Potential Psychosocial Risks
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Various stakeholders have issued recommendations regarding the use of genomics in
pediatrics. These guidelines are driven in part by concerns about psychosocial risks of
disclosing predictive genomic information during childhood. As genomic sequencing
becomes more commonly used in pediatric settings, it is important to systematically study
the psychosocial impact of genomic sequencing of newborns, including the impact on
family dynamics. Through review of the psychological and genetic counseling literature,
we identify the following 3 domains of family dynamics that have potential to be impacted
by the return of genomic results during the newborn period: perceived child vulnerability,
parent-child bonding, and self and partner blame. In this article, we outline the complexity
of studying these psychosocial outcomes and our plan to examine them in the BabySeq
Project, a randomized controlled trial in both healthy and sick infants, in which the return of
genomic information will be compared with standard of care.
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Technological advances have
allowed for more cost-effective rapid
genomic sequencing to be carried
out in clinical settings.!2 As a result,
increasing numbers of individuals
will have their genomes sequenced
as part of their clinical care. Genomic
sequencing has the potential to be
useful in the clinical care of patients,
allowing clinicians to diagnose
disease, identify disease risk, and
alter drug treatment on the basis

of pharmacogenomic information.?
Enthusiasm for the clinical utility of
genomic sequencing, however, has
been tempered by concerns about
the potential psychosocial harms of
disclosing genomic information to
individuals.

Concern about the risks of returning
genomic information is complicated
for any patient but is especially
complex in the context of pediatric
medicine.* Concerns about the use of
genomics in pediatrics are reflected
in guidelines and recommendations
regarding the return of pediatric
genomic sequencing results. The
American Academy of Pediatrics
(AAP),° the American Society of
Human Genetics (ASHG),® and

other stakeholders’ have issued
policy statements discouraging

the return of information related

to adult-onset conditions during
childhood. Some also caution that
genetic testing in children should be
limited to analysis of single genes

or targeted sets of genes associated
with specific illnesses that are
suspected in children as opposed

to sequencing the entire genome.®
The AAP further cautions against
carrier testing in children when the
results are not expected to have
health benefits during the childhood
period.® Both the British Society

for Human Genetics (BSHG) and
ASHG argue against testing healthy
children and caution clinicians to
wait until children reach the age of
majority to decide for themselves
whether they want genetic testing.®”
In their report, the BSHG emphasizes

that young children are not able to
make decisions about what personal
information they want discovered,
leading to the possibility that

parents will make choices that their
children will disagree with when they
develop the autonomy to decide for
themselves.”

These guidelines emphasize respect
for the child’s developing autonomy
and prioritize the child’s “right to

an open future.”® They also assume,
however, that there is some risk

of harm associated with obtaining
predictive genomic information

that children ought to be protected
from. For example, the BSHG, among
others, advise that clinicians only
return results related to the reason
for testing, arguing that returning
results to asymptomatic children who
have not yet shown symptoms makes
these children “patients in waiting,”
which could cause psychosocial
harm.”.9-11

All of these guidelines and
recommendations reflect careful
analysis of the relevant ethical
considerations, including the
potential risks and benefits of testing,
but because they are largely based

on hypothetical concerns, rather
than empirical evidence of actual
harm, they should be interpreted
cautiously.

IS THERE EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE OF
PSYCHOSOCIAL HARM?

