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Abstract

The objective of this study was to describe the fertility intentions and the pos-
sibility of having a third child of participants in Guangxi Zhuang Autono-
mous Region since the “three-child” policy was adopted in China and to ex-
plore factors associated with intentions to have a third child. This study was
conducted among 1525 participants from five universities using a question-
naire from September to November 2021 in Guangxi, China. Data were col-
lected on the student’s sociodemographic characteristics and fertility inten-
tions. A descriptive analysis, chi-square test, difference test and ordered lo-
gistic regression model were used for data analysis. The ideal number of chil-
dren among the participants in Guangxi was 1.89 + 0.52, and the average
number of planned children was 1.49 + 0.88. Although the policy encouraged
having a third child, fewer than a tenth (5.5%) of participants clearly intended
to. More than 15% (17.6%) of participants clearly intended not to have child.
Compared with female participants, male participants had more planning
number of child (P value = 0.003) and were more likely to have a third child
(Pvalue = 0.000). The earlier participants get married the more likely to have
a third child (P value = 0.000). Compared with urban participants, rural par-
ticipants were more likely to have first and second children (2 value = 0.003),
but there was no significant difference in the possibility of having three chil-
dren. Participants show lower fertility intentions and less likely to have third
child under the “Three-child” policy. More fertility intentions’ researches
and supplementary measures are urgently needed to improve fertility rates
in China.
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1. Introduction

During the period from 2017 to 2021, the number of newly born babies in China
reduced from 17.65 million to 10.62 million and the birth-rate dropped from
12.43%o to 7.52%0 (Akimov et al., 2022). The proportion of working-age popula-
tion in China dropped from 70.1% to 63.4% and the proportion of population
over the age of 60 rose from 13.3% to 18.7% at the same time. Faced with the
predicaments of low fertility rate and aging population’s rapidly-increasing, the
Chinese Government ended the 35-year one-child policy and implemented the
“two-child alone policy” in November 2013. In October 2015, the Chinese Gov-
ernment further proposed the “universal two-child policy”. However, the situa-
tion has not changed (Qiu et al., 2022). According to the seventh census results,
China’s total fertility rate was 1.3 in 2020 which broke its lowest fertility rate.
China became the country with lowest-low fertility (China’s 2020 Fertility and
Adoption of a Three-Child Policy, 2021). China’s birth rate continues to decline
due to economic development, improved education level and the one-child pol-
icy. When the effect of the “universal two-child policy” appears to be subtle, the
three-child policy was officially implemented in China on July 20, 2021, in order
to raise fertility rate and ease downward pressure on the population.

Low fertility is a common predicament in many countries of today’s world. In
existing papers, the researches on fertility intention mainly focuses on two as-
pects: the meaning of fertility intention and the influencing factors of fertility
intention of people of child-bearing age. In researches of meaning of fertility in-
tention, different scholars have different views (Li & Jiang, 2019). The most rep-
resentative view is the “three-dimension of fertility” theory (Li & Jiang, 2019).
The three dimensions are fertility number, age of birth and gender preference.
The level of child-likability usually included in China’s researches (Zhuang et al.,
2022). The fertility number is divided into ideal fertility number and planned
fertility number (Hou et al., 2020). The ideal fertility number is the number of
child they should have without considering their conditions and the planner fer-
tility number is the actual demand of child with considering their conditions
(Saikia et al., 2019). The age of birth is divided into marriage age and the time of
birth first child. In order to see the influence of new policy, the investigation
project of “three-child possibility” was added.

There are many factors affecting fertility intention, which can be summarized
into three aspects: individual, family and society. Individual factors include age,
gender, household registration type, income level, etc. The research found that
females’ fertility intentions was significantly lower than males’ (Shreffler et al.,
2016) and males preferred their child to be a girl while females preferred boy
(Dhande & Shingare, 2016). The fertility intention of rural residents was signifi-
cantly higher than urban residents (Mandel et al., 2021). And high-income groups
tended to have more children (Shreffler et al., 2016). Family factors mainly in-
clude family structure, family environment, parental concept, etc. For example,

compared with participants from only-child families, participants from non-
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only-child families had younger age of birth and tend to have a boy (Rasoulza-
deh Aghdam et al.,, 2020). The female participants from single parent family
tended to not have a child (Rodriguez, 2013). Parents’ gender preference also in-
fluenced the next generation (Tanskanen & Danielsbacka, 2020). Social culture
exerts a profound impact on the concept of fertility. There is a traditional patri-
archal society in China. Some parents prefer to boy under the influence of the
idea of carrying on the family line (Zhou & Deng, 2019).

Although there is a discrepancy between fertility intentions and actual fertili-
ty, to a certain extent, the former can predict the latter (Hagewen & Morgan,
2005; Machiyama, 2019). Studies had shown that there was a certain difference
between fertility intention and actual fertility for individuals, but for group, fer-
tility intention was consistent with actual fertility (Amélie & Philip, 2003). Pre-
vious studies on fertility intentions had focused on young people in the context
of “universal two-child policy” in China, it’s not clear that whether the new pol-
icy would increase fertility rates. The number of Chinese college students is huge,
and they are about to enter the period of marriage and child-bearing. The fertil-
ity intentions of this group indicate the future direction of population growth.
Guangxi Zhuang Autonomous Region located in Southern China. As one of the
five autonomous regions of ethnic minorities in China, its total GDP in 2020
ranks 19th and population ranks 11th, it’s the middle-class among all provinces.
This research analyses the fertility intentions and influencing factors among par-
ticipants in Guangxi under the “Three-child” policy, and in order to compre-
hensively understand the current situation of college students’ fertility inten-

sions and provide reference for the implementation effect of policy.

