
GED OPTIONS! 

A program of 
The Laurence G. Paquin School 
for Expectant Teenage Mothers 

Rosetta Stith, Ph.D. 
Director 

2200 Sinclair Lane 
Baltimore, MD 21213-1326 

410-396-9398 



The Laurence G. Paquin School for Expectant and Parentin Teenage Mothers 
GED OPTIONS Program 

OPTIONS 
We wish to add a complementary educational and vocational training program that is specially 

suited to the needs and capabilities of young mothers who have not finished high school. We 

believe that the course enrichment OPTIONS will provide, plus the experience of eaming money, 

will help students develop life skills and define career goals and will motivate them, enabling them 

to hold full-time entry-level jobs in Baltimore growth industries. 

The Paquin OPTIONS program will train the 25 young mothers in our new high school 
General Education Diploma (GED) curriculum to work at paid part-time intemships while they 
complete the course. 

History of Paquin GED Program 
In the fall of 1995 we inaugurated a special GED program on our campus. Our goal was to apply 
the expertise developed over the past thirty years to helping young mothers who had already 
dropped out of school and for whom there existed formidable obstacles to high school graduation. 
We wanted to reach 20 yr. olds who had dropped out of school to have a baby. We also wanted to 
reach students who were at the highest risk of dropping out of a full-time program, 18 yr. old 
mothers stmggling in ninth grade in a mainstream school, for example, and 16 yr. old mothers 
who wanted to work to support themselves and their child. 

While we recognize that the ideal is a full-time curriculum, there are many teen mothers who have 
given up on furthering their education. We felt that a special Paquin GED program could be a 
significant improvement over the other general GED programs available. 

During 1995-96, the first full year of our GED program, we provided the core curriculum for 24 
student mothers ranging in age from 16 to 25. During the moming, the students attended GED 
class at Paquin and in the aftemoon worked at entry-level jobs. These students were at many 
different educational levels, and we expected them to complete the course work at different times. 

The new OPTIONS program we are launching in the Fall of 1996, and for which we are now 

seeking funds, will address a common dilemma the student mother faces: Many entry-level jobs 

require a flexibility that conflicts with fixed class schedules. As important as she knows school is 

for her future, the young mother has to first face the realities of supporting herself and her child. 

By working closely with the employers, our Pilot Program for 1996-97 presents a solution. 
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1996-97 Pilot Program 
To secure paid intemships for all our 25 students four afternoons a week for the school year, we 
have created a new position of Job Specialist to commence in August 1996 and funded by 
Baltimore City Schools Careers and Technology and our school budget. The fifth aftemoon 
session, supervised by Paquin, will be devoted to Career Development Training. While our first 
goal is to enable the students to secure the GED and our second goal is to provide secure paid 
internships, our long-term mission is to give our students the building blocks they need to 
develop careers based on their individual aptitudes, interests, and knowledge of the current 
Baltimore job market. Part of developing this capability will rest in personal goal setting 
focused on work, career, and life issues. 

In addition to developing marketable skills, each student will complete a career research report 

that will be entered into the OPTIONS Database accessible to all Paquin students using the 
computers in our new Leaming Lab. A "welcome screen" acknowledging a major donor will greet 
all those who access the report which will also be available as hard copy in the new GED 
Resource Center. Each student will develop her own personal Five Year Life Plan with the 
help ofthe Job Specialist, other Paquin teachers, and volunteers. 

The Re.se.arch Cnmpnnent. We know that the teenage mothers who do not have an adequate high 
school education and job skills will be unable to compete for those jobs with a future that will 
enable them to support themselves and their babies adequately. Furthermore, if the young mother 
has another baby before her economic situation is stable, her chances of breaking out of the 
poverty cycle will be reduced even further. Although the majority of research efforts on teen 
pregnancy focus on preventing first births, there is little evidence to show that similar techniques 
would be unsuccessful if applied to preventing subsequent births. Research on the cognitive 
developmental process in adolescent decision making reveals that increased participation in 
programs like Paquin's can significantly help a young woman understand the consequences of teen 
pregnancy, even if she already has a child. It will be a goal of this program to address this question 
as well. 

With the help of Johns Hopkins Institute for Policy Studies, we will study specific 
outcomes of the Paquin GED students compared to the control group of other female GED 
students so we can evaluate the effectiveness of various components of the pilot program. IPS 
economist Dr. Maryann Feldman will supervise Ms. Kantahyanee Whitt, a second year graduate 
student who has a special interest in policy evaluation, program planning, and urban social policy. 
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In the endeavor to help us leam how we can best help these students develop their eaming 

potential, the researchers will measure attainment of educational goals, employment level 

six months after completing the GED, and the number of students who had another baby by six 

months afterwards. Ms. Whitt will design the questionnaire during the summer of 1996 and 

administer it at Paquin and to the control groups in the fall of 1996, spring of 1997, and 

fall of 1997. Dr. Burt S. Barnow, senior economist at IPS, has assisted Dr. Feldman and Ms. 

Whitt in the preliminary design of the study. The results of this study will be issued as an 

Occasional Paper and disseminated to other educators and policy administrators nationwide. We 

anticipate the fmdings will show that an interventional program can have a significant impact on the 

economic future of the young people served. The report will document the program design and 

results and will be used to secure further funding. We intend this to be a permanent program with 

continued permanent funding for the Job Specialist by Baltimore City Schools. The additional 

money for ongoing expenses of student stipends, resource development, and the clothing 

allowances will be secured from corporations benefiting from the program and from other private 

sources. 

Conclusion 
As educators, our first responsibility is to provide teen students with the ability to leam, adapt, and 
thrive. As Paquin teachers, we have an added responsibility to help students develop into 
responsible, nurturing mothers and providers. We know that a high school diploma is considered 
the minimum benchmark for success in the 1990s. Our experience as teachers shows us that for the 
teen mother still in eighth grade, the goal of completing the GED requirements in a traditional 
setting seems impossible and unrealistic. She needs money to take care of her child today. The 
program we developed for 1995-96 and the enhanced program we will offer during 1996-97, will 
meet the special needs of those who had given up on school. We have already proven that we can 
tum these young women into successful students, sometimes after many years of scholastic 
failure. OPTIONS will provide a trained workforce of highly motivated young 
women with career goals and job skills that match marketplace needs. For example, 
Baltimore has a documented shortage of a qualified local labor force to meet the entry-level data 
processing and data management needs of growing industries. By preparing entry-level teen 
mothers to respond to Baltimore's current business needs we will attract and retain the businesses 
required to sustain our community's growth. At the same time, we will motivate teens and give 
them the tools they need for economic self-sufficiency. 

With the help of funders, we will enable these young mothers make dreams come tme for 

themselves and for their babies. 
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Summary of Specific Measurable Objectives 

1. To enable teen mothers to receive their high school equivalency GED. Students 
will pass their GED exam, 

2. To reach a Paquin GED program retention rate of 90 % 

3. To enable students to develop career goals while providing training for 
existing jobs in Baltimore growth industries such as tourism and the growing 
data entry and data management needs of the warehouse industry, as reported in 
Dr. Feldman's recent study. Students will write a research paper on career opportunities in a 
Baltimore industry in of their choice. Part ofthe assignment will be to collect specified data about 
jobs to be entered into a Paquin School Job Database that will be accessible to all Paquin students. 

4. To prepare students with the interpersonal skills needed for work. Students 
will successfully complete a curriculum module to include molding a good impression through 
dress ,and speech, manners, and how to handle problems in the workplace. 

5. To successfully place students in entry-level paid internships in Baltimore's 
growth industries. The Job Specialist will identify intemships, interview and place the 
students, and provide support while serving as liaison with the employer. Some ofthe work may 
be done at Paquin using computers. Output may be transmitted via modem or disk The Job 
Specialist will communicate with the intems' employers manager monthly to monitor 
performance. The employers will rank students with a score of satisfactory or higher on job 
performance and deportment. Intems will be paid stipends directly by their employers. 

6. To foster good work habits and continued pursuit of career goals after GED 
completion. Support meetings will be held at Paquin or corporate host sites at three, six, and 
nine mo. intervals for currently enrolled GED Program enrollees. All enrolled students will 
attend each meeting. 

7. To learn what measurable lifestyle changes are made as a result of 
participation. Under the supervision of Dr. Feldman, JHU IPS graduate student, Ms. Whitt 
will design a questionnaire to serve as a student tracking mechanism Ms. Whitt will administer 
an intake evaluation and then subsequent ones upon GED graduation, and 6 mos. after GED 
completion. We will study the extent to which participation in this program influences career 
goals and/or the timing of a next child 

8. To create corporate demand for Paquin GEDiplomates as regular full or part-
time employees. To have 60% of Class of 1997 Paquin GEDiplomates employed within three 
months of graduation. 
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1996-97 Budget 

Student Stipends 
25 students x 16 hrs./wk @$5/hr. x 36 weeks $ 72,000 
This represents $2,880 salary per student 

Job Coordinator 
Salary and benefits 24,000 

Work Clothes for GED students 
25 students x $150 ea. fall & spring = $7,500 7,500 
(In-kind gifts of new or used work clothing) 

Research Component 
JHU IPS Research 15,000 

JHU IPS Graduate student stipend 10,000 

TraveUTransponation 1,000 

Equipment 

Supplies 

Fax, modem, copier 750 

GED software 600 
Postage 300 

aher 
Training for Job Specialist 2,000 
Resource Center Computer 1,750 

Resource Development 7,800 
TOTAL $ 143,450 

Excluding the Johns Hopkins University Institute for Policy Studies research component, 
this represents $ 118,450 for 25 GED mothers @ $ 4,738 

for 36 weeks including training, wages, work clothes, and administrative costs for the 
enhancements of the GED OPTIONS program, 

or 
$2,369 per mother/child unit. 

The salary and benefits for the GED teacher is not included in this budget. 
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Gift Options 
for 

OPTIONS 

In recognition of funding at the following levels, we will be pleased to acknowledge our funders' 
generosity. For a gift of: 

$ 10,000 to support the Research Component: 
Recognition in all publications. 
Special recognition in our Fall 1997 Annual Report 

$ 10,000 

Special recognition in our Fall 1997 Annual Report 

"Welcome" screen" on the new database to read: 

(BOHOT'S Name) 
Job and Career DataJbase 
A Resource for All Paquin Students 

Compiled and Entered by 

GED OPTIONS Students 

$ 5,000 or more Intemship Sponsors 
Special recognition in our Fall 1997 Annual Report. 

All gifts at these levels will be recognized in our Aimual Report as members of our new 
Paquin Partners Society 

$ 2,500 to 5,000 
$ 1,000 to 2,499 
$ 500 to 999 

Laurence G. Paquin Society 
(Name to be Determined) 
(Name to be Determined) 

In recognition of a donation of $100 or more, you will be recognized in our 1997 Annual Report 
and invited to a reception for the GED OPTIONS class in the spring of 1997. 



The Laurence G. Paquin School for Expectant and Parenting Teenage Mothers 
GED OPTIONS Program 

History of The Laurence G. Paquin School #457 

Our school was founded in 1965 as one of the first public schools in America where a pregnant 
junior or high school student was allowed to continue in school. Our primary mission is to provide 
an educational environment where pregnant and parenting teens can maintain their academic 
standing and thrive in a school setting which meets their special needs. Our comprehensive 
middle/secondary school, is an intemational, inter-generational, and age-appropriate Baltimore City 
Public Altemative School for expectant and parenting 12-19 yr. old young women. 

Under the direction of our first Principal, Vivian E. Washington, we were first housed in West 
Baltimore at the former Edgar Allen Poe School #1. In 1972 we moved to a new facility in East 
Baltimore's Clifton Park. Upon Mrs. Washington's retirement in 1973, Mrs. Edmonia T. Yates 
was Principal until June 1974. Assistant Principal Mrs. Lois E. White then served as our third 
Prmcipal from 1974-1980. Dr. Rosetta Stith assumed the position of Principal in 1980 having 
been Assistant Principal from 1974. In 1995 Dr. Stith became the school's Director, assisted by 
Assistant Principals Loretta Bryant (1980- present) and Marjorie Miles (1994 - July, 1996). 

We now enroll almost 300 students each school quarter and while 60% of our students stay at 
Paquin for the school year in which they deliver, some choose to retum to their "home" school 
after the baby is bom. Space permitting, some students elect to continue at Paquin for subsequent 
years as well. We have over 20,000 alumnae and will hold our first Paquin Homecoming in 
November 1996 as part of our 30-yr. Anniversary Celebration. 

Student prnfile Approximately 80% of our students receive public assistance for themselves and 
their babies. Most qualify as low-income by federal guidelines. We are proud to report a 
graduafion rate of over 93%. Of the class of '95,41 of the 44 students who began as seniors were 
graduated in June. 

Our GED students are teenage mothers 16-25 who have already dropped out of high school or 
those who were at very high risk of dropping out due to the added pressures of new 
motherhood. We can now provide real options when she retums to school, possibly after already 
being out a few years, so she may try again in a setting appropriate to her situation as a parent. 

Personnel involved in OPTTONS 

Paquin Staff 

Rosetta Stith, Ph.D., Director of Paquin School 
Sharon Beveriy, GED teacher 
(To be hired 7/96) Job Specialist 
Linda J. Safran, Ĉ FRE, Resource Developer 

Johns Hopkins University Institute for Policy Studies 

Maryann Feldman, Ph.D., Research Scientist 
Burt S. Bamow, Ph.D., Principal Research Scientist 
Kentahyanee Whitt, graduate student 
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Recent Paquin Achievements and Partnerships 

1995-96 Grants 

"Welfare to Work Initiative" grant awarded through the Urban Institute by a funding consortium 
of The Rockefeller Foundation, the Annie E. Casey Foundation, and the Foundation 
for Child Development. We competed with over 300 applicants nationwide. 

Baltimore Community Foundation: Blaustein Family Foundation 

Fund for Educational Excellence 

Academic Year 1996-1997 

Plans are in the final stages for Annie E. Casey Foundation's Foster Care Program to be 
housed at Paquin. 

Continued collaboration with Johns Hopkins University Institute for Advancement of 
Academic Youth and Institute for Policy Studies 

Participation in Teach For America for the third year. 

Sylvan Learning Systems, Inc. has been hired to improve our fundamental matii scores. 

Paquin will participate in Abell Foundation's 1996 study on preventing teen pregnancy. 

Recent Speakers 

Sr. Kathleen Feeley, SSND Commencement 1996 
Governor Parris Glendening Commencement 1996 
Lt. Governor Kathleen Kennedy Townsend Commencement 1995 
Rep. Elijah Cummings 1995 Adopt-A-Kid Program speaker 
Surgeon General Jocelyn Elders, MD Commencement 1994 
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T
his report was prepared for the Robin Hood 

Foundation under its grant to the Catalyst In­

stitute to organize and oversee a unique re­

search project to further our understanding of 

the consequences of adolescent childbearing for 

adolescent mothers, for their children, for the 

fathers of their children, and for the nation. The Catalyst histitute com­

missioned outstanding scholars to undertake independent research 

on various aspects of this issue. So, too, they commissioned me to pre­

pare this synthesis of the scholars' research. All of us working on this 

project have been encouraged to express our own judgments freely, 

which we have done. Therefore, neither this report nor the supporting 

research by the project scholars necessarily represents the official opin­

ion or policy of the Robin Hood Foundation or of the Catalyst Institute. 

Rebecca A. Maynard, Editor 
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Kids 
Having 
Kids 
A Synthesis of Project Findings 

E
ach year, nearly one million teenagers in 

the United States—approximately 10 per­

cent of all 15- to 19-year-old females— 

become pregnant. About one third ot these 

teens abort their pregnancies, 14 percent 

miscarry, and 52 percent (or more than 

half a million teens) bear children, 72 per­

cent of them out of wedlock. Of the half a 

million teens who give birth each year, 

roughly three-fourths are giving birth for the first time. Even 

more striking, more than 175,000 of these new mothers are 17 

years old or younger. These young mothers and their offspring 

are especially vulnerable to severe adverse social and economic 

consequences. More than 80 percent of these young mothers 

end up in poverty and reliant on welfare, many for the majori­

ty of their childrens critically important developmental years. 

Due to their weak educational and skill levels, low rates 

of marriage, and inadequate support from nonresident fathers 

of their children, young mothers face significant challenges 

in trying to provide for their children. Partly because of their 

young age, very few of these mothers complete high school 

before their first child is born. More than 80 percent of those 

who are 17 or younger when they have their first child are 
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unmarried. Fewer than half of them will get married within 

10 years. Only a small minority of the unwed fathers of the 

children born to adolescent mothers provide any ongoing 

economic support for their children. 

Much of all this seems to be a uniquely American phenom­

enon. The teen birthrate in the United States is the highest of 

any industrialized nation, nearly twice as great as the next high­

est, the United Kingdom, and more than 15 times that of Japan. 

In addition, in 1988, the last year for which comparative data are 

available, a teenager in the United States was twice as likely 

to have an abortion as a teenager in the United Kingdom, the 

industrialized country with the next highest abortion rate. 

American teens were more than 13 times as likely to have an 

abortion as Japanese teens. 

The public focus on adolescent childbearing as a major 

social issue has been fueled by three social forces. First, child 

poverty rates are high and rising. Second, the number of wel­

fare recipients and the concomitant costs of public assistance 

have risen dramatically. And third, among those on welfare we 

see a much higher proportion of never-married women, young­

er recipients, and recipients who have long average durations 

of dependency. Adolescent 

childbearing has both con­

tributed to and been affect­

ed by these trends. 

To better understand 

the fu l l costs and conse­

quences of adolescent child-

bearing, the Robin Hood 

Foundation commissioned 

some of the nation's lead­

ing scholars to research the 

issue. Working in teams 

on seven coordinated stud-
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ies, the scholars ex­

plored the costs and 

social consequences 

of teen childbearing 

for the young moth­

ers, their children, the 

fathers of their chil­

dren, and the entire 

nation. An additional 

study of previously 

researched childbear­

ing trends informed 

and helped round 

out this set of reports. 