Empirical studies of the psychosocial
impact of disclosing genomic
information have mostly focused

on anxiety and distress as the
primary outcomes. In one such
study, Bloss et al!? explored the
psychosocial impact of receiving
disease risk information via direct-
to-consumer genomic assessments
and found no measureable changes
in psychological health among the
selected consumers. Likewise, the
Risk Evaluation and Education for
Alzheimer's Disease (REVEAL) study
found that returning Alzheimer

Disease risk information to adults
with a family history of the disease
did not significantly impact anxiety,
depression, or test-related distress
over time, or in comparison

with individuals who were not
genotyped.!3

Although these studies have not
found any serious or sustained
psychological symptoms in response
to receiving genetic disease risk
information, they have all focused
on adults’ experiences of receiving
their own results. Studies of parents’
experiences of receiving results
from expanded newborn screening
suggest that the psychological
experience of receiving genetic
information about one’s child may be
very different from the experience
of receiving information about
oneself. For example, parents report
psychological stress in response to
receiving false-positive information
from newborn screening, and they
tend to misinterpret false-positive
results.14-16 Although such studies
are informative, they provide only

a one-dimensional perspective

that focuses on the parent’s own
psychological response and fails

to account for how complex the
psychosocial impact of genomic
sequencing of newborns may be.

FAMILY SYSTEMS THEORY

According to Family Systems

Theory, an event that impacts one
individual in a family will impact

the entire system.!7 It is important,
therefore, to investigate how
returning genomic information about
anewborn impacts the entire family
system. The psychological risks of
returning genomic information at the
individual level are important and
should continue to be studied, but
research investigating the broader
psychosocial impact of returning
results in pediatric populations
needs to consider the impact not
only on individuals but also on family
relationships.
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The Genome Sequence-Based
Screening for Childhood Risk and
Newborn Illness Project, referred

to as BabySeq, is a randomized
controlled trial investigating the
benefits and potential harms of
providing genomic sequencing

to families of newborns and their
physicians. Genomic sequencing
may be especially useful in pediatric
populations in whom rare and
poorly understood conditions

often present and for whom single-
gene and panel testing may not be
sufficient. The project is enrolling
newborns and their parents from
the Well-Baby Nursery at Brigham
and Women'’s Hospital in Boston,
Massachusetts, and from the NICU
at Boston Children’s Hospital. The
study is also enrolling the health
care providers who are taking care
of these infants. Newborns within
each cohort are randomly assigned
to receive standard newborn
screening (NBS) only or NBS plus
genomic sequencing. Approximately
6 weeks after enrollment, all parents
return for a disclosure visit, during
which they are informed of their
randomization status and study
results. Those randomly assigned

to the genomic sequencing arm will
receive genomic results related to
childhood-onset conditions, carrier
status, and pharmacogenomics.
Parents complete longitudinal
surveys over the first year of their
newborn’s life at 4 time points:

(1) at enrollment, which is within

8 weeks of the infant’s birth; (2)
immediately after the disclosure of
results; (3) 3 months postdisclosure;
and (4) 10 months postdisclosure.
Parents’ surveys assess psychological
response, attitudes toward and
perceived utility of NBS and genomic
sequencing, and impact on family
dynamics. Looking to psychology
and genetic counseling literature,
we have identified 3 important
domains of family dynamics that
have the potential to be impacted by
the return of genomic results during
the newborn period: perceived child

vulnerability, parent-child bonding,
and self and partner blame.

Perceived Child Vulnerability

This concept refers to a parent’s
belief that his or her child is
medically vulnerable, whether that
child truly has a medical condition.
This perception is often the result
of the parents’ medical experiences
with their child: parents whose
children have been ill are more at
risk of perceiving their child to be
vulnerable.1®1° Notably, perceived
child vulnerability can continue to
impact how parents think about and
treat their children even after their
child is no longer ill,2° potentially
influencing how parents view their
infants beyond infancy and into
childhood.?! As a result, parent
perceptions of child vulnerability are
associated with worse developmental
outcomes for children regardless of
their actual medical vulnerability.22

Genomic sequencing has the
potential to impact and even distort
parents’ perception of their child.?
Distorted perceptions could influence
the interactions between parents
and their children throughout the
childhood years and even beyond.
Although it won’t be clear how this
plays out with genomic sequencing
in newborns until systematic
studies are conducted, we can

draw on previous studies of parent
perceptions of child vulnerability22-25
and studies of genetic testing and
self-perception in adults to inform
our research.2® These studies show
that parents’ perception of their
infant as being highly medically
vulnerable is sometimes related to
developmental delays in infancy?2
and behavioral problems in
childhood.?5 Parents' perception of
their child as medically vulnerable
has also been related to social issues
in children, such as anxiety in social
situations.??

