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ABSTRACT
Asymmetries in the maternal behaviour and anatomy might play an important role in
the development of primate manual lateralization. In particular, early life asymmetries
in mother’s and infant’s behaviour have been suggested to be associated with the
development of the hand preference of the offspring. The aim of this study was to
investigate the presence of behavioural asymmetries in different behavioural categories
of mother-infant dyads of zoo-living Barbary macaques (Macaca sylvanus). The study
subjects were 14 Barbary macaques involved in seven mother-infant dyads housed
in Parco Natura Viva, Italy. For the mothers, bouts of hand preference for maternal
cradling and infant retrieval were collected. For the infants, we focused on nipple
preference and hand preference for clinging on mother ventrum. Moreover, we
collected bouts of hand preference for food reaching in both groups. No significant
group-level bias was found for any of the behavioural categories in either mothers or
infants. However, at the individual level, six out of seven mothers showed a significant
cradling bias, three toward the right hand and three toward the left hand. Moreover,
all infants showed a significant nipple preference, six toward the mother’s right nipple,
one toward the left nipple. Furthermore, a significant correlation was found between
the infant nipple preference and their hand preference for food reaching, suggesting
that maternal environment rather than behaviour might affect the development of
hand preference in OldWorld monkeys. Our findings seem partially to add to previous
literature on perceptual lateralization in different species of non-primate mammals,
reporting a lateral bias in mother-infant interactions. Given the incongruences between
our study and previous research in great apes and humans, our results seem to suggest
possible phylogenetic differences in the lateralization of mothers and infants within the
Primates order.

Subjects Animal Behavior, Developmental Biology, Ecology, Evolutionary Studies, Neuroscience
Keywords Laterality, Maternal cradling, Nipple preference,Macaca sylvanus, Hand preference

INTRODUCTION
The lateralization in mother-infant interactions has recently been hypothesised to have
a perceptual origin in different mammal species, from non-primate mammals (Karenina
et al., 2017) to humans (Todd & Banerjee, 2016). In particular, holding infant on the left
side of the body has been found to enhance the mother visual and tactile monitoring
skill, due to the involvement of the right hemisphere of the brain which is specialised
for attention (Whitehead, 1991; Bourne & Todd, 2004; Todd & Banerjee, 2016) and tactile
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information (Coghill, Gilron & Iadarola, 2001; Sakai et al., 2006). Among mammals the
right hemisphere has been found to be more involved in social processing, such as
monitoring conspecifics and attending social responses (Rogers, Vallortigara & Andrew,
2013; Quaresmini et al., 2014; Giljov, Karenina & Malashichev, 2018). Moreover, recent
studies reported pronounced lateralization of mother-infant behaviour in several non-
primate mammals, indicating right-hemisphere dominance for social processing in species
of bovids, equids, macropods andmarine mammals (Karenina et al., 2017;Giljov, Karenina
& Malashichev, 2018). In particular, in all these species infants have been found to prefer
keeping the mothers on the left side, compared with the right side, adding further evidence
that lateralized mother-infant interactions emerged long before primates (Karenina et al.,
2017; Giljov, Karenina & Malashichev, 2018). This left side-right hemisphere preference
in the infants has been hypothesised to be advantageous for their survival, favouring
mother-infant bonding behaviour and maintenance of spatial proximity (Karenina et al.,
2017). Regarding humans, the left-cradling bias found in our species has been hypothesized
to be related for example to the infant imprinting to themother heartbeat, with left-cradling
allowing the infant to be close to the mother’s heart (Salk, 1973). Thus, in the presence
of an emotional involvement both humans and non-primate mammals seem to choose
keeping the conspecifics on their left side. Indeed, the right hemisphere is competent in
processing the visuo-spatial information, resulting in an attentional bias toward the left
visual hemifield (Karenina et al., 2017). This view has been supported also in other studies
of social affiliative behaviour. For example, a left bias for embraces related to positive
emotions, a kind of adult cradling, has been reported in humans (Packheiser et al., 2018)
and spider monkeys (Boeving, Belnap & Nelson, 2017). According to recent research, the
right hemisphere involvement in social stimuli control has also been hypothesized to be
a reason for the left-cradling bias reported in the maternal behaviour of humans and
some great apes (Hopkins, 2004; Rosa Salva et al., 2012; Giljov, Karenina & Malashichev,
2018). Indeed, research on humans revealed that mothers prefer to cradle their infant
on the left side (Salk, 1960; Damerose & Vauclair, 2002) and similar findings have been
reported in chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes) (Manning & Chamberlain, 1990; Hopkins et al.,
1993; Manning, Heaton & Chamberlain, 1994; E Toback, 1999, unpublished data) and
gorillas (Gorilla gorilla) (Manning, Heaton & Chamberlain, 1994) (Table 1). On the other
hand, asymmetries in maternal cradling seem to be less clear in Old World monkeys.
Indeed, no group-level bias was found for this behaviour in Japanese macaques (Macaca
fuscata) (Tanaka, 1989), rhesus macaques (Macaca mulatta) (Tomaszycki et al., 1998), olive
baboons (Papio anubis) (Damerose & Hopkins, 2002) and Sichuan snub-nose monkeys
(Rhinopithecus roxellana) (Zhao et al., 2008) (Table 1), suggesting phylogenetic differences
between taxonomic primate groups. In Old World monkeys, the lack of lateral biases has
been found also in other kind of mother-infant interactions, particularly infant retrieval.
Indeed, research on rhesus macaques and olive baboons did not report any group-level
side preferences in the hand used to retrieve the infant by the mother (Tomaszycki et al.,
1998; Damerose & Hopkins, 2002) (Table 1).

Infant nipple preference has been investigated in different non-human primate species,
revealing a bias toward the left nipple in wild chimpanzees (Nishida, 1993), captive
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Table 1 Previous studies on lateralization in mother-infant interactions. The table provides a summary
of previous research carried out with infants or mother-infant dyads of Old World monkeys and great
apes. Each row reports a different study, showing the authors and year of publication, the species (Latin
name) and group-level statistical results about lateralization in maternal cradling, retrieval of the infant by
the mothers (infant retrieval) and preference of the infant for the mother’s nipple (nipple preference).