The scholars focused their research on the roughly 175,000 

adolescents a year who have their first baby at the age of 17 

or younger. Still school age, unlikely to be married, and even 

less likely to be prepared for parenthood, these young mothers 

highlight the dimensions of the teen-pregnancy and -parent­

hood problems in this country. The researchers compared these 

young mothers with women who delay their first births until 

the age of 20 or 21, which is still two to three years younger 

than the national average age of women having their first 

child. The researchers chose this comparison group in the 

belief that a delay in childbearing until the early twenties is 

a long enough delay to make a meaningful difference in the 

life options of the young mothers and their children, and is 

potentially attainable through aggressive teenage pregnancy-

prevention options. The teenage mothers are referred to as 

"adolescent mothers" throughout this report, distinguishing 

them from older teen mothers. Those who are 20 or 21 when 

they have their first child are referred to as "later childbearers." 

To develop an understanding of adolescent childbearing 

itself, researchers attempted to untangle the pathway of early 



parenting from an intricate web of social torces that influ­

ence the life course of the mothers, including the behaviors 

and choices leading to their adolescent parenting. The re­

searchers began by examining the gross differences in out­

comes between adolescent mothers and women who delay 

childbearing until the age of 20 or 21. They then applied sta­

tistical controls to apportion this overall difference into as 

many as three categories. First, they looked tor the portion 

of the difference attributable to background factors such as 

race, ethnicity, socioeconomic class, and parents' education. 

Second, they accounted for the portion of the difference due 

to factors closely linked to adolescent childbearing but often 

difficult or impossible to measure directly—factors such as 

motivation, self-esteem, peer-group influence, and the impact 

of community. 

All of the studies were able to break out these two sets of 

components. Two of the studies went further and isolated the 

effects of adolescent childbearing itself on outcomes. One 

accomplished this by using the randomness of miscarriages, 

which force a delay in the timing of the first birth. The other 

study utilized the fact that a woman who has more than one 

child is necessarily older when she gives birth to her second 

child. Scholars, therefore, were able to separate the effects of 

early childbearing from the effects of other factors that arc 

correlated with early childbearing. 

The full study is to be published in October of this year 

by the Urban Institute Press under the title Kids Having Kids: 

Economic Costs ami Social Consequences of Teen Pregnancy. 

The following summarizes the scholars' major findings. 



Highlights of the 
Study Findings 
CONSEQUENCES FOR THE CHILDREN OF 
ADOLESCENT MOTHERS 
The odds are stacked against the offspring of adolescent moth­

ers from the moment they enter the world. As they grow, they 

are more likely than children of later childbearers to have health 

and cognitive disadvantages and to be neglected or abused. 

The daughters of adolescent mothers are more likely to become 

adolescent moms themselves, and the sons are more likely to 

wind up in prison. 

Low-Bir thweight Babies When compared to children of 

mothers age 20 or 21 when they had their first child, the child­

ren of adolescents are more likely to be born prematurely and 

50 percent more likely to be low-birthweight babies—of 

less than five and a half pounds (Moore, Morrison, and Greene 

forthcoming). Low birthweight raises the probabilities of a 

variety of adverse conditions such as infant death, blindness, 

deafness, chronic respiratory problems, mental retardation, 

mental illness, and cerebral palsy. In addition, low birthweight 

doubles the chance a child will later be diagnosed as having 

dyslexia, hyperactivity, or another disability. Even after factor­

ing out a variety of related background characteristics, the re­

search indicates that adolescent childbearing and closely linked 

factors heighten the risk of low birthweight and later problems 

the children, their parents, and their schools must confront. 

Ch i ldhood Health Problems As they grow, the children 

of adolescent moms tend to suffer poorer health than do the 
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children of women who were age 20 or 21 when their first 

child was born (Wolfe and Perozek forthcoming). Therefore, 

one would also expect them to see the doctor more often 

than do children of later childbearers. But, perversely, they 

receive only half the level of medical care and treatment their 

counterparts receive. 

Based on parents' reports of their children's health status, 

children of later childbearers are much more likely to be in 

"excellent" health than are the children of adolescent moms: 

60 percent of the children of the later childbearers are so rated, 

versus 38 percent ofthe children of adolescent mothers. Mean­

while, in his or her first 14 years, the average child of an ado­

lescent mom visits a physician and other medical providers an 

average of 2.3 times per year, compared with 4.8 times for a 

child of later childbearers. Early childbearing and closely linked 

factors—such as motivation, peer group influence, and commu­

nity context—account for about one third of this large difference. 

On average, an adolescent mother consumes .$3,700 per 

year in healthcare for her children. Even though each of her 

children individually receives substantially less care than child­

ren of later childbearers, the typical adolescent mom annually 

consumes nearly 20 percent 

more medical care for her 

children than she would if 

she delayed childbearing 

until age 20 or 21 for the 

very simple reason that she 

has, on average, more child­

ren than her older child-

bearing counterparts do. 

Almost half of her chil­

dren's medical bills—.$1,794— 

is paid for by the taxpayers 

in the form of publicly sup­

ported health subsidies. After 
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other variables are controlled for, including the poorer health of 

children of adolescent mothers, the typical adolescent mother 

actually consumes an average of $562 more a year on healthcare 

for her children than does her counterpart who delays childbear­

ing until age 20 or 21. At the same time, she spends $144 a year 

less out-of-pocket, while the public pays $776 more through 

Medicaid and other publicly funded health insurance for her 

children than they pay for children of otherwise similar child­

bearers. Based on this estimate, the health-services dimension of 

adolescent childbearing costs taxpayers about $1.5 billion more 

each year than if girls age 17 and younger had delayed parenthood. 

RATKS AT VVI-IICH KIDS SAV TI-IKV RUN 

AWAY l?h:i'WLF.N I M r AGHS 0 \ ' 12 AND 16 

The Homes Where They Live Children of adolescent 
moms are much less likely than their peers to grow up in homes 

with fathers (Moore et al. forthcoming). In addition, the quality 

of the homes where they live is rated substantially lower than 

those of the comparison group, even after controlling for various 

background factors. This conclusion is based upon results of the 

widely accepted Home Observation for Measurement of the 

Environment (HOME) survey, which rates homes based on the 

emotional support and cognitive stimulation provided to child­

ren. For example, the sur­

vey analyzes the amount 

and quality of attention 

children receive from their 

parents and the degree 

to which their residences 

contain books, educa­

tional toys, and games. 

Runaway Children 
Children of adolescent 

moms are two to three 

times more likely than 

the children of their 
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older childbearing counterparts to report having run away 

from home during those years. Five percent of adolescent 

mothers' children are sufficiently miserable in their homes 

that they report running away from it sometime between 

the ages of 12 and 16, compared with only about 2 percent of 

children born to later childbearers (Moore et al. forthcoming). 

Ch i ld Abuse and Neglect Children of adolescent moms are 

also far more likely to be physically abused, abandoned, or neglected 

(Goerge and Lee forthcoming). In a study of Illinois Child Protec­

tive Service statistics, which are among the best and most comp­

rehensive in the nation, the scholars found that children of ado­

lescent mothers are more than twice as likely to be the victims of 

abuse and neglect than are the offspring of 20- to 21 -year-old moms. 

Illinois logged 109 reports of child abuse per 1,000 children 

born to adolescent moms and only 50 per 1,000 children in the 

comparison group of children born to mothers who were 20 or 21. 

To the extent that researchers were able to factor out the influence 

of background characteristics, their work shows that adolescent 

childbearing is a major cause of this huge margin of difference in 

child-abuse rates. In addition, one of every four times Illinois 

receives a report that a child of an adolescent mother has been 

abused, it finds abuse so great it places the child in foster care. 

Foster Chi ldren An estimated 472,000 children are in fos­

ter care in the United States at any one time (Goerge and Lee 

forthcoming). Extrapolating from the Illinois study to the na­

tion, early childbearing and closely linked factors lead to 

23,600 children—an estimated five percent of all those born 

to adolescent mothers each year—ending up in foster care. 

The effect of adolescent childbearing on foster-care placement 

results in a taxpayer burden as high as $900 million a year. 

T r o u b l e i n School In school, the children of adolescent 

moms do much worse than those in the comparison group of later 



childbearers (Moore et al. 

forthcoming). They are 

two to three times less 

likely to be rated "excel­

lent" by their teachers and 

50 percent more likely to 

repeat a grade. And they 

perform significantly worse 

on tests of their cognitive 

development, even after 

differences in measurable 

background factors have 

been screened out. 

HIGH SCHOOL DROP OUT RATTS 
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outs The research sug­

gests that performance in school does not improve as children of 

adolescent mothers age. They are far more likely to drop out than 

are children born to later childbearers (Haveman, Wolfe, and Peter­

son forthcoming). Only 77 percent of the children of adolescent 

moms eam their high school diplomas by early adulthood, compared 

with 89 percent of the comparison group. Although a part of this siz­

able difference in high school graduation-rates can be explained 

by background differences, 57 percent of the graduation rate gap is 

due to adolescent childbearing and closely linked factors. 

Adolescent Mothers From One Generation to the Next 
When compared with their counterparts born to older child­

bearers, the daughters of adolescent moms are 83 percent more 

likely themselves to become mothers before age 18 (Haveman 

et al. forthcoming). After controlling for various background 

factors, adolescent childbearing and closely linked factors 

account for about 40 percent of this difference in adolescent 

pregnancy rates. Teen mothers beget teen mothers at a far 

greater rate than older mothers do, and they are far more likely 
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prospects as a biFthright. 

Furthermore, the daughters 

of teen moms, whether OF 

not they become teen moms 

themselves, aFC 50 pcFcent 

moFC likely to bear children 

out of wedlock than the 

comparison group. 

Unproductive Lives A 
snapshot of adolescent moth-

CFs' childFen at the age of 

24 reveals that roughly 30 

percent of them are neithcF 

in school nor woFking noF 

actively looking for a job (Haveman et al. forthcoming). At that 

point in life, they are 71 pei'cent more likely to be unengaged 

pFoductively than aFe peers who,se mothers delayed childbeaF-

ing until their early twenties. Less than half of this "economic 

activity" gap is attFibutable to observable backgi'ound factoFS. 

Most of the difference is due to adolescent childbearing and 

closely linked factors. The reseaixh suggests though it does not 

spell out difcctly that the childFen of adolescent moms ai'e less 

likely to attend college and more likely to work in low-skill jobs. 

For these and other reasons, their long-term eaFuings potential 

appeaFS to be significantly lower than that of the comparison 

group born to later childbearcFs. 

Behind Bars The teen .sons of adole.scent mothcFs aFe 2.7 times 

more likely to land in pFison than the sons of mothei's who de­

layed childbearing until theiF eaFly twenties (Gi'oggeF foFthcom-

ing). Adolescent childbeaFing by itself accounts foF 19 pei'cent of 

this diftcFence. By extension, adolescent childbeaFing in and of 

itself costs U.S. taxpayei's Foughly $1 billion each year to build 
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and maintain pFisons foF 

the sons of adolescent 

mothcFs. In addition to 

the measuFable CFiminal-

justice costs, othei', less tan­

gible costs, such as dam­

age to people and property, 

are associated with crim­

inal activity. 

CONSEQUENCES 
FOR 
ADOLESCENT 
MOTHERS 
In absolute tcFins, adoles-
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cent mothers face poor life prospects. Seven of 10 will drop out of 

high school. During their first 13 years of parenthood, adolescent 

moms earn an average of about $5,600 annually, less than half the 

poverty level. And adolescent mothers spend much of their young 

adult yeaFS (ages 19 to 30) as single paFcnts. SuFpFisingly, aftcF 

accounting for differences in background and closely linked fac­

tors such as motivation, adolescent mothei's earn only slightly less 

during the fiFst 12 yeaFS of parenthood than they would be 

expected to earn if they delayed childbearing until age 20 OF 21 

(Hotz, Sanders, and McElroy foFthcoming). In contFast, OVCF theiF 

young adult lives (ages 19 to 30), they woFk and eaFu somewhat 

more than do their later childbearing countcFpaits. 

MoFcovei', although theiF sources of income differ, adolescent 

mothers have combined incomes from their own earnings, earn­

ings of spouses, child support, and public assistance comparable to 

those of the older childbearers, after background and closely 

linked fiictoFs are controlled for. During their first 13 years of par­

enthood, they have income and medical-care assistance valued at 

just nearly $19,000 annually, compared with just OVCF $20,000 
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annually for their latcF childbeaFing counterparts. After netting out 

the effects of backgFound and othcF factors closely linked to early 

chOdbeaFing, adolescent childbearcFs fare slightly bettcF than theiF 

latcF childbeaFing countcFpaFts in tcFms of theiF overall economic 

welfare having total incomes of nearly $20,000 annually as com­

pared with just over $16,000 for the comparison gFoup. 

Although total economic support is not greatly affected by 

adolescent childbearing itself, this relatively modest level of eco­

nomic suppoFt must feed moFC mouths than does the income 

of theiF countCFpaFts who delay childbeaFing until age 20 OF 21, 

resulting in greater poverty. LaFgcF family sizes, together with 

weakened chances of stable marriage, lead to about 50 percent 

higher rates of welfare dependence among adolescent parents. 

The really significant consequences of adolescent child-

bearing for the mothers are IOWCF levels of educational attain­

ment, highcF Fates of single paFcnthood, larger fiunily sizes, and 

greater reliance on public assistance. Even after parsing out the 

effects of background and closely linked factors that can explain 

some of the observed differences in outcomes between adoles­

cent mothers and their latCF childbeaFing countcFpaFts, the 

Feseai'ch shows that adolescent childbeaFing itself accounts foF a 

50 pcFcent IOWCF likelihood 

of completing high school, 

24 percent more children, 

and 57 percent moFC time 

as a single parent duFing the 

fiFst 13 yeaFS of paFcnthood. 
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those who have already di'opped out aFe less likely to return to 

school (Hotz et al. forthcoming). Only about three of 10 ado­

lescent mothers earn a high school diploma by age 30, com­

pared with nearly 76 percent in the comparison gFoup of 

women who delay childbearing until age 20 OF 21. ContFoUing 

foF a wide Fange of backgFound vaFiables, scholars found that 

adolescent childbearing alone accounts for more than 40 pcF-

cent of this difference in graduation rates. Looked at another 

way, adolescent childbearing, at its current rate, is directly 

responsible foF OVCF 30,000 adolescent giFls in the U.S, annu­

ally not completing high school. 

All of the school completion gap will be made up by ado­

lescent mothers earning General Education Development (GED) 

certificates at higher rates than do theiF older childbearing 

counterparts. However, an emcFging body of reseaFch suggests 

that, although a GED may enhance the eaFuings potential of 

school dFopouts, it does not close the entire earnings gap. 

Single P a r e n t h o o d Adolescent moms spend nearly five 

times more of theiF young adult yeaFS as single parents than do 

women who have their 

fiFst child at age 20 OF 21— 

four years VCFSUS ten 

months (Hotz et al. foFth-

coming). The FcseaFch 

indicates that adolescent 

childbeaFing itself is 

Fesponsible foF half of this 

difference. These same 

mothers would have spent 

an average of only 2.7 years 

as single parents if they had 

delayed childbearing until 

age 20 or 21. Also, children 

who grow up in the homes 
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of single moms aFC one and a half to two times more likely to 

become teen pai'ents themselves than ai'e childfen who live in 

two-paFcnt families. 

Employment and Earnings Although the employment lev­

els and earnings of adolescent mothers ai'e low, eaFly childbeaF­

ing is nor the cause (Hotz et al., foFthcoming). The reseaFch 

shows that viFtually all of the kiFge obscFved diffcFences in 

houFs of employment and earnings between adolescent mo­

thers and older childbearei's Fesult fVom factors othcF than theiF 

decisions Fcgai'ding when to begin theiF families. FOF example, 

duFing young adulthood, adolescent mothei's excFt more woi'k 

effoFt than do their peers, perhaps out of necessity. After back­

gFound and othcF compounding factoi's ai'e conti'olled foF, ado­

lescent mothers woFk an avei'age of 831 houFs pcF yeaF duFing 

their early adulthood (ages 19 to 30), which is 34 percent more 

than theiF latcF childbeaFing countcFpaFts. 

Significant numbcFS of adolescent mothei's join the woFk 

foFce as theiF childFen begin pFCschool and kindcFgaFten, a time 

when many countcFpaFt moms aFe beginning to spend time at 

home with theiF babies. HoweveF, during the first 13 years of 

parenthood, adolescent mothers and their comparison group 

work similar hours: 691 and 762 hours per yeai', I'espective-

ly—FOughly 14 houi's a week on avei'age. 

Most stFiking is the finding that both gFoups of women 

have despcFately low eaFnings despite modei'ate levels of woFk 

effort. Controlling foF backgFound and closely linked factoi's, 

adolescent moms and theiF compaFison gFoup eaFn only about 

$5,700 and $6,200 annually, I'espectively, duFing theiF fii'st 13 yeai's 

of paFcnthood. 

The avcFage $6,323 annual eaFiiings of the adole.scent moth-

CFsduFing young adulthood (ages 19 to 30), though extremely low, 

is moFC than 32 pcFcent above the $4,801 avei'age annual eaFnings 

of tlieiF later childbearing counterparts. This difference is due entire­

ly to their greater work effort during their mid- to late twenties. 
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Tota l I ncome and Wel fa re Adolescent mothcFs have 

slightly IOWCF total family income during their early yeaFS as 

paFcnts than they would have had if they had delayed child-

bearing until theiF early twenties (Hotz et al. forthcoming). 

However, the typical adolescent mother entcFs the work force 

and maFFies at a youngcF age than does hcF latcF childbearing 

counterpaFt, resulting in 22 pei'cent highcF total income duF-

ing her young adult years (ages 19 to 30). 

From eithcF time pei'spective—the eaFly years of parent­

ing or young adulthood—adolescent paFcnts have a different 

profile of income sources than do the comparison mothcFS. 

Both gi'oups get I'oughly 30 pei'ccnt of theiF total suppoFt from 

their own labor. However, adolescent mothcFs get a lower share 

of their total support from the fathcFS of theiF childFen and 

theiF spouses and highcF shaFcs fVom public assistance. 

DuFing their first 13 yeaFS of parenthood, adolescent 

motheis get less income fVom their own earnings, substantially 

less from eaFnings of their spouses, and more from public 

assistance. During their young adult years, when most of the 

children of adolescent mothcFs are school age and while com­

parison mothers have infants and toddlers, the adolescent 

mothers receive a slightly higher share of their income from 

theiF own laboF and less fVom public assistance. 