2. Methods
2.1. Study Design

A cross-sectional survey of participants was conducted to collect sociodemo-

graphic information and fertility intentions.

2.2. Sample and Settings

This study was conducted in Guangxi Zhuang Autonomous Region from Sep-
tember to November 2021. Guangxi (hereinafter referred to as Gui) has a total of
38 colleges with 560,000 college students. According to the administrative divi-
sion, the 14 cities in Gui can be divided into Northern Gui, Central Gui and
Southern Gui. Among them, there are 2 in northern Guangxi, 1 in central Guang-
xi, and 2 in southern Guangxi. The number of surveyed colleges is determined
according to the number of colleges occupied by each region, including 2 in
Northern Gui, 1 in central Gui, and 2 in Southern Gui. Stratified sampling was
carried out according to the actual proportion college students in Gui, in which
the sex ratio was 0.5: 0.5. The disciplines of participants were divided into liberal
arts, science and engineering, with a ratio of 0.3:0.3:0.4. For grades, the four ra-
tios of freshmen, sophomores, juniors and majors are 0.28:0.26:0.24:0.22. 1600
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questionnaires were distributed to these colleges and 1550 were collected. After
eliminating 25 questionnaires with similarity, regularity, and incomplete an-

swers, 1525 valid questions were obtained (an effective response rate of 98.4%).

2.3. Survey Content

The survey content is divided into two aspects: fertility intention and sociodem-
ographic sociodemographic information. Fertility intention includes five as-
pects: The first is the number of birth, including ideal number of birth and
planned number of birth. The second is age of marriage and birth time of first
child. The third is gender preference of children. The forth is the possibility of
having three children. The fifth is likeability of child. The sociodemographic in-
formation includes eight aspects: gender, grade, family type (only Child or non-
only child), household registration type, family structure (single parent or non-
single-parent), disciplines, love experience and family income level. And rele-
vant items are set according to the prevailing situation in China and the 2018

Chinese Family Tracking Survey.

2.4. Quality Control

The Cronbach’s alpha of the fertility intensions scale was 0.793. Since the option
of “infertility” was set in the number of family planning children, the time of
birth and the gender preference of child, in order to test whether the three re-
sponses of the participants were consistent, repeated measures were used. The
results showed that there was no significant difference in the three answers of
the same content (F = 1.95, P=0.142).

2.5. Data Analysis

SPSS (Version 25.0) (SPSSInc, Chicago, IL) was used for data analysis, with sig-
nificance at P value < 0.05. Descriptive statistical analysis, independent sample
T-tests, one-way ANOVA and chi-squared tests were used for difference analy-

sis, and ordered logistic regression was used to causes analysis.

3. Results
3.1. Sociodemographic Characteristics

The Sociodemographic characteristics of the respondents are shown in Table 1,
in which the ratio of male to female is 0.48: 0.52, freshman: sophomore: junior:
senior = 0.27: 0.26: 0.26: 0.21, liberal arts: science: engineering = 0.33: 0.32: 0.35,
which is basically consistent with the set sampling ratio (Table 1).

3.2. Fertility Number

Since less than 1% of participants chose “over four children” in this survey, ac-
cording to the extreme value processing principle which was marked as “four”.
The results shows that the average ideal number of children of college students
was 1.89, and 76.8% hold that having two children was perfect state in family. The
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Table 1. Sociodemographic characteristics of the survey subjects.

Variable Characteristics n % Variable Characteristics n %
Male 736 48.3 Freshman 415 27.2
Gender
Female 789 51.7 Sophomore 400 26.2
Grade
. Only child 378 24.8 Junior 397 26
Family
type  Non-only child 1147 75.2 Senior 313 20.6

Liberal arts 510 33.4 Single parent 133 8.7

Family
Major Science 479 314  Structure Non-single-parent 1392 91.3
Engineering 536 35.2 <2500 181 11.9
Love Before inlove 487 31.9 2500 - 5000 463 30.4

experience In love 378 24.8 Household 5000 - 10,000 603 39.5
income level

Neverinlove 660 43.3 (ymb/month) 10,000 - 15,000 182 11.9
Household

registration

Rural 1000 65.6 >15,000 9% 6.3

type City 525 344

average number of family planning children is 1.49. 53.4% of college students
plan to have two children, 18% choose not to have a child, and only 5.5% choose
to have three children. Although 76.8% of participants believed that the ideal
number of children is two, the ratio of planning to have 2 children is only 53.4%.
And 16.2% of college students think that the ideal number of children is 1, but
the actual rate of have one child is 22.2%. The vast majority of college students
believed that they should have children in an ideal state, but the actual rate of
choosing not to have children is as high as 18%. There is a misalignment bias
between ideal and actual fertility (Table 2).