Studies of parental responses to
traditional and expanded newborn
screening results also give clues

as to how parents might deal with
information from genomic testing.
Waisbren et al'> compared mothers
whose children received false-
positive results in expanded newborn
screenings with mothers whose
children did not receive positive
results. They found that mothers of
children who received false-positive
results experienced higher parenting
stress. In addition, although these
mothers did not report worrying
more about the health of their child,
there was a trend toward these
children being hospitalized more
(21% of false-positive group versus
10% of normal-results group, P =
.06).15

In the BabySeq Project, we are
assessing parent perceptions of
their child’s vulnerability. Although
we expect parents of children in

the NICU to perceive their children
as more medically vulnerable than
parents of children in the Well-Baby
Nursery, we are exploring whether
the return of genomic information
has an additional and independent
impact on parent perceptions of their
child’s vulnerability.

Parent-Child Bonding

The parent-child bond begins before
a child is even born.?” Parent-child
bonding in the first months of life

is important because it sets the
stage for the enduring emotional
relationship between the infant and
caregiver that lasts a lifetime.2829

In the context of expanded newborn
screening, Waisbren et al'> found
that mothers who received false-
positive results on expanded
newborn screenings reported higher
levels of parent-child dysfunction
compared with parents whose
children received normal results.

As part of the BabySeq Project, we
are exploring whether the return of
genomic information impacts parent-
child bonding. Measuring parent-
child bonding presents a particular
challenge because it has the potential
to be influenced by increases in
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parent anxiety, changes in parent
perception of child vulnerability,?
or knowledge of information that
consciously or unconsciously alters
how they bond with their child.
Parent-child bonding, therefore,
could be negatively impacted by the
sheer stress of parents receiving
disappointing information about
their child; higher levels of parent
stress have been related to increased
likelihood of insecure attachment.30
Therefore, although it is important
to measure parent-child bonding, we
must also measure parenting stress,
anxiety, and how parents respond to
results from the study to determine
whether these variables mediate

the relationships between parents
receiving genomic information and
parent-child bonding.

Self and Partner Blame

It is well established that the birth of
a child is stressful on a marriage.31:32
That stress may be compouned by
genomic sequencing of the child. A
parent’s reaction of blaming him

or herself for passing deleterious
genetic variants on to his or her child
in response to receiving the child’s
genomic sequencing results has

the potential to cause psychosocial
stress®3 and may make individuals
more prone to depression.3* Blaming
one’s partner, alternatively, for
passing deleterious genetic variants
on to their child can facilitate feelings
of resentment that might result in
increased marital conflict or lowered
marital satisfaction. Therefore,

we are assessing self and partner
blame, as well as marital conflict and
satisfaction, in the BabySeq Project.

For the issue of self and partner
blame, we can look to the genetic
counseling literature343° to inform
our hypotheses. We know from
existing studies that there is potential
for parents to blame themselves or
blame their partners for conditions
identified via genetic testing in
children. Whether parents blame
themselves or their partner in

the first place depends on various
factors, such as the person’s tendency
to feel guilt or blame, variations

in guilt and blame across genders,
and the nature of the disease itself.

In genetic counseling research and
practice, experts have warned about
higher potential for self-blame for
mothers when conditions have
X-linked inheritance.3#3¢ In a study in
parents with children with X-linked
and autosomal recessive conditions,
researchers found that mothers were
more likely to blame themselves than
their partner, whereas fathers were
more likely to blame mothers when
the condition was X-linked compared
with autosomal recessive.3*

The potential for self and partner
blame highlights the importance of
communicating genomic information
to parents in ways that are sensitive
to this phenomenon. Systematically
studying the impact of return of
genomic results on self and partner
blame will inform future studies and
interventions that seek to prevent
psychosocial stressors to families
that could result in disruptions to the
family system.