Author and publication year Species Context Reported
bias

Old-World monkeys
Hiraiwa, 1981 Macaca fuscata Nipple preference No bias
Tanaka, 1989 Macaca fuscata Maternal cradling No bias

Nipple preference No bias
Tomaszycki et al., 1998 Macaca mulatta Maternal cradling No bias

Infant retrieval No bias
Nipple preference Left

Jaffe et al., 2006 Macaca mulatta (wild) Nipple preference No bias.
Lindburg, 1971 Macaca mulatta (wild) Nipple preference Right
Erwin, Anderson & Bunger, 1975 Macaca nemestrina Nipple preference No bias.
Damerose & Vauclair, 2002 Papio anubis Maternal cradling No bias

Infant retrieval No bias
Nipple preference No bias

Zhao et al., 2008 Rhinopithecus roxellana Maternal cradling No bias
Nipple preference No bias

Great apes
Manning, Heaton & Chamberlain, 1994 Gorilla gorilla Maternal cradling Left
Hopkins & De Lathouwers, 2006 Pan paniscus Nipple preference Left
Hopkins & De Lathouwers, 2006 Pan troglodytes Nipple preference Left
Hopkins et al., 1993 Pan troglodytes Maternal cradling Left
Manning & Chamberlain, 1990 Pan troglodytes Maternal cradling Left
Manning, Heaton & Chamberlain, 1994 Pan troglodytes Maternal cradling Left
E Toback, 1999, unpublished data Pan troglodytes Maternal cradling Left
Nishida, 1993 Pan troglodytes (wild) Nipple preference Left

chimpanzees and bonobos (Pan paniscus) (Hopkins & De Lathouwers, 2006). As reported
for maternal cradling, in general no group-level bias in nipple preference has been reported
in past research on Old World monkeys, particularly Japanese macaques (Hiraiwa, 1981;
Tanaka, 1989), pig-tailed macaques (Macaca nemestrina) (Erwin, Anderson & Bunger,
1975), olive baboons (Damerose & Hopkins, 2002) and Sichuan snub-nose monkeys (Zhao
et al., 2008). On the other hand, wild rhesus macaques have been found to show a right
nipple preference (Lindburg, 1971) whereas an opposite bias has been reported in a captive
group of this species, showing a slight group-level left nipple preference (Tomaszycki et al.,
1998). In contrast, more recent research on a large troop of wild rhesus macaques found
no group-level nipple preference in this species (Jaffe et al., 2006) (Table 1).

Research on hand preference on different tasks in monkeys and, to a lesser extent,
great apes has given rise to a heterogeneous picture of their manual lateralization (for
review: Papademetriou, Sheu & Michel, 2005; Fitch & Braccini, 2013). The inconsistency
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between different studies might be due to methodological differences as well as to the
potential influence of factors such as posture (Forsythe et al., 1988;MacNeilage, 2007), task
(Fagot & Vauclair, 1991), and individual experience and learning (Westergaard & Suomi,
1993; Hopkins, 1995;Meunier, Blois-Heulin & Vauclair, 2011). One of the main hypotheses
aiming to explain patterns of hand preference in primates is the Postural Origin Theory
(POT) by MacNeilage (2007). According to the POT, the adoption of terrestrial habits
during primate evolution allowed the right hand to become free from postural support
duties, getting gradually more involved in tasks requiring specific skill. This process
resulted in the pronounced right handedness characterizing humans with their bipedal
posture (MacNeilage, 2007; Meguerditchian, Vauclair & Hopkins, 2013; Blois-Heulin et al.,
2006). In addition, also the asymmetries in the intrauterine environment as well as in the
maternal behaviour and anatomy might play an important role in the development of
primate manual lateralization (Previc, 1991; Hepper, Shahidullah & White, 1991; Hopkins,
2004). In fact, basing on previous research, early life asymmetries in mothers and infants
have been suggested to be associated with the development of the hand preference of
the offspring (Hopkins, 1994; Hopkins, 1995; Westergaard, Byrne & Suomi, 1998; Hopkins,
2004). Moreover, mothers and infant might reciprocally impact their manual lateralization
(Scola & Vauclair, 2010). Investigating behavioural asymmetries in mothers and infants
might therefore be useful to better understand the development of motor lateralization,
particularly handedness in non-human primates, gaining new insight into factors driving
the evolution of manual laterality in these species (Hopkins, 2004). However, although
literature on humans and chimpanzees is relatively well-represented, more studies are
needed involving monkey and prosimian mother-infant dyads (Hopkins, 2004).

The aim of the current study was to verify the presence of behavioural asymmetries in
mother-infant dyads in a sample of zoo Barbary macaques (Macaca sylvanus), investigating
whether mother lateralization correlates with that of the infant. In particular, for mother
macaques we assessed lateralization in maternal cradling and infant retrieval, whereas
for the infants we focused on nipple preference and hand use to cling on the mother
ventrum. In addition, we tested and investigated the relationship between mother and
infant hand preference for food reaching. Basing on previous literature on Old World
monkeys, specifically macaques, we expect no bias in maternal cradling and infant retrieval
by the mothers (Tomaszycki et al., 1998; Damerose & Hopkins, 2002).

METHODS
Study subjects and area
The study was carried out with 14 Barbary macaques involved in seven mother-infant
dyads. The study dyads lived in a multimale-multifemale social group composed of 24
macaques: a dominant male, four sub-adult males, five one-year old juveniles and the seven
adult females with their offspring (seven infants in total) involved in the study. All subjects
were housed at Parco Natura Viva, a zoological garden in Verona (Italy). The macaques
were housed in an 870 m2 naturalistic enclosure made of grassy areas, plants and trees,
rocks, high ropes, artificial shelters and a water pool. Barbary macaques were fed twice

Regaiolli et al. (2018), PeerJ, DOI 10.7717/peerj.4736 4/17

https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.4736


a day and water was available to the animals ad libitum. The diet consisted of fruits and
vegetables, seeds, cereals and mealworms. On a daily basis, macaques were involved in an
environmental enrichment program and could receive manipulative devices to be opened
to reach for food as well as foraging enrichment. In this latter case, small pieces of food
were scattered around in the enclosure or hidden in hay or straw mounds.

All subjects of the study were born in captivity and were parent-reared. The study was
carried out through the live observation of spontaneous behaviours of macaques in their
social context. No invasive or stressful techniques were used, and the study procedure
was in accordance with the EU Directive 2010/63/EU for animal research and the Italian
legislative decree 26/2014 for Animal Research.

