., Bartholomew,

1990; Bartholomew & Shaver, 1998). Avoidant attached

individuals seek to maintain independence and self-reliance

while denying needs or emotional states that could activate

the attachment system (e.g., Mikulincer, Shaver, & Pereg,

2003; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007). As such, highly avoidant

individuals often do not allow themselves to become close to

significant others or do not turn to others for support in situ-

ations of distress (e.g., Campbell, Simpson, Kashy & Rholes,

2001; Simpson, Rholes, & Nelligan, 1992). Conversely,

attachment anxiety consists of a hyperactivation of the

attachment system in situations of distress. Individuals worry

and ruminate about being rejected or abandoned by significant

others. Anxious attached individuals make strong attempts

to maintain proximity to their attachment figures and closely

monitor the others for signs of rejection or to achieve physical

or emotional proximity (e.g., Simpson, Ickes, & Grich, 1999).

Both men’s attachment avoidance and anxiety were asso-

ciated with lower marital relationship quality (e.g., Fraley

& Bonanno, 2004; Kafetsios & Sideridis, 2006; Millings &

Walsh, 2009; Selcuk, Zayas, & Hazan, 2010). Higher men’s

attachment avoidance was associated with lower levels of inti-

macy and commitment in their marital relationships whereas

higher men’s attachment anxiety was associated with higher

jealousy, and higher perceived conflict in marital relationships

(e.g., Fraley & Bonanno, 2004; Selcuk et al., 2010).

The transition to parenthood is a major life event that

leads both men and women to perform several developmen-

tal tasks to adapt to a wide range of biological, psychologi-

cal, and sociocultural changes (e.g., Cowan & Cowan, 2000;

Figueiredo, 2014). According to attachment theory, the tran-

sition to parenthood can be a stressful event that activates

the attachment system (Rholes, Simpson, Campbell, & Gric,

2001). Constructing a coparenting relationship is an impor-

tant developmental task within the transition to parenthood

(e.g., Altenburger, Schoppe-Sullivan, Lang, Bower, & Kamp

Dush, 2014; Favez, Frascarolo, Scaiola, & Corboz-Warnery,

2013; Figueiredo, 2014; Van Egeren, 2004). This relationship

is progressively developed across the transition to parenthood

and is already operative during pregnancy (e.g., Altenburger

et al., 2014; Favez et al., 2013; Van Egeren & Hawkins,

2004), when parents start to develop representations of them-

selves as coparents (e.g., Feinberg, 2003; Van Egeren, 2003).

From this perspective, when partners start to discuss issues

related to coparenting (e.g., how they will manage caregiv-

ing together) they already have begun a coparenting relation-

ship, long before childbirth (e.g., Altenburger et al., 2014;

Favez et al., 2013; Van Egeren & Hawkins, 2004). Coparent-

ing is defined as the reciprocal involvement of both parents

in education, responsibilities, and decisions about their chil-

dren’s lives, focusing interparental interactions associated to

adults’ functions and expectations about their parents’ role.

This dyadic relationship refers specifically to the coordina-

tion and support that each coparent provides to the other in

childcare (quality and frequency) (Feinberg, 2002). Feinberg

(2003) proposed an empirically based coparenting ecologi-

cal model, conceptualizing coparenting in four interrelated

dimensions: (a) the agreement or disagreement on childrea-
ring issues, (b) the division of labor, (c) the support ver-
sus undermining for the coparental role, and (d) the joint
management of family interactions.

The way that both parents adjust to their new roles as

coparents is influenced by multiple factors. Feinberg’s (2003)

ecological model suggests that coparenting is shaped by

four main factors: individual parental characteristics, child

characteristics, interparental relationship, and stress and sup-

port contextual sources. According to the attachment theory,

internal working models shape the way adults develop signif-

icant relationships (Ammaniti et al., 2000; Collins & Allard,

2001; Fraley & Roberts, 2005). A previous study found a

negative association between men’s secure attachment and

coparenting conflict during the postpartum period (Talbot,

Baker, & McHale, 2009). Attachment theory can be a useful

framework to understand the way that different coparenting

representations are developed during the transition to parent-

hood. Addressing this hypothesis, the current study aimed to

analyze the association between men’s attachment and copar-

enting representations at the first trimester of pregnancy and

from the first trimester of pregnancy to 6 months’ postpartum.

2 METHOD

2.1 Participants
The sample was comprised of 86 primiparous men recruited

at the first trimester of pregnancy in two obstetrics outpatients

units in Portugal. Exclusion criteria were: not read or write in

Portuguese, live in Portugal in time less than 10 years, single

men or not living with the partner, multiparous men, multiple

gestations, and pregnancies with gestational problems. From

the 130 participants contacted, 121 (93.1%) agreed to partici-

pate, and 91 (70.0%) signed an online informed consent form.