The difference analysis showed that the number of ideal children and planned
children of male (1.93 + 0.51, 1.67 + 0.83) were significantly higher than that of
female (1.85 + 0.53, 1.33 + 0.90; P value = 0.002, P value = 0.000); the ideal
number of children of participants from non-only-child family (1.93 £ 0.51) was
significantly higher than that participants from only-child family (1.78 + 0.55, P
value = 0.000), but there was no significant difference in planned number of
children (P value = 0.73). The ideal (1.93 + 0.47) and planned (1.55 + 0.85)
number of children of rural participants were significantly higher than those of
urban (1.81 + 0.60, 1.37 + 0.93; P value = 0.002, P value = 0.000); there were no

significant difference in other sociodemographic variables (Table 5).

3.3. Time of Marriage and Child-Bearing

In terms of marriage time, 65.4% of participants plan to marry at the ages of 25 -
29, while 13.8% decided not to be married. The ¢? test shows that female were

more likely to not get married, while male participants planned to get married
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Table 2. Cross-statistical table of ideal number of children and planned number of chil-

dren among participants.

Variable n/% 0 1 2 3 >4 Mean
Ideal for n 13 247 1171 81 13
children % 0.9 16.2 76.8 5.3 0.9 189
Plans to n 274 338 815 84 14
children % 18% 222 53.4 5.5 0.9 149
é 5285.13 31.78 337.69 0.11 0.07
P 0.000* 0.000* 0.000* 0.736 0.788
Table 3. Chi-squared test of sociodemographic characteristics in time selection.
Marriage time Don’t marry 20-24 25-29 30-34 235 (P
%/n 13.8 (211) 9.2 (140) 65.4(997) 10.4(159) 1.2(18)
Gender 48.33 (0.000)*
Male 7.9 (58) 11.3(83) 67.8(499) 11.4 (84) 1.6(12)
Female 19.4(153)  7.2(57) 63.1(498) 9.5(75) 0.8 (6)
Family structure 10.06 (0.04)*
Single parent 21.1(28)  12.8(17) 55.6(74). 9.0(12) 1.5(2)
Non-single-parent ~ 13.1 (183) 8.8 (123) 66.3 (923) 10.6 (147) 1.1 (16)
Love experience 35.75 (0.000)*
Never in love 19.2 (127) 8.6(57) 60.8(401) 10.5(69). 0.9 (6)
In love before 12.1 (59) 9.4 (6) 66.1 (322) 10.9(53) 1.4(7)
In love 6.6 (25) 9.8(37) 72.5(274) 9.8(37) 1.3(5)
Childbearing time  Not to have Never 1-3 4-6 >7
(after marriage) children mind years years years
%/n 17.5(267) 50.9 (776) 24.8 (378) 6(92) 0.8 (12)
Gender 49.26 (0.000)*
Male 10.6 (78)  55.7 (410) 26.8(197) 5.8(43) 1.1(8)
Female 24 (189)  46.7 (366) 22.9(181) 62(49) 0.5 (4)
Love experience 32.26 (0.000)*
Never in love 21.4 (141)  53(350) 21.5(142) 3.8(25) 0.3 (2)
In love before 15.4 (75) 50.5 (246) 25.1(122) 7.8(38) 1.2(6)
In love 13.5(51)  47.6 (180) 30.2(114) 7.7(29) 1.1(4)
Household
registration type 1118 (0.025)°
Rural 15.3(153)  52(520) 26.1(261) 5.9(59) 0.7 (7)
City 217 (114) 48.8(256) 22.3(117) 6.3(33) 1(5)

Note: Pearson c* was used to test the difference between different categories. * P < 0.05.
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earlier (P value = 0.000); participants from single-parent family were more likely
not to get marry, and participants from non-single-parent family were more
likely to get marry at the age of 25 - 29 (P value = 0.03); participants who had
never been in love were more likely to be a celibatarian, and those who were in
love planed to get married earlier (P value = 0.000). There were no significant
differences in other sociodemographic variables (Table 3).

In terms of the child-bearing time, 50.9% of participants hold the idea of let-
ting nature take its course about child-bearing, 24.8% of them chose child-bearing
time of 1 - 3 years after marriage, and 17.5% chose not to have child. The c? test
showed that female participants were more likely not to have a child, while male
were more likely to choose have children 1 - 3 years after marriage (P value =
0.000). Participants who fall in love were more likely to have a child within 1 - 3
years after marriage, while participants who have never been in love were more
likely to not have a child (P value = 0.000). Compared with rural participants,
urban participants were more likely not to have a child (2 value = 0.025); there

were no significant differences in other sociodemographic variable (Table 3).

3.4. Gender Preference of Child

To make it easier to finish the questionnaire, the project set the option of “not
bearing children” and removed the data of “not bearing children”. The result
showed that 42.2% of participants have no preference for the gender of their
children, 42.1% of them preferred to have both boy and girl, 4.8% of them pre-
ferred girl, 10.9% of them preferred boy and only 15.7% had a specific preference
for the gender of their children. The ¢* test showed that female participants were
more likely to no preference and a small number of male participants preferred
to have girl (¢ = 15.16, P value = 0.002); participants who have never in love
were more likely to no preference (c* = 24.05, P value = 0.000); there were no

significant differences in other sociodemographic variable.

