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Fertility Intention and Fertility Behaviour
in Hubei Province under the New Two — child Policy

Shi Zhilei Yang Yunyan

Abstract: Adjustment of the family planning policy provides an opportunity to reexamine fertility in—
tentions of the urban and rural families in China. A survey with a large sample size has been completed
about the fertility desires of the second child of the couples in which one side has no siblings under the
new fwo — child policy in Hubei province. Survey results show that the proportion definitely wanting a
second child is 21.51%  with the proportion in the rural families being higher than that of the urban
families; the fertility desire for the second child is decreasing with the increasing of women’s age and
is also decreasing with the increasing of women’ s schooling for urban families while increasing for ru—
ral families. A half of the families which are allowed to have a second child state they will give up the
opportunity because of economic pressure. Migration reduces the desire for having the second child
and weakens son preference. Relative to the structural risk of fertility accumulation ultra — low fertility
trap should arouse more concern.
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Figure 1  Distribution of Family Types
90
80 F
70 F
E 60
- Ot
2“0 WA
;} 30
20 F
10 F
0 L
B0k Ak
RALBER
(2) “ ” 30
«“ ” 26 ~30 .
«“ ” 26 ~ 30 40. 85%
42.89% . 25 41.43%

@O BRAARATH R EF 50, RERT RE—77 AT P a3t FATIRT o 0] £ F BOR, X @3 K E RT3 AT
Pade—Jr AT P 0 — 5 ARAT P o AP DL A SN R ARIR TR T R A H BUR 69 AR AW R, KRR
AR A H BUR M FREAR A RAT R



62.58%; «“ ” 27.26 . «“ ”
29.23 2) .

2
Figure 2 Distribution of Women by Age in the Families Where One of the Parents Has No Siblings
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Figure 3 Distribution of Women by Education in the Families Where One of the Parents Has No Siblings
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Figure 4 Sex Ratio at First Parity by Family Types
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Table 1  Proportions Wishing to Have a Second Child in One Child Families
L —HERE AR R BRI R AERAEA
A & AR & AR & A &
—HARER (A) (%) (A) (%) (A) (%) (A) (%)
Lt 757 30. 55 79 13.30 1497 21.51 2333 23.26
B 1266 51.09 363 61.11 4117 59.17 5746 57.29
EAER 455 18.36 152 25.59 1344 19.32 1951 19. 45
&t 2478 100 594 100 6958 100 10030 100
“ » “ »
) “ ” 1.71 1.72.
2 67.3% 1
30.9% ( 2)
) o« »
Table 2 Ideal Number of Children by Family Type
#RF R
REEA
0 A 1A 2 A4 3B L
Bk R 0.4 31.2 66.9 1.5
WA R e S pk RS 0.2 28.4 71.1 0.4
Bk 0.4 30.9 67.3 1.4
PR R 0.4 30.5 67.2 1.8
WY R AR R 0.1 28. 4 71.0 0.4
Bk 0.39 30. 4 67.5 1.7
#E: Pearson 7 =10.343,P =0.016; 2 A8 F S 6939 MBI TR A 171, SRR R A 1.72,
WY EEH 1T,
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Table 3 Proportions Wishing to Have a Second Child in One Child Families

B . W R SEAER( %) AT A R AT R )

THRETER AR AME PATEAE BATAME KATEAE PAAFME HEFELE
-y B 12.7 23.7 39.6 16.0 311 4.3
A RRE 64.2 62.8 41.8 62.7 54.3 38.5
TR pmks 23.1 13.5 18.6 21.4 14.6 17.3

2014 5( %) 6.3 13.0 6.0 4.8 6.0 6.4
=¥ 2015 # 8.5 24.0 10. 1 10. 1 19.0 16.3
i;} 2016 4 10.2 11.0 14. 1 8.7 3.0 10. 6
s 2017 4 12.9 5.8 4.7 5.8 8.0 5.7