The adolescent mothers' earnings repFcsent just undcF one 

thiFd of theiF avcFage $17,216 annual income (including the 

value of food stamps) during the first 13 years of parenthood. In 

addition, they receive foF their children publicly supported 

medical care valued at Foughly $1,517 annually. Despite high 

Fates of single pai'enthood, adolescent mothei's with a I'esident 

father receive substantial help fVom their spouses. Adolescent 

moms Feceive neaFly half of theiF family's income—$9,000 to 

$10,000 per yeaF—ft'om Fesident fathers and spouses. Nonresi­

dent fathers, on the other hand, contribute less than five percent 

of the total income; 11 percent comes from welfare and food 

stamps; and 8 percent is medical assistance for theiF children. 
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These findings are consistent with previous Fesearch show­

ing that the majority of adolescent mothei's live in poverty dur­

ing the years their childFen aFe growing up. More than 70 pcFcent 

of them end up on welfare, and 40 percent will be on welfai'e for 

five yeaFS or more duFing the decade aftcF their first birth. 

Adolescent mothers Feceive 50 pcFcent moFC welfaFC assis­

tance than do the compaFison group of women who have theiF 

first child at age 20 or 21, partly because women who aFe 20 or 21 

when they have theiF fiFst child maFry at higher rates and can count 

on greater support from theiF spouses. Still, while their children aFe 

in the preteen yeaFS, adolescent mothcFS have to make do with 

only 92 percent of the average level of income support of theiF 

compaFison group countcFpaFts. MOFCOVCF, adolescent moms 

have, on average, 2.6 rather than 2.0 child to raise. Therefore, when 

measuFcd against the povcFty index, which accounts foF family 

size, the typical adolescent mom and hcF childFen aFc significantly 

pooFCF than their countcFpaFts, despite their slightly higher eaFn­

ings and the much highcF public-assistance they Feceive. 

CONSEQUENCES FOR THE FATHERS 
Boys are one third as likely as girls to become adolescent par­

ents, according to recent studies of teen sexuality and child­

beaFing (Alan Guttmacher Institute 1994). Each year fewcF than 

60,000 boys age 17 and younger father childi'cn foF the first 

time. The fiithers of children born to adolescent mothcFS aFe, 

on avei'age, two and a half yeaFs oldcF than the mom; in one 

fifth of the cases, they are at least six years older (Alan Guttmach­

er Institute 1994). Recent reseaFch also suggests that the inci­

dence of pregnancy among adolescent girls often is the Fesult of 

sexually pFcdatoFy behavior of older men. Although the Kids 

Having Kids scholars found that the consequences 

of adolescent childbearing on both young and older fathers are 

not as sharp as the effects on mothers and their children, they 

did discovcF some impacts, especially on younger dads. 
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YLARS OF SCHOOL COMPLLTLD BY 

FATHERS THROUGH THE AGE OF 27 

1.1 

Inciease 
Allrilniled lo 

Adolesceni 
ChildbeLirinu 

Increase .'Ml li lni led 
To Lllllei Factors 

11.3 

Adolescent 
Fathers 

211- to 21 year old 
Lathers 

Adolescent Dads Ado 
lescent dads will finish an 

average of only 11.3 years of 

school by die age of 27, com­

pared with nearly 13 years by 

their countcFpaFts who de­

lay fathcFing until age 21 

(BFien and Willis foFthcom­

ing). After the effects of 

various background variables 

are screened out, adolescent 

childbearing and closely 

linked didOFs accoLint fbr ado-

lescent dads finishing one 

semestCF less school than the 

comparison group of older 

fathei's. In many cases, the semester may be the pivotal one that 

determines whether a high school senioF will gi'aduate OF dFop out. 

By age 27, adolescent fathei's eaFn, on avei'age, $4,732 less 

annually than the compaFison gFoup of men who delay father­

ing until age 20 OF 21 (BFien and Willis forthcoming). Although 

just over half of this difference is explained by background 

factors, the research suggests that an average of $2,181 in IOW­

CF eaFings pcF yeaF is due to adolescent paFcnting and closely 

linked tactors. As a consequence, adolescent dads are not as 

pFcpaFcd as theiF compaFison-gFOup counterpaFts to contFibute 

financially to the well-being of their young families or—when 

they do not live with the mothers—to pay child support. 

Dads of Children Born to Adolescent Moms Over the 
18 yeai's following the biFth of theiF fii'st childi'cn, the dads of 

childi'cn born to adolescent mothcFS eaFn, on avcFage, $10,712 

pcF yeaF (in 1996 dollai's), compai'ed with $13,796 for the male 

partners of delayed childbearers (Brien and Willis forthcoming). 

This means they have about $3,000 less per yeaF at theiF disposal 
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to help suppoFt theiF children and families. Roughly half of these 

lower earnings are explained by various background factors. 

Little of the increased earnings that would result from de­

layed childbearing is likely to benefit the adolescent mothcFs 

and theiF childFen. Benefit can be felt only when the pai'ents 

live togethcF or the father pays child support, but currently only 

19 percent of adolescent mothers wed the fathers of their first 

child before or shortly after the birth of the child. And earlicF 

FcseaFch demonstFates that a small fFaction of nonresident 

fathei's of childi'cn born to adolescent mothers pay child sup­

port on any regular basis. CuFFcntly, only 15 percent of never-

married teen moms are ever awarded child support, and those 

with ordei's Feceive, on average, only one third of the amount 

originally awaFded (CongFcssional Budget Office 1990). 

Meanwhile, the Kids Having Kids reseaFchers found that 

fathcFS who do not marFy the adolescent mothcFS of their childFen 

have incomes sufficient foF society to expect them to contribute 

support at a level that would offset as much as 40 to 50 percent of 

the welfai'e costs to the adolescent mothcFS and their families. 

More FigOFOus paternity establishment and child-suppoFt en-

foFcement could pFovide gains foF children and the rest of society. 

COSTS OF ADOLESCENT CHILDBEARING 
FOR THE NATION 
How much does adolescent childbeaFing cost the United States? 

Even the vcFy best data, which WCFC culled, arFanged, and ana­

lyzed for the puFpose of this study, cannot possibly give a com­

plete OF pFCcise figure. Still, this study gives the clearest estimates 

to date. It controls foF background factOFS and, whcFC po.ssible, 

closely linked factoi's to isolate the economic costs to the nation 

and to society caused by adolescent childbearing. 

Costs to the U.S. Taxpayers In looking at five impoF-

tant dimensions of the pFoblem, FeseaFchcFs estimate that 
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(IN mi,I.IONS Ol' DOI.I.AKS) 

TOTAL: $6.9 Billion 

adolescent childbearing itself co.si OF ADOLESCENT 
CHILDBEARING ITSELF TO TAXPAYERS 

costs the taxpayers $6.9 bil­

lion each year. The higher pub­

lic-assistance benefits—wel­

fare and food stamps com­

bined—caused by adolescent 

childbearing cost the taxpay­

ers $2.2 billion. The increased 

medical-care expenses cost 

$1.5 billion. Constructing and 

maintaining prisons to house 

the increased number of crim­

inals caused by adolescent childbearing costs about $1 bil­

lion each year, and the increased costs of foster care are only 

slightly less at $.9 billion. Due to the sizable effect of adolescent 

childbearing on the work patterns of fathers, the United States 

incuFs a nontrivial loss of tax revenue—$1.3 billion annually. 

The cost to taxpayers of adolescent childbearing together 

with the other disadvantages faced by adolescent mothers is 

between $13 billion and nearly $19 billion per year—this is 

the amount the taxpayers would save if a policy successfully 

delayed adolescent childbearing and successfully addressed 

these other disadvantages. 

Social Costs Beyond the taxpayer expenses described above, 

another important consequence of adolescent childbearing is 

a loss in national productivity. A society using its energy and 

resources to mitigate the problems caused by teen childbear­

ing is unable to expend those resources for more produc­

tive purposes. Based largely on the diversion of its resources 

toward the increased health care, foster care, and incarcera­

tion rates apparently caused by adolescent childbearing, re­

searchers calculated a social cost to the nation of just under 

$9 billion per year. That figure utilizes the tightest controls for 

various background factors. When researchers control for a 

Increased 
Incarceration 

Expenses 

Increased 
Weltare and 
Food Stamp 

Uenefils 

Increased 
Medical Care 

Expenses 

Loss of Tax 
Revenue 

Increased 
Poster Care 
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moderate range of back­

gFound factoi's, they calcu­

late the social cost of ado­

lescent childbeaFing at $21 

billion per yeai'. 

The gFoss annual cost to 

society of adolescent child­

beaFing and the entii'e web of 

social problems that confront 

adolescent moms and ulti­

mately lead to the pooi er and 

sometimes devastating out­

comes for theiF kids is calcu­

lated to be $29 billion. 

Cost ol 

Adolesceni 

Childheariiij^ 

Cost ol Adolescent 

(Childbearing and 

All Kelaled Factors 
Unmeasured Costs These 

aFC pFobably lowcF-bound 

estimates of the cost of adolescent childbeaFing. They do not take 

into account—because the feseaFch data are unavailable—all 

potentially I'elevant co.sts to .society in tCFms of lost pi'oductivity 

and wasted FCSOUFCCS. FOF example, adolescent childbeaFing is 

associated with highcF levels of leaFuing disabilities and social 

pFoblems among childFen, which impact the costs of education 

and social .scFvices and lead to lost pi'oductivity. Moi'e impoFtant, 

this fFamewoi'k docs not include the compounding intCFgenera-

tional effects of adolescent childbearing that are strongly suggest­

ed by the research. Finally, the repoFt examines only the costs of 

adole.scent childbearing when the mother is 17 years of age OF 

youngCF, which FepFcsents only about 45 pcFcent of fiFst-time teen 

mothers. A similaF pattCFU of advcFse con.sequences, albeit moi'e 

modest, was obsei'ved for oldcF teens. 
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THE NEW FACE OF ADOLESCENT 
CHILDBEARING 
In 1993, 513,647 children were born to U.S. teens. This represents a rate of 

60 births for every 1,000 15- to 19-year-old females. In no other industrial­

ized nation in the world do teens bear children in such high numbers. 

Great Britain has the next highest rate, with 33 births for every 1,000 

female teens. Only three other industrialized nations—Canada, Austria, 

and Australia—have birthrates as high as 20. And while the teen-childbear-

ing rate has recently declined in other industrialized nations, the U.S. rate 

has risen 21 percent in the past decade. 

A high—and growing—portion of U.S. births to teen mothers (39 

percent) involve girls 17 years old or younger. Not surprisingly, the vast 

majority of births to these young teens (86 percent, or 175,259) were first 

births. Mothers in this group—called adolescent mothers in this report, to 

distinguish them from teen moms who have their first children at age 18 or 

19—present a special worry to policymakers in that they have low rates of 

school completion, high rates of poverty, high rates of public assistance, 

and high rates of single parenthood. 

The incidence of teenage childbearing has changed over the past 30 

years, declining to an all-time low of 50.2 teenage births per 1,000 in 1986 

and thereafter rising an average of 3.5 percent per year (FIGURE i ) . By 1991, 

the teenage birthrate had risen 24 percent from its lowest, to 62.1 births per 

1,000 15-to 19-year-old females. Only in the next two years did the rate 

flatten and decline slightly to 60 births per 1,000 in 1993—the most recent 

year for which data are available. 

Even more striking is the steady trend since 1950 away from marital 

to out-of-wedlock births. Currently, 72 percent of births to teens and 31 

percent of all births in the United States are out of wedlock. 

Underscoring the changing attitudes and patterns of out-of-wedlock 

childbearing and single-parent childrearing has been a precipitous decline 

in the proportion of out-of-wedlock habies given up for adoption. Where­

as more than 15 percent of babies born out of wedlock in the late 1960s 

and early 1970s were placed for adoption, by the mid-80s that number 

was down to less than 3 percent (Bachrach, StoUey, and London 1992). 
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As the logical consequence of ihese trends, increasing numbers of 

teenage mothers are raising children in single-parent households, a phe­

nomenon that parallels trends for the U.S. population as a whole. 

Circumstances of Teenage Parenthood Youth are sexually active 
at younger ages than they were three decades ago, and a growing portion 

ot teens are having premarital intercourse (see TABLE I ) . In 1960, for 

example, just over 30 percent of adolescents (17 and under) engaged in 

sexLial intercourse, compared to 56 percent in 1988. This has led to in­

creased teen-childbearing rates, even at a time when contraceptive meth­

ods have improved and become far more accessible. 

Still there is a great need to contiinie to improve contraceptive use 

among teens insofar as 71 percent of all teen births occurred among the 

29 percent of sexually active teens not using contraceptives. Poor, never-

married women are twice as likely to experience contraceptive failure as 

nonpoor, never-married women, regardless of the chosen contraceptive 

method (thrown and Ir.isenberg 1995; McElroy and Moore Ibrthcoming). 

Not only are teens from higher-income families less likely to get pregnant 

but, il they do, they are 80 percent more likely than lower-income teens to 

have an abortion. These trends explain, in pari, why poor teens arc hear­

ing children at a much higher rate than are their more afllueni peers. 

By the early 1990s, 14 percent of teenage pregnancies ended in mis­

carriage, one third ended in abortion, and just over half ended in a birth 

(FIGURE I ) . Only 22 percent of all births to teens ages 15 lo 17 and 32 per­

cent ot those to older teens are intended; indeed, 1 1 percent of the births 

to adolescent teens and six percent of those for older teens are unwanted 

(Kost and Forrest 1995). 

Marital Versus Nonmarital Births Among Teenagers One of 
the most notable changes in the face of early childbearing over the past 40 

years is the break of lhe link between early childbearing and marriage. 

Today, the conneclion is loose at best; only 15 percent of all pregnancies 

to teens end with an in-vvedlock birth. 

From 1950 through the early 197()s, young people commonly mar­

ried and started families during their lale leens, shortly after graduating 

Irom high school. The vast majority of these young families followed the 

then-traditional family model; the yoLing women raised their children full-

time, and yoLing men worked to support their families. 

In lhe past two decades, this picture has changed dramatically. 

Although a substantially smaller proportion of teens bear children today 

than they did four decades ago, what is most striking is that the great 

majority of these teen childbearers today do not marry the fathers of their 
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Table 1 . 

Trends Related to Teenage GhM 

. YEAR . 

OUTCOME 1960 1970 1980 1990 %CHANGE 

• Premarital sex among 15- to 19-year-old females — 29% 42% 52%" 79.3%'' 

Sex before age 18 among women 31% 35% 51% 56% 80.6%' 

• Pregnancies per 1,000 15- to 19-year-olds — 95 111 117 23.2%'' 

Pregnancies per 1,000 sexuaUy experienced women — 254 247 207 -18.5%'' 

Percentage of pregnant teens giving birth. — 72% 55% 60% -16.7%'' 

Births per 1,000 15- to 19-year-olds ' ^ 89 68 53 60 -32.8%' 

Whites' " • , ; 79 57 . 45 51 -35.4%' 

Nonwhites • • • . • • 156 1 141 98 113 -27.6%' 

I'Births per 1,000 sexually experienced 15- lo.=19-year7olds'" — 165 118 , '107 . -35.2%^ \ 

'Nonmarital?births per 1,000 sexually active women. • 15' , 22 28 43 ' - 177:8%' 

' Percentage of teen,births out ofrwedlock?' • , • „ 15% 31% 48% 68% 353.3%' 

t ^ ' ^ « * \ ' ^ 

•ikPercentage of children in siiigle-parerit ;famili(?s ; ,, < 10% • 11% 19% . 22% 120 0%' 

Percentage of children involved in divorce, annually , 0.7% 1 2% 1 8%, 1.6% • 128.6%' 

' First marriages per 1,000 never-marned 18- and 
19-year-blas * , ' . y ' ' 

208 151 . 
t t 

- 85 56 -73.1%' 

Sources:-.S.' Mctlroy and K. Moore (forthcoming),-"trends: National and international trends in'early pregnancy and childbearing," in Kids 
iHavingKtds: 1 heCosrand Soaal Consequences of leen Pregnancy, cd. R. Maynard; )Washington,iD.G.: Urban Institute Press); Alan Guttmacher 
Institute H99i),-Sex.and-Amenca s Teenagers (New; York: Alan Guttmacher Institute), 20, 44, and 51; U.S. ^Department of Education, Office of 
Educational Research and Improvement (1993),,Vouf/i Indicators i993 (Washington, D.C: National Center.for Educational Statistics), conditions 
3,4, 7,iandT I ; K. Moorc, N. Snyder, and D. Gleii{^995), fflcfs ()ra G/flnce. '{Washi 

> — N o t available.' ^ ; , '• . ' . . 

°:1988.data.' ' - . , - : " V / : : 

'' Percentage of change from 1970 to 1990. 

' Percentage of change from 1960 to 1990. 



children either before or after the children are born. For example, in 1950, 

when the median age at first birth was 20, between eight and nine percent 

of teenage women gave birth each year, approximately 80 percent within 

marriage. In contrast, by 1990, when the average age at first birth had 

increased three years to 23, only 6 percent of teens gave birth, and just 32 

percent of these births occurred within marriage (TABLE I) . ' The remaining 

68 percent ot teen mothers, who were more likely to be poor in the first 

place, assumed ftill-time responsibility for the care of their offspring and pri­

mary, if not exclusive, responsibility for their family's financial support. 

Mothers have increasingly undertaken this responsibility them­

selves, rather than give their babies up for adoption. In the late 1960s 

and early 1970s, babies born out of wedlock were five times more likely 

to be given up for adoption than in the mid-1980s. Fifteen percent of the 

mothers gave their babies up for adoption then, compared with less than 

3 percent today (Bachrach et al. 1992). 

Limited Roles of Absent Fathers Today, the noncustodial fiuhers of 
children born to teenage mothers contribute relatively little to the sup­

port of their children. Only 15 to 20 percent of never-married teenage 

parents have child-support awards. Of those with awards, only about 

three fourths receive any payments, and the payments they receive are 

only about one third of the generally modest award amounts (Con­

gressional Budget Office 1990). 

Trend Toward Two-Earner Families This transformation in U.S. 
culture has changed the profile of early childbearing dramatically for 

both family members and society. Not only are adolescent mothers more 

likely to rear their children in single-parent households, but they also are 

much more likely to rakse them in poverty. This results in part from the 

lower earning power of women relative to men. But declining real earn­

ings in the low-wage market over this same period, particularly among 

non-college-educated men, have also contributed. 