3.5. Possibility of Having Three Children

This paper used the seven-point scoring method, 1 means extremely unlikely, 4
means uncertain and 7 means completely possible. The results indicated that the
proportion of those who score below 4 was 74.4%, among which 44.6% chose
“17, and 15.9% chose “4”. The proportion of participants with over 4 was 9.6%
and 2.5% chose 7. The mean value of this project was 2.36, which indicated that
most participants preferred not to have third child. The difference test showed
that male participants were significantly more likely to have three children than
female (P value = 0.000). The probability of third child of science and engineer-
ing students were higher than arts students (2 value = 0.004). There were no sig-

nificant differences in other sociodemographic variables (Table 5).

3.6. Likeability for Children

The seven-point scoring method was adopted in this research, 1 means extremely

DOI: 10.4236/jss.2022.1011028

447 Open Journal of Social Sciences


https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2022.1011028

Z.).Keetal.

Table 4. Difference analysis of sociodemographic variables in ideal number of children, planned number of children, possibility of
having three children and fondness for children.

Ideal number Planned Possibility of having How much you
of children number of children three children like your children
Characteristics n JF JF JF JF
M+ SD LSD M+£SD LSD M+ SD LSD M+ SD LSD
Gender (Pvalue) 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000
Male 736 1.93+£0.51 1.67 £0.83 2.79 £1.68 4.96 + 1.57
3.17 7.80 10.50 8.44
Female 789  1.85+0.53 1.33+0.90 1.97 + 1.36 425+ 1.72
Family type (Pvalue) 0.000 0.729 0.86 0.003
One child 387 1.78£0.55 1.48 £0.87 2.38 £ 1.61 4.37 £ 1.70
—4.80 -0.35 0.17 -2.96
Non-only child 1147 1.93+0.51 1.49 +0.88 2.36 + 1.56 4.66 + 1.67
Hukou type (P value) 0.000 0.000 0.458 0.000
Rural 1000 1.93 +£0.47 1.55+0.85 2.39+£1.53 4.71 £ 1.67
4.56 3.72 0.74 3.66
City 525 1.81£0.60 1.37£0.93 2.32£1.65 4.38 £ 1.69
Major (Pvalue) 0.026 0.093 0.004 0.243
Arts=1 510 1.84+0.56 1.42 +0.88 2.18 +1.50 5.58 4.50 + 1.64
. 3.66 2>1 1.43
Science = 2 479  1.90 +£0.50 1.51 £0.88 2.38 242 +1.61 4.59 +1.70
3>1 3>1;
Engineering = 3 536 1.93+0.50 1.53 £0.87 2.50 £ 1.61 3>2 4.68 £ 1.71

LSD: Least-Significant Difference.

dislike, 4 means uncertain and 7 means extremely like. The results showed that
22.8% of participants score below 4, 25.6% of them chose 4, and 51.6% of them
chose over 4. The mean value in this project was 4.59. Overall, college students
tend to have higher likeability for children. The results of difference testing
showed that the participants of male, non-only-child family participants and ru-
ral participants had higher likeability for children (2 value = 0.000, P value =
0.003, Pvalue = 0.000); there were no significant differences in other sociodem-

ographic variables (Table 4).

3.7. Ordered Logistic Regression Analysis

According to previous studies, likeability for children and marriage time affected
peoples’ fertility intentions. The correlation analysis results showed that there
was a significant positive correlation (Pearson correlation) between the likeabil-
ity for children and the number of family planning children (r = 0.402, Pvalue =
0.000) and the possibility of having three children (r = 0.333, P value = 0.000).
Marriage time and the number of children (r = 0.282, P value = 0.000) and the
probability of having three children (r= 0.124, Pvalue = 0.000) were also signif-
icantly positively correlated (Kendall’s Harmony Coefficient). After the differ-

ence test and correlation analysis, the independent variables of the logistic re-
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gression model were determined. Among them, the independent variables of the
planned number of children were gender, household registration type, marriage
time, and the likeability for children; the independent variables of the possibility
of having three children were gender, type of discipline, marriage time and lika-
bility for children; in which gender, household registration type, marriage time
and type of discipline were categorical variables, and likability for children was a
continuous variable.

The results showed that gender, household registration type, marriage time
and likeability for children were predictors of the number of planned children,
the total test of the model coefficient was statistically significant (x*> = 721.58, P
value = 0.000). Compared with female and urban participants, male (OR =
1.312) and rural participants (OR = 1.398) had more planned children (Pvalue =
0.014, Pvalue = 0.003); the earlier the marriage time and the higher likability for
children (OR = 1.536), the more children planned to have (P value = 0.000, P
value = 0.000) (Table 5). Gender, marriage time, and likability for children can
significantly predicted the possibility of third-child-birth of participants. The
total test of the model coefficient was statistically significant (x*> = 370.56, Pvalue
= 0.000). Compared with female, male of participants were more likely to have a
third child (OR = 1.976, P value = 0.000). The earlier participants get married
and the greater fondness for children (OR = 1.382), the more likely they were to
have the third child (P value = 0.000, Pvalue = 0.000) (Table 5).

Table 5. Ordered logistic regression analysis of the number of planned children on sociodemographic variables.