Y 62. 1 46. 1 65. 1 70.7 64.0 61.1
- 3 6.9 15.6 7.4 4.3 5.0 5.0
0 & 12. 4 22.7 12.8 31.3 29.0 24.8
A 2 iR 80. 8 61.7 79.9 64.4 66.0 70.2
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Table 4  Proportions Wishing to Have a Second Child in One Child Families Where One of the
Parents Has No Siblings: Non — migrant VS. Migrant Families
B W (%) A (%)
AL H it AT H T
¥ nE 17.0 15.6 26.5 15.8
A NGRS 63.7 55.6 54.2 63.0
TR mmas 19.3 28.8 19.4 21.3
2014 5F( IF) 7.6 5.0 6.1 8.7
2015 # 12.7 13.8 13.5 16.3
=3t X
i ) 2016 4 9.7 27.5 8.3 9.8
GHE L)
2017 % 9.9 11.3 6.3 7.6
A 60. 1 42.5 65.9 57.6
- % 10. 4 8.8 5.0 3.3
nE * 17.1 5.0 23.4 41.3
EE N N 72.6 86. 3 71.6 55.4
4.5
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Table 5  Proportions Having One Child and Wanting a Second One by Age of Couples
in Which One Side Has No Siblings

B W (%) HA (%)
EHFER
90 & 80 & 70 & 90 j& 80 & 70 &
ne 26.1 18.2 9.8 37.3 25.0 11.0
—BAF
. RAaE 53.5 61.3 69.8 48.0 56.4 71.8
EAER 20.4 20.6 20.4 14.7 18.6 17.3
2014 4 ( I3 2.4 8.8 12.8 4.7 6.4 7.1
2015 4 9.6 12.8 28.2 10.9 17.6 14.3
— 3t X
2016 % 9.6 12.0 2.6 8.6 10.5 14.3
£ F BT
2017 % 12.0 8.8 2.6 8.2 5.1 0.0
AR 66.3 57.5 53.8 67.7 60.4 64.3
- % 13.3 8.8 10.3 3.5 6.0 10.7
mE 21.7 15.4 20.5 31.5 29.9 17.9
A RpTiR 65. 1 75.8 69.2 65.0 64.2 71.4
2015 31.4% .
2015 2016
48% ( 6) .

6
Table 6 Proportions Having One Child and Wanting a Second One by Education of Couples in Which One Side Has No Siblings

W (%) RAF(%)

AFER w1 R x & XF NS - #Br T X#
BT FHEAR BALE  BRATF FHE BV E

=¥ nE 23.1 18.0 14.2 13.5 25.3 26.3 28.3 28.6
£ F R 55.6 63.0 66.8 62.2 56.6 55.2 56.9 62.5
& R E AR 21.3 19.0 19.0 24.3 18.2 18.5 14.8 8.9
2014 £ ( M Z) 8.2 10.6 5.8 5.6 8.0 5.6 5.7 12.5

—T—?Z 2015 4 11.3 13.4 15.8 15.6 24.0 16.7 9.4 6.2
:—ij 2016 4 12.1 11.0 9.2 12.2 24.0 9.6 9.4 6.2
Hﬁ';] 2017 4 9.9 6.7 10.8 8.9 0 6.2 6.3 6.2
A E 58.5 58.3 58.3 57.8 44.0 62.0 69.2 68.8

-3 35 7.4 11.0 8.3 12.2 20.0 4.9 4.4 6.2
3 * 14.8 20.8 14.9 11.1 24.0 30.3 29.6 31.2

A & prag 77.8 68.2  76.9 76.7 56.0  64.8 66.0 62.5
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Table 7 Reasons Not Wanting to Have a Second Child
W R %) RAF R (%)
REZHRHA
AR BRFE O REE  AFEA EREE —HBFEFRE O WIRFE
ZFEHD 51.3 51.0 54.0 48.7 49.6 47.5 56.0
A A 3% 7.5 7.8 5.1 8.5 7.5 9.4 8.0
— N TR 20.9 20.5 23.6 18.4 18.5 18.2 18.0
o F RREEF 0.4 0.4 0 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.0
IAEXE 11.2 11.3 10.2 12.0 11.7 12.2 11.0
B A FH N E X 1.7 1.8 1.0 2.1 2.1 2.1 0
BeA% 7 A8 1.0 1.0 1.6 1.4 1.4 1.3 0
tre 6.0 6.2 4.5 7.9 8.0 8.2 6.0
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Figure 5 Sex Ratio by Parity of Urban Families Who Already Had the Second Child
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Table 8 Prediction of Fertility Level after Policy Adjustment
_ ] ] PR R
7R —HFERE IR E - -
e RAF W
M & 1.31 1.13 1.22 1.27 1.18
¥ % 1.40 1.26 1.31 1.35 1.28
3 1.49 1.39 1.41 1. 44 1.39
(2) o 2015 2016
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