In particular, declining earnings have fueled the rapid increase in 

labor-force participation of women, including women in two-parent fami­

lies. Whereas in 1950 only 20 percent of married women with children and 

12 percent oftho.se with preschool-age children worked, by 1990 about two 

thirds of married women with children were employed (including over half 

of those with preschoolers). This phenomenon has prevented even sharper 

increases in child poverty than otherwise would have occurred. 

Employment Among Single Parents Although single mothers do 
not have the option of a second breadwinner in the house, their labor-
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force participation is roughly the same as women in two-parent families. 

Moreover, the work patterns of this group have changed relatively little 

over the past 20 years, even though the nature of single parenthood has 

changed to include substantially higher proportions of never-married 

parents. Weltare provides the economic buffer for many ofthe single par­

ents who do not join the labor market. 

Adolescent Fatherhood The incidence of adolescent fatherhood is le.ss 

than one third the rate of adolescent motherhood; fewer than 60,000 chil­

dren are born each year to men under age 18. Indeed, two thirds of the 

fathers of babies born to teenagers are themselves 20 years old or older. The 

fathers of children born to mothers under age 18 are an average of about two 

and a half years older than the mothers. In nearly 20 percent of the cases, 

the age gap is six or more years (Alan Guttmacher Institute 1994; Landry 

and Forrest 1995). As noted previously, only 30 percent of the men who 

father children of adolescent mothers marry the mothers of their first child, 

and most of those who do not marry provide no substantial child support. 

PRIOR RESEARCH ON THE CAUSES AND 
CONSEQUENCES OF ADOLESCENT CHILDBEARING 
The Kids Having Kids research was undertaken in the context of literature 

describing trends in adolescent childbearing and tactors that lead to or 

exacertxite these trends and their consequences. Aspects of the literature 

have helped shape this research. So, too, the results of the Kids Having 

Kids research underscore the emerging consensus that the poor outcomes 

observed for teenage parents and their children are the product ot myri­

ad factors, among which early childbearing is only one. 

Factors Related to the Trends in Teen Birthrates The likeli 
hood that teenagers engage in unprotected sex, become pregnant, and 

give birth is highly correlated with multiple risk factors. These tactors 

include growing up in a single-parent family, living in poverty and/or in 

a high-poverty neighborhood, having low attachment to and perfor­

mance in school, and having parents with low educational attainment 

(Moore, Miller et al. 1995). For example, teenagers living in single-parent 

households are one and a half to two times more likely to become 

teenage parents than those in two-parent families (Zill and Nord 1994). 

Probabilities increase for those with low aspirations and low aptitude test 

scores. More important, each of these factors increases not only the risk 

of teenage parenthood but also many other negative outcomes, such as 

poor school performance, weak social skills, and low earnings potential. 
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Consequences of Adolescent Childbearing Earlier studies have 
found that adolescent mothers have high probabilities of raising their 

children in poverty and relying on welfare for support. More than 40 per­

cent of teenage moms report living in poverty at age 27 (Moore et al. 

1993). The rates are especially high among black and Hispanic adolescent 

mothers, more than half of whom end up in poverty and two thirds ot 

whom find themselves on welfare. Indeed, 80 percent of adolescent 

mothers will receive welfare during the 10 years following the birth of 

their first child, 44 percent of them for more than 5 years ()acobson and 

Maynard f995). 

This results from a combination of factors, including their greater-

than-average income needs to support themselves and their children, 

lower earning potentials, and more limited means of support from other 

sources, including male partners. Adolescent mothers have an average of 

.6 more children than older childbearers, and they have their children 

over a shorter timespan. This fertility pattern both increases their income 

needs over the long haul and adversely affects the likelihood that they 

will complete high school and have decent earnings prospects (Nord et 

al. 1992; Rangarajan, Kisker, and Maynard 1992; Grogger and Bronars 

1993; Geronimous and Korenman 1993; Hoffman, Foster, and Fursten­

berg 1993; Ahn 1994). 

Although the literature is consistent in pointing out these poor 

outcomes for adolescent parents and their children, it is less clear as to 

how much of the poor outcomes observed for adolescent parents and 

their children is directly attributable to early childbearing as opposed 

to other background and contextual factors common among young 

mothers. The accumulating evidence suggests that half or more of the 

poor outcomes likely can be attributed to factors other than early child-

bearing—factors that in many cases may have contributed to the teen 

becoming a parent (Wolpin and Rosenzweig 1992; Geronimus, Korenman, 

and Hillemeier 1994; Haveman and Wolfe 1994; Hoffman, Foster, and 

Furstenberg 1993). 

Single Parenthood Over time, adole.scent mothers have become in­

creasingly likely to be single parents and the sole providers for themselves 

and their children. Five years after giving birth, most teen (at childbirth) 

parents are unmarried. Moreover, fewer than half of the teens who give 

birth out of wedlock marry within the next 10 years ()acobson and 

Maynard 1995). Not surprisingly, therefore, marital status at the time of 

the first birth is a powerful predictor of subsequent poverty status and 

welfare dependence, regardless of the age of the woman when she has her 

first child. More than two thirds of all out-of-wedlock childbearers end up 
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on welfare, as do 84 percent of adolescent mothers who are unmarried 

when their first child is born. Especially notable about the adolescent 

mothers is that so many of them give birth out of wedlock and that, when 

they go on welfare, they tend to do so for long periods of time—more 

than five ofthe 10 years following the birth of their first child. 

Young mothers, in particular, have limited support either from the 

fathers ot their children or from other adults. Among all unwed teenage 

parents, only about 30 percent of single teen parents live with adult rela­

tives, and less than one third receive any financial support, including 

informal support, from the nonresident fathers of their children (Con­

gressional Budget Office 1990). 

School C o m p l e t i o n Adolescent mothers have exceptionally low 

probabilities of completing their schooling and thus show weak employ­

ment prospects. |ust over half of teenage mothers complete high school 

during adolescence and early adulthood; many who complete high 

school do so with only an alternative credential—the General Educational 

Development (GED) certificate, which has either limited or no payoff in 

the labor market (Cameron and Heckman 1993; Murnane, Willett, and 

Boudett 1994; Cao, Stromsdorfer, and Weeks 1995). Moreover, many of 

those who complete high school have very low basic skills (Strain and 

Kisker 1989; Nord et al. 1992). The combination of low education cre­

dentials, low basic skills, and parenting responsibilities means that 

teenage parents have limited employment opportunities, primarily 

restricted to the low-wage market (Moore et al. 1993; Hoffman et al. 

1993; Rangarajan et al. 1992). 

Social and Economic Circumstances The logical consequence of 
these outcomes is high poverty rates, even for those who are employed. 

Among adolescent mothers, more than 60 percent of blacks, half of 

Hispanics, and Just over one quarter of whites are still in poverty by the 

time they reach their late 20s (Moore et al. 1993). The poverty rates for 

the more than 60 percent of adole.scent mothers who live on their own 

and for those who are not employed are particularly high. Poverty rates 

exceed the national average even among adolescent mothers who are 

employed (24 percent) and those living with a spouse (28 percent) or rel­

ative (34 percent)(Congre.ssional Budget Office 1990). 

The high poverty rates are accompanied by numerous other life-

complicating factors, .some cau.sed by poverty and some contributing to 

its perpetuation. Teenage parents are disproportionately concentrated in 

poor, often racially segregated communities characterized by inferior 

housing, high crime, poor .schools, and limited health services. Many of 
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the teens have been victims ot physical and/or sexual abuse. For example, 

recent studies of Washington State welfare recipients estimate that half of 

those women who give birth before age 18 have been sexually abused and 

another 10 percent or more have been physically abused (Roper and 

Weeks 1993; Boyer and Fine 1992). Data from the National Survey of Child­

ren indicate that 20 percent of sexually active teenagers have had involun­

tary sex and over half of those who are .sexually active before age 15 have 

experienced involuntary sex (Alan Guttmacher Institute 1994). 

The.se statistics have been corroborated by recent experiences of para­

professional home visitors working with a representative sample of teen­

age-parent welfare recipients in three cities (lohnson, Kelsey, and Maynard, 

forthcoming). In one of the.se sites, home visitors reported that roughly two 

thirds of these teenagers are victims of physical and/or sexual abuse and as 

many as 20 percent are currently abu.sed or al risk of being abused. 

Roles o f the Fathers As noted previously, the male partners of teenage 

mothers tend not to be teens themselves. Even so, they generally are not a 

consistent source of support for the teenage mothers or their children. 

Only 20 to 30 perceni marry the mothers of their children, and only about 

20 percent of the nonresident fathers are ordered by the court to pay child 

support. Those with orders pay only a small fraction ofthe award amount. 

As a resLilt, Kids Having Kids scholars found that less than 5 percent of the 

income of teen-parent families derives from the fathers. 

l̂ ecent research indicates that, among those fathers whose children 

end up on welfare, only about one third have regular contact with the 

mother by the time of the birth. Another third have intermittent contact, 

and the remaining fathers have no involvement whatsoever (Maynard, 

NichoLson, and Rangarajan 1993). Moreover, the fathers' rate of contact 

and support declines substantially over time. 
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The Kids Having Kids project is the most comprehensive effort in at 

least a decade to address systematically the consequences and costs of 

adolescent childbearing. The project consists of a background study of 

trends in teenage and adolescent childbearing (McElroy and Moore) 

and seven coordinated studies, each focusing on a particular dimension 

of adolescent childbearing: 

1. A study of the consequences of adolescent childbearing for the moth­

ers theniselves (Hotz, McElroy, and Sanders). 

2. An examination of the consequences for men who father children as 

adolescents and tho.se who father children born lo adole.scent mothers, as 

well as indirectly lor the mothers and their children through the child 

SLipport potentially available from the fathers (13rien and Willis). 

3. A study ofthe health implications of adole.scent childbearing lor the 

children, as well as an examination of the medical-care costs associated 

with adolescent childbearing (Wolfe and Perozek). 

4. A study of the effects of adolescent childbearing on the physical, social, 

and cognitive development of children (Moore, Morrison, and Greene). 

5. An estimation of the association between adolescent childbearing and 

the incidence of child abuse and neglect, as well as the related costs of 

child welfare and protective services (Goerge and Fee). 

6. A study of the intergenerational eftects of adolescent childbearing in the 

form of higher engagement in crime by male children and the associated 

criminal-jListice costs of these increased levels of criminal activity (Grogger). 

7. An examination of the extent to which adolescent childbearing in­

creases the likelihood that the offspring will become adolescent parents, 

achieve limited success in school, and have poor economic outcomes as 

young adults (Haveman, Wolfe, and Peterson). 

ANALYTIC STRATEGY 
Each study is based on what is currently judged to be the best available 

data set to address the particular set of questions (TABLE 2). For the most 

part, the databases offer large samples and multiple years of inlormation 

for each sample member. To the extent practical, the scholars employed 

common strategies for their analy.ses. Generally, for example, they adopted 
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a core set of control variables for the analysis (see APPENDIX TABLE A. I) 

and examined a common set of policy questions. They used state-of-the-

art statistical techniques to generate the most reliable estimates possible. 

However, the scholars .sometimes took different approaches to analyzing 

their data, since each set of questions and each sample posed a unique set 

of challenges and opportunities. 

Unlike most previous re.search, which focused on comparing teen­

age (under age 20) mothers with those who delay childbearing until age 

20 or later, this study focuses quite specifically on mothers who give birth 

before age 18 (referred to as adole.scent mothers) and examines the likely 

consequences of delaying their childbearing for an average of about three 

years, or until they reach age 20 or 21 (referred to as older childbearing 

counterparts or later childbearers). 

This particular focus reflects the strong public concern about the high 

rate of childbearing among young teens, the vast majority of whom are 

dealing with unplanned pregnancies. The life courses of the.se adole.sceni 

mothers are especially bleak. The scholars chose to orient their re.search 

toward the question of the consequences of adolescent childbearing rela­

tive to delaying childbearing until age 20 or 21, feeling that this compari­

son had greater potential relevance than, for example, looking at the con­

sequences relative to delaying childbearing lo the national average age at 

first birth, which is 23. 

Each group of scholars also explored differences in the patterns of 

outcomes for older teenage molhers (18- and 19-year-olds) and other 

comparison groups—for example, all who delay childbearing until after 

age 20 or those who delay childbearing until ages 22 to 24. Some scholars 

al.so explored the differential patterns and impacts of adolescent child-

bearing for youths trom various race/ethnic groups and for those who 

give birth within marriage versus out of wedlock. These results are not 

discu.ssed in this report. Rather, interested readers should consult the orig­

inal research reports. 

Where feasible, the .scholars have attached price lags to the conse­

quences of adolescent childbearing. In the process, they have been atten­

tive to the distinctions in terms of who carries the costs: lhe adolescent 

parents themselves, the fathers of children born to adolescent mothers, 

the children of adolescent mothers, and/or the rest of society. 

At the most basic level, the .scholars measured the differences in out­

comes between adolescent mothers (defined as young women under age 

18) and those who delayed childbearing until early adulthood (age 20 or 

21), irrespective of the explanations for these relatively poor life prospects. 

They then controlled statistically for a "minimal" .set of liackground fac­

tors—factors such as the mothers' race/elhnicity and the demographic char-
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acteri.stics of their parents—//of expected to be aftected by policy actions that 

would alter fertility timing. These comparisons provide estimates of the 

consequences of adolescent childbearing, exclusive of that portion of the 

difference resulting from the nieasured differences in the backgrounds of 

the adolescent and comparison-group mothers. In some sense, this could 

be viewed as the maximum difference in outcomes that potentially could 

be affected by any type of policy intervention. 

Finally, the .scholars estimated their best possible model to isolate the 

impacts of adolescent childbearing itself from other factors that may 

account for the observed adverse outcomes. Generally, this approach en­

tailed controlling statistically for a wide range of background variables and 

other factors that might be expected to explain the particular outcome 

under study but that would not themselves likely be affected by the timing 

ofthe birth. Such models leave open the possibility that some ofthe meas­

ured effect of adolescent childbearing might be due to unmeasured factors 

that are linked both to early childbearing and to the outcome ot interest. 

The only sure way to isolate the independent effect of adolescent 

childbearing on the outcomes of interest would be to run an experiment 

that altered only the fertility outcomes of teenagers—that is to say, the 

experiment would not change anything in the lives of the adolescents 

except when they would first become pregnant if they engaged in .sexual 

intercourse before age 18. The experiment would not change whether they 

would have sex or the resolution of a pregnancy if it occurred. The experi­

ment would simply randomly select would-be adole.scent childbearers and 

delay their first pregnancy until they reached age 20 or 21. Although such 

an experiment is not feasible, two of the Kids Having Kids studies employed 

analytic models that approach this ideal measurement strategy. 

One study (Hotz, McElroy, and Sanders) capitalized on a natural 

experiment that resulted in some adolescents delaying childbearing as a 

result of a miscarriage, which is a nearly random event. In the other case, 

the researcher (Grogger) used the natural variation in the mother's age at 

the births of her various children to estimate the effects of early fertility, 

while using age at the birth of her first child to control for unobservable 

differences between early and later childbearers. 

APPORTIONING DIFFERENCES IN 
OUTCOMES, BY SOURCE 
The subsequent .sections look at the consequences of early childbearing 

from three perspectives. The first is the observed differences in outcomes 

between adole.scent mothers and those who delay childbearing until their 

early 20s, regardless of the cause of the differences. These differences are 
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referred to as "gross differences" or "differences with no (statistical) con­

trols." The second perspective is the estimated differences in outcomes 

between the.se two groups that result from a combination of early child-

bearing and closely linked factors that possibly would change as a result 

of successful policies for delaying childbearing. Examples of tactors that 

might be closely linked to early childbearing include motivation, self-

esteem, and conteiTiporaneous family and conununity contexts. The 

results of estimates that control for background factors are referred to as 

"adjusted differences." The third perspective is one that controls for back­

ground factors and other factors that are closely linked to adolescent 

childbearing but cannot be measured directly. These results are referred 

to as "differences due to early childbearing itself." As noted above, only 

two of the studies were able to i.solate the effects of all potentially con­

founding factors to produce an estimate of the difference in outcomes 

that would be observed for would-be adolescent moms if they somehow 

delayed their childbearing until they were age 20 or 21 with no other 

changes in their backgrounds or current circumstances. 

These difterent comparisons are illustrated in EIGURE 2. The observed 

difference in the outcomes of interest (for example, school completion 

rates) between adolescent mothers and the comparison group of later 

childbearers is denoted by the line AD. In this example (and for many of 

the outcomes considered by the scholars), roughly one third of this 

observed difference in the outcomes (denoted by the line CD) is attribut­

able to background factors unlikely to be affected by teen pregnancy-pre­

vention programs or policies—factors such as parents' education, tamily 

income, race/ethnicity, and region of the country. This leaves a difference, 

denoted by the line AC, that is the result of some combination of the early 

childbearing itself and unobserved differences between the adolescent 

mothers and their older childbearing counterparts—tactors such as moti­

vation to delay childbearing, social skills, and available support to resist 

peer pressure for early sexual involvement or unprotected .sex. 

In this example, only about half of this remaining difference in out­

comes (depicted by the line AB) is due to the early timing of the first 

birth itself. The other half, denoted by the line BC, is due to the unob­

served, closely linked correlates of adolescent childbearing. That is, only 

the difference in outcomes reflected by the line AB would disappear if we 

avoid the first birth by some means that changes nothing else in the 

young woman's life. 

Put another way, consider three different strategies for preventing 

adolescent births. Under the most radical of these strategies, imagine a 

world in which we could make would-be adolescent moms both delay 

their first birth until their early 20s and be like their older childbearing 
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Apportioning Differences in Outeomes, by Source 
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counterparts in all other respects. For example, they would have parents 

with similar levels of education; they would attend schools ot similar 

quality; they would live in neighborhoods with similar economic oppor­

tunities and crime rates; and they would have similar cultural back­

grounds. Under this scenario, the benefits of instituting the policy change 

are large, equal to the full difference in observed outcomes between early 

and later childbearers, reflected by the distance AD in FIGURE 2. In the 

ensuing analysis, the implications of such a hypothetical policy are esti­

mated by comparing outcomes for adolescent moms with those for 20-

to 21-year-old mothers directly, using no statistical controls (bar D ver­

sus bar A in FIGURE 2). 