Number of children under family planning Possibility of having three children
Variable OR 95% CI P Variable OR 95% CI P
Gender

(female as reference)

Gender (female as reference)

Male 1.312 1.06-1.63 0.014 male 1.976 1.62-2.41 0.000
Date of marriage old as Date of marriage
(20 - 24 years) reference 0.000 (20 - 24 years Old as reference) 0.000
Don’t marry 0.019 0.01-0.03 0.000 Don’t marry 0.100  0.06-0.17 0.000
After the age of 35 1.557 0.48-5.01 0.458 After the age of 35 0.763  0.26-2.25 0.624
25 to 29 years old 0.708 0.49-1.03 0.071 25 to 29 years old 0.598 0.43-0.83 0.002
30 to 34 years old 0.598 0.37-0.96 0.034 30 to 34 years old 0.483 0.31-0.74 0.001
Children’s liking 1.536 1.43-1.65 0.000 Children’s liking 1.382 1.30-1.47 0.000
Household Registration Major (with engineering as
(city as reference) reference)
Rural 1.398 1.12-1.75 0.003 Liberal arts 0.822 0.65-1.04 0.105
Science 1.020 0.81-1.29 0.871
OR: Odds Ratio; CI: Confidence Interval.
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4. Discussion
4.1. Descriptive Statistics and Comparative Discussion

This survey showed that the number of planned children in participants’ was
1.49, and the ideal number of children was 1.89. The difference between the two
were significant (P value = 0.000). Under the “Three-child” policy, the ideal
number of children in participants was less than two, and the situation of num-
ber of ideal and planned children was decreasing successively (Saikia et al.,
2019). In the 1960s, the fertility rate of some European countries were as low as
1.75, but the ideal number of children has never dropped below 1.9 (Zeman et
al., 2018). The actual fertility situation needs to consider their own situation,
economic conditions, education costs, pension system, social welfare and so on,
which may be the reasons for the deviation between the ideal and planned.

In terms of gender preference for children, most participants didn’t have gen-
der preference for children, which was consistent with the results of a recent
study (Hu & Chiang, 2022). Among participants who has received higher educa-
tion, traditional thoughts such as favoring boys over girls have been spurned and
the concept of equality between male and female has been deeply rooted in the
hearts of them (Lung et al., 2021). Gender equality education has achieved re-
markable results in China and gender complementarity has become minority—a
small number of male would have a preference for girl. In terms of gender com-
bination, the concept of having both boy and girl was popular which was con-
sistent with previous research results (Liu & Gong, 2020). “Having both boy and
girl” has always been the ideal state pursued by most Chinese people. In China, it
represents a happy family and marriage. In terms of marriage time, college stu-
dents tend to “get married later”, and a few of them chose “not to get married”.
The proportion of female and participants who have never been in love chose
not to get married were higher than others, while male and participants who
were in love chose to get married earlier, which was in line with the results of a
recent study (Hoffman, 2015). With the development of society, female do not
need to obtain material resources by get married, so they were less willing to get
married. In Chinese traditional culture, “cultivating morality, raising family, and
having male offspring” were seen as important missions for male, so male col-
lege students chose to get married earlier. College students who have never been
in love may not know how to deal with intimate relationships, or they were sin-
glism, so the possibility of choosing not to get married of them was higher than
others (Yameen et al., 2021). College students who fall in love have established
intimate relationships, so getting married was a common idea for those people.
When it comes to child-bearing time, college students tend to choose to “let na-
ture take its course”, however, “no child-bearing” still accounts for a certain
proportion overall. Female students and college students who have never been in
love were more likely to choose childlessness, and the proportion of urban col-
lege students was larger than others, which is basically consistent with previous

studies. Child-bearing is a natural process, and the concept of “letting nature
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take its course” is more consistent with the law of childbearing. Female college
students and who have never been in love have a higher probability of not get-
ting married, so the possibility of choosing not to have child was higher than
others. The rate of childlessness among urban college students was higher, which
may be caused by cultural differences. People from and still living in rural areas
were more influenced by traditional culture and considered child-bearing as a
responsibility. Urban college students are more influenced by diverse cultures, so
they have more loose view on child-bearing.

In terms of likability for children, college students didn’t have a high likability
for children. There were two possible reasons for that phenomenon: The first
was the living environment and China’s unique birth policy. China’s one-child
policy leads to the majority of “post-1995” and “post-2000” college students be-
ing the only child in their family and they have limited opportunities to contact
with children, which resulted in a lack of affection for children (Wilson, 2019).
The second was related to culture and education. As the objects of this survey
were college students with higher education level. There was a significant posi-
tive correlation between education level and motivation to achieve (McDonald,
2000). The stronger the motivation to achieve, the higher their desire for self-
realization (Kim, 2017), which may also be one of the reasons why college stu-

dents do not like children very much.