Procedure and data collection
The study was carried when the infants were between 20 to 30 days of age. For each mother
and for each infant, fourteen 15-minute sessionswere carried out. In particular, two sessions
per day were done, one in the morning, one in the afternoon. A continuous focal animal
sampling method was used to collect the bouts of right and left-hand use for different
behavioural categories in both mothers and infants and to collect the bouts of infant nipple
preference. A bout was intended as the first event of a series and we did not record more
than one response if it was not separated by a behavioural event or postural change
of the macaque (McGrew & Marchant, 1997; Hopkins et al., 2001; Regaiolli, Spiezio &
Hopkins, 2018). Regarding the mothers, data on the hand preference for maternal cradling
and infant retrieval were collected. Maternal cradling was defined as the mother holding
the offspring ventrally (Damerose & Hopkins, 2002). Retrieval was defined as the mother
reaching to retrieve an infant not in contact with her for any reason. In particular, we
collected only unambiguous bouts of cradling and infant retrieval performed with only
the right or the left hand, whereas bouts carried out with both hands were not considered.
Regarding the infants, data on the nipple preference and the hand preference for clinging
on the mother’s ventrum were collected. For nipple preference, we recorded data of
suckling on the mother right and left nipple. In particular, we collected suckling bouts,
intended as the first event of a series: one bout started when the infant’s mouth was
put on the mother’s nipple and ended when the mouth was removed from it, with no
distinction between different suckling phases (Damerose & Hopkins, 2002). For clinging
on the mothers ventrum, we recorded the hand used by the infant to hold to the mother
fur, while the other hand was doing a different action or was not involved in any activity.
In addition, for both mothers and infants, data on the hand used to reach for food
(referred to as ‘‘food reaching’’ throughout the manuscript) in the feeding points of the
enclosure were collected. In particular, only unambiguous bouts performed with one hand
were considered. Bimanual reaching, ambiguous bouts and reaching from asymmetrical
postures (e.g.: laying on the side) were not included. For the infants, we considered only
those reaching bouts that took place when the subject was on the ground and no hand was
in contact with the mother.
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Data analysis
Individual-level lateralizationwas evaluated using binomial z-scores, a similarmethodology
to that carried out in previous studies of hand preference in non-human primates (Michel,
Sheu & Brumley, 2002; Hopkins et al., 2004; Llorente et al., 2011; Hashimoto, Yamazaki &
Iriki, 2013). In particular, the critical values of the z-scores were set at −1.96 and 1.96,
associated with a p-value of 0.05. The z-scores were used to classify the subjects as left-
handed (z < −1.96), right-handed (z > 1.96) and ambi-preferent (−1.96 < z < 1.96). For
each behavioural category considered in the study, only subjects that reached a minimum
of ten bouts were included in the individual-level analysis (Meguerditchian, Vauclair &
Hopkins, 2010). Moreover, for each subject a Laterality Index score (LI) was calculated.
The LI was given by the formula LI = (R − L)/(R + L); R stands for the frequencies of the
right side/hand use and L stands for the frequencies of the left side/hand use. The LI varies
between –1.0 and 1.0 with negative values indicating a left side bias, whereas positive values
indicate a right-side bias (e.g., Hopkins & De Lathouwers, 2006; Zhao et al., 2008; Giljov,
Karenina & Malashichev, 2018). Moreover, to compare the strength of the hand preference
for food reaching between mother and infants, the absolute values of the LI (ABS-LI)
were considered. Given that Kolmogorov–Smirnov Goodness-of-Fit tests revealed that
not all data were normally distributed, non-parametric statistical tests were used for the
group-level analyses. In particular, group-level side or hand preferences were evaluated
using a one-sample sign-test with the Laterality Index serving as dependent measure and
chance level was set at 0. For themothers, the LI and ABS-LI of cradling, infant retrieval and
food reaching (behavioural categories that involved the use of one hand) were compared
using the Wilcoxon test. Similarly, for the infants, Wilcoxon test was used to compare
clinging on mother ventrum and food reaching. Moreover, a Spearman correlation was
run on the LI to investigate the relationship between infants’ nipple preference and their
hand preference for food reaching. Finally, to compare handedness between mother and
infants, we compared the LI and the ABS-LI score for food reaching between the two
groups using a Mann–Whitney test. All tests were two-tailed. The significance level was
set at p< 0.05. When performing Wilcoxon tests for multiple comparisons, the p-value of
0.05 was adjusted with the Bonferroni-Holm correction (Holm, 1979).

RESULTS
Maternal cradling and infant retrieval
The median LI (IQR-Interquartile range, minimum, maximum) for maternal cradling
was −0.18 (0.91, −0.69, 0.72). At the individual level, six out of seven subjects showed
a significant cradling bias, three toward the left hand and three toward the right hand
(Table 2). According to a one-sample sign-test, no bias in the distribution of the LI was
found (p= 1, N = 7) (Fig. 1). The median LI (IQR, minimum, maximum) for infant
retrieval was 0 (0.18,−0.14, 0.22). At the individual level, no macaque showed a significant
lateralization (Table 2) and, according to a one-sample sign-test, no bias in the distribution
of the LI was found (p= 0.453, N = 7) (Fig. 1).
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Table 2 Measures of lateral biases in mother and infant Barbary macaques.

Maternal cradling Infant retrieval

Subject Right
(bouts)

Left
(bouts)

Laterality
index

z-score Preference Right
(bouts)

Left
(bouts)

Laterality
Index

z-score Preference

Budda 101 34 0.50 5.68 Right 13 11 0.08 0.2 Ambi
Funny 51 77 −0.20 −2.21 Left 11 11 0.00 0 Ambi
Katrina 5 27 −0.69 −3.71 Left 3 4 −0.14 a a

Last 11 51 −0.65 −4.95 Left 11 7 0.22 0.71 Ambi
Mirror 49 71 −0.18 −1.92 Ambi 18 12 0.20 0.91 Ambi
Vanda 98 16 0.72 7.59 Right 14 14 0.00 0 Ambi
Violetta 74 27 0.47 4.58 Right 24 28 −0.08 −0.42 Ambi

Infant nipple preference Clinging on ventrum

Right
(bouts)

Left
(bouts)

Laterality
index

z-score Preference Right
(bouts)

Left
(bouts)

Laterality
Index

z-score Preference

Budda’s Infant 66 1 0.97 7.82 Right 121 143 −0.08 −1.29 Ambi
Funny’s Infant 63 8 0.77 6.41 Right 122 128 −0.02 −0.32 Ambi
Katrina’s Infant 26 6 0.63 3.36 Right 96 86 0.05 0.67 Ambi
Last’s Infant 69 6 0.84 7.16 Right 122 102 0.09 1.27 Ambi
Mirror’s Infant 32 7 0.64 3.84 Right 143 149 −0.02 −0.29 Ambi
Vanda’s Infant 51 26 0.32 2.74 Right 107 115 −0.04 −0.47 Ambi
Violetta’s Infant 11 46 −0.61 −4.50 Left 159 169 −0.03 −0.5 Ambi

Notes.
aExcluded from the individual-level statistical analysis due to data deficiency.
Ambi:−1.96 < z-score < 1.96; Left: z-score <−1.96; Right: z-score > 1.96.

