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Table 1 Analysis of gender differences in college students’ fertility values
Yk (N=216)  (N=255)
e Bk Lt ( .
M +SD M +SD

HEFETR 3.5864 +0.75181 42601 + 0.62222 -10.641™"

EEME 2.6728 + 0.95450 3.5301 = 0.84995 -10.307""

el vae 2.2373 +0.57830 2.5333 +0.49143 -6.007""

EE R 2.9738 +0.83144 2.9516 + 0.86530 0.282

A B 1.9012 + 0.68087 2.1804 + 0.80171 —4.032™"

I 4.3426 + 0.80561 4.4654 + 0.65308 -1.826

HHEH 29213 +0.61781 3.2353 + 0.62834 -5.446""

HEHIATE 2.6782 + 0.97232 3.6343 £ 0.97172 -10.637""

=i 2.8148 + 0.69078 2.8471 +0.74457 -0.484

E: #p<0.05, #p<0.01, #FEp<0.001,
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SRR 2T 28 20T R T RS A AR O ELARY 4R
YEs, WRIMALPR, KRBT ERIEET
KoM PERIRGE . EERCE . Jrik . B ER Y

B BB RG22 (p>0.05) 5 TEAFIATE
YRR GRS (HRIEETM YR, SEHE
PR IER: (p<0.05) o ZEPFIFHERR: K224
TEAF W AR BE A0 35 i TR —FR =3, (H
SRMWERFAR D TR EN .
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Table 2 Analysis of grade differences in college students’ fertility values

AR K— (N=97) K= (N=127) K= (N=130) K (N=117) F
HEHHR 3.900.70 3.96 + 0.82 3.98+0.79 3.96 £0.72 0.188
HERENME 2.97 + 1.04 3.22+0.95 3.17 + 1.04 3.15+0.95 1.28
P50 i 6 2.40 +0.57 2.4+0.50 2.34+0.56 2.40 = 0.60 0.60
B 3.13£0.79 2.93+0.96 2.96 +0.85 2.85+0.75 1.95
AT ] 1.99 +0.77 221+0.79 1.97+0.76 2.03 +0.70 2,63
EF I 4.52+0.74 430+ 0.76 4.44+0.74 4.39 +0.66 1.76
EHER 3.08 £0.61 3.10 £0.70 3.08 = 0.64 3.10=0.61 0.04
AHRGR 3.10 = 1.06 329=+1.12 3.24+1.10 3.13+1.05 0.78
A H 2.87 £0.70 2.8+0.79 2.83+0.65 2.8+0.72 0.17

E: #p<0.05, **p<0.01, *FEp<0.001,
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Table 3 Analysis of urban-rural differences in college students’ reproductive values
i WA (N=239) Akt (N=232) ,
M +SD M +SD
HEFR 4.0507 = 0.78287 3.8487 +0.72752 2.899™
EEHEME 3.2483 + 0.99624 3.0223 +0.98271 2.478°
P 47 2.4289 +0.57810 2.3653 +0.52421 1.249
ARG 2.9540 + 0.87513 2.9698 = 0.82327 -0.202
HF A 2.0753 +0.77958 2.0287 +0.74189 0.664
HEH 4.4059 + 0.74745 4.4124 £ 0.71066 -0.097
EHEE 3.1674 + 0.66719 3.0129 + 0.60703 2.625"
AFR 3.3379 + 1.09771 3.0496 + 1.04743 2915
AR 2.8912 +0.73417 2.7716 £ 0.70114 1.808

E: %p<0.05, *p<0.01, #FEp<0.001,
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LA TR EI AR R F 2R (p>0.05) o
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Table 4  Analysis of differences in college students’ fertility values based on only-child status

e & (N=143) 7 (N=328) .
M +SD M +SD
AEETR 4.0606 + 0.75873 3.9035 + 0.75971 2.065"
EENE 3.2762 + 0.93700 3.0762 + 1.01465 2.012"
PET R 47 2.3846 = 0.57743 2.4032 +0.54215 -0.335
HEE R 3.0256 + 0.86587 2.9339 + 0.84152 1.078
H B ] 2.0396 = 0.73743 2.0579 + 0.77180 -0.240
EA= e 4.3800 + 0.80258 4.4217 + 0.69509 -0.572
HEHIEE 3.1692 + 0.69050 3.0573 + 0.61808 1.743
HEH RS 3.4021 + 1.06976 3.1059 + 1.07623 2.751™
R 2.9720 + 0.68803 2.7713 + 0.72588 2.802"

E: %p<0.05, ##p<0.01, *#p<0.001,
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Guangzhou City College Students’ Fertility Values Status
under the Three-Child Policy

Chen Yan Hu Chuxin
School of Humanities, Guangdong Peizheng College, Guangzhou

Abstract: Against the backdrop of the new birth policy, namely the Three-Child Policy, this study adopted the Fertility
Values Questionnaire to investigate the fertility values of 471 college students in Guangzhou. The results showed
that in the factors of fertility needs , fertility values, gender preference, fertility timing, fertility desires and fertility
responsibilities, male students obtained significantly lower scores than female students. In the factor of fertility timing,
sophomores scored had significantly higher than freshmen and juniors. In the factors of fertility needs, fertility values,
fertility desires and fertility qualities, students from urban areas got significantly higher scores than those from rural
areas. In the factors of fertility needs, fertility values, fertility responsibilities and fertility qualities, only-child students
scored significantly higher than non-child students.

Key words: College students; Fertility values; Three-Child Policy
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