4.2. The Logistic Regression Analysis Was Discussed

It was found that gender, time of marriage, and likability for children could sig-
nificantly predict the number of children and the possibility of having three
children. Gender could predict the number of planned children and the possibil-
ity of having three children. The number of planned children of female was less
than male and the possibility of having three children of female was lower than
male. On the one hand, due to the development of gender equality consciousness
and improvements in the social status of female, female was freed from the fam-
ily and they could be engaged in social work as male. In their works, female re-
flected the social mores, however, fertility entailed long pregnancy and lactation
times, it entailed significant amounts of time and effort and exerted a great in-
fluence on women’s career development. A study in the USA found that com-
pared with female who focus on family, female who focus on a career tend to
have fewer children (Agnese et al., 2009). On the other hand, due to the impact
of child-birth on female’s physical and mental health, female might have more
negative emotions towards child-birth (Chatterjee & Sennott, 2020). A study
showed that the negative impact of pregnancy, child-birth and child-care expe-
rience would reduce their willingness to reproduce. The time of marriage could
predict the number of planning children and possibility of having three children.
In China, marriage and child-birth were closely linked. According to the 2017
National Fertility Survey, only 1% of couples who have been married for 5 years
or more without children and 6% of couples who have been married for 3 - 5

years without children. International experience also showed that cohabitation
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or marriage were the core predictor of the number of female’s child-birth (Ber-
rington & Pattaro, 2014). For both male and female, unmarried life was the main
factor that prevented them from realizing their fertility intentions. In Japan,
which is also a member of the East Asian cultural circle (Morgan & Rackin, 2010;
Mynarska et al., 2015), the total fertility rate dropped from 1.75 to 1.52 at the
end of the last century, however, its marital fertility rate increased by 66.7%.
Since the beginning of the 21st century, Japan’s fertility rate had been around
1.4, but the average number of children born of married couples had always
been above 2.1.

The higher likability for children a people had, the more children they planned
to have and the more likely they were to have three children. According to the
cognitive behavior theory, individuals will be motivated to perform specific be-
haviors only after they have positive emotions and cognition towards things.
Child-bearing is an important event in people’s life. If individuals have positive
emotions towards children, they will tend to perform child-bearing behaviors.
According to biodemography, human behavior is controlled by genes and fertil-
ity is no exception (Ahinkorah et al., 2021). From the perspective of biological
evolution, love of children and desire to protect children are species instincts,
which enables species to reproduce and genes to continue. Therefore, the higher
the likability in an individual to children, the higher possibility they would have
more children (Mynarska & Rytel, 2020).

Household registration type could significantly predict the number of planned
children, but not predict the possibility of having the third child. Rural college
students had higher likability of children due to their siblings were more nu-
merous, slower pace of life, greater intimacy and closer familial ties in rural
China. All of that made the scene of four generations in one group more com-
mon, children from very young could feel family affection and these factors
might lead to their higher fertility intentions. However, the possibility of giving
birth to a third child was not only related to blood kinship but also related to the
cost of raising children. Such “family kinship” could only have an impact within
a certain range. Once it goes beyond the scope of “one child” and “two children”,
the effect vanishes.

This study found that household income was not predictive to fertility inten-
tions. Lots of studies had shown that economic income and upbringing cost
were the direct causes of low fertility rate (Adsera, 2005). There may be three
reasons for the inconsistent results: First, the groups surveyed were different.
Because college students do not have independent economic income and family
income was not belong to them. Coupled with strong independence conscious-
ness among college students, they do not want to rely on their elders. Second, the
historical background was different. By 2020, China has completed the building of
a moderately prosperous society in all respects, and there were no more people
living in absolute poverty. Therefore, the phenomenon of “poorer people have
more children” has disappeared. Third, the policy background was different.

Previous studies were based on the background of the “one-child” and “two-
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child” policies, while this study took the “three-child” policy as its background.
The influencing factors of fertility intentions were more complicated under the
“three-child” policy.

Fertility intention is a complicated social issue, which is affected by many fac-
tors such as economy, society and culture. Under the rapid adjustment of Chi-
na’s fertility policy, the fertility intention is far from reaching the government’s
expectation and the population growth stimulated by the policy was weak. Com-
pared with Western countries, although their economy was highly developed
and various policies were adopted, the birth rate remains low (Aiken & Scott,
2016). Therefore, in addition to economy and policy, we do should also consider
from other aspect such as strengthening the fertility concept education of urban
young people at childbearing age and advocating marriage at the right age. We
found that female were less willing to give birth which is worth pondering. In the
future, we can continue follow-up study from the perspective of gender to un-
derstand female’s concerns about fertility issues in order to promote gender
equality and build a fertility friendly society.

This study also has the following two shortcomings: First, the survey sample
was limited in college students and the scope was limited to in Guangxi. Second,
the factors influencing college students’ fertility intention were only preliminar-
ily discussed and the causality was not further determined. The influencing can
be further studied by combining the experimental method and interviewing
method in the future.

In summary, under the “Three-child” policy, college students in Guangxi have
lower fertility intention and were less likely to have a third child in the future.
And in addition to the new birth policy, it was necessary to take various

measures to improve the fertility rate in China.

Acknowledgements

The authors are grateful to the participants for their time in engaging with this

study and for the support provided by the School of Marxism, Guangxi University.

Ethical Approval

The Institutional Review Committee was approved by the School of Marxism,
Guangxi University (No. 20210901), and all participants obtained oral informed

consent.

Funding

This study was supported by China Social Science Foundation project: The Meas-
urement and Education of participants’ life values in the New Era (18BKS175),
and Guangxi Graduate Education Innovation Project: The Education of Repro-
ductive Values for Young People in the New Era (YCSW2022005).

Conflicts of Interest

There is no conflict of interest.