Nipple preference and clinging on the mother’s ventrum
Regarding infant nipple preference, the median LI (IQR, minimum, maximum) was
0.64 (0.33, −0.61, 0.97). At the individual level, all subjects showed a significant nipple
preference, one toward the mother’s left nipple and six toward the right nipple (Table 2).
According to a one-sample sign-test, no bias in the distribution of the LI was found
(p= 0.125, N = 7) (Fig. 1). In the case of the hand preference for clinging on the mother’s
ventrum, the median LI (IQR, minimum, maximum) was −0.02 (0.06, −0.08, 0.09). At
the individual level, no macaque showed a significant lateralization (Table 2). One-sample
sign-test revealed no bias in the distribution of the LI (p= 0.453, N = 7) (Fig. 1).

Hand preference for food reaching
The median LI (IQR, minimum, maximum) for food reaching was 0.09 (0.31, −0.46,
0.44) for the mothers and −0.06 (0.19, −1, 0.19) for the infants. Five out of seven mother
macaques showed a significant hand preference, with two left- and three right-handed
individuals. The one-sample sign-tests revealed no significant biases for both mothers
(p= 0.453,N = 7) and infants (p= 0.453,N = 7). In the case of the infants, six out of seven
subjects were involved in the analysis due to the low number of reaching bouts collected for
Vanda’s infant, that was excluded from the analysis. None of the infants showed a significant
hand preference. When comparing the hand preference for food reaching between the two
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Figure 1 Lateral biases in the behaviour of mother and infant Barbary macaques. Box and whisker plot
of the Laterality Index of each behavioural category in mothers (on the left, pale violet red) and infants (on
the right, royal blue). The horizontal lines within the box indicate the medians, boundaries of the box in-
dicate the first and third quartile. The whiskers extend up from the top of the box to the largest data ele-
ment that is less than or equal to 1.5 times the interquartile range (IQR) and down from the bottom of the
box to the smallest data element that is larger than 1.5 times the IQR. Values outside this range are consid-
ered to be outliers and are drawn as points.

Full-size DOI: 10.7717/peerj.4736/fig-1

groups, the Mann–Whitney test revealed no significant differences between both the LI
(U = 33.5; p= 0.277) and the ABS-LI (U = 31.5; p= 0.406).

Lateral biases in mother and infant behaviour
To investigate differences between the lateral biases in the behaviours of the mothers, the
LI and ABS-LI for maternal cradling, infant retrieval and food reaching were compared
with each other. Pairwise comparisons by Wilcoxon test were corrected for multiplicity
with the Bonferroni-Holm method and revealed no significant difference considering
both the LI (Fig. 1) and the ABS-LI (Fig. 2) (see Table 3 for W and p values). For infant
lateral biases, we compared both the LI and ABS-LI for clinging on mother’s ventrum
and food reaching. Wilcoxon test revealed no significant difference when comparing both
the LI (W = 13, p= 0.675) (Fig. 1) and the ABS-LI (W = 1, p= 0.059) (Fig. 2). Finally,
when considering the relationship between nipple and hand preferences of the infants, a
significant correlation was found between the LI for nipple preference and food reaching
(rho = 0.786, p= 0.048).
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Figure 2 Strength of lateral biases in the behaviour of mother and infant Barbary macaques. Box and
whisker plot of the absolute values (ABS) of the Laterality Index of each behavioural category of mothers
(on the left, pale violet red) and infants (on the right, royal blue). The horizontal lines within the box indi-
cate the medians, boundaries of the box indicate the first and third quartile. The whiskers extend up from
the top of the box to the largest data element that is less than or equal to 1.5 times the interquartile range
(IQR) and down from the bottom of the box to the smallest data element that is larger than 1.5 times the
IQR. Values outside this range are considered to be outliers and are drawn as points.

Full-size DOI: 10.7717/peerj.4736/fig-2

DISCUSSION
Findings from this study highlighted no group-level biases in maternal cradling and
infant retrieval by the mothers and the same results emerged for nipple preference and
clinging on mother’s ventrum in infants Barbary macaques. Regarding maternal cradling,
this study agrees with previous literature on macaques, particularly on rhesus macaques
(Tomaszycki et al., 1998) and Japanese macaques (Tanaka, 1989) as well as on other Old-
World primates, particularly Sichuan snub-nose monkeys (Zhao et al., 2008). Indeed, no
lateral bias in cradling infants has been reported in these species. On the other hand, our
results disagree with previous studies reporting a left bias in maternal cradling in great
apes, chimpanzees and gorillas (Manning, Heaton & Chamberlain, 1994; E Toback, 1999,
unpublished data) and in humans (Salk, 1960;Damerose & Vauclair, 2002), suggesting that
consistent behavioural lateralization in mother-infant interactions within the Primates
order might have first appeared in hominids. However, at the individual level, four out of
seven macaques showed negative LI and z-scores and three of them had a significant left
bias. Thus, lateralization in maternal cradling and the possible presence of a left bias in
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Table 3 Differences betweenmeasures of lateral biases within mother Barbary macaques.

