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timates associated with the other two categories. Estimates
related to breastfeeding also do not support the maternal
predominance hypothesis. Finally, we cannot reject the hy-
pothesis that father’s intention is irrelevant or the hypothesis
that what matters is whether both parents intended the preg-
nancy. We prefer the fixed-effect estimates because they are
not biased by unmeasured family background factors. How-
ever, since they were based on a relatively small sample,
they are imprecise, and statistical tests have less power to
detect true differences.

For births to married women, few results from the re-
gression analyses are statistically significant. Furthermore,
only the estimates associated with breastfeeding suggest a
substantial relationship—albeit an imprecisely estimated one.
For breastfeeding, all of the estimates are negative, suggesting
that children whose conceptions were unintended are rel-
atively unlikely to be breastfed. Tests of whether fathers are
irrelevant and whether what matters is that both parents
intend the pregnancy are mixed. For the fixed-effects model,
we reject the hypothesis that fathers are irrelevant.

Generally, there appears to be little statistical basis for
discriminating among the three categories in which at least
one parent did not intend the pregnancy. We therefore com-
bined these into a single category, representing pregnan-
cies that were unintended by either parent, and present the
results of this alternative classification in Table 4. We in-
clude three outcomes that were excluded from the previ-
ous analysis because they occurred infrequently and sam-
ple sizes in some categories of parental pregnancy intention
were too small for meaningful analysis (initiated prenatal
care after the second trimester, smoked one or more packs
per day and low birth weight).

There is relatively robust evidence that when either par-
ent did not intend the pregnancy, the woman has an ele-
vated likelihood of initiating prenatal care after the first

tentions add explanatory power to mothers’ intentions in
the determination of pregnancy-related outcomes and in-
fant health. To examine this issue, we tested the joint hy-
pothesis that the effect of a pregnancy’s being intended only
by the father equals the effect of its being intended by nei-
ther parent and the effect of a pregnancy’s being intended
only by the mother equals that of its being intended by both
parents. Put differently, we tested whether, if the mother
did not intend the pregnancy, there is no benefit if the fa-
ther did and if the mother intended the pregnancy, there
is no harm if the father did not. The p-values for the chi-
square test corresponding to this hypothesis are present-
ed in the table rows labeled “father irrelevant.” For prena-
tal care, since this test is significant (p≤.05) in the
fixed-effects analysis (Table 3), we reject the hypothesis that
the father’s intention is irrelevant.

We also tested the restriction, suggested by the pattern
of results in Table 3, that children do better if their con-
ception was intended by both parents than if it was not in-
tended by one or both parents. Specifically, we tested for
equality of all three effects (coefficients) listed in the table
for each model and report the p-values from the associat-
ed chi-square tests in the rows labeled “equality of effects.”
We cannot reject the hypothesis of equality, which suggests
that a two-category classification of parental intentions is
sufficient.

Estimates related to the incidence of nonmarital women’s
smoking during pregnancy are not statistically significant
regardless of the estimation procedure. For breastfeeding,
the results are mixed. Fixed-effect estimates indicate that
infants whose conception was unintended by both parents
are less likely to be breastfed than are those whose con-
ception was intended by both (coefficient, –0.9). This evi-
dence is consistent with the dose-response hypothesis, but
the dose-response hypothesis is not supported by the es-

TABLE 4. Coefficients from logit analyses (and standard errors) indicating the effects of a pregnancy’s being unintended by 
either parent on selected outcomes, by mother’s marital status and type of analysis

Outcome Unmarried Married

Cross-sectional Fixed-effects Cross-sectional Fixed-effects

N Coefficient N Coefficient N Coefficient N Coefficient

Prenatal care
After first trimester 2,369 0.52* (.12) 687 0.69* (.23) 5,058 0.25* (.09) 1,051 0.27† (.17)
After second trimester 2,369 0.23 (.21) 232 0.16 (.51) 5,058 0.16 (.15) 420 0.01 (.30)

Smoked during pregnancy
Any 2,427 0.03 (.11) 292 0.14 (.35) 5,176 0.33* (.08) 440 0.19 (.27)
≥1 pack/day 2,427 –0.04 (.02) 208 0.45 (.50) 5,176 0.27* (.13) 253 0.39 (.38)

Low birth weight 2,444 0.01 (.17) 356 –0.21  (.35) 5,203 –0.24   (.15) 427 0.47 (.31)

Ever breastfed 2,476 0.05 (.12) 286 –0.89* (.41) 5,273 –0.17* (.07) 923 –0.33† (.19)

* p≤.05. †p ≤.10. Notes: Standard errors are adjusted for heteroskedasticity and clustering among siblings. In addition to the categories listed in the table, analyses
control for undetermined mother’s pregnancy intention, undetermined father’s pregnancy intention (if mother’s intention is determined); region and urban resi-
dence in the year following the birth; mother’s race and ethnicity; child’s sex, birth order and year of birth; and characteristics of the mother’s household when she
was 14 (whether both parents were present, whether the household received newspapers or magazines, whether any household member had a library card and
educational attainment of the mother’s mother). The model also includes a control for the mother’s score on the Armed Forces Qualifications Test, administered to
the sample in 1980, and for whether the mother reported pregnancy intention during pregnancy or after delivery. In the unmarried sample, one marital status dummy
(divorced/separated vs. never married) is included. In the fixed-effects analyses, effects are identified by variation among siblings; effects of explanatory  variables
that do not vary among siblings cannot be estimated; and observations contribute to the likelihood function only if there is variation within mother (i.e., among sib-
lings) in the outcome.