From the 86 participants who completed the first assessment,

51 (59.3%) completed all assessment waves.

All participants were married or cohabiting. Nearly all

participants were Portuguese (96.7%), Caucasian (87.9%),
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T A B L E 1 Men’s sociodemographic characteristics at the first

trimester of pregnancy (baseline)

N = 86
Characteristic %
Age (years) 20–29 35.2

30–39 62.6

40–45 2.2

Socioeconomic level High 33.3

Medium high 59.0

Low 7.7

Occupational status Employed 89.0

Unemployed 11.0

Schooling (in years) <9 9.9

9–12 52.7

>12 37.4

Marital status Married 63.7

Cohabitation 36.3

Household Partner 86.9

Partner and family 13.1

Pregnancy acceptance Very bad/bad 7.7

Neither good or bad 3.3

Good/very good 89.0

employed (89.0%), and had more than 9 years of schooling

(90.1%). Most participants were living with the partner

without any other family members in the household (76.9%),

and had a good or very good pregnancy acceptance (89.0%).

More than a half (62.6%) of the participants were between

30 and 39 years of age (M= 31.25, SD= 4.52) and belonged to

a high or a medium socioeconomic level (59.0%; see Table 1).

No significant associations or differences were found

between the participants who completed and those who did

not complete all assessment waves, in terms of sociode-

mographic characteristics: nationality, ethnicity, religion,

age, socioeconomic level, occupational status, schooling,

marital status, and household. Significant associations were

found on pregnancy acceptance, 𝜒2(4) = 13.05, P = .011.

Participants who completed all assessments reported better

pregnancy acceptance at the first trimester of pregnancy

than did participants who did not complete all assessment

waves. No significant differences were observed between

participants who completed and those who did not com-

plete all assessment waves regarding the study variables:

attachment tendencies (avoidance and anxiety dimensions)

and coparenting representations (lack of support, conflict,

disagreement, and undermining).

2.2 Procedure
This study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration

of Helsinki (World Medical Association, 2001) and received

previous approval from all institutions involved. Participants

were recruited in two obstetrics outpatients units after the

first fetal ultrasound (8–14 gestational weeks). Two strategies

were used to recruit the participants: (a) directly, when

men were in the obstetrics outpatient unit accompanying

their pregnant partner; and (b) through contact with their

pregnant partners, when they were not accompanying them.

Aims and procedures of the study were explained, and men

willing to participate signed an informed consent form. This

study had a longitudinal design with four online assessment

waves: (a) first trimester of pregnancy (8–14 gestational

weeks), (b) third trimester of pregnancy (28–32 gestational

weeks), (c) 1 month’ postpartum (2–4 weeks’ postpartum),

and (d) 6 months’ postpartum (24–26 weeks’ postpartum).

Participants repeatedly completed the same measures in the

four assessment waves.

2.3 Measures
2.3.1 Sociodemographic characteristics
The Socio-Demographic Questionnaire (Figueiredo, Teix-

eira, Conde, Pinto, & Sarmento, 2009) was used to assess

men’s sociodemographic characteristics. This questionnaire

includes items concerning men’s nationality, ethnicity, age,

socioeconomic level (Graffar’s classification of occupation),

occupational status, years of schooling, marital status, house-

hold, and pregnancy acceptance; items are scored on a Likert-

type scale of 0 (very bad) to 4 (very good).

2.3.2 Attachment tendencies
The Experiences in Close Relationships Scale (ECR; Bren-

nan Clark, & Shaver, 1998) was used to assess men’s attach-

ment tendencies (avoidance and anxiety dimensions). The

ECR is a 36-item self-report scale scored on a Likert-

type scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)

and is comprised of two subscales designed to assess the

avoidance (18 items) and the anxiety (18 items) dimension

of adult attachment. Participants rate how well each state-

ment describes their typical feelings in romantic relation-

ships. Higher scores on the Avoidance and Anxiety sub-

scales indicate higher levels of attachment avoidance and

attachment anxiety, respectively. The Portuguese version of

the ECR showed good internal consistency, 𝛼 = .88 for

the Avoidance subscale; and .86 for the Anxiety subscale

(Paiva & Figueiredo, 2010). In the present sample, Cronbach’s

𝛼 ranged from .81 to .82 for the Avoidance subscale and from

.82 to .83 for the Anxiety subscale.