Next, imagine a world in which we had a policy that would delay 

the first birth until a woman's early 20s and at the same time compen­

sate for or eliminate some, but not necessarily all, of the differences 

between adolescent mothers and later childbearers that impact on their 

life prospects. For example, we might make the adolescent mothers the 

same as the later childbearers in all respects except for those factor.s— 

such as race/ethnicity, parental education, family income, and innate 

ability—that we do not expect to be able to change in the short run. An 

example might be a successful pregnancy-prevention program that 

addressed the full spectrum of closely linked factors—such as motiva­

tion, economic opportunities, and school quality issues—that contrib­

ute to the poor outcomes of early childbearers and that also may have 

contributed to the early childbearing. In this scenario, the benefits of 

the policy are indicated by the line AC in FIGURE 2. In their analyses, 

scholars have estimated the benefits of such a policy by comparing out­

comes for adolescent moms with those for later childbearers, control­

ling statistically for background factors judged to be not amenable to 

policy influence, at least in the short run. 

Finally, consider a third hypothetical policy option in which we 

could /«((̂ '/t"(7//y delay the first birth until age 20 or 21. For example, 

imagine that we had a highly effective, widely accepted, long-acting con­

traceptive that all sexually active teens used with no special coaching or 

support and no side effects. In this scenario, nothing else would change 

for the teen or her children except those things caused directly by the 

early childbearing. Put another way, this comparison measures the full 

consequence (or cost) of adole.scent childbearing it.self. The benefits of 

such a policy are depicted in FIGURE 2 by the line AB. The other portions 

of the observed differences in outcomes between adolescent mothers and 

those who delay childbearing until age 20 or 21 (line AD) are attributed 

to factors other than early parenting, factors that will not go away simply 

by delaying the childbearing. 
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ConseQueiices 

Adolescent childbearing is associated with significant adverse outcomes 
for young mothers, outcomes that spill over to their children and to soci­
ety at large. Some of these are caused by adolescent childbearing inde­
pendent of other life circumstances, and some are entangled in a web of 
disadvantages faced by those prone to adolescent childbearing. Some of 
the consequences are lasting, and some are time-sensitive. 

The following discussion of the consequences of adolescent child-
bearing in terms of maternal outcomes focuses on two conceptually dif­
ferent reference periods. One is relative to the time of the first birth, gen­
erally the first 13 years of parenthood. This reference period is useful in 
that it relates outcomes to their effects on the environment in which the 
mothers are raising their young children. The other reference period is the 
12 years following the mother's normal age of high school completion— 
when the mothers are ages 19 to 30. This reference period is more useful 
in describing the consequences of adolescent childbearing on the adult 
outcomes of women, particularly outcomes during the young adult years. 

By all measures, adolescent mothers as a group have significantly 
lower levels of educational attainment, higher probabilities of raising 
their children out of wedlock, higher rates of dependence on public assis­
tance, and higher expected fertility rates (TABLES 3 and 4 below). The 
impacts of adolescent childbearing on young mothers' own earnings and 
the earnings of their spouses, however, are equivocal. In the cases of the 
earnings of adolescent mothers and their spouses, the adverse conse­
quences occur primarily during the first few years after the birth of the 
first child (TABLE 5 below). By the time the oldest children of adolescent 
mothers reaches school age, the average earnings of both the mothers 
themselves and of their spouses surpass the levels we would predict them 
to be if they had delayed childbearing until age 20 or 21. 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 
Adolescent mothers are significantly less likely than the comparison 
group of later childbearers to complete high school. They also tend to 
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substitute the General EdLicalional Development (Gl-D) preparation pro­

grams for going back and completing high school—a decision that may 

not serve them well in lheir future elfoiTs in the labor market. 

Whereas roughly 32 percent of adolescent mothers complete high 

school by the time they reach their late 20s, more than three-fourths ol 

their older childbearing counterparts do so (lower panel of FABLE 3 and 

FIGURE 3). This difference is seen by comparing the first bar in FIGURE 3 

(outcomes for adolescent childbearers) with the fourth bar (outcomes for 

later childbearers, with no statistical controls). Moreover, even with con­

trols for background and other factors closely linked to adolescent child-

bearing and school completion, the research suggests that adolescent par­

enting itself reduces the probability of completing high school by 36 per­

cent—from 50 to 32 percent. This difference is seen by comparing the 

first bar in FIGURE 3 with the second bar (miscarriage). 

Only a small portion (7 percent) ofthe observed gap in high school 

completion rates between the adolescent mothers and the comparison 

group is caused by factors not expected to change as a resLilt of delaying 

childbearing: edLication of the mother's parents, whether she grew up in 

a one- or two-parent household, her family's income and welfare status, 

and her performance on the Armed F(irces Qualifying lest (AFQT). This 

is seen by comparing the first bar in FIGURE 3 with the third bar versus 

the third and loLirth bars. In fact, adolescent childbearing itsell explains 

more than 40 percent of the difference in school completion rates, a fact 

that likely reflects the extreme challenges a.ssociated with parenting and 

attending a comprehensive high school full-time. 

Many adolescent mothers substitute the General Educational De­

velopment certificate for a high school diploma, leading to a much small­

er (27 percenlage-poinl) gap in the proportion of adolescent mothers 

versus later childbearers who have either a high school diploma or a GFD 

by age 30 ( FABLE 3). About 40 percent of all adolescent mothers who drop 

out of high school attain a GUJ certificate by age 30. In contrast, the re­

search indicates that only 16 perceni oi the adolescent girls who would 

still drop out of high school if they delayed childbearing a few years would 

attain a GED. The net result is that delaying childbearing by itself will not 

change the probability that the would-be adolescent mother will either 

complete high school or attain their GFI). 

Still, a large gap exists in the proportions receiving a high school 

diploma or GED by age 30—only 59 percent of the adolescent mothers 

versLis 86 percent of the later childbearers. Roughly half of this difference 

is due to adolescent childbearing itself, as evidenced by the comparison 

of completion rates tor adolescent mothers and for those who have an 

early pregnancy but miscarry. 
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The implication of these findings is that simply averting adole.scent 

childbearing and changing nothing else in a young woman's life will have 

a compound eftect on educational attainment: (I) encouraging many more 

adolescents to complete regular high school rather than dropping out of 

school altogether and (2) encouraging many others to switch from getting a 

CED to attaining a regular high school diploma. This latter result could be 

quite important in promoting increased earnings potential, because the 

GED has been found to have limited value in improving employment out­

comes (Murnane et al. 1994; Cameron and Heckman 1993; Cao et al. 1995; 

Cohen et al. 1995; Maynard, KeLsey, and McGrath 1996). At best, the GED 

might bring the employment potential of high school dropouts up to the 

level attained through completing high school. However experimental 

interventions promoting GED attainment by high school dropouts have 

consistently shown no corresponding employment gains. 

LIVING ARRANGEMENTS AND FERTILITY 
Single-Parent Households Research on marriage patterns among 

adolescent mothers and their older childbearing counterparts under­

scores the role of early parenting in the growth of single-parent house­

holds. Adolescent moms spend one third of their first 13 years ot chil­

drearing as single mothers (TABLE 4). In contrast, the later childbearers 

spend only 7 percent of these years as single parents. 

Averting early childbearing alone is estimated to close about half of 

the gap, reducing the time as a single parent from 33 to 21 percent. It .soci­

ety could simultaneously delay the first birth until age 20 or 21 and address 

other unobserved factors closely related to adolescent childbearing, rates of 

single parenthood would be expected to approach the much lower rate for 

those youth who, on their own, delay childbearing until their early 20s. 

Public and Subsidized Hous ing Adolescent childbearing is associ­

ated with higher rates of residence in public housing (TABLE 4). However 

nearly all of the 16 percentage-point gross difference in public-housing 

residence is due to factors other than early childbearing itselfi Con­

trolling for background and other unmeasured differences between ado­

lescent n-iothers and their older childbearing counterparts, the researchers 

compute only a I percentage-point difference in the likelihood of living 

in public housing over the first 13 years of parenthood and a 2.4 percent­

age-point difference during young adulthood. 

Fe r t i l i t y Adolescent mothers have an average of 2.6 children, and their 

older childbearing counterparts have an average of 2 children by the time 
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they are 30 years old (TABLE 4). Moreover these differences in observed 

fertility rates between adolescent mothers and their later childbearing 

counterparts seem entirely a result of the early childbearing rather than 

of confounding factors. As noted below, these larger tamily sizes have sig­

nificant implications for the overall costs of adolescent childbearing in 

that they increase by 30 percent the number of children exposed to the 

risks associated with adolescent childbearing and thus needing additional 

social and economic support. 

EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS 
Employmen t Adolescent mothers spend significant amounts of their 

young adult lives in the labor force. During the first 13 years of parent­

hood, adolescent mothers work and earn substantially less than do moth­

ers who have their first child at age 20 or 21 (TABLE 5). Moreover they 

earn lower wages when they do work. 

Adolescent mothers work an average of 691 hours a year or 13 hours 

a week, during that period; their older childbearing counterparts work an 

average of more than 1,000 hours a year or 19 hours a week (TABLE 5). 

However nearly 80 percent of this difference in work effort is attributable 

to differences in the backgrounds and other circumstances clo.sely linked to 

early childbearing. Delaying childbearing alone is estimated to increase 

work effort over this period by only 9 percent, or 71 hours a year Further­

more, virtually all of the differential in wage rates is due to factors other 

than early childbearing. 

Looked at over the early adult years (ages 19 to 30), adolescent 

childbearing alone is in fact estimated to increase work effort by about 

one-third—from an average of 620 to 831 hours a year This higher 

work effort emerges at about age 23, when the adolescent mothers' chil­

dren enter school and the later childbearers still have preschool-age chil­

dren to care for 

Earnings A similar pattern of results is ob.served for earnings. Average 

annual discounted earnings of adolescent mothers during their first 13 

years of parenthood, are just over half as much as earnings of their older 

childbearing counterparts—an average of ,$5,652 as compared with $10,384 

for the older mothers (TABLE 5; FIGURE 4A). However 90 percent of this 

difference is due to factors other than early childbearing itself. Fully con­

trolling for background and other clo.sely linked f'actors, the researchers 

estimated that delaying childbearing until age 20 or 21 would by itself 

result in an average annual earnings gain of just over $500—increasing 

average earnings from $5,652 to $6,166. This small difference reflects the 
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Table 5 

Employment, Earnings and Other Income for 
1 Adolescent ahd Later Childbearers 

ADOLESCENT 
CHILDBEARERS 

LATER CHILDBEARERS (AGE 20 OR 21) 

WITH STATISTICAL CONTROLS FOR: 
I 

BACKGROUND AND 
COMPOUNDING 

FACTORS 
BACKGROUND 

FACTORS NOCONTROLS 

....AYerapSumuallOutcomeslDurmgitn^ 

Hours employed 691 

Earnmgs 

I Hourlyiwage'rate'-

$3,652 

; Earnmgsiof spouse.(zero when 

not Jiving with mother)-* , 
$8,787 

;Child support payments" $738 

Child support payments" (recipients) 

762 

$6,166 

-,$8.09. 

'$11,321 

930 

. $9,159 , 

-.$9 84 

$20,099 

^'$579 

1,005 

$10,384 

$10 33 

$22,886 

Earnings of spouse (zero when 

not living with mother) t 

Child.support payments"-. 

: Child support payments (recipients) 

AFDC benefits 

'Food'stamps 

$9,551 

, $779, 

$961 

$8,516 $14,449 

' $754 

$889' 

$352 

'$931 

$645 

'$472 

$610 

$993 

$465 

$272 

$403 

$961 

••$395' 

$212 

Source: Except as-noted, these data are adapted from J. Hotz, S; McElroy, and S. Sanders (forthcommg). Mothers: Effects of early childbearing' 
on the lives ofthe mothers,- miCidsHflvmg/fids; The Costsant/Socia/ Conjequences o/iTeen Pregnancy, ed-.-R. Maynard (Washington;.D.C: Urban 
•Institute Press).Control ,variables included in the models are listed in Appendix-I able A. l iof this report. All dollar figures are expressed in March . 
1996 dollars and have been discounted at 5 percent annually form the start of the reference period. ^ 

1 "fEstimates are denved fromfM.- Bnen and R.̂ Willis (forthcoming), Fathers: »(Sosts and consequences of early, childbearmg for .the fathers, the : 
.young mothers, and their children,, m Kids HavmgKids: The Costs.and.Social Consequences of Teen Pregnancy, ed. R. Maynard (Washington. 
D.(..: Urban Institute Press). The estimates assume that .support awards average 17 percent ofthe father s income for the first child, that total 
awards-are half that amount for subsequent children.rand-that awards are issued and paidinonlySO percent of the cases.. Ihey.atso assume that: 

•;81ip t of births.to childbearers andi42 percent;of i to.older childbearers are.out of^wedlock.i I he estimates in the column control­
ling only for backgrounid factors assume an out-of-wedlock birthrate midway between these two rates (61.5 percent). 
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Table 6% 7 
. s. I ' 

, . Sources of Economic Support for Adolescent and Later Childbearers 1 , 
' ' ' • ' (Discounted March 1996 Dollars)' - " ' ^ ^ - ^ ' 

f '« ' •• 

SOURCE OF SUPPORT 

P.»f If 

7 ' ( 
ADOLESCENT CHILDBEARERS 

A&!ti^JW!»MMftmii!imSim mmimem.it^iM»ita«aL...uiB. AtA»j.M<„i..» ^jsA.^ 

LATERCHILDBEARERS (AGE 20 OR 21) -

WITH CONTROLS V ' I ' > NO CONTROLS 

Own earnings $5,652 $6,166" $10,384. 

lEarningSJof spouse: 

. Child support" 

s , $8,787 ^ . I ' $11,321 • V $22,886"'., " 

$779 I $754 ~ $382 

•^AFDC, ' ' ^ 'v ' ' ' ' K $1,295, ^--^ / " ^ ' $ 7 4 6 ^ ' V y : . ;,$5oo;< 
Food stamps $703 $563 $272 

Subtotal^ • $17,216 • . ' ' , $34r425 'e 
f e [ 

Medical assistance*" $1,517 , $771 $825, 1 

. ' TOTAL (including medical) t $18,733 > ,̂  " * ' " $20,322' . i $35,250 

Source:ifExcept as:.noted;'theseidata-are;adapted!from'J t̂iptz ;̂S.iMchlroy.-':ar̂ d'S 
i-jon ̂ the-lives of the-mothers. ,m..Kids'Having Kidsr The Costs and'Social Consequences o/ -Teen-Pregnancy.- led. 'R."Maynard (̂ Washington.-:D.G;: 

Urban Institute Press) and reported in Table 3. Control variables included in the models are li.sted m Appendix l able-'A.l. , . -
' • j - ' ' ' ' ^ - I , " < ^ 

:f ;T:Hhstimates;areiderived7from.M:,Brien.and,R'..;.Wilhs:(forthcoming)rF^ for the:fathers;.the-affffti• 
young-mothers. and-thcir children, - in Kids Wavmg Kids;-The Cos(j an(i5orifl/C(jnse(juences o/Ti;cn-P^ ed. R. Maynard (Washington. 

j>D.C.:,Urban lnstitute Press).. The estimates assume that support awards:avcrage 1-7 percent ofthe father s mcome for the first child, that totalt . 
5^awards;are:halfthat|amount•!forlSubsequcnt«hlldren^and;that•awardslafe:lSsue^^ 
:i'.81'percentof births to early childbearers are out of wedlock. The^rate:is:42 percent for those-observedto-delay-childbearing untilages 20 or 21. 

and It would be midway between these two rates (61.5 percent) if we controlled for basic demographic differences between early and later child-
jbcarer ^ ' if ^ <. i- u ' r< 

Estimates are derived trom B. Wolfe and M. Perozek (forthcoming). Health: Early childbearing s costs to society.for healthand medical-care of the 
',«ichildren,j in JCids Having Kids: -fhe Costs and Soaal Consequences of Tcen Pregnancy.ssd. R.sMaynard (Washington. ,D.C::-Urban Institute_^Press).j s : 
i-H-'lhe'estimatesriwhich include,only.,pubhcly'supportedfmedicaLassistance.';assume>that4he:averageisubsid!e.siperchil̂  
t- mothers.under the various scenarios (2;6 children if she hasher first child while underage 18; 2:0 children if she delavs childbearing and we compen-
,- sate for. or otherwise equalize circumstances other than basic family circumstances: 2.1children if she delays childbearing and wc fully compensate: for 
iijjialt differencesjbetween her̂ and'ĥ er|eounterpartS:whO|delay chil^^ 
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Figure 4 

' Average Annual Earnings During the First 13 Years of Parenthood 
4 j . 
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combined effect of lower earning.s during the first .seven years of parent­

hood and higher earnings thereafter (I-IGUKE 4B). 

As was the case with the employment results, looking at the conse-

t]iiences of adolescent childbearing on earnings ot the mother during 

early adulthood reveals that the adolescent mothers actually fare some­

what better than wouid be expected if they delayed childbearing a few 

years. After controlling for background and other factors, earnings of ado­

lescent mothers between ages 19 and .̂ 0 average $6,323 annually, com­

pared with only $4,801 for their later childbearing counterparts (TABLE 

5). The principal explanation relates to the fact that the adolescent moth­

ers face a much steeper rise in their employment and earnings over their 

young adult years than would be the case if they delayed childbearing for 

a few years—a result probably linked to their higher rate ol single parent­

hood and to their children being older. 

ECONOMIC SUPPORT 
The First 12 Years o f Parenthood During her first 12 years of par­

enthood, the average adolescent mother receives income and food stamps 

valued at iust over $17,000 annually, discounted to the birth of her tlrst 

child (TABLE 6). In addition, she receives an average of $1,517 annually in 

publicly stipported medical-care services for her children, bringing her 

average annual disposable income to $18,733. 

Thirty percent of this income is from the mother's own earnings 

(see above and I ABLE 6); 47 percent derives from earnings of a resident 

spouse; the remainder comes from child support (4 percent) and various 

forms of public assistance (19 percent)—7 percent from Al-DC, 4 percent 

from food .stamps, and 8 percent in medical care for the children (FIGURE 3). 