DOI: 10.4236/jss.2022.1011028

453 Open Journal of Social Sciences


https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2022.1011028

Z.).Keetal.

References

Adsera, A. (2005). Vanishing Children: From High Unemployment to Low Fertility in
Developed Countries. American Economic Review, 95, 189-193.
https://doi.org/10.1257/000282805774669763

Agnese, V., Billari, F. C., Prskawetz, A., & Testa, M. R. (2009). Preference Theory and Low
Fertility: A Comparative Perspective. Furopean Journal of Population, 25, 413-438.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-009-9178-x

Ahinkorah, B. O., Budu, E., Duah, H. O., Okyere, J., & Seidu, A. A. (2021). Socio-Economic

and Geographical Inequalities in Adolescent Fertility Rate in Ghana, 1993-2014. Ar-
chives of Public Health, 79, Article No. 124. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13690-021-00644-x

Aiken, A., & Scott, J. G. (2016). Family Planning Policy in the United States: The Con-
verging Politics of Abortion and Contraception. Contraception, 93, 412-420.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2016.01.007

Akimov, A., Gemueva, K., & Semenova, N. (2022). The Seventh Population Census in the
PRC: Results and Prospects of the Country’s Demographic Development. Herald of the
Russian Academy of Sciences, 91, 724-735. https://doi.org/10.1134/S1019331621060083

Amélie, S., & Philip, M. (2003). Missing the Target? Correspondence of Fertility Inten-

tions and Behavior in the U.S. Population Research and Policy Review, 22, 497-525.
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:POPU.0000021074.33415.c1

Berrington, A., & Pattaro, S. (2014). Educational Differences in Fertility Desires, Inten-
tions and Behaviour: A Life Course Perspective. Advances in Life Course Research, 21,
10-27. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.alcr.2013.12.003

Chatterjee, E., & Sennott, C. (2020). Fertility Intentions and Maternal Health Behaviour
during and after Pregnancy. Population Studies, 74, 55-74.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00324728.2019.1672881

China’s 2020 Fertility and Adoption of a Three-Child Policy (2021). Population and De-
velopment Review, 47, 877-879. https://doi.org/10.1111/padr.12434

Dhande, V. S., Gadekar, R. D., Shingare, A. D., & Domple, V. (2016). Gender Preference
among Reproductive Age Group Women in Rural Area. International Journal of Com-
munity Medicine and Public Health, 3, 1862-1865.
https://doi.org/10.18203/2394-6040.ijcmph20162056

Hagewen, K. J., & Morgan, S. P. (2005). Intended and Ideal Family Size in the United
States, 1970-2002. Population and Development Review, 31, 507-507.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2005.00081.x

Hoffman, S. (2015). Teen Childbearing and Economics: A Short History of a 25-Year Re-
search Love Affair. Societies, 5, 646-663. https://doi.org/10.3390/s0c5030646

Hou, J., Zhang, Y., & Gu, B. (2020). Ideal and Actual Childbearing in China: Number,
Gender and Timing. China Population and Development Studies, 3, 99-112.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42379-019-00039-0

Hu, L., & Chiang, Y. (2020). Child Indicators Research, 14, 537-554.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12187-020-09753-5

Kim, Y., & Au, Y. (2017). Relationship between Achievement Motivation and Learning
Flow in University Students: Focusing on Gender and School Year Differences. Korean

Association for Learner Centered Curriculum and Instruction, 17, 333-358.
https://doi.org/10.22251/jlcci.2017.17.20.333

Li, Y., & Jiang, Q. (2019). Women’s Gender Role Attitudes and Fertility Intentions of
Having a Second Child: Survey Findings from Shaanxi Province of China. Asian Popu-

DOI: 10.4236/jss.2022.1011028

454 Open Journal of Social Sciences


https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2022.1011028
https://doi.org/10.1257/000282805774669763
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-009-9178-x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13690-021-00644-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2016.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1134/S1019331621060083
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:POPU.0000021074.33415.c1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.alcr.2013.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/00324728.2019.1672881
https://doi.org/10.1111/padr.12434
https://doi.org/10.18203/2394-6040.ijcmph20162056
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2005.00081.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/soc5030646
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42379-019-00039-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12187-020-09753-5
https://doi.org/10.22251/jlcci.2017.17.20.333

Z.).Keetal.

lation Studies, 15, 66-86. https://doi.org/10.1080/17441730.2019.1571740

Liu, Z., & Gong, Y. (2020). Income, Social Security and Chinese Families’ “Two-Child”
Decisions: Evidence from Urban Residents’ Fertility Intentions. Singapore Economic
Review, 65, 1773-1796. https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217590820500101

Lung, F., Shu, B,, Chiang, T., & Lin, S.-J. (2021). Recalled Parental Gender Preference in
Chinese Culture. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 50, 853-862.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-020-01879-5

Machiyama, K., Mumah, J. N., Mutua, M., & Cleland, J. (2019). Childbearing Desires and
Behaviour: A Prospective Assessment in Nairobi Slums. BMC Pregnancy and Child-
birth, 19, 100-100. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12884-019-2245-3

Mandel, L., Rodriguez, V., Peltzer, K., Weiss, S. M., & Jones, D. L. (2021). Fertility Inten-
tions of Women Living with HIV and Their Male Partners during the Perinatal Period
in Rural South Africa. International Journal of STD & AIDS, 32, 740-750.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956462420987447

