
to mothers in their mid-
20s. As such, it does not
represent an important
group of mistimed and
unwanted children:
those born to adolescent
women. Older mothers
may be better able than
teenagers to compen-
sate for unintendedness.

Three factors put
mistimed and unwant-
ed children at develop-
mental risk: First, their
mothers’ characteristics
are associated with de-
velopmental risks. For
example, these children
are more likely than
others to be born to mi-
nority mothers, and
their mothers tend to
have relatively little ed-

ucation and low levels of ability. Second,
they experience a less-favorable family en-
vironment. For example, they are more
likely than wanted children to be living
without their biological father and to ex-
perience economic disadvantage. Third,
relatively few developmental resources
are available to unintended children.

Clearly, both the mother and the child ex-
perience hardship when an unintended
pregnancy is brought to term. Since less-ed-
ucated, minority and lower income women
have a higher proportion of unintended
births than women with more favorable
backgrounds, this finding has important
policy implications. First, the results of these
analyses underscore the impact of declin-
ing levels of knowledge and effective use
of contraceptives, particularly in view of the
fact that unintended births have increased
since the 1980s because of less-effective con-
traceptive use and reduced accessibility of
induced abortion.43 Second, the findings
point to the importance of family circum-
stances as factors in the observed differences
between wanted, mistimed and unwanted
children. Some of these circumstances may
be remedied by programmatic interven-
tions. For example, parenting education, in-
come supplementation and employment
services may help alleviate some negative
family circumstances that lead to the de-
velopmental disadvantages experienced by
unintended children.
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Table 7. Coefficients of regression models predicting the effects
of planning status on child developmental outcomes, 1986 and
1988 assessments

Predictor 1986 (N=718) 1988

Fearfulness Positive 
(N=930)

affect PPVT-R

Planning status
Mistimed 1.553 –1.773 –0.476
Unwanted 1.841 –0.489 0.319

Developmental resource
Opportunity for skill development –0.034 0.151* 0.243*
Positive mother-child relationship –0.008 0.026 0.063*
Nonauthoritarian parenting style 0.034 0.023 0.075*

Background characteristic
Black 7.133* –4.853* –8.817*
Hispanic 3.601 –0.435 –6.647*
Mother employed before the birth –1.060 –1.813 –1.056
Maternal AFQT score –0.159* 0.026 –0.116*
Maternal self-esteem score 0.037 0.083 –0.040
Biological father present at 

the time of birth 4.966* –0.958 2.241
Per capita family income† 0.177 –0.349* 0.109
r2 .18 .10 .39

*p<.05. †Expressed in thousands of dollars.
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