The total economic support available to the later childbearers is 

nearly double that available to adolescent mothers—$35,271 annually 

versus the $18,733 available to adolescent mothers (TABLE 6) because of 

the higher earnings of the later childbearers ($10,384 versus $5,652) and 

of their spouses ($22,886 versus $8,787). All other forms of support are 

roughly half to one third the levels received by adolescent mothers. 

However, more than 90 percent ofthe overall difference in economic 

resources available to adole.scent mothers results from tactors other than 

adolescent childbearing per se. With controls for background and other fac­

tors closely linked to early childbearing, adole.scent childbearers are estimat­

ed to suffer an economic loss averaging only about $1,589 a year during the 

tlrst 13 years of parenthood. The modest size of this difference reflects the 

fact that public assistance (AFDC, food stamps, and medical assistance) off­

sets roughly half the losses trom lower earnings ot the mothers and their 

52 



> . >' > " ^ 1 ' *-\ -Figure 6 * • * '•̂  ' % * • - - ' » • •'̂  '-f 

' ; / Average Annual Welfare and Food-Stamp Benefits * / , 
' ' ; " / ^ 'During First 13'Years of Parenthood "'̂^ -'" ^. " ^̂  ̂ ^ * 

. . V ' , "* ' 

$1,000 

$1,440 ''\ " ' ^ '̂V > • * ' ' ' f 

« ^ ' ^ :n| 

! S" ' i f « 

' " ' ON ' < 

$500 

.̂ $250 

:>:5ftM:A,|:.Spii|î ^^^ 
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lower income from spouses' earning.s—a loss due partly to lower marriage 

rates among adole.scent parents and partly to lower earnings of men who 

father children by adolescent mothers (see further discussion below). 

Delaying childbearing from adolescence to age 20 or 21 alone would 

lead to average reductions in AFDC payments from $889 to $645 annually, 

and food-stamp benetlts would fall from $552 to $472 annually (FIGURE 

6). In addition, medical assistance for children would fall from $1,794 to 

$1,088 (.see below) as a result of the decrea.se both in the number of chil­

dren and in improvements in the children's health problems associated 

with being born to an older mother (Wolfe and Perozek forthcoming). 

Economic Support During Early Adulthood The income levels and 
sources for adolescent mothers during their young adult years (ages 19 to 

30) parallel those during the 12 years after giving birth ( IABLE 6). The 

levels and sources of income are somewhat different, however, for their 

later childbearing counterparts over this period. As a result, over the 

longer haul adolescent mothers actually fare somewhat better economi­

cally than they would if they delayed childbearing until their early 20s. 

Tho.se who delay childtiearing until their early 20s have incomes between 

ages 19 and 30 that average 18 percent higher—$23,404 annually (TABLE 6). 

However, simply delaying childbearing and not addressing other 

differences between the adolescent and 20- to 21-year-old mothers would 

result in earnings losses for the young mothers themselves (see middle 

column of TABLE 6). They likely would be slightly wor.se off becau.se of 

their own lower earnings ($4,801 versus $6,323 on average per year). 

Moreover, the lower earnings would be compounded by lower wel­

fare benefits and medical assistance. In total, the combined economic 

resources would average $3,610 le.ss annually during young adulthood as 

a result ofthe decision to delay childbearing a tew years. 
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onseauences 

Fathers of children born to adolescent mothers are sometimes young 

themselves. Typically, however, they are several years older than the 

mothers of their children. The scholars examined both the implications 

of adolescent fatherhood (defmed as fathering a child before age 18) and 

fathering a child born to an adolescent mother who is under age 18 when 

she has her first child. 

CONSEQUENCES FOR ADOLESCENT FATHERS 
Adolescent males face significant adverse consequences of becoming 
fathers. After controls for basic demographic and background factors, 
however, those who father children at ages 20 or 21 have future outcomes 
that are nearly identical to the outcomes for those fathering their first 
children at age 25. What does matter for the older fathers is whether the 
mothers of their children are adolescent mothers (a difference discussed 
later in this section). 

Years of Schooling Adolescent fathers complete only 11.3 years of 
school, on average, by the time they reach age 27 (FIGURE 7). In con­
trast, those who delay fatherhood until age 21 complete an average of 
nearly 13 years of education. Half of this difference in educational attain­
ment is directly due to background factors, including parents' educa­
tion levels, family income, and a combination of innate ability and cog­
nitive achievement as measured by the Armed Forces Qualifying Test. 
Thus, on average, the educational deficit caused by adolescent father­
hood or closely linked factors is only about seven tenths of a year. 
Nonetheless, this is a critical difference in that it moves the average 
school-completion level from under to over 12th grade—and high 
school graduation. 

The Kids Having Kids scholars studied the relationship between 
educational outcomes and the age of men when they first father children. 
Their research indicates that, after background factors are controlled for, 
there is no difference between the outcomes for men who first father 
children at age 21 (the average age of the male partners of adolescent 
mothers) and men who delay fatherhood for four years until age 25. Men 
fathering children for the first time at age 21 completed an average of 
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12.5 years ot school, as contrasted with an average ot 13.8 yeais tor those 

who delayed fatherhood until age 25. However, differences in family 

background and innate ability fully explain this average attainment gap 

for those somewhat older fathers. 

Earnings and Potential to Pay Child Support Adolescent fathers 
earn an average of just under $5,000—or 18 percent—less per year 

than those who delay fatherhood until age 21 (FIGURE 8). About half of 

this difference is due to background tactors. The remaining earnings 

difference potentially represents, directly or indirectly, a losi opportu­

nity to the adolescent parent. Complementary research indicates a very 

strong relationship nationally between education and earnings, com­

monly characterized as the wage premium associated with high school 

and college completion (Maynard and McGrath 1995). Thus, one would 

expect that a wage loss of this magnitude might accompany the de­

pressed educational outcomes that result from the adolescent parent­

ing decision. 

Consistent with the findings on educational conseciuences associ­

ated with delaying fatherhood beyond age 21, no future positive eftects 

on earnings potential were observed for longer delays. In large part, 

the lack of stronger impacts probably results from the fact that, by age 

21, young men have made and executed major educational decisions. 

The adverse economic consequences tor adolescent fathers add to 

the adverse economic conseqtiences for adolescent childbearing moth­

ers and their children arising from their lower marriage rates (see above). 

Some consequences are real in the sense ot lowering the earnings con­

tributions by males in two-parent families or the actual child-support 

payments to the custodial mothers. Others reflect increases in the 

potential levels of support the fathers could provide, either through for­

mal child support or otherwise. The potential level ol support is partic­

ularly important in the current policy environment of widespread em­

phasis on parental responsibility and time-limited welfare. 

OUTCOMES FOR FATHERS OF CHILDREN 
BORN TO ADOLESCENT MOTHERS 
Over the tlrst 18 years after the birth of their tlrst children, older lathers of 

children born to adolescent mothers earn an estimated $16,712 (discount­

ed and expressed in 1996 dollars), compared with an average ot $13,796 for 

those with similar education levels who delay fathering children until their 

partners are age 20 or 21. Thus, over the child's first 18 years, the fathers ot 

children born to mothers who are 20 or 21 when they have their tlrst child 
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Figure 7 

Fathers Years of Schooling at Age 27, Adolescent and Older Fathers 
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Annual Earnings of Fathers aJ: Age 27j.Adolescent and Older Fathers 
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Figure 9 
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V'., ^ :̂ Average Annual Earnings of Fathers of Children Born to . 
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earn an average of $3,000 more per year (in real terms) that potentially 

could be shared (FIGURE 9). 

Half of this earnings difference results from background factors not 

likely to be affected it the mother delayed childbearing. Moreover, the 

higher earnings are a benefit to the children and their mothers only if the 

parents live together and/or the fathers pay child support. Indeed, only 

19 percent of the adolescent mothers marry the father of their children 

before or soon after the children's births. We know from other studies 

that relatively few noncustodial fathers of children born to teenage par­

ents pay child support regularly (see, for example, Maynard et al. 1993). 

Under a support-award formula similar to that currently in place in 

Wisconsin, the higher earnings of noncustodial fathers, if they delayed 

fatherhood until the mothers of their children were older, would permit 

an increase of about $350 in annual child support payments. In reality, 

however, the delay in childbearing would also tend to increase the mar­

riage rate, decreasing the need for child support and increasing the earn­

ings of spouses (see TABLE ?> above). 

The relatively small net cost of adolescent motherhood to the fathers 

stems in large part from the tact that few fathers of children born to ado­

lescent mothers actually disrupt their own lives to assume financial 

responsibility for their children. Since only 19 percent of the births to 

young teen mothers are within marriage, finding these modest life course 

results for the fathers of children born to adolescent mothers—after con­

trolling for differences in background factors—is not surprising. Even so, 

evidence exists of a modest marriage effect on earnings that accrues dis­

proportionately to those who delay fatherhood until the time the moth­

ers of their children reach their early 20s. About 20 percent of the higher 

earnings associated with postponing fatherhood until the mother is 20 or 

21 years old is attributable to the higher marriage rate among later child­

bearers and the fathers of their children (FIGURE 9). 
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sequences 

Children born to adolescent mothers or to mothers who were adoles­

cents when they had their first children are at a substantial disadvantage 

relative to their counterparts born to older women. Higher proportions 

of these children are born prematurely and they are more likely to be 

low birthweight—a factor that predisposes them to adverse health con­

ditions and increased risk of mental retardation. These children contin­

ue to experience poorer health throughout their youth. However, they 

also receive less medical care than do children born to later childbearers. 

Then, too, children of adolescent mothers experience worse outcomes in 

a variety of other dimensions, such as mental health, teacher ratings of 

students, and school progre.ss and performance. 

HEALTH STATUS AND 
MEDICAL CARE UTILIZATION 
The majority of children in this country are rated by their mothers as 

being in excellent health. However, only 38 percent of the children born 

to adolescent mothers are so described, compared to 60 percent of those 

born to mothers in the comparison group (TABLE 7). At the same time, 

these children of adolescent mothers get only half the medical care 

received by children of 20- to 21-year-old mothers. 

• 1 - ••.'̂ ':'V-S»̂ :̂  ••^j^^':'^-'''-H'': 

H e a l t h Status For some of the children born to adolescent moth­

ers, poorer health likely begins with their premature births and low 

birthweight. Nearly 8 percent of children born to adolescent mothers 

are low birthweight (below 5.5 pounds), as compared with only 5.6 

percent of children born to older mothers (TABLE 8). A sizable differ­

ence in the proportion of low-birthweight babies persists even after 

demographic differences between the adolescent and comparison-

group mothers are factored out. However, no evidence exists that 

children born to adolescent mothers are significantly more likely to 
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' ' Table 1 "-

Health Status of and .Healthcare Services to Children 
of Adolescent and Later Childbearers 

1 . AGE OF M O T H E R AT FIRST BIRTH 

O U T C O M F MEASURE > 
1. ' . . ' 

1. UNDER AGE 18 AGE 20 OR OLDER DIFFERENCE 

':̂ l!ifeii:#'«fe*i:̂ i?S^^ 
Excellent health, . -, . • f • , • 60% (22%) 

Fair or poor health 
, • < a 1 .-In 

' • j ' ^ ? 5 • 4 

Acute condiUon ' 1 ' / 52 . (11) . s- • 

. Chronic condition at age 14 - ' j • • ^ • • • 1 1 / (6) 

•^t:->'.*,.ii.-i<;S i 

;•f;•'|>̂ •'•-̂ '̂--
l y 

i'--;::;S--i-.i.-/ 

Medical provider office 

.Hospital outpatient . 

hmergency rooni 

Hospital inpatient 

1 84 

0.18 

0 27 

0.04 - . 

4 15 

0.31 

0 31 • 

0.05 

Health Status (N. = 2,173) 

• Medicalcare'use'i'(N = 2;61'9) 

(-2.31) 

(0.13) 

(0.04) 

.(0,01). 
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' . ' ' ' 700 

1,596. 

1,919 
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Table 8 

, Child Outcomes, by Mother's Age at Focal Child!s Birth 

OUTCOME MEASURE 
ADOLESCENT 

CHILDBEARERS 

LATER CHILDBEARERS (AGE 20 OR 21) 

W I T H CONTROLS 

' - I f , 

NO;CONTROLS 

iMefaltKlInditators " . ' V«:i">'l 

Low Birthweight (less than 5 5 pounds) ' ^ 7 8% 5 2%'' 5 6%*; 

'Depression .score percentile ranking (ages 18-22)° 51.6% 61.2% 577% 

Ever received psychological help (ages 18-22) 

S i nvironment'si-,' 

•* ' ' b 
_ HOMl score percentile ranking (ages 4-14) . 

- . . ^ . T j , - 0 . . ^ — ^ — " . i ^ 1 - " . . S . g i . ' - n ^ a - J ^ 

' ' IJiSSchobl Performance Indicators'- , ' 
V * , . iMtgBrtt^B-iaiifi ̂ -a-.-n f. if, i i i . - ii i is 

,.:•.•: . 1 Ueacher rates as one of best students (ages 12-16) - 7.-8% 25.3%. - • 
• 

. 15.2% . ' 

- - • 1 . 
1 Repeated grade (ages 10-14) 

32.7% 21.8% . 23.4% 

' PIAl mathematics percentile score (ages 4-14)' r- 39 4% * ' 48.8%"' ' 48.6% < 

> 1 ' PIAI reading recognition percentile score (ages 4-14)' '47 6%, 60.6% • ' 58.3%' 
- >^«.'Jtfl-.lhi.- ^C*'^.^. - p - 1 . ... . - , . .. .r- . - I . . . - - . . . . . . -

.:" - . v - • 1 PlAl reading comprehension percentile score (ages 4-14) 40.2% • ' . - 48.4%. •• 55.9% 

l^^^^^y^ustment 

-ir i» .?:» 'ii - .'• >i 'Behavior,prol--)lems index percentile ranking (ages 4-14) 
. . . . . J . , . . . - . . .1 • M l : - . . . ^ t . . • . . 1 - . I . - 1 , . . , . . . . 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . 

' •' 
56 3'K) , 

, 63.5%^ - 5,4 6% ^ 

^ f » ' ^ , ^-.-^ "IJehavior.problems index percentile ranking (ages 12-16) \62 2% , - 54 1% I s ^ „ ' i54 8% , ' " . / ^ 

^ V J j't Ever̂ ran away from home (ages 18-22) 5 4% » 17% " '••^,23%' ' ' ^ . ^ 

iSource: Adapted from K. Moore. D. Morrison, and A. Grecne'(forthconiing). Children: Effects of early childbearing on the lives of the chit-
:. ,n'> -,*.(-' ..-dren; -in Kids Having Kids: ihe.Gosts and Social Consequences of Teen'Pregnancy. ed.R..Maynard (Washington, D.t..: Urban Institutc.Rress). -t: 

Hi-' ..ifli;: i ^ ' i ' . , ' . I >ii , " - . - • " ' J - I " ' . . . . . - - r - . - . - r . ' - ! - , : - ' r ' l ' \ A ' r - . r - n. . - . . " . . . . . . . . - A . -

Center for I:pideniio)(̂ j;ical Studies Depression Scale (Ĉ HS-D)-

tHOMh =>Home Observation for Mea.surement ofthe Environment. Short torm.. 

. . f ¥ ' . T j i ' PIAT =Peabody Individual Achievement Te ts* , , j ' . i . / ^ . " "i^ j " ^' / < V,, , ; * t , 



have specific physical limitations than are children born to 20- or 21-

year-old mothers. In fact, by age 14, children born to adolescent 

childbearers report fewer chronic health conditions than do those 

born to older mothers (TABLE 7). 

There is modest evidence that, on average, children born to young 

parents suffer significantly more depressive symptoms (TABLE 8). Yet, 

while they .score on average 10 percentage points lower on a standard 

assessment, only about 10 percent of all young adults, regardless ot the 

age at which their mothers first gave birth, report symptoms of clinical 

depression on standard social surveys (not shown). 

M e d i c a l Care U t i l i z a t i o n In all types of healthcare, adolescent 

mothers' children (ages 0 to 14) receive substantially less medical care, 

logging an average of only 3.8 visits a year compared with 5.2 visits a year 

for their counterparts who were born to older mothers (FIGURE ID). 

One half of the difference in healthcare utilization is caused by 

measured background factors that ditfer between children of adolescent 

mothers and children of later childtiearers (FIGURE lo). The majority of 

the difference in the number of visits is attributable to backgiound tac­

tors and the differences in health status of children born to adolescent 

mothers as compared with those born to later childbearers. Only about 

one third ofthe total 1.4 difference in annual visits is attributable directly 

to early childbearing and clo.sely linked factors not controlled tor in the 

analysis. (A similar pattern of results pertains both to children born to 

adolescent mothers and to children born to older mothers who previous­

ly gave birth as young teens.) 

Medica l Care Costs Total medical-care expenditures for children of 

adolescent mothers are 22 percent lower than for children of later child­

bearers (an annual average of $1,413 versus $1,803 per child) (FIGURE 

I I A ) . Adjusting for the differential in health status between children 

born to adolescent mothers and their later childbearing counterparts and 

despite less frequent doctor visits, expenditures average only about 9 

percent less per year for children of young mothers than if the mothers 

had delayed their childbearing ($1,413 versus $1,556). 

Differences between adolescent and older mothers in expenditure 

patterns are larger when adjusted for the different numbers of children 

born to adolescent mothers and later childbearers. Adolescent mothers 

incur total medical-care costs that average $3,674 per year for their 

children (an average of 2.6 children by the time the mother is 30 years 

old). Delaying childbearing until age 20 or 21 will decrease both health­

care needs and the number of children. These decreases, together with 
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the family income effects, will lower overall medical-care costs per 

family to $3,112 (FIGURE I i B). 

More important from a policy perspective, the payer of the med­

ical-care services differs between adolescent and older childbearers (FIG­

URE 11, A and B). An average of 49 percent ($690 per year per child) of the 

medical-care services for children born to adolescent mothers is paid by 

the public through Medicaid or CHAMPUS (the U.S. military's health 

program). By contrast, the public pays only 36 percent ($588 per year per 

child) for those born to later childbearers. Thus, public expenditures on 

healthcare average $102 more per year for each child born to adole.scent 

mothers than would be expected if those mothers were to delay child-

bearing until age 20 or 21 and society were to compensate for all other 

differences between them and the comparison group. 