Cradling Retrieval Food reaching

LI
Cradling #

W = 13.5
p= 1Retrieval
p′= 1

#

W = 11 W = 13
p= 0.688 p= 0.938Food reaching

p′= 2.064 p′= 1

#

ABS-LI
Cradling #

W = 27
p= 0.031Retrieval
p′= 0.093

#

W = 23 W = 5
p= 0.150 p= 0.156Food reaching

p′= 0.300 p′= 0.300

#

maternal cradling in this species of macaque as well as in other Old-Worldmonkeys deserve
further investigation. Regarding the hand preference for infant retrieval by the mother,
no group-level bias was reported. This finding is in agreement with previous studies in
rhesus macaques (Tomaszycki et al., 1998) and olive baboons (P. anubis) (Damerose &
Hopkins, 2002)

In the case of infant nipple use, the finding of a lack of group-level preference is
in agreement with previous research on Japanese macaques (Hiraiwa, 1981), pig-tailed
macaques (Erwin, Anderson & Bunger, 1975) and wild rhesus macaques (Jaffe et al., 2006),
failing to report a group-level bias in using one nipple or the other one. A similar unbiased
distribution of nipple preference was found in other Old-World primates, specifically wild
Sichuan snub-nose monkeys (Zhao et al., 2008). However, at the individual level six out of
seven infant macaques of the current study showed a significant right-nipple preference.
Given the small sample size, this high percentage of right biased infants seems to highlight
a tendency toward the right nipple. This finding adds consistency to previous research on
wild rhesus macaques (Lindburg, 1971) in which a bias toward the right nipple was found.
However, the reported right nipple preference is not in agreement with the study on rhesus
macaques by Tomaszycki et al. (1998), in which a slight group-level left nipple preference
was found. Incongruences between studies might be due to differences in sample size,
as the current study has a limited sample, and age of the study subjects. Indeed, the age
range of the subjects is smaller in the current study than in the previous one by Tomaszycki
et al. (1998) on rhesus macaques. Indeed, our Barbary macaque infants were less than
one month old whereas rhesus macaques were observed from birth until they were six
weeks old. The individual-level preference for the mother’s right nipple seems partially
to resemble the overall tendency to keep the mother on the left side reported in several
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non-primate species, particularly bovids, cervids, equids, macropods andmarine mammals
(Karenina et al., 2017; Giljov, Karenina & Malashichev, 2018). However, as infant primates
tend to suckle frontally on the mother’s ventrum and nipples are in the middle of the chest,
caution is needed before speculating about this result. Further studies on larger samples
of animals are needed, considering the potential impact of factors such as age and species
on the development of lateral biases in infant primates. Moreover, there might be other
possible explanations for the inconsistencies between studies on lateral biases in mothers
and infants. For example, it is possible that not all Old-World monkey species share
similar mechanism for nipple preference and different housing conditions between studies
might also affect the results (Jaffe et al., 2006), as described for other lateralized behaviour
(e.g., handedness) (MacNeilage, 2007). As reported for maternal cradling, our findings are
in contrast with previous studies on chimpanzees and bonobos (Nishida, 1993; Hopkins
& De Lathouwers, 2006), highlighting a left-nipple preference in these species, suggesting
differences in lateralization of mother-infant interactions between OldWorldmonkeys and
great apes. These findings seem to support the hypothesis relating taxonomic differences
in maternal cradling bias and nipple preference to differences in hand preference. In
particular, Hopkins (2004) suggested that great apes such as chimpanzees and bonobos
showing a left-side bias for cradling and nipple preference tend to have a more pronounced
right-hand preference, whereas species with right or no bias in mother-infant interactions
tend to be left-handed or ambi-preferent.

In addition, we investigated the hand preference for food reaching in both mother and
infant macaques. At the group level, no bias in hand preference was found, either for the
mothers nor for the infants. This finding agrees with other studies on Barbary macaques,
revealing no group-level hand preference on simple food reaching tasks (Schmitt et al.,
2008; Regaiolli, Spiezio & Hopkins, 2018). Moreover, no significant differences were found
between mothers and infants in both the LI and the ABS-LI scores, suggesting that mother
and infant hand preference is similar in terms of both direction and strength. However,
at the individual level, five out of seven mother macaques showed a significant hand
preference, whereas no infant was significantly lateralized. This finding seems partially
to support the hypothesis that manual lateralization in non-human primates might be
affected by the age of the subjects, with older individuals showing a more pronounced hand
preference than juveniles (Warren, 1977; Lilak & Phillips, 2008; Meguerditchian, Molesti &
Vauclair, 2011). Given the small sample size and the lack of significant differences at the
group level, this conclusion is rather speculative and more studies are needed to test the
effect of age on the hand preference and to compare manual lateralization betweenmothers
and their infants.

We further investigated differences in the manual lateralization for different behavioural
categories involving the use of the hands, considering both direction and strength of the
biases. Among the mothers, no significant differences between any measure of lateral bias
was found. Similar findings were reported for the infants, showing no significant differences
in both the LI and ABS-LI for clinging on mother’s ventrum and food reaching.

In addition, to verify the association between the infants’ suckling bias and their manual
lateralization, a correlation with the LI for nipple preference and food reaching was run,
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revealing a slightly positive correlation between the two behavioural categories. Therefore,
the position of the nipple chosen to nurse seems to affect the hand preference to reach
for food of the infant. A possible explanation could be that the position of the nipple
might affect the hand used to hold on the mother body side. For example, if the infants are
suckling on the mother right nipple, which is on the left side with respect to the nursing
infants, they could be more comfortable to cling on the mother fur on their left, using the
ipsilateral hand. Having a nipple preference might therefore lead to the specific and routine
use of one hand for support that may persist also outside the nursing and maternal context.
This result seems partially to support the Postural Origin Theory, suggesting a left-hand
involvement for posture related activities and the right-hand availability for other tasks
(MacNeilage, 2007). Similar influence of infant early bias on hand preference has been
reported in capuchin monkeys (Cebus apella). In this species, early bias in head orientation
seemed to be related to a body weight displacement of the infant, leading to a manual
lateralization for grasping to the mother and to the hand preferences later in development
(Westergaard, Byrne & Suomi, 1998). Taken together, our findings seem to underline that
the maternal environment and anatomy rather than the mother behaviour and side biases
would affect the development of handedness in the infants.