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE FUTURE OF
NEWBORN GENOMICS

One of the aims of the BabySeq
Project is to explore the psychosocial
impact of genomic sequencing,
compared with standard of care (ie,
state-mandated newborn screening),
with parents of newborns who are
placed into the NICU and parents

of newborns who did not need
placement into the NICU. Rather than
focusing only on the psychological
impact on parents, we are exploring
the impact on the entire family
system by measuring perceptions

of child vulnerability, parent-child
bonding, and self and partner blame.
This project draws on existing
psychological and genetic counseling
literature to shed light on what

we believe is the inevitable future

of pediatric medicine. However,

there are several challenges to
understanding the psychosocial
impact of newborn genomic
sequencing.

The psychosocial effects of newborn
genomic sequencing must be
assessed longitudinally. Although it
is possible that parents will change
their perception of their child and
blame themselves or their partner
shortly after the return of results
from genomic sequencing, to fully
appreciate the long-term benefits
and risks to the family it is important
to measure these factors throughout
the child’s development. If there are
differences between those who are
sequenced and those who are not
sequenced regarding perceptions of
child, bonding, and self and partner
blame, it will be impossible to
determine whether those differences
present for a specific period of time
or if they persist beyond the first
year of the child’s life unless there is
longitudinal follow-up. In addition,
accurate evaluation of parent-child
bonding and attachment requires
assessment over time and, ideally,
beyond the first year of life.

However, there are several
challenges to conducting a
longitudinal cohort study in
newborns. First, within the frame

of a 5-year funding cycle, it may be
difficult to follow a cohort further
throughout child development. If
long-term funding cannot be secured
at the beginning of the study, then
the best that can be done is to collect
data for a limited period of time

and obtain permission to recontact
parents for continued longitudinal
follow-up if and when the funding
becomes available. Second, it is
difficult to find measures for parents
of infants that can be used across
time, even within the first year of life.
Unfortunately, the collection of child-
related data in infancy often cannot
be accomplished longitudinally

with repeated measures; instead,
constructs have to be examined with
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different measures at different time
points.

The best example of this is measuring
parent perceptions of child
vulnerability. The Child Vulnerability
Scale (CVS) was developed with 4- to
8-year-olds.'® Although this scale has
been used extensively with parents
of children as young as 1 year old
(adjusted age),?? it has not been
validated for use in newborns and
very young infants. Although some
items in the CVS are appropriate for
newborn infants (eg, I often check

on my child at night to make sure
she/he is okay), other items are less
appropriate for parents of newborns
(eg, My child gets more colds than
other children I know).18 It may
therefore be necessary to use the
Vulnerable Baby Scale,3” which was
developed and validated with infants,
early on in the infant’s life and the
CVS as the infant nears her second
half-year of life. To ensure that

the scales are measuring the same
construct and establish concurrent
validity,38 it would be advisable to
administer segments of both scales at
multiple timepoints.

Researchers often prefer to study
the effect of a particular childhood
illness and/or specific genetic test
on parenting and child outcomes to
avoid variation in the sample diluting
the results.3° This precedence,
however, has limited generalizability
in the world of genomic sequencing
given the vast variety of conditions
and unique results sequencing can
produce. Studying the impact of
whole-genome or whole-exome
sequencing challenges our ability to
analyze research data with the use
of traditional quantitative research
methods. Creative methods of
analysis will be needed to distinguish
the types of results that have the
greatest impact on parents, children,
and the entire family system.
Qualitative research methods may
also be helpful in developing a
deeper understanding of the impact
of genomic sequencing during the

newborn period and the perceived
psychosocial risks and benefits of
sequencing on the parents, the child,
and the family unit.