A more realistic set of a.ssumptions, however, is that delaying child-

bearing will be accompanied by .some improvement in health status and 

a change in consumption patterns, albeit not a change that would equal­

ize either the expenditures or health status. When adjustments are made 

to control for differences in background fitctors between adolescent and 

20- to 21-year-old mothers or the health-status differences of their chil­

dren, the potential annual public cost savings are estimated to be an aver­

age of $146 per child ($690 minus $544). 

The compound effect of these per-child expenditure patterns 

under various age-at-childbearing scenarios and ot the impact ot 

delaying childbearing on fertility rates leads to large differences both 

in total family healthcare expenditures on children and in the public 

subsidies for that health care. On average, with controls for changes in 

both health status and fertility, the adolescent mothers will consume 

an estimated $562 more per year in healthcare for their children than 

if they delayed childbearing until age 20 or 21. Moreover, virtually all 

of this difference in expenditures is paid for by the taxpayers in the 

form of subsidized healthcare (FIGURE I I B ) . Indeed, out-of-pocket 

healthcare costs are lower for adolescent niothers than for their later 

childbearing counterparts, despite their higher consumption levels. 

Their out-of-pocket costs average $1,880 annually compared with 

$2,024 for the comparison group. 

Consequences of Longer Delays in Childbearing The conse 
quences of delays in childbearing from, say, the late teens to ages 20 to 

21 are smaller than those for more extensive delays. That is, delaying 

childbearing from under age 18 to over age 21 results in even larger dif­

ferences than those reflected here. For example, if the young-teen births 

were delayed beyond age 21, estimated medical expenditures would 
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decrease by an average of $215 per year per child rather than the $143 

difference estimated for the shorter delay. The public medical-cost sav­

ings associated with the delay would be about $336 per child per year, 

as contrasted with the $146 estimated for the shorter delay (Wolfe and 

Perozek forthcoming). 

In sum, adolescent mothers use le.ss medical care tor their children 

despite the children's poorer average health status. However, a dispropor­

tionate share of the cost of medical care that they receive is paid tor by 

the public sector rather than by private insurance or the recipient family. 

The children also undoubtedly bear a portion of these costs in the form 

of untreated health conditions. 

HOME ENVIRONMENTS 
Children born to adolescent mothers grow up in homes that are sub­

stantially le.ss supportive of their development in a number of respects 

than are the homes of other children. The study found environments 

rated lower for factors such as the availability of educationally stimulat­

ing resources in the home, the type and level of parent-child interac­

tion, and the physical condition ofthe residence. 

Measured by the widely used Home Observation for Measurement 

ot the Environment—Short Form (HOME-SF), homes in which the chil­

dren of adolescent childbearers live scored significantly lower in overall 

quality than the homes of children born to women who were age 20 or 

21 when they became mothers (TABLES). Children born to mothers who 

had their tlrst child in their early 20s had homes that were about at the 

national norm on the HOME quality scale; children born to adole.scent 

mothers lived in homes that, on average, were in the bottom 40 percent 

ot the quality distribution. Moreover, the research shows a strong rela­

tionship between the age of the mother at the time of a child's birth and 

the quality of the home environment in general. Thus, for example, de­

laying childbearing from under age 15 to ages 20 or 21 results in a more 

than 10 percent increase in the home quality index. 

RUNAWAY CHILDREN 
Another indicator of the lower quality of the home environments of chil­

dren born to young mothers is their relatively high rates of running away 

trom home. More than five percent of children ages 12 to 16 who were 

born to women under age 18 reported that they run away from home 

during their adolescence, a figure two to three times the rate among chil­

dren born to later childbearers (IABLE 8). In neither the HOME scores nor 
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the incidence of running away from home are the differences in out­

comes for children of the two groups of mothers explained by measur­

able background characteristics of the family. 

CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT 
The Kids Having Kids researchers found a significant relationship 

between maternal age and the likelihood of child abuse and neglect. 

This relationship is important because of both the poor outcomes 

for abused and/or neglected children and the high social costs associ­

ated with foster-care placements, which nationally average about 

$21,000 per year per child in care. Abuse and neglect also carry with 

them other costs associated with family preservation as well as mental-

health costs. 

In their study of child abuse and neglect among children in Illinois, 

Goerge and Lee (forthcoming) found that children born to adolescent 

mothers are two times more likely to be victims of abuse and neglect 

than are children born to 20- or 21-year-old mothers. For example, 

Illinois had 109.6 reports of child abuse per 1,000 children born to 

women under the age of 18, compared with less than 50 reports per 1,000 

children born to mothers who delay childbearing until age 20 or 21 

( IABLE 9). Moreover, these differences are not narrowed by statistical 

controls for the background factors such as region of the state or birth 

cohort that could be controlled for in the analysis. 

The ratio of foster-care placements to reported abuse and neglect 

is roughly one in four among children born to adolescent mothers and 

one in five among children born to the later childbearers. This differ­

ence in the ratio of abuse and neglect rates to foster-care placement 

rates is fully explained by the control variables, resulting in a 16 per 

1,000 net difference in the foster-care placement rate between adoles­

cent and later childbearers. 

The reductions in abuse and neglect rates and in foster-care place­

ment rates continue to increase with longer delays until women give 

birth. For example, delaying childbearing from under age 16 until age 20 

or later leads to a 30 to 40 percent greater impact on the incidence of 

reported abuse and neglect than does a delay from age 17 to age 20 or 

later. The results of this study, if generalized to the nation (which cur­

rently has approximately 472,000 children in foster care), would imply 

that as many as five percent of foster-care placements could be averted if 

society could eliminate adolescent childbearing. This would not only 

benefit the children no longer needing this care but also reap savings for 

state and federal budgets. 
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COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT AND 
EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS 
Adolescent childbearing has significant adverse consequences for the 

cognitive development of children and for their educational progress. 

Teachers give children of later childbearers higher ratings as students 

than they give children of teenage parents (FIGURE 12). For example, 

teachers are twice as likely to rate the children of later childbearers as 

excellent students. Moreover, the difference in the ratings increases to 

more than threefold when family background characteristics of the 

two groups of mothers are controlled for. 

These higher teacher ratings are validated by the lower incidence 

of grade repetition and the higher measured cognitive development of 

the children. The test scores of children born to later childbearers are .2 

to .4 standard deviations higher than among children born to adoles­

cent mothers. These differences translate into movements of about 10 

points in the percentile rankings of students, moving the average stu­

dent from the 48th percentile in reading if he or she was born to an 

adolescent mother to the 61st percentile if born to a mother who began 

her family in her early 20s (FIGURE 12). A similar pattern of results is 

observed for math skills (TABLE 8). Moreover, the rate of grade repeti­

tion is nearly one third lower among children of later childbearers than 

among those born to adolescent mothers (FIGURE 12). 

The adverse impacts of teenage childbearing on cognitive devel­

opment and school performance are concentrated among children of 

adolescent mothers. Similar disadvantages do not appear when chil­

dren born to older teens are contrasted with children born to women 

in their early 20s. However, evidence does exist of very strong benefits 

to delaying childbearing into the mid-20s or beyond—for this adoles-

cent-childbearing population a seemingly unrealistic goal, but a posi­

tive one nonetheless. 

-"'/'i'.'-i': ^:f<'i-'''>t'':-'.-.. 
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Teens and Youn 

Adolescent 
ârents 

The adverse consequences of adolescent childbearing do not stop with 

the young mothers and their young children. Rather, these consequences 

contribute significantly to the perpetuation of poor life prospects for 

children whose mothers gave birth early: poor school outcomes, early 

and out-of-wedlock parenting, low attachment to the labor force, and 

high rates of criminal activity. 

HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION 
The children of adolescent parents are much less likely to complete high 

school than are their peers. For example, approximately three fourths of 

the children born to adolescent mothers complete high school by early 

adulthood, compared with 89 percent of children born to 20- to 21-year-

old mothers (FIGURE 13). The comparable figures for those whose moth­

ers gave birth before age 16 show an even greater discrepancy (71 percent 

versus 89 percent, not shown). 

This pattern of relatively poor school outcomes for children of ado­

le.scent mothers is consistent with the fact noted above: the children were 

reared in relatively poor home environments and had relatively poor 

school performance during their younger years. Yet, only about 30 per­

cent of this difference is explained by these background factors. The pat­

tern aLso portends some of the other consequences of the disadvantaged 

upbringing faced by children born to young mothers. 

The scholars have placed aggregate annual price tags for society 

in excess of $3 billion a year on just the educational shortfall and the 

increased incarceration levels associated with being born to an adoles­

cent parent. This figure would be even higher if it included other signifi­

cant tactors, such as the costs of the intergenerational transmission of 
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' Figure 13 

High School Completion of . Children of Adolescent and Later Childbearers 
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high rates of adolescent childbearing on public assistance, special educa­

tional needs of children, and publicly subsidized healthcare services. 

THE NEXT GENERATION OF 
ADOLESCENT MOTHERS 
The children of adolescent mothers face significantly elevated probabili­

ties of having a child at a young age. Overall, daughters of adolescent 

mothers are themselves nearly twice as likely to give birth during adoles­

cence as are their older childbearing counterparts (FIGURE 14). Of the 

daughters born to adolescent mothers, 17 percent repeat the adolescent 

childbearing patterns of their mothers, compared with only 9 percent of 

their peers whose mothers began childbearing after age 20. However, over 

half of this difference in fertility patterns is accounted for by factors other 

than the adolescent childbearing of the mother—particularly the moth­

er's education and other background fitctors. 

A high proportion of births to women whose mothers were adoles­

cent childbearers are out of wedlock, regardless of the age at which they 

begin having children. However, this rate is exacerbated if the mother 

was a teenager when the daughter was born. Delaying childbearing of the 

mother beyond the 20- or 21-year age level used for the primary compar­

ison group has the largest benefits in terms of reductions in out-of-wed­

lock childbearing. For example, second-generation adolescent parents are 

estimated to be 25 percent more likely to give birth out of wedlock than 

would be the case if their niothers had delayed childbearing until their 

mid-20s or beyond.^ 

'•''.^i"'/'S^-. '•: ''•-•-. ' 
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ECONOMIC INACTIVITY 
Nearly 30 percent of children born to adolescent mothers are neither 

working nor looking for work nor attending school by the time they are 

24 years old. This contrasts with only 17 percent of the children born to 

20- or 21-year-old mothers (FIGURE IS). Roughly hal fof the economic 

inactivity gap is explained by factors that can reasonably be considered 

external to adolescent childbearing. Nonetheless, a policy that succeeded 

in delaying those early (before age 18) births until the mothers reached 

age 20 or 21 would increase the economic activity rate of the children by 

an estimated 7 percentage points (from 71 to 78 percent). 

Similar delays in childbearing for those giving birth before age 

16 would have an impact nearly double that size (from 63 percent 

active to 78 percent active, not shown). Higher participation in the work 

force, combined with the higher skills of the workers, translates into 
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Figure 14 . ' 

Childbearing Before Age 18 by Female Children of 
Adolescent and Later Childbearers 
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increased national productivity, higher tax receipts, and more income 

to share with one's own family. 

CRIMINAL ACTIVITY 
YoLiths' sclj-rcporls of delinquency and illegal activities provide no evi­

dence ot higher levels of behavioral problems and delinquency as.sociated 

with having been the children of a young parents (Moore, Morrison, and 

Greene, forthcoming). Yet the sons of adolescent motheis are 2.7 times 

more likely to end up behind bars than are the sons of older mothers 

(Grogger forthcoming; FIGURE 16). 

At the annual interviews conducted by the NLS-Y, nationally about 

five percent of all young men were found to be incarcerated over a 13-year 

period—a rate well below the 10.3 percent rate of ob.served incarceration 

tor young men Lwrn to adole.scent mothers and slightly above the 3.8 per­

cent observed incarceration rate over this same period for young men 

born to mothers who began their families at age 20 or 21 (FIGURE I6 ) . 

Roughly half of the observed difference in observed incarceration 

rates for the young men born to adolescent versus older childbearers is 

accounted tor by observable differences in the deniographic and back­

ground characteristics of offspring of both groups of mothers. Still, sim­

ply postponing adolescent childbearing just until ages 20 to 21 would, by 

itself, reduce the incarceration rate for the affected children by 13 percent 

(tiom 10.3 percent to 9.1 percent). 

Fven the relatively small fraction of the higher incarceration rate 

lhal is directly attributable to adolescent childbearing costs the govern­

ment and society dearly. If we simply could delay childbearing until would-

be adolescent childbearers reached age 20.5, the national average incar­

ceration rate would fall by 3.5 percent. In dollar terms, our correctional 

costs would decline by $1 billion dollars a year. Of course, these savings 

would not be realized overnight. Even if all adolescent mothers were to 

delay their childbearing as of tomorrow, the incarceration rates would 

not tall by this ttill sum tor about 20 years—the earliest age at which 

young delinquents start going to jail in any substantial numbers. 

For the full benefits of delayed fertility to show up in the form of 

reduced prison budgets, an entire generation of adolescent mothers 

would have to forgo early childbearing. Once this generational change 

had occurred, however, and the children had reached adulthood, the 

cost savings could be substantial. Because prison costs are only one 

third of total expenditures for all levels of law enforcement (U.S. 

Department of lustice 1992), the total savings to the criminal justice 

system cotild reach nearly $3 billion. 
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Notably, the research indicates that delays in childbearing beyond 

age 21 would lead to even larger reductions in the incarceration rales of 

young men born to would-be adolescent childbearers. It also is clear 

trom this analysis, however, that much ofthe high incarceration rates and 

related prison costs associated with adolescent childbearing results from 

other factors that are strongly related to or that compound the effects of 

adolescent childbearing. Thus, policies that successfully address adoles­

cent childbearing as well as these other factors could lead to additional 

cost savings for the nation. Furthermore, if these young men spent less 

time in jail, they could contribute more to the support of their children. 
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The Economic 

Adolescent 

Adole.scent childbearing has sulistantial impacts on the sources of financial 

resources available to a mother and her children but relatively modest 

impacts on the average overall level of support during her first 12 years of 

parenthood. Depending on the assumptions one makes regarding the life 

courses of would-be adolescent mothers, the study estimates that they 

would experience incomes between $900 and $10,000 a year more if they 

were to postpone their childbearing until age 20 or 21. In contrast, adoles­

cent childbearing costs U.S. taxpayers between $6.9 billion and $18.6 bil­

lion a year, mainly the result of higher public-assistance costs, lower tax 

revenues, increased levels of child welfare, and higher criminal-justice costs. 

Moreover, adolescent childbearing lowers overall national productivity by 

between $8.9 billion and $28.8 billion a year, again depending on the 

assumed mechanisms used for achieving delay and on what related disad­

vantages are addressed simultaneously with achieving the delay, including 

disadvantages of the men who are fathering these children. 

MEASURING THE COSTS OF 
ADOLESCENT CHILDBEARING 
This study estimates the costs of adolescent childbearing from the per­

spective of three different groups: (1) adolescent mothers, (2) taxpay­

ers, and (3) society as a whole. Each of the economic outcomes meas­

ured in the Kids Having Kids project was inventoried to establish the 

framework for assessing the economic consequences of adolescent child-

bearing. This framework recognizes the con.sequences of each outcome 

for each of the three groups (TABLE IO)."" 

The accounting framework was applied to a range of estimates that 

make different a.ssumptions about the outcomes for would-be adolescent 

mothers if they delayed childbearing until their early 20s. The assumptions 

are that (1) their outcomes would be the same as those of women who 
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have their first child at age 20 or 21, regardless of the tact that the two 

groups differ in many respects other than the timing of first births; (2) out­

comes would be similar to those of 20- or 21-year-old mothers, with con­

trols for observable differences between the two groups; and (3) outcomes 

would resemble those ot older mothers, with controls for observable and, 

to the extent po.ssible, unobservable differences Lietween the two groups. 

Measuring Costs to Adolescent Mothers From the perspective 
of adolescent mothers, the consequences fall into four categories. Fhe 

tirst is changes in income Jrorn the mother's own employment. This 

includes changes in earnings and the partially offsetting changes in 

income and consumption ta.xes. A second category pertains to income 

from husbands ond the fatiiers of one's children. Adolescent childbear­

ing atlects the amount of income a mother can expect to receive from a 

husband—an outcome that depends both on the consequences of ado­

le.scent childbearing tor the earnings ofthe husband and on the propor­

tion ot time the mother lives with the husband. Adolescent childbear­

ing also infiuences the level of child support, both by affecting the 

probability of bearing a child out of wedlock and by altering some­

what the earnings patterns of nonmarital fathers. 

Fhe ihird category of consequences of adolescent childbearing from 

the perspective ot the young n-iothers is public assistance. This includes 

changes in access to and reliance on Aid to Families with Dependent 

Children (Al-DC), food stamps, public housing, and healthcare sutxsidies 

tor children.'' The final category of con.sequences pertains to the changes 

in direct oul-of-pockel costs of healthcare for children that arise from dif­

ferences in the healthcare needs of children born to adolescent versus 

older mothers and from different fertility rates. 

This framework does not include direct estimates of the economic 

implications of all the consequences of adolescent childbearing. For 

example, it ignores possible differential access to a number of education­

al and training resources, such as student financial aid and publicly fund­

ed job training. It ignores changes in acce.ss to subsidized healthcare for 

the mother. Also, numerous adverse social consequences of adolescent 

childbearing have been excluded lroni the framework, since attaching 

dollar values to them is difficult. 'Fhese con.sequences include outcomes 

such as higher rates of single parenthood, lower levels of educational 

attainment, and lower qualities of home environments. 

Costs to Taxpayers The costs lo taxpayers of adolescent childbearing 

fall into five categories. The first is ta.x revenues that reflect changes in 

productivity of the mothers and the lathers of their children (whether 
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Table 10 

Framework for'Assessing the Economic Consequences 
of Adolescent Childbearing' 
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husbands or not). The .second is public assistance expenditures (AFDC, 

food stamps, and public housing) and the costs of administering those 

programs.-'' The third through fifth categories of costs pertain to the 

public costs of addressing the adverse consequences of adolescent child-

bearing for children—healthcare subsidies, joster-eare costs, and criminal-

justice (prison) costs, respectively. In each of these cases, two .sources of 

increased costs are associated with adolescent childbearing: (1) the worse 

health and social outcomes for children born to very young mothers as 

compared with children born to mothers in their early 20s and (2) the 

increased fertility rates associated with adolescent childbearing, which 

raise the number of children who experience the relatively poor (and 

costly) outcomes. 