CONCLUSION
The results of this study showed that at the individual level, infant Barbary macaques
showed a distinct nipple preference and similar findings have been found for maternal
cradling in mother macaques. However, at the group level, no significant biases were found
for any of the behavioural categories considered. This lack of group-level side biases in
both the mothers and the infants, specifically for maternal cradling and nipple preference,
is not in agreement with previous research on great apes. This discrepancy between studies
might be due to taxonomic differences in the infant development and interaction with
the mother that might affect the handedness. In other words, the influence of maternal
behaviour on the infant lateralization reported in great apes and humans might have
appeared late in the phylogeny of primates. However, as suggested by our finding in
Barbary macaques, the maternal environment and early choice characterizing the life of
the infants might affect their hand preference later in development. The differences in
lateral biases in maternal and infant behaviour between monkeys and great apes might also
explain incongruences between studies on handedness between the two groups. Indeed,
some evidence of population-level right handedness has been frequently reported in great
apes (e.g., Meguerditchian et al., 2015; Regaiolli, Spiezio & Hopkins, 2016) but rarely in
monkeys, especially during spontaneous unimanual tasks (e.g., Fitch & Braccini, 2013;
Regaiolli, Spiezio & Hopkins, 2016). Overall, our study seems to support the hypothesis that
maternal environment and anatomy in early life might affect the development of hand
preference in non-human primates (Hopkins, 1994; Hopkins, 1995; Westergaard, Byrne &
Suomi, 1998; Hopkins, 2004). However, due to the small sample size of the current work
and the age differences between different studies, further research on a larger number of
mother-infant dyads is needed, in Barbary macaques as well as in other species.

Regaiolli et al. (2018), PeerJ, DOI 10.7717/peerj.4736 12/17

https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.4736


ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
We would like to thank Dr. Cesare Avesani Zaborra and Camillo Sandri for allowing this
study to take place in Parco Natura Viva. Furthermore, special thanks should be given to
Ginevra Rossi and Sebastiano Salvidio for their important contribution to the study design
and data collection.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND DECLARATIONS

Funding
The authors received no funding for this work.

Competing Interests
Barbara Regaiolli is employed by Parco Natura Viva as researcher in the Research and
Conservation Department. Caterina Spiezio is employed by Parco Natura Viva as head of
the Research and Conservation Department.

Author Contributions
• Barbara Regaiolli and Caterina Spiezio conceived and designed the experiments,
performed the experiments, analyzed the data, prepared figures and/or tables, authored
or reviewed drafts of the paper, approved the final draft.
• William Donald Hopkins conceived and designed the experiments, analyzed the data,
authored or reviewed drafts of the paper, approved the final draft.

Animal Ethics
The following information was supplied relating to ethical approvals (i.e., approving body
and any reference numbers):

The study was carried out through the live observation of spontaneous behaviours of
macaques in their social context. No invasive or stressful techniques were used and the
study procedure was in accordance with the EU Directive 2010/63/EU for animal research
and the Italian legislative decree 26/2014 for Animal Research.

Data Availability
The following information was supplied regarding data availability:

The raw data are provided in the Supplemental File and in (Table 1).

Supplemental Information
Supplemental information for this article can be found online at http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/
peerj.4736#supplemental-information.

REFERENCES
Blois-Heulin C, Guitton JS, Nedellec-Bienvenue D, Ropars L, Vallet E. 2006.Hand

preference in unimanual and bimanual tasks and postural effect on manual laterality
in captive red-capped mangabeys (Cercocebus torquatus torquatus). American Journal
of Primatology 68:429–444 DOI 10.1002/ajp.20239.

Regaiolli et al. (2018), PeerJ, DOI 10.7717/peerj.4736 13/17

https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.4736#supplemental-information
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.4736#supplemental-information
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.4736#supplemental-information
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajp.20239
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.4736


Boeving ER, Belnap SC, Nelson EL. 2017. Embraces are lateralized in spider mon-
keys (Ateles fusciceps rufiventris). American Journal of Primatology 79:e22654
DOI 10.1002/ajp.22654.

Bourne VA, Todd BK. 2004.Where left means right: an explanation of the left cradling
bias in terms of right hemisphere specialisation. Developmental Science 7:19–24
DOI 10.1111/j.1467-7687.2004.00318.x.

Coghill RC, Gilron I, Iadarola MJ. 2001.Hemispheric lateralisation of somatosensory
processing. The Journal of Neurophysiology 85:2602–2612
DOI 10.1152/jn.2001.85.6.2602.

Damerose E, HopkinsWD. 2002. Scan and focal sampling: reliability in the maternal
cradling and infant nipple preferences of olive baboons, Papio anubis. Animal
Behaviour 63:511–518 DOI 10.1006/anbe.2001.1931.

Damerose E, Vauclair J. 2002. Posture and laterality in human and non-human
primates: asymmetries in maternal handling and infant’s early motor asymmetries.
In: Rogers L, Andrew RJ, eds. Comparative vertebrate lateralization. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 306–362.

Erwin J, Anderson B, Bunger D. 1975. Nursing behavior of infant pigtail mon-
keys (Macaca nemestrina): preferences for nipples. Perceptual and Motor Skills
40:592–594 DOI 10.2466/pms.1975.40.2.592.

Fagot J, Vauclair J. 1991.Manual laterality in nonhuman primates: a distinction
between handedness and manual specialization. Psychological Bulletin 109:76–89
DOI 10.1037/0033-2909.109.1.76.

FitchWT, Braccini SN. 2013. Primate laterality and the biology and evolution of human
handedness: a review and synthesis. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences
1288:70–85 DOI 10.1111/nyas.12071.

Forsythe C, Milliken GW, Stafford DK,Ward JP. 1988. Posturally related variations
in the hand preferences of the ruffed lemur (Varecia variegata variegata). Journal of
Comparative Psychology 102:248–250 DOI 10.1037/0735-7036.102.3.248.

Giljov A, Karenina K, Malashichev Y. 2018. Facing each other: mammal mothers and
infants prefer the position favouring right hemisphere processing. Biology Letters
14:Article 20170707 DOI 10.1098/rsbl.2017.0707.

Hashimoto T, Yamazaki Y, Iriki A. 2013.Hand preference depends on posture in
common marmosets. Behavioral Brain Research 248:144–150
DOI 10.1016/j.bbr.2013.04.001.

Hepper PG, Shahidullah S, White R. 1991.Handedness in the human fetus. Neuropsy-
chologia 29:1107–1111 DOI 10.1016/0028-3932(91)90080-R.

HiraiwaM. 1981.Maternal and alloparental care in a troop of free-ranging Japanese
monkeys. Primates 22:309–329 DOI 10.1007/BF02381573.

Holm S. 1979. A simple sequential rejective method procedure. Scandinavian Journal of
Statistics 6:65–70.