Despite these challenges, we feel
itis especially important to assess
both the risks and benefits of
newborn genomic sequencing to
infants, parents, and the family
system as a whole. Many predict
that technological advances and
increasing affordability and medical
utility will lead to a future in which
every infant’s genome will be
sequenced at birth. According to
Francis Collins, the director of the
National Institutes of Health, “over
the course of the next few decades,
the availability of cheap, efficient
DNA sequencing technology will lead
to a medical landscape in which each
baby's genome is sequenced, and
that information is used to shape a
lifetime of personalized strategies
for disease prevention, detection,
and treatment.”40 [t is vital that we
study the psychosocial impact of
this, including the impact on family
dynamics, so that we can more
accurantely identify the potential
risks and develop interventions to
protect against them.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank the principal investigators
of the BabySeq Project, Dr Robert C.
Green and Dr Alan H. Beggs, as well
as co-principal investigator Dr Ingrid
Holm and the entire BabySeq team.
We also thank Dr Susan Waisbren for
her guidance on the measures.

ABBREVIATIONS

BSHG: British Society for Human
Genetics
CVS: Child Vulnerability Scale
NBS: standard newborn
screening
AAP: American Academy of
Pediatrics
ASHG: American Society of
Human Genetics

REFERENCES

1. Ashley EA, Butte AJ, Wheeler MT, et al.
Clinical assessment incorporating
a personal genome. Lancet.
2010;375(9725):1525—-1535

2. Biesecker LG, Green RC. Diagnostic
clinical genome and exome
sequencing. N Engl J Med.
2014;370(25):2418-2425

3. Knoppers BM, Avard D, Sénécal
K, Zawati MH; P3G International
Paediatrics Platform Members. Return
of whole-genome sequencing results in
paediatric research: a statement of the
P3G international paediatrics platform.
Eur J Hum Genet. 2014;22(1):3-5

4. Knoppers BM. Paediatric research and
the communication of not-so incidental
findings. Paediatr Child Health.
2012;17(4):190-192

5. Fallat ME, Katz AL, Mercurio MR, et al;
Committee on Bioethics; Committee on
Genetics; American Gollege of Medical
Genetics; Genomics Social, Ethical,
Legal Issues Committee. Ethical and
policy issues in genetic testing and
screening of children. Pediatrics.
2013;131(3):620-622

6. Botkin JR, Belmont JW, Berg JS, et al.
Points to consider: ethical, legal, and
psychosocial implications of genetic
testing in children and adolescents.
Am J Hum Genet. 201597 (1):6-21

7. British Society of Human Genetics.
Report on the Testing of Children.
Birmingham: British Society of Human
Genetics; 2010.

8. Feinberg J. The child’s right to an open
future. In: Curren RR, ed. Philosophy of
Education: An Anthology. Malden, MA:
Blackwell Publishing; 2007

9. Timmermans S, Buchbinder M.
Patients-in-waiting: living between
sickness and health in the
genomics era. J Health Soc Behav.
2010;51(4):408—423

10. Ross LF, Saal HM, David KL, Anderson
RR; American Academy of Pediatrics;
American College of Medical Genetics
and Genomics. Technical report:
ethical and policy issues in genetic
testing and screening of children
[published correction appears in
Genet Med. 2013;15(4):321]. Genet Med.
2013;15(3):234—245

Downloaded from www.aappublications.org/news by guest on July 11, 2018

828

FRANKEL et al



11.

12.

13.

14.

