
other family characteris-
tics, such as family in-
come, however, plan-
ning status does not
significantly predict the
developmental re-
sources provided. This
finding supports the in-
terpretation that plan-
ning status reflects a
mother’s expectations
regarding her ability to
provide a favorable en-
vironment to her child.

Results from data on
preschoolers in 1988 sug-
gest that the gross effects
of planning status on all
three types of develop-
mental resources are
large and significant (not
shown). However, when

relevant family characteristics are controlled
for, the net effect of planning status is sig-
nificant only for the measure of parenting
style. Table 5 shows that a mistimed child
is more likely to experience  authoritarian
parenting than a wanted child, even when
background characteristics are controlled
for, although this net effect is small. Addi-
tional analyses (not shown) reveal no dif-
ferential effects of planning status by sex.

Planning Status and Development
Table 6 provides selected mean develop-
mental outcome scores assessed in 1986
and 1988 for the study children by their
planning status. The 1986 cognitive, motor
and social development scores do not dif-
fer significantly by planning status. How-
ever, mistimed and unwanted children
were rated significantly higher than want-
ed children on the fearfulness scale (30–34,
compared with 27), and mistimed children
were rated significantly lower on the pos-
itive affect scale (70, compared with 73). 

Results of the 1988 assessments demon-
strate that among preschoolers, verbal
memory is not associated with planning sta-
tus; the temperament and behavioral prob-
lem scales in the 1988 assessments also
show no significant differences by planning
status. However, PPVT-R scores, measur-
ing receptive vocabulary, are significantly
lower among mistimed and unwanted
children than among those who were want-
ed (91, 83 and 95, respectively). Differences
in the aspects of cognitive ability that ver-
bal memory and PPVT-R assessments mea-
sure may explain the difference between the
outcomes: Receptive vocabulary is likely to
be influenced by the child’s home envi-
ronment and interactions with significant

styles than those who were wanted or
mistimed. These differences are partly re-
flected in the total resource score, as well.

Results of the 1988 assessments show
that among preschoolers, unwanted chil-
dren receive significantly lower levels of
developmental resources of all types than
wanted children. Mistimed children receive
fewer opportunities for skill development
and experience more authoritarian par-
enting styles than wanted children; they
have more positive interactions with their
mothers and more opportunities for skill
development than unwanted children.*

The data do not permit an analysis of
why the child’s age mediates the associa-
tion between planning status and devel-
opmental resources provided, but this find-
ing probably is partly due to the difficulties
in measuring infants’ developmental re-
sources. Additionally, the effects of planning
status on mother-child interactions may be-
come stronger as children grow older and
their demands on family resources increase. 

Table 5 presents the results of multivari-
ate regression models predicting the effects
of planning status on developmental re-
sources provided to the child. When the
gross effects of planning status are esti-
mated using data for children aged 1–2 in
1986 (not shown), planning status is found
to be a significant predictor of opportuni-
ties provided for skill development and
nonauthoritarian parenting style. Net of

adults. Verbal memory, on the other hand,
is derived from an assessment of general
ability40 and is regarded as a dimension of
cognition that enables learning.

Table 7 (page 234) shows the results of
multivariate analyses of the 1986 tempera-
ment scale scores and the 1988 PPVT-R
scores. The models included maternal and
child characteristics that are associated with
planning status and the outcome being an-
alyzed, as well as the developmental re-
source measures. It is expected that when
compositional differences are controlled for,
the effects of planning status will not be sig-
nificant. This is true for both the fearfulness
and the positive affect scales. 

Race and ethnicity indicators show very
large, significant effects on infants’ tem-
perament. Because the psychometric
properties of the temperament scales may
vary across racial and ethnic groups,41

however, separate models were estimat-
ed for children of each race or ethnicity.
The results (not shown) diverged some-
what from those presented in Table 7.
Among white infants, unintendedness ap-
pears to have a significant positive asso-
ciation with fearfulness and a significant
negative association with positive affect.
These results, however, may have been
due to uncontrolled differences in mater-
nal well-being, as reflected in mothers’ re-
ports on child temperament.

The association between planning sta-
tus and preschoolers’ 1988 verbal devel-
opment also becomes nonsignificant when
developmental resources and composi-
tional differences among the children are
taken into account. This finding supports
the hypothesis that the effects of planning
status are partly mediated by the resources
provided to the child. During the period
when verbal development is a key factor
in school readiness, mistimed and un-
wanted children experience deficits in op-
portunities for skill development in their
family environment, leading to deficits in
verbal competence. The effect of planning
status is also mediated by the differences
in the characteristics of the mothers (se-
lection factor) and in family environment. 

Discussion
This study is distinguished from its pre-
decessors in two important ways. First, in-
tendedness was measured during the
pregnancy or soon after the birth, not ret-
rospectively, after the child’s characteris-
tics became evident. Second, the media-
tors of the association between planning
status and child development are specif-
ically accounted for. In addition, the lon-
gitudinal assessments provide outcome
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Table 4. Mean developmental resource scores for children younger
than two in 1986, by planning status, 1986 and 1988 assessments

Resource Planning status

Wanted Mistimed Unwanted

1986, ALL CHILDREN
Total developmental resources 75.2 75.6 72.4
Opportunity for skill development 70.4 69.9 66.3
Positive mother-child relationship 80.3 81.0 79.3
Nonauthoritarian parenting style 79.9 81.5 76.7

1986, CHILDREN AGED ≥12 MOS.
Total developmental resources†‡ 76.5 76.5 70.2
Opportunity for skill development*†‡ 72.3 69.8 65.4
Positive mother-child relationship 85.4 85.3 80.5
Nonauthoritarian parenting style†‡ 71.8 74.5 64.7

1988
Total developmental resources*†‡ 79.4 76.0 70.4
Opportunity for skill development*†‡ 77.6 74.5 66.9
Positive mother-child relationship†‡ 78.7 76.2 69.4
Nonauthoritarian parenting style*‡ 81.6 77.4 75.1

*Multiple range test of difference between wanted and mistimed children is significant at p<.05.
†Multiple range test of difference between mistimed and unwanted children is significant at p<.05.
‡Multiple range test of difference between wanted and unwanted children is significant at p<.05.

*The effects of planning status on developmental re-
sources do not vary with the timing of the reporting of
intendedness: Mistimed and unwanted preschoolers re-
ceive fewer developmental resources, whether their plan-
ning status was ascertained before or after their birth.
The effects of planning status are not significant when
compositional differences are accounted for, regardless
of the timing of its reporting.