HopkinsWD. 1994.Hand preferences for bimanual feeding in 140 captive chimpanzees
(Pan troglodytes): rearing and ontogenetic factors. Developmental Psychobiology
27:395–407 DOI 10.1002/dev.420270607.

Regaiolli et al. (2018), PeerJ, DOI 10.7717/peerj.4736 14/17

https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajp.22654
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2004.00318.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/jn.2001.85.6.2602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2001.1931
http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/pms.1975.40.2.592
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.109.1.76
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/nyas.12071
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0735-7036.102.3.248
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2017.0707
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2013.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0028-3932(91)90080-R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02381573
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/dev.420270607
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.4736


HopkinsWD. 1995.Hand preferences in juvenile chimpanzees: continuity in develop-
ment. Developmental Psychology 31:619–625 DOI 10.1037/0012-1649.31.4.619.

HopkinsW. 2004. Laterality in maternal cradling and infant positional biases: implica-
tions for the development and evolution of hand preferences in nonhuman primates.
International Journal of Primatology 25:1243–1265
DOI 10.1023/B:IJOP.0000043961.89133.3d.

HopkinsWD, Bard KA, Jones A, Bales S. 1993. Chimpanzee hand preference for
throwing and infant cradling: implications for the origin of human handedness.
Current Anthropology 34:786–790 DOI 10.1086/204224.

HopkinsWD, De Lathouwers M. 2006. Left nipple preferences in infant bonobos (Pan
paniscus) and chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes). International Journal of Primatology
27:1653–1662 DOI 10.1007/s10764-006-9086-4.

HopkinsWD, Fernandez-Carriba S, Wesley MJ, Hostetter A, Pilcher D, Poss S.
2001. The use of bouts and frequencies in the evaluation of hand preferences for
a coordinated bimanual task in chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes): an empirical study
comparing two different indices of laterality. Journal of Comparative Psychology
115:294–299 DOI 10.1037/0735-7036.115.3.294.

HopkinsWD,Wesley MJ, IzardMK, HookM, Schapiro SJ. 2004. Chimpanzees (Pan
troglodytes) are predominantly right-handed: replication in three populations of
apes. Behavioral Neuroscience 118:659–663 DOI 10.1037/0735-7044.118.3.659.

Jaffe BD, Evans TA, Howell S, Westergaard GC, Snoy PJ, Higley JD. 2006. Left vs.
right nipple preference in free-ranging infant rhesus macaques (Macaca mulatta).
Developmental Psychobiology 48:266–272 DOI 10.1002/dev.20128.

Karenina K, Giljov A, Ingram J, Rowntree VJ, Malashichev Y. 2017. Lateralisation of
mother-infant interactions in a diverse range of mammal species. Nature Ecology &
Evolution 1:0030 DOI 10.1038/s41559-016-0030.

Lilak AL, Phillips KA. 2008. Consistency of hand preference across low-level and high-
level tasks in capuchin monkeys (Cebus apella). American Journal of Primatology
70:254–260 DOI 10.1002/ajp/20485.

Lindburg DG. 1971. The rhesus monkey in North India: an ecological and behavioral
study. In: Rosenblum LA, ed. Primate behavior: developments in field and laboratory
research. Vol. 2. New York: Academic Press, 1–106.

Llorente M, Riba D, Palou L, Carrasco L, Mosquera M, Colell M, Feliu O. 2011.
Population-level right-handedness for a coordinated bimanual task in naturalistic
housed chimpanzees: replication and extension in 114 animals from Zambia and
Spain. American Journal of Primatology 73:281–290 DOI 10.1002/ajp.20895.

MacNeilage PF. 2007. Present status of the postural origins theory. In: Hopkins WD, ed.
The evolution of hemispheric specialization in primates. Oxford: Elsevier, 59–91.

Manning JT, Chamberlain AT. 1990. The left-side cradling preference in great apes.
Animal Behaviour 39:1224–1227 DOI 10.1016/S0003-3472(05)80800-0.

Manning JT, Heaton R, Chamberlain AT. 1994. Left-side cradling: similarities and
differences between apes and humans. Journal of Human Evolution 26(1):77–83
DOI 10.1006/jhev.1994.1005.

Regaiolli et al. (2018), PeerJ, DOI 10.7717/peerj.4736 15/17

https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.31.4.619
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:IJOP.0000043961.89133.3d
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/204224
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10764-006-9086-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0735-7036.115.3.294
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0735-7044.118.3.659
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/dev.20128
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41559-016-0030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajp/20485
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajp.20895
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0003-3472(05)80800-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jhev.1994.1005
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.4736


McGrewWC,Marchant LF. 1997. On the other hand: current issues and metaanalysis
of the behavioral laterality of hand function in non-human primates. Yearbook of
Physical Anthropology 104:201–232 DOI 10.1002/(SICI)1096-8644(1997)25+<201::
AID-AJPA8>3.0.CO;2-6.

Meguerditchian A, Molesti S, Vauclair J. 2011. Right-handedness predominance in 162
baboons for gestural communication: consistency across time and groups. Behavioral
Neuroscience 125:653–660 DOI 10.1037/a0023823.

Meguerditchian A, Phillips KA, Chapelain A, Mahovetz LM,Milne S, Stoinski T,
Lonsdorf E, Schaeffer J, Russell JR, HopkinsWD. 2015.Handedness for unimanual
grasping in 564 great apes: the effect on grip morphology and a comparison
with hand use for a bimanual coordinated task. Frontiers in Psychology 6:e1794
DOI 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01794.

Meguerditchian A, Vauclair J, HopkinsWD. 2010. Captive chimpanzees use their right
hand to communicate with each other: implications for the origin of the cerebral
substrate for language. Cortex 46:40–48 DOI 10.1016/j.cortex.2009.02.013.

Meguerditchian A, Vauclair J, HopkinsWD. 2013. On the origins of human handedness
and language: a comparative review of hand preferences for bimanual coordinated
actions and gestural communication in nonhuman primates. Developmental
Psychobiology 55:637–650 DOI 10.1002/dev.21150.

Meunier H, Blois-Heulin C, Vauclair J. 2011. A new tool for measuring hand preference
in non-human primates: adaptation of Bishop’s quantifying hand preference task for
olive baboons. Behavioural Brain Research 218:1–7 DOI 10.1016/j.bbr.2010.11.011.

Michel GF, Sheu C, BrumleyMR. 2002. Evidence of a right-shift factor affecting infant
hand-use preference from 7 to 11 months of age as revealed by latent class analysis.
Developmental Psychobiology 40:1–13 DOI 10.1002/dev.10008.