19.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

DelLuca JM, Kearney MH,

Norton SA, Arnold GL. Parents’
experiences of expanded newborn
screening evaluations. Pediatrics.
2011;128(1):53-61

Bloss CS, Schork NJ, Topol EJ. Effect

of direct-to-consumer genomewide
profiling to assess disease risk. N Engl
J Med. 2011;364(6):524—-534

Green RG, Roberts JS, Cupples LA, et
al; REVEAL Study Group. Disclosure
of APOE genotype for risk of
Alzheimer’s disease. N Engl J Med.
2009;361(3):245-254

Tluczek A, Mischler EH, Farrell PM, et
al. Parents’ knowledge of neonatal
screening and response to false-
positive cystic fibrosis testing. J Dev
Behav Pediatr. 1992;13(3):181-186

Waisbren SE, Albers S, Amato S, et al.
Effect of expanded newborn screening
for biochemical genetic disorders on
child outcomes and parental stress.
JAMA. 2003;290(19):2564—2572

Tluczek A, Orland KM, Cavanagh

L. Psychosocial consequences of
false-positive newborn screens for
cystic fibrosis. Qual Health Res.
2011;21(2):174-186

Bowen M. The use of family theory in
clinical practice. Gompr Psychiatry.
1966;7(5):345-374

Forsyth BW, Horwitz SM, Leventhal
JM, Burger J, Leaf PJ. The Child
Vulnerability Scale: an instrument
to measure parental perceptions of
child vulnerability. J Pediatr Psychol.
1996;21(1):89-101

Perrin EC, West PD, Culley BS. Is
my child normal yet? Correlates
of vulnerability. Pediatrics.
1989;83(3):355—363

McCormick MC, Shapiro S, Starfield
B. Factors associated with maternal
opinion of infant development—clues
to the vulnerable child? Pediatrics.
1982;69(5):537-543

. Bidder RT, Crowe EA, Gray OP. Mothers’

attitudes to preterm infants. Arch Dis
Child 1974;49(10):766—770

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

Allen EC, Manuel JC, Legault C,
Naughton MJ, Pivor C, 0’Shea TM.
Perception of child vulnerability among
mothers of former premature infants.
Pediatrics. 2004;113(2):267-273

Anthony KK, Gil KM, Schanberg LE.
Brief report: parental perceptions of
child vulnerability in children with
chronic illness. J Pediatr Psychol.
2003;28(3):185—190

Thomasgard M, Metz WP. Parental
overprotection and its relation to
perceived child vulnerability. Am J
Orthopsychiatry. 1997;67(2):330—335

De Ocampo AC, Macias MM, Saylor CF,
Katikaneni LD. Caretaker perception of
child vulnerability predicts behavior
problems in NICU graduates. Child
Psychiatry Hum Dev. 2003;34(2):83-96

Senior V, Marteau TM, Peters TJ. Will
genetic testing for predisposition

for disease result in fatalism? A
qualitative study of parents responses
to neonatal screening for familial
hypercholesterolaemia. Soc Sci Med.
1999;48(12):1857-1860

Mikulincer M, Florian V. Maternal-
fetal bonding, coping strategies, and
mental health during pregnancy—the
contribution of attachment style. J Soc
Clin Psychol. 1999;18(3):255—276

Goldberg S. Parent-infant
bonding: another look. Child Dev.
1983;54(6):1355—1382

Klaus MH, Kennell JH. Maternal-
Infant Bonding: The Impact of

Early Separation or Loss on Family
Development. St. Louis: Mosby; 1976

Jarvis PA, Creasey GL. Parental stress,
coping, and attachment in families
with an 18-month-old infant. Infant
Behav Dev. 1991;14(4):383—-395

Shapiro AF, Gottman JM, Carrere S.
The baby and the marriage: identifying
factors that buffer against decline

in marital satisfaction after the

first baby arrives. J Fam Psychol.
2000;14(1):59-70

Belsky J, Pensky E. Marital
change across the transition to
parenthood. Marriage Fam Rev.
1988;12(3—4):133—156

33.

34.