This framework does not include all potentially relevant costs to 

taxpayers for adolescent childbearing. For example, changes in the de­

mand for secondary education and publicly funded higher education are 

not considered. So, too, adolescent childbearing is associated with higher 

levels of learning disabilities and social problems among children, which 

have implications for educational and social-service costs that are not 

captured in this framework. 

Costs to Society The estimated .social costs of adolescent childbearing 

pertain only to those measured consequences that reflect real changes in 

the resources available for consumption by the population at large— 

changes in the productivity ofthe mothers themselves, in the productivi­

ty of the fathers of their children, in the level of resources devoted to 

administering public assistance (but not public-assistance payments 

themselves), in the level of medical care provided to children, and in 

child-welfare and criminal-justice costs associated with higher foster-care 

placement and incarceration rates of children born to adolescent mothers. 

The framework ignores a number of potentially important social 

costs factors. For example, it does not include the costs ot administering 

the healthcare subsidies, the costs of child-welfare services other than 

foster care, or the costs of property damage and personal injuries that 

likely precipitate the higher incarceration rates among children of adoles­

cent mothers. Finally, this framework ignores the intergenerational 

effects of adolescent childbearing on the productivity and social well-

being of future generations.'' 

Source of the Component Cost Estimates The estimated costs 
of adolescent childbearing from each of the three perspectives are sen­

sitive to the source of the outcome estimates. We present one set of 

estimates—gross estimates—that reflect the costs incurred by or the 
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benefits to adolescent mothers relative to later childbearers, not con­

trolling for the fact that these two groups differ in important ways 

other than the timing of their childbearing decisions (no controls). In 

essence, these are the differences we observe when we simply look at 

the two groups of mothers and track their life courses. These estimates 

are derived in a manner conceptually similar to looking at the differ­

ences in outcomes represented in the first and last bars of the out­

comes charts in previous sections of this synthesis (the columns 

reflecting outcomes for adolescent mothers and those for their later 

childbearing counterparts with no adjustments). 

A second set of estimates—Adjustment 1—corresponds to those 

we would observe if we compared adolescent mothers with later child­

bearers whose family backgrounds were similar to their own (control­

ling for observed differences). These estimates are derived in a manner 

conceptually similar to looking at the differences in outcomes repre­

sented in the first and next-to-last bars in the outcomes charts in previ­

ous sections (outcomes tor adolescent mothers versus those who are 

age 20 or 21 when they have their first child, assuming that the policies 

that led to the delayed childbearing also would compensate for some 

but not all differences between adolescent and later childbearers that 

could lead to better or worse outcomes). 

The third set of estimates—Adjustment 2—is similar to the sec­

ond except that, to the extent possible, the estimates also control for 

unobserved ditterences between adolescent and comparison mothers 

who were age 20 or 21 when they had their first child (controlling for 

observed and unobserved differences).-' These estimates are derived 

in a manner conceptually similar to looking at the differences in 

outcomes represented by the first and second bars in the outcomes 

charts in previous sections (outcomes for adolescent mothers versus 

older mothers, assuming that the delay in childbearing would not 

also compensate for any of the other factors that contribute to their 

poor OLitcomes). 

The estimates tor the adolescent mothers reflect the cumulative 

net costs or benefits associated with their adolescent childbearing dur­

ing their first 13 years of parenting. We have expressed this sum in 

March 1996 dollars, assuming that the adolescent mothers will discount 

future income at a rate of 5 percent per year. The estimates for the tax­

payers and for society reflect the sum of costs in a single year for all 

adolescent mothers under age 29—an average of 13 cohorts of child­

bearers ranging in age from 16 to 28, on average. In these calculations, 

we have assumed that each cohort of adolescent childbearers is the 

same size as that in 1993 (175,259 first births to women under age 18)." 
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COSTS AND BENEFITS TO 
ADOLESCENT MOTHERS 
Adolescent mothers do not suffer large economic losses as a result of 

their adolescent childbearing decisions. In fact, when scholars con­

trol for unobserved differences to the extent possible, they find that 

these adolescent mothers are only slightly worse off financially than 

if they had delayed childbearing until their early 20s (TABLE 11). Their 

lite prospects are quite poor regardless of whether they delay child-

bearing or not. 

Adolescent childbearers would have only slightly higher earnings 

during their first 13 years of parenthood if they delayed childbearing. 

But they would have substantially higher levels of support from the 

fathers of their children and from spouses. Thus, one of the most sig­

nificant economic impacts is that the sources of their income will 

change. On average, those who give birth as adolescents will contribute 

slightly less themselves to the support of their family during their early 

years as parents while the fathers of their children and their spouses 

contribute considerably less than they would if the young mothers 

delayed their childbearing. Welfare largely compensates for the lower 

support from the parents, leaving the young n-iothers with only $919 

less annually as a result of their decisions to become teen moms. 

During their first 13 years of parenting, adolescent mothers 

receive substantially higher public-assistance benefits than would be 

the case if they delayed childbearing. They work only about 70 hours 

a year less than their later childbearing counterparts keeping their 

earnings roughly comparable. Their lower marriage rates and levels of 

support from the fathers of their children mean that higher propor­

tions of them are eligible for public assistance and they receive bene­

fits for a longer time. 

Overall, with maximum controls for unobservable differences be­

tween adolescent and older mothers, adolescent mothers receive an 

average of $1,368 annually in public-assistance, even though their 

average annual earnings are only $366 less than expected had they 

delayed childbearing. In part, the higher public assistance costs can be 

attributed to adolescent childbearers' higher rates of single parenthood 

and relatively low rates of child support. They are also partly the 

result of these mothers' higher average fertility levels relative to the 

levels of slightly later childbearers. 

The higher levels of public-assistance benefits to adolescent 

mothers are partially offset, however, by the $138 higher out-of-pocket 

and private-health-insurance costs for care of their children—largely a 

result ofthe higher fertility rates among adolescent childbearers. 
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COSTS TO TAXPAYERS 
By any measure, taxpayers pay a high price for adolescent childbearing. 

For example, ba.sed on the most highly controlled estimates of the conse­

quences of adolescent childbearing, .scholars estimate that each adolescent 

mother in this country costs U.S. taxpayers, over the 13 years following 

the birth of her first child, an average of $3,042 a year that could be .saved 

if her childbearing had been delayed until age 20 or 21 (TABLE I2 ) . In the 

aggregate over all adolescent childbearers, this totals $6.9 billion a year. 

Of this annual total, more than $2.2 billion ($970 per adolescent 

mother) is the result of higher public assistance (AFDC and food stamps 

combined), and another $1.5 billion a year ($641 per adolescent moth­

er) is spent on medical care for the children (TABLE I2 ) . In addition, tax­

payers spend an average of about $.9 billion a year ($404 per adolescent 

mother) on foster care and over $1 billion annually ($460 per adolescent 

mother) on prison costs that could be saved if adolescent childbearing 

were eliminated, even if little else changed in the lives of these young 

mothers. The combined impacts of adolescent childbearing itself on the 

earnings of the mothers and fathers costs taxpayers an estimated $1.3 

billion less per year in lost tax revenues (or $556 per adolescent mother). 

Using intermediate levels of controls for differences in the back­

grounds of adolescent and 20- or 21-year-old mothers, the estimated 

cost to taxpayers of adolescent childbearing exceeds $13 billion a year. 

That is, if we could not only delay adolescent childbearing but also 

address some of the other measured social and environmental forces 

that contribute to the poor outcomes of the adolescent mothers, the 

steady-state payoff to the taxpayers could reach this higher level. 

The unadjusted (gross) estimates of the costs to taxpayers provide 

the upper limit of the potential gains of not only successfully combat­

ing adolescent childbearing but also eliminating or otherwise fully 

compensating for other differences between adolescent and later child­

bearers that contribute to the poor observed outcomes for the adoles­

cent mothers. This figure totals an average of about $8,160 per year per 

adolescent mother or nearly $19 billion a year aggregated across all 

adolescent mothers who are in their first 13 years of parenthood. 

COSTS TO SOCIETY 
The cost of adolescent childbearing to society includes resources that are 

diverted to mitigate problems associated with adolescent childbearing— 

in our estimates, the costs of administering welfare programs, providing 

foster care, and building and maintaining prisons. Costs to society also 

include the parent's changes in productivity that are attributed to the 
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adolescent childbearing; these are generally estimated to be sizable neg­

ative effects for the fathers (because of education and work effort 

effects) and slightly negative for the mothers. The latter result reflects 

the fact that adolescent mothers work only slightly less than their later 

childbearing counterparts once researchers control for background and 

other factors closely linked to early childbearing. 

Using estimates that, to the extent possible, control for unobserved 

differences between adolescent and later childbearers, the study esti­

mates that the social costs of adolescent childbearing total $8.9 billion 

in 1996 dollars (TABLE 13). This is the estimated amount by which the 

social weltare of the nation would increase if 13 years ago society had 

successfully implemented a policy that delayed childbearing until ado­

lescents reached the age of 20 or 21 but did not at the same time 

address the myriad other factors that contribute to the poor outcomes. 

The major contributors to the social costs of adolescent childbear­

ing are tho.se as.sociated with the productivity ofthe fathers and with the 

care and discipline of the children of adolescent mothers, relative to the 

level of resources required had childbearing been delayed. On average, 

the study estimates roughly $1.3 billion per year ($551 for each adoles­

cent mother under the age of 29) is devoted to increased medical-care for 

the children; $.9 billion ($404 per adolescent mother) to higher rates of 

foster care placements; and $1 billion ($460 per adolescent mother) to 

higher prison costs—all costs that would be avoided if childbearing were 

delayed until age 20 or 21. The adolescent mothers appear not to suffer 

major adverse labor-market effects as a result of their early childbearing 

(only about $555 per year). In contrast, the fathers of their children earn 

about $1,907 less per year than would be the case if the mothers delayed 

childbearing until age 20 or 21. The net result is an estimated $5.6 billion 

annual less in worker productivity due to adolescent childbearing. 

A hypothetical policy that not only delayed childbearing but also 

addressed some of the related factors that contribute to poor outcomes 

for adolescent mothers would save $21 billion a year in social costs 

(although such a policy would be costly to implement). Such a policy 

would have a stronger effect on the earnings of the fathers of the chil­

dren born to adolescent mothers than would a policy that simply 

addressed the adolescent childbearing but did not deal with these relat­

ed factors, tn a perfect world in which we could fully compensate for 

or eliminate all differences between adole.scent and later childbearers, 

the net gain to society in higher productivity and lower public assis­

tance and social service costs would approach $29 billion annually. 
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'As ol 1993, only 28 percent of births to teenagers occurred within the marriage 

(Moore, Snyder, and Glei 1995), 

^ The estii-|-iate of out-of-wedlock childbearing for the study san-iple was 15 percent 

both fiir adolescent childbearers and for later childbearers who were born to teenage 

n-iolhers. In view ofthe rapid rise in the population of teen births tbat are out of wedlock, 

lhe |-esults of a more current sample than the one available for this study (a sample of 

teenagers in the late 1970s and early 1980s) would be quite different. 

•' The framework is not compicbensive in that we have on-iitted many possible costs (and 

a tew benefits for the adolescent childbearers) because they were not a focus of the project 

studies. In n-iost cases, the fact that certain costs were not estimated reflects the inadequa­

cies ot available dala to address the outcomes, 

••'Fhe project studies did not provide detailed cstii-i-iates of the effects of adolescent child-

bearing on costs and subsidies tor healthcare provided to the niothers, 

'This category does not include healthcare and adniinistrative costs for the mother, since 

the researcli diti nol address maternal health outcomes. 

^ Flaveman et al. (forthcoming) provides clear evidence that adole.scent childbearing 

imposes costs on those among the next generation of young adults who were 

born to adolesceni molhers. These costs are relalively straightforward to measure. It is 

ii-iore challenging to extrapolate fron-i the estimated outcomes for individuals to the 

second-generation costs lor society, however. This is because adolescent childbearing 

increases fertility and so expands the size ofthe next generation's workforce at the 

same time il changes the skills composition. Untangling these components of .social bene­

fits and costs was beyond the scope ofthe Kids Flaving Kids project, 

''As noted above, only two ofthe project studies controlled for observed and unobserved 

differences between adolescent and later childbearers. In computing the cost estimates, we 

have sometimes combined lhe estimates trom studies that were and were not able to con­

trol for imobservables. For example, we combined estimates of outcomes for children 

(not conlrolling for unobservable differences between adolescent and later childbearers) 

with estimates of lhe effects ol adolesceni childbearing on fertility patterns (conlrolling 

lor observable and unobservable differences) lo obtain an estimate ofthe aggregate effects 

of the outcome pei mother rather than per child. 

'*'Fhis assun-iplioii about the cohort size likely will tend to overstate current costs, 

insofar as this figure exceeds the average cohort size over the pasl 13 years. It understates 

liilme costs, insofar as the size ol the teenage parent population has been increasing in 

recent years. A more precise estimate would entail both making population projections 

and projecting future trends in the teenage birth rale. 
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«ii1s''l ' ikworrien even if^theyihad^delayed'childbeanngaintil age 261? Fhi assumption wa 'derived from the ob crvation that_a*verage public assistanceiiC \ ' t^ ' 'n'Sfai 

f i A t 't*!*-* j5''-P'-"'^f"''y»''^'^'i^^''5 percent as^igh for those'having their fir J[ child after age 19 a'for tho e having their fir t child<a^a teenagcrj,( ee K A'« * J^^i' i 
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Table A.3 

Average Annual Discounted Differences in Outcomes Between 
^ Adolescent and Later Childbearers 

- « , - (First 13 Years of Parenthood) 

• Medical care paid by-society • : ;f •: 
, J?-•r-iVv^'i?rw-'5ip7^!!im'"'~™3^^^^ ... 
k:;Q^of7PoacetMgdicaICarefor,CHjl^ / ' . . 
i-i Medical care paid bŷ  respondent : 

Note: values are expressed m Marcti l99b dollars. All figures are discounted at 5 percent per year. Discounted values v̂ ere used only in the cal­
culation of benefits and costs from the perspective of the young mothers. Since the young mothers do not bear the financial costs of either foster 
care or incarceration of their male children, we have not included these cost elements in the table of discounted figures. 

"ihese.figures represent simple (unadjusted) differences in outcomes.between those who had their first child before age 18 and those who had 
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••-These figures represent differences between observed outcomes for those who had thcir first child before:age .l8':and those who delayed child- . 
•ibearing>untU'age 20 or'2:l,:controUmg fpr/observableibackground:factors:that:are:not expected to change as a result of early.childbearing. These 
estimatesxorrespond to estimates of.the;costs-or benefitSiassociatcd withia policyithat would:both;lead,to â delay m!adolescent childbearing and -

..compensate forsomeiibut.not all,iotherfactors that also.tendto'promote poor outcomes for young women-and their children; > !• 
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These figures represent differences between observed outcomcs for those who had their.first child before age 18 and those who delayed child-
bearing until age 20 orj21,-controlling.for differences in backgrounds between the adolescent and older childbearers as well as differences in other 
factors closely hnked to adolescent childbearing. These estimates correspond to estimates of the costs or benefits associated vnth a policy that 
would result in a delay ih childbearing but that would affect no other aspects of the young mothers' lives. 
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. • i t * ^ .':> * - . f ^ i . - ; . . v : J*^ : . ^.j'f'..ljf;^^> 

( ' .• j ,5:. .«i^(.* } l . l / j ; ! ; ^ . * ! * : , - : ^ ? 

s , : ;H-- - . , . , . ^5 |^»«yvi ,S t , |p : 

*j.̂ .̂ :'̂ fsii,.j.-:nv,iP.:? ̂ ^̂ /fp.•/r̂ ^̂  

« ; ts J « ' { $ 8 6 8 ) i , ' t ' l i / j 

'.'f.-ijt:a-.i|.^i.-.^'-^-.i%.g3 •^r^:tftf^.-::-iiV':'..A.i;?^ai;£^-^.,.,r. L^* ' .^ . . . : ^ - . 

' I ' i ^N •V.^'ii'' '*V*>i;#i 

' ' " , i f i ($653,)lf . ' . ^ ^ 

Jy,i'*';»'5%>?|'^ f i |w{-*"n. f 

-r.i^.^"^\;H-5|ii4'.,,3.?: î -if.; 
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'î S.g ̂  ̂ i.-i>taitl: ^. ,..ii„,. .11 la. : : -t i l . . n. i^^ 

.,j'-,--iS.«'-i'*P-:.-i.K-r-.f--»!irstv:,,'t.-;,...:;'.:t.i.w^̂ ^̂ ^ i),,.ii.fi:,. 

».:^edicat.care.paid:hyiresppricient^^ 

.|.«v;»'.»iJ'(';#<--j.̂ -̂ 2'J-»'%''"̂ ^ 

.r ' : ' - |*f i ' : i | ' ' . i t^ ." ' : i : ,V*:iff . , ;^f ' ; '^ j i f i - i f . / ,^ ' i . . i^ . . . : 

" iv-fv':--* «̂ 'tVei'ĉ ;«»̂ -*# 
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ABOUT THE ROBIN HOOD FOUNDATION 

The Robin Hood Foun(dation was created as a public charity in 1988 to 

find, fi.ind and provide management help to the best and most innovative 

programs serving poor people in New York City. Since then, the foundation 

has provided more than $35 million in money, volunteer resources and 

material goods to these programs. Robin Hood has supported a wide range 

of poverty-fighting projects, including housing for the homeless, medical 

help for the sick, job training for the jobless, hospice care for people with 

AIDS, drug treatment for the addicted, and soup Idtchens for the hungry. 

But, from the very beginning, Robin Hood's primary aim was—and 

continues to be—to develop the best programs and schools for young 

children and teenagers living in poverty. In the course of visiting and 

working with hundreds of youth programs, Robin Hood has observed 

first hand the pervasive and damaging impact of adolescent childbearing 

in the city's very poorest communities. The foundation has also wit­

nessed the profound impact of programs that help children delay parent­

hood until they grow up, graduate from school, get married and become 

emotionally and financially ready to rear children of their own. Through 

its very direct community-level work, Robin Hood has increasingly 

explored the larger dimensions of adolescent childbearing in New York 

City and the nation. In this context, the foundation commissioned this 

report on the costs and consequences of adolescent childbearing. 
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