2.3.3 Coparenting representations
The Coparenting Relationship Scale–Father’s Prenatal

Version (CRS-FPV; Pinto, Figueiredo, & Feinberg, 2019)

was used to assess men’s coparenting representations. The

CRS-FPV is a prenatal version adapted from the Coparenting



4 PINTO AND FIGUEIREDO

Relationship Scale (Feinberg, Brown, & Kan, 2012) to

assess coparenting in men during pregnancy. This measure

is a self-report scale comprised of 30 items scored on a

Likert-type scale of 0 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly

agree) and by four subscales that assess four dimensions of

coparenting: (a) the Lack of Coparenting Support subscale,

which assesses one’s perception of lack of support from

the other coparent (e.g., “My partner make me feel like

I will be the best possible parent for our child”); (b) the
Coparenting Conflict subscale, which assesses coparents’

perception about the exposure of the infant to conflicts

related to their education (e.g., “Do you find yourself in a

mildly tense or sarcastic interchange with your partner?”);

(c) the Coparenting Disagreement subscale, which assesses

the degree to which each coparent will disagree with matters

related to the infant (e.g., “My partner and I have the same

goals for our child”); and (d) the Coparenting Undermining
subscale, which assesses one’s perception that coparenting

will be regulated by critics, guilt, and competition between

the coparents (e.g., “My partner does not trust my abilities as

a parent”). The CRS-FPV showed good internal consistency,

𝛼 = .85 for the total scale; .94 for the lack of Coparenting

Support subscale; .90 for the Coparenting Conflict sub-

scale; .79 for the Coparenting Disagreement subscale; and

.69 for the Coparenting Undermining subscale. In the present

sample, Cronbach’s 𝛼s ranged from .87 to .89 for the Lack

of Coparenting Support subscale; from .91 to .94 for the

Coparenting Conflict subscale; from .78 to .79 for the

Coparenting Disagreement subscale; and from .72 to .74 for

the Coparenting Undermining subscale.

2.4 Data analytic strategy
Growth curve models were estimated using multilevel model-

ing (e.g., Duncan, Duncan, & Strycker, 2006) to analyze the

association between men’s attachment (avoidance and anxi-

ety dimensions) and coparenting representations at the first

trimester of pregnancy and from the first trimester of preg-

nancy to 6 months’ postpartum. Time 0 was defined as the

date of the first assessment at the first trimester of pregnancy

(baseline), and the time variable was scored in weeks from

the baseline to 6 months’ postpartum. The intercept in the

growth curve model refers to the outcome variables (men’s

coparenting representations of lack of support, conflict, dis-

agreement, and undermining) at the baseline (first trimester

of pregnancy), and the slope for time represents the extent to

which the outcome variables change each week. Scale scores

of men’s coparenting representations (CRS-FPV subscales

scores: Lack of Support, Conflict, Disagreement, and Under-

mining), attachment tendencies of avoidance (ECR Avoid-

ance subscale scores), and attachment tendencies of anxiety

(ECR Anxiety subscale scores) were examined at each assess-

ment wave. Attachment tendencies of avoidance and anxiety

(time-varying effects centered on their grand means) were

included in the models as fixed effects. Different models were

performed for each outcome variable. Pregnancy acceptance

at the first trimester of pregnancy was included as a covari-

ate in all the models, as significant associations were found

between participants who completed and those who did not

complete all assessment waves on pregnancy acceptance at

the first trimester of pregnancy. Significant interactions with

continuous predictors were interpreted and graphed using 1

SD above and below the grand mean of the predictor variables

as high and low values for those variables. Deviance differ-

ence tests were performed between unconditional models and

models with predictors to examine model fit improvements.

Statistical analyses were performed in a pairwise person–

period data set using SPSS Version 22.0 (SPSS Inc., USA).

Each participant had a record for each time point. Thus, the

resulting data consisted of 344 potential observations (86 par-

ticipants × 4 time points). The effect size r (Rosenthal, Ros-

now, & Rubin, 2000) was estimated for all significant effects

and interpreted according to Cohen’s (1988) guidelines.

3 RESULTS

3.1 Preliminary analysis
Descriptive statistics (M and SD) were performed for all study

variables (scores of attachment tendencies of avoidance and

anxiety, and coparenting representations of lack of support,

conflict, disagreement, and undermining) at each assessment

(see Table 2).