39.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Weil J. Genetic counselling in the era
of genomic medicine. As we move
towards personalized medicine, it
becomes more important to help
patients understand genetic tests and
make complex decisions about their
health. EMBO Rep. 2002;3(7):590-593

James GA, Hadley DW, Holtzman NA,
Winkelstein JA. How does the mode
of inheritance of a genetic condition
influence families? A study of guilt,
blame, stigma, and understanding of
inheritance and reproductive risks in
families with X-linked and autosomal
recessive diseases. Genet Med.
2006;8(4):234—-242

Kessler S, Kessler H, Ward P.
Psychological aspects of genetic
counseling. lll. Management of
guilt and shame. Am J Med Genet.
1984;17(3):673-697

Weiss J0. Psychosocial stress in
genetic disorders: a guide for social
workers. Soc Work Health Care.
1981;6(4):17-31

Kerruish NJ, Settle K, Campbell-
Stokes P, Taylor BJ. Vulnerable Baby
Scale: development and piloting

of a questionnaire to measure
maternal perceptions of their baby’s
vulnerability. J Paediatr Child Health.
2005;41(8):419-423

Morisky DE, Green LW, Levine DM.
Concurrent and predictive validity of a
self-reported measure of medication
adherence. Med Care. 1986;24(1):67-74

Quittner AL, Opipari LC, Espelage DL,
Carter B, Eid N, Eigen H. Role strain
in couples with and without a child
with a chronic illness: associations
with marital satisfaction, intimacy,
and daily mood. Health Psychol.
1998;17(2):112-124

Collins FS. Francis Gollins says
medicine in the future will be tailored
to your genes. The Wall Street Journal.
July 7, 2014. Available from: http://
www.wsj.com/articles/francis-collins-
says-medicine-in-the-future-will-be-
tailored-to-your-genes-1404763139.
Accessed August 1,2015.2014

Downloaded from www.aappublications.org/news by guest on July 11, 2018
PEDIATRICS Volume 137, number s1, January 2016

829



Potential Psychosocial Risks of Sequencing Newborns
Leslie Ann Frankel, Stacey Pereiraand Amy L. McGuire
Pediatrics 2016;137;S24
DOI: 10.1542/peds.2015-3731F

Updated Information & including high resolution figures, can be found at:

Services http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/137/Supplement_1/S24

References This article cites 36 articles, 7 of which you can access for free at:
http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/137/Supplement_1/S24#
BIBL

Permissions & Licensing Information about reproducing this article in parts (figures, tables) or

initsentirety can be found online at:
http://www.aappublications.org/site/misc/Permissions.xhtml

Reprints Information about ordering reprints can be found online:
http://www.aappublications.org/site/misc/reprints.xhtml

American Academy of Pediatrics

DEDICATED TO THE HEALTH OF ALL CHILDREN"™

Downloaded from www.aappublications.org/news by guest on July 11, 2018



http://http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/137/Supplement_1/S24
http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/137/Supplement_1/S24#BIBL
http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/137/Supplement_1/S24#BIBL
http://www.aappublications.org/site/misc/Permissions.xhtml
http://www.aappublications.org/site/misc/reprints.xhtml

PEDIATRICS

OFFICIAL JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY OF PEDIATRICS

Potential Psychosocial Risks of Sequencing Newborns
Leslie Ann Frankel, Stacey Pereiraand Amy L. McGuire
Pediatrics 2016;137;S24
DOI: 10.1542/peds.2015-3731F

The online version of this article, along with updated information and services, is
located on the World Wide Web at:
http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/137/Supplement_1/S24

Pediatricsis the official journal of the American Academy of Pediatrics. A monthly publication, it
has been published continuously since 1948. Pediatrics is owned, published, and trademarked by
the American Academy of Pediatrics, 141 Northwest Point Boulevard, EIk Grove Village, Illinois,
60007. Copyright © 2016 by the American Academy of Pediatrics. All rights reserved. Print | SSN:
1073-0397.

American Academy of Pediatrics

DEDICATED TO THE HEALTH OF ALL CHILDREN"™

Downloaded from www.aappublications.org/news by guest on July 11, 2018


http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/137/Supplement_1/S24