Nishida T. 1993. Left nipple suckling preference in wild chimpanzees. Ethology &
Sociobiology 14:45–52 DOI 10.1016/0162-3095(93)90017-C.

Packheiser J, Rook N, Dursun Z, Mesenhöller J, Wenglorz A, Güntürkün O, Ocklen-
burg S. 2018. Embracing your emotions: affective state impacts lateralisation of
human embraces. Psychological Research 82:1–11 DOI 10.1007/s00426-018-0985-8.

Papademetriou E, Sheu CF, Michel GF. 2005. A meta-analysis of primate hand prefer-
ence for reaching and other hand-use preferences. Journal of Comparative Psychology
119:33–48 DOI 10.1037/0735-7036.119.1.33.

Previc FH. 1991. A general theory concerning the prenatal origins of cerebral lateraliza-
tion in humans. Psychological Reviews 98:299–334 DOI 10.1037/0033-295X.98.3.299.

Quaresmini C, Forrester G, Spiezio C, Vallortigara G. 2014. Social environment elicits
lateralized behaviors in gorillas (Gorilla gorilla gorilla) and chimpanzees (Pan
troglodytes). Journal of Comparative Psychology 128:276–84 DOI 10.1037/a0036355.

Regaiolli B, Spiezio C, HopkinsWD. 2016. Three actions, two groups: looking for
the origin of primate manual lateralization. Journal of Comparative Psychology
130:259–268 DOI 10.1037/com0000031.

Regaiolli et al. (2018), PeerJ, DOI 10.7717/peerj.4736 16/17

https://peerj.com
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/%28SICI%291096-8644%281997%2925%2B%3C201%3A%3AAID-AJPA8%3E3.0.CO%3B2-6
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/%28SICI%291096-8644%281997%2925%2B%3C201%3A%3AAID-AJPA8%3E3.0.CO%3B2-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0023823
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01794
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2009.02.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/dev.21150
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2010.11.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/dev.10008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0162-3095(93)90017-C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00426-018-0985-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0735-7036.119.1.33
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.98.3.299
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0036355
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/com0000031
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.4736


Regaiolli B, Spiezio C, HopkinsWD. 2018.Hand preference on unimanual and biman-
ual tasks in Barbary macaques (Macaca sylvanus). American Journal of Primatology
80(3):e22745 DOI 10.1002/ajp.22745.

Rogers LJ, Vallortigara G, Andrew RJ. 2013.Divided brains—the biology and behaviour of
brain asymmetries. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Sakai M, Hishii T, Takeda S, Kohshima S. 2006. Laterality of flipper rubbing behaviour
in wild bottlenose dolphins (Tursiops aduncus): caused by asymmetry of eye use?
Behavioural Brain Research 170:204–210 DOI 10.1016/j.bbr.2006.02.018.

Salk L. 1960. The effects of normal heartbeat sound on the behavior of the newborn
infant: implications for mental health.World Mental Health 12:168–175.

Salk L. 1973. The role of the heartbeat in the relations between mother and infant.
Scientific American 228:24–29.

Rosa Salva O, Regolin L, Mascalzoni E, Vallortigara G. 2012. Cerebral and behavioural
asymmetries in animal social recognition. Comparative Cognition and Behavior
Reviews 7:110–138 DOI 10.3819/ccbr.2012.70006.

Schmitt V, Melchisedech S, Hammerschmidt K, Fischer J. 2008.Hand preferences in
Barbary macaques (Macaca sylvanus). Laterality: Asymmetries of Body, Brain, and
Cognition 13:143–157 DOI 10.1080/13576500701757532.

Scola C, Vauclair J. 2010. Is infant holding-side bias related to motor asymmetries in
mother and child? Developmental Psychobiology 52:475–486 DOI 10.1002/dev.20450.

Tanaka I. 1989. Change of nipple preference between successive offspring in Japanese
macaques. American Journal of Primatology 18:321–325 DOI 10.1002/ajp.1350180406.

Todd B, Banerjee R. 2016. Lateralization of infant holding by mothers: a longitudinal
evaluation of variations over the first 12 weeks. Laterality: Asymmetries of Body, Brain
and Cognition 21:12–33 DOI 10.1080/1357650X.2015.1059434.

Tomaszycki M, Cline C, Griffin B, Maestripieri D, HopkinsWD. 1998.Maternal
cradling and infant nipple preferences in rhesus monkeys (Macaca mulatta).
Developmental Psychobiology 32:305–312
DOI 10.1002/(SICI)1098-2302(199805)32:4<305::AID-DEV5>3.0.CO;2-R.

Warren JM. 1977. Handedness and cerebral dominance in monkeys. In: Hamad S, Doty
RW, Goldstein L, Jaynes J, Krauthamer G, eds. Lateralization in the nervous system.
New York: Academic Press, 151–172.

Westergaard GG, Byrne G, Suomi SJ. 1998. Early lateral bias in tufted capuchins (Cebus
apella). Developmental Psychobiology 32:45–50
DOI 10.1002/(SICI)1098-2302(199801)32:1<45::AID-DEV5>3.0.CO;2-T.

Westergaard GC, Suomi SJ. 1993.Hand preference in capuchin monkeys (Cebus apella)
varies with age. Primates 34:295–299 DOI 10.1007/BF02382624.

Whitehead R. 1991. Right hemisphere processing superiority during sustained visual at-
tention. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience 3:329–334 DOI 10.1162/jocn.1991.3.4.329.

Zhao D, Gao X, Li B, Watanabe K. 2008. First evidence of neonate nipple pref-
erence and maternal cradling laterality in Old World monkeys: a prelimi-
nary study from Rhinopithecus roxellana. Behavioural Processes 77:364–368
DOI 10.1016/j.beproc.2007.10.004.

Regaiolli et al. (2018), PeerJ, DOI 10.7717/peerj.4736 17/17

https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajp.22745
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2006.02.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.3819/ccbr.2012.70006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13576500701757532
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/dev.20450
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajp.1350180406
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1357650X.2015.1059434
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-2302(199805)32:4<305::AID-DEV5>3.0.CO;2-R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-2302(199801)32:1<45::AID-DEV5>3.0.CO;2-T
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02382624
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/jocn.1991.3.4.329
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2007.10.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.4736