McDonald, P. (2000). Gender Equity in Theories of Fertility Transition. Population and
Development Review, 26, 427-439. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2000.00427.x

Morgan, S., & Rackin, H. (2010). The Correspondence between Fertility Intentions and
Behavior in the United States. Population and Development Review, 1,91-118.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2010.00319.x

Mynarska, M., & Rytel, J. (2020). Fertility Desires of Childless Poles: Which Childbearing
Motives Matter for Men and Women? Journal of Family Issues, 41, 7-32.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X19868257

Mynarska, M., Matysiak, A., Rybinska, A., Tocchioni, V., & Vignoli, D. (2015). Diverse
Paths into Childlessness over the Life Course. Advances in Life Course Research, 25,
35-48. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.alcr.2015.05.003

Qiu, H., Zhang, Q., Zhang, J. et al. (2022). Fertility Intentions among the Working Popu-
lation of Dalian City Born between 1980 and 1989. Journal of Biosocial Science, 54, 533-
544. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021932021000213

Rasoulzadeh Aghdam, S., Pourjabbar Akhouni, F., & Adlipour, S. (2020). The Role of
Cultural Changes in the Tendency to Childbearing among Women. Journal of Research
and Health, 10, 103-110. https://doi.org/10.32598/JRH.10.2.6

Rodriguez, D. (2013). Female Fertility: A Conceptual and Dimensional Analysis. Journal
of Midwifery & Women's Health, 58, 182-188.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1542-2011.2012.00234.x

Saikia, N., Moradhvaj, Saha, A., & Chutia, U. (2019). Actual and Ideal Fertility Differen-
tial among Natives, Immigrants, and Descendants of Immigrants in a Northeastern
State of India. Population Space and Place, 25, €2238. https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2238

Shreffler, K., Tiemeyer, S., Dorius, C., Spierling, T., Greil, A., & McQuillan, J. (2016). In-
fertility and Fertility Intentions, Desires, and Births among US Women. Demographic
Research, 35, 1149-1168. https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2016.35.39

Tanskanen, A. O., & Danielsbacka, M. (2020). Birth Order and Relationship Quality be-
tween Adult Children and Parents. Finnish Yearbook of Population Research, 54, 53-61.
https://doi.org/10.23979/fypr.83319

Wilson, B. (2019). The Intergenerational Assimilation of Completed Fertility: Comparing
the Convergence of Different Origin Groups. The International Migration Review, 53,
429-457. https://doi.org/10.1177/0197918318769047

Yameen, S., Nausheen, S., Hussain, I. et al. (2021). The Family Planning “Know-Do” Gap
among Married Women of Reproductive Age in Urban Pakistan. Public Health Action,

DOI: 10.4236/jss.2022.1011028

455 Open Journal of Social Sciences


https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2022.1011028
https://doi.org/10.1080/17441730.2019.1571740
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217590820500101
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-020-01879-5
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12884-019-2245-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956462420987447
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2000.00427.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2010.00319.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X19868257
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.alcr.2015.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021932021000213
https://doi.org/10.32598/JRH.10.2.6
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1542-2011.2012.00234.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2238
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2016.35.39
https://doi.org/10.23979/fypr.83319
https://doi.org/10.1177/0197918318769047

Z.).Keetal.

11,132-138. https://doi.org/10.5588/pha.21.0002

Zeman, K., Beaujouan, E., Brzozowska, Z., & Sobotka, T. (2018). Cohort Fertility Decline
in Low Fertility Countries: Decomposition Using Parity Progression Ratios. Demograph-
ic Research, 38, 651-690. https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2018.38.25

Zhou, D., & Deng, W. (2019). The Intergenerational Effect of the Send-Down Experience
on Marital Instability. Journal of Comparative Family Studies, 49, 109-127.
https://doi.org/10.3138/jcfs.49.1.109

Zhuang, Y., Jiang, Y., & Li, B. (2022). Fertility Intention and Related Factors in China:
Findings from the 2017 National Fertility Survey. China Population and Development
Studies, 4, 114-126. https://doi.org/10.1007/s42379-020-00053-7

DOI: 10.4236/jss5.2022.1011028 456 Open Journal of Social Sciences


https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2022.1011028
https://doi.org/10.5588/pha.21.0002
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2018.38.25
https://doi.org/10.3138/jcfs.49.1.109
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42379-020-00053-7

	Investigation of Participants’ Fertility Intentions under the “Three-Child” Policy in Guangxi Zhuang Autonomous Region, China
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. Introduction
	2. Methods
	2.1. Study Design
	2.2. Sample and Settings
	2.3. Survey Content
	2.4. Quality Control
	2.5. Data Analysis

	3. Results
	3.1. Sociodemographic Characteristics
	3.2. Fertility Number
	3.3. Time of Marriage and Child-Bearing
	3.4. Gender Preference of Child
	3.5. Possibility of Having Three Children
	3.6. Likeability for Children
	3.7. Ordered Logistic Regression Analysis

	4. Discussion
	4.1. Descriptive Statistics and Comparative Discussion
	4.2. The Logistic Regression Analysis Was Discussed

	Acknowledgements
	Ethical Approval
	Funding
	Conflicts of Interest
	References