Statistical assumptions regarding the growth curve mod-

els were tested. The first statistical assumption concerns the

presence of correlations between the study variables. Signif-

icant small-to-medium size correlations were found among

the study variables at the baseline, revealing that these scores

covary. Significant correlations were found between men’s

attachment tendencies of avoidance and coparenting repre-

sentations at the first trimester of pregnancy, rs = .310–.382,

Ps < .05. Likewise, significant correlations were found

between men’s attachment tendencies of anxiety and copar-

enting representations at the first trimester of pregnancy,

rs = .248–.404, Ps < .05. No correlation was found between

men’s attachment tendencies of anxiety and coparenting rep-

resentation of conflict at the first trimester of pregnancy.

In addition, significant intercorrelations were found between

men’s coparenting representations, rs = .211–.495, Ps < .05.

The second statistical assumption concerns the perfor-

mance of deviance difference tests to analyze if the mod-

els including both the time and the predictors (attachment

tendencies of avoidance and anxiety) explain more vari-

ance than do the models only including the time. Deviance

difference tests showed that the models provided good fit

to the data, 𝜒2(5) = 64.23, P < .001, 𝜒2(5) = 36.60,
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T A B L E 2 Descriptive statistics of study variables at each assessment wave

Pregnancy Postpartum
1st trimester 3rd trimester 1 month 6 months
M SD M SD M SD M SD

Attachment avoidance
a

1.77 0.64 1.86 0.71 1.80 0.69 1.95 0.78

Attachment anxiety
a

2.97 1.06 2.81 1.08 2.87 0.93 2.83 1.04

Lack of coparenting support
b

5.58 11.89 7.05 11.80 9.24 14.54 14.45 17.78

Coparenting conflict
c

3.69 5.43 2.86 5.60 2.63 4.88 3.02 5.42

Coparenting disagreement
d

9.24 8.13 6.92 7.14 7.00 6.80 5.86 5.04

Coparenting undermining
e

4.66 3.37 3.62 2.66 4.48 3.71 4.48 3.03

Note. aScores range between 1 and 7. bScores range between 0 and 90. cScores range between 0 and 30. dScores range between 0 and 36. eScores range between 0 and 24.

P < .001, 𝜒2(5) = 56.66, P < .001, and, 𝜒2(5) = 18.00,

P = .003, respectively.

Finally, the effects of time also were explored in all

the outcome variables (men’s coparenting representations).

Main effects for time were found in men’s coparenting

representations of lack of support and disagreement. From

the first trimester of pregnancy to 6 months’ postpar-

tum, men’s coparenting representations of lack of support

increased, and men’s coparenting representations of disagree-

ment decreased. Men’s coparenting representations of lack of

support increased, on average, 0.19 units per week, P < .001,

effect size r = .363, and men’s coparenting representations

of disagreement decreased, on average, 0.06 units per week,

P = .013, effect size r = .200. No main effects for time were

found on men’s coparenting representations of conflict and

undermining.

3.2 Associations between men’s attachment
and coparenting representations at the first
trimester of pregnancy
Main effects of men’s attachment tendencies of avoidance

were found on men’s coparenting representations of lack of

support (see Table 3). At the first trimester of pregnancy,

higher attachment avoidance was associated with higher per-

ceived lack of coparenting support, b = 0.57, P < .001, effect

size r = .294. No main effects of men’s attachment tenden-

cies of avoidance were found on men’s coparenting represen-

tations of conflict, disagreement, and undermining. No main

effects of men’s attachment tendencies of anxiety were found

on men’s coparenting representations of lack of support, con-

flict, disagreement, and undermining.

3.3 Associations between men’s attachment
and coparenting representations from the first
trimester of pregnancy to 6 months’
postpartum
Interaction effects of men’s attachment tendencies of avoid-

ance and time were found on men’s coparenting repre-

sentations of lack of support, conflict, and disagreement

(see Table 3). Higher attachment avoidance was associated

with a higher increase on perceived lack of coparenting sup-

port from the first trimester of pregnancy to 6 months’ post-

partum, b = 0.03, P < .001, effect size r = .401 (see Figure 1).

Higher attachment avoidance was associated with an

increase on perceived coparenting conflict from the first

trimester of pregnancy to 6 months’ postpartum whereas low

attachment avoidance was associated with a decrease on per-

ceived coparenting conflict, b = 0.01, P = .003, effect size

r = .260 (see Figure 2).

Higher attachment avoidance was associated with a lower

decrease on perceived coparenting disagreement from the first

trimester of pregnancy to 6 months’ postpartum, b = 0.01,

P = .043, effect size r = .117 (see Figure 3). No interaction

effects of men’s attachment tendencies of avoidance and

time were found on men’s coparenting representations of

undermining.

4 DISCUSSION

Significant associations between men’s attachment and copar-

enting representations were found at the first trimester of preg-

nancy, and from the first trimester of pregnancy to 6 months’

postpartum. Regarding associations between men’s attach-

ment and coparenting representations at the first trimester

of pregnancy, men with higher attachment avoidance were

found to perceive higher lack of coparenting support. Regard-

ing associations between men’s attachment and coparent-

ing representations from the first trimester of pregnancy to

6 months’ postpartum, men with higher attachment avoidance

were found to show (a) a steeper increase on perceived lack of

coparenting support, (b) an increase on perceived coparenting

conflict (whereas men with low attachment avoidance showed

a decrease), and (c) a lower decrease on perceived coparenting

disagreement.

Talbot et al. (2009) found a negative association between

men’s secure attachment and coparenting conflict during

the postpartum period. The findings of the present study are

congruent with this previous study by suggesting associa-

tions between men’s attachment tendencies of avoidance and
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coparenting representations of conflict, from early pregnancy

to the postpartum period.

These findings provide new empirical evidence for copar-

enting research by suggesting that attachment tendencies

influence men’s coparenting representations, shaping the

development of coparenting during the transition to parent-

hood. Results allow us to hypothesize that due to their dis-

comfort with the closeness or dependency and the reluctance

to be intimate (e.g., Bartholomew & Shaver, 1998), men with

high attachment avoidance may perceive less support from

their coparent, higher conflict and disagreement about mat-

ters related to the infant, and more criticism from their copar-

ent during the transition to parenthood. Results also allow us

to hypothesize that men with high attachment avoidance could

be less involved in the development of their coparenting rela-

tionship, aiming to avoid closeness with their coparent.

Men with high attachment avoidance may experience

specific difficulties when developing their coparenting rela-

tionship during the transition to parenthood similarly to the

difficulties experienced in their marital relationship: Lower

levels of intimacy and commitment as well as higher per-

ceived conflict have been reported (e.g., Fraley & Bonanno,

2004; Kafetsios & Sideridis, 2006; Millings & Walsh, 2009;

Selcuk et al., 2010). These results provide new empirical

evidence to attachment theory, suggesting that attachment

tendencies of avoidance are associated with the development

of maladjusted coparenting representations in men during the

transition to parenthood.

A maladjusted (e.g., nonsupportive and undermining)

coparenting was identified as the best predictor of children’s

internalizing and externalizing problems, independently of

their developmental stage and family structure (e.g., Lamela,

Figueiredo, Bastos, & Feinberg, 2016; Scrimgeour, Blandon,

Stifter, & Buss, 2013; Teubert & Pinquart, 2010). To analyze

individual differences in the development of coparenting rep-

resentations during the transition to parenthood using attach-

ment theory as a framework may clarify which psychosocial

processes are involved in men’s maladjusted coparenting (e.g.,

nonsupportive and undermining).

4.1 Limitations
Some methodological limitations should be noted. Constructs

were assessed through self-report measures. As independent

and dependent variables were generated by the same infor-

mant, a common-method variance may have inflated the

links between the study variables. Despite all measures hav-

ing exhibited adequate internal consistency, additional obser-

vational measures may have provided higher accuracy and

reduced possible shared method variance on the study vari-

ables. The voluntary nature of the participation in the study

may have led to a selection bias. Men who agreed to partici-

pate and those who complied with all assessment waves may,

in fact, be those who feel more involved and satisfied with

the pregnancy and the postpartum experience. Namely, par-

ticipants that completed all assessments waves reported bet-

ter pregnancy acceptance at the first trimester of pregnancy

than those who did not complete all assessment waves. Thus,

pregnancy acceptance at the first trimester of pregnancy was

controlled in the models. A larger sample size would have

increased statistical power, which would have allowed to high-

light other possible links between the variables.

4.2 Implications for practice and research
The results of this study suggest that attachment tendencies

interfere in the development of coparenting representations

in men during the transition to parenthood. Attachment the-

ory can be a useful tool to identify men’s specific difficulties

when developing a coparenting relationship during the transi-

tion to parenthood, and to provide them adequate psycholog-

ical counseling when needed. In addition, coparenting inter-

ventions may also recognize the development of this relation-

ship as an opportunity to shape men’s attachment tendencies

during the transition to parenthood.

To provide more evidence on the association between

attachment and coparenting representations during the transi-

tion to parenthood, future studies should focus on both women

and men, and also may consider including other variables that

could interfere with the development of coparenting represen-

tations during the transition to parenthood.

4.3 Conclusions
This study may contribute to coparenting research by show-

ing new evidence on attachment theory as a useful framework

to understand how different coparenting representations are

developed in men during the transition to parenthood.
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