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Abstract

China’s declining fertility rate is partly due to low fertility intention among childbearing population. To understand family influence
on young people’s fertility intention and its underlying mechanisms, this study examines how parenting styles (authoritarian vs.
permissive) affect Chinese college students” fertility intention, with traditional childbearing beliefs and resilience as mediators. Data
were collected from 839 participants (Age: M = 21.1, SD = 1.7 years) using structured questionnaires. Logistic regression found
that a positive correlation between permissive parenting style and fertility intention, with authoritarian parenting having no impact.
Mediation analysis showed the association between permissive parenting style and fertility intention was fully mediated through
resilience (4 = 0.0, 95%CI = [0.0,0.1]) and greater childbearing beliefs (4 = 0.0, 95%CI = [0.0,0.1]). The findings indicate that
permissive parenting is related to higher fertility intention in youth via resilience and childbearing beliefs. Promoting positive family
environments and permissive parenting may enhance childbearing intention. (Afr J Reprod Health 2026; 30 [17]:81-91).
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Résumé

La baisse du taux de fécondité en Chine s'explique en partie par une faible intention de procréer au sein de la population en age
d'avoir des enfants. Afin de comprendre l'influence de la famille sur l'intention de procréer des jeunes ainsi que les mécanismes sous-
jacents, cette étude examine l'impact des styles parentaux (autoritaire ou permissif) sur cette intention chez des étudiants chinois, en
considérant la résilience et les croyances traditionnelles liées a la procréation comme médiateurs. Les données ont été recueillies
aupres de 839 participants (age : M = 21,1 ; ET = 1,7 an) au moyen de questionnaires structurés. Une régression logistique a révélé
une corrélation positive entre le style parental permissif et I'intention de procréer, tandis que le style autoritaire n'a eu aucun impact.
L'analyse de médiation a montré que l'association entre le style parental permissif et l'intention de procréer était entiérement
médiatisée par la résilience (f = 0,0 ; IC a 95 % =[0,0 ; 0,1]) et par des croyances plus marquées en faveur de la procréation (f =
0,0;ICa95 % =1[0,0;0,1]). Ces résultats indiquent qu'un style parental permissif est associé a une intention de procréer plus élevée
chez les jeunes, par le biais de la résilience et des croyances liées a la procréation. Ainsi, favoriser des environnements familiaux
positifs et un style parental permissif pourrait renforcer I'intention d'avoir des enfants.(Afr J Reprod Health 2026; 30 [17]: 81-91).

Mots-clés : Styles parentaux, intention de fécondité, croyances traditionnelles en matiére de procréation, résilience, étudiants
universitaires
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Introduction

Along with rapid aging of the population, China has
also been shrinking in size, the major reason being
the decline in the fertility rate since 2022. According
to the China's National Bureau of Statistics, although
China recorded 9.54 million newborns in 2024, with
an increase of 520,000 compared with 2023,
negative population growth has continued.! In
addition, the total fertility rate in 2024 was 1.02,
which is still far below the global total fertility rate
of 2.32 Low fertility intention among the
childbearing population has been found to be a major
reason for the drop in China’s fertility rate.® College
students, as an important group before reaching
childbearing age, their attitude towards fertility and
family would play a critical role in future birth
outcomes. Previous studies on Chinese college
students have revealed that young people reported
low fertility intention, with a substantial proportion
not wishing to give birth to children or even to start
a family.*® However, it remains unclear what the
predictors and mechanism are at family level. To
advance our understanding of how young people’s
fertility intention develops within the family, the
current study investigated the effects of parenting
styles and potential mediators. Given that fertility
intention is a key predictor for birth rates,’
understanding the updated profile of the young
generation’ fertility intention and its correlates
would provide insights for tailoring family services
to shape children’s adaptive fertility attitudes and
prevent further birth rate declines in mainland,
China.

Most of the existing literature has focused
on individual factors of fertility intention, such as
age, marital status, fertility knowledge, gender role
attitude, etc.,® ® while little attention has been paid to
contextual factors such as parenting styles.
Parenting, the process of raising children, may have
unique impacts on children’s life course. There are
four types of parenting styles, namely authoritative,
authoritarian, permissive, and neglectful.'® Previous
evidence suggests that parenting style not only
influences children's mental health,! outlook on life,
values, and worldview,? but also affects their
intimate relationships and attitude toward family and
childbearing.®* According to the parenting styles
theory,’ authoritarian and permissive parenting
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styles may have the opposite impacts on children.
Children raised under authoritarian parenting may
resist societal marriage and fertility norms due to
excessive control, whereas permissive parenting
fosters a more organic approach to childbearing by
treating children as equal.®® Investigating the effects
of permissive and authoritarian parenting styles can
extend the existing literature on the predictors of
young people’s fertility intention, and contribute to
developing guidance for effective parenting
strategies.

In addition, parenting styles would influence
children’s childbearing beliefs, and thereby affecting
their fertility intention. For example, previous study
found that parenting style is rooted in parent’s own
personality,'® and parents’ authoritarian parenting
style is related to their personality construct of
conservative authoritarianism.!” In other words,
individuals who hold traditional views on family
values, such as having a high intention to obey social
norm in marriage and reproduction, are more likely
to have an authoritarian parenting style,'® ° and
form continuity in intergenerational transmission of
fertility beliefs.?> 2* Also, mothers who are more
committed to traditional Chinese values tend to be
more "authoritarian” towards their children.? Under
the influence of Confucian fertility culture, filial
piety is rooted in Chinese people’s mindset,
particularly among authoritarian parents, who would
also expect higher obedience and respect from their
children. Therefore, parenting style may influence
children’s adherence to traditional childbearing
beliefs, while these beliefs per se (e.g., family size
and daughter-son preference) may change across
time. According to the 2017 China Fertility Survey,
the reported ideal family size among women aged 15
to 49 was 1.96 on average (compared with 1.72 in
2001), and son preference still serves as a key reason
for having more children.?? A major reason why
more people preferred fewer children is because that
it was believed that to increase the “quality” of
offspring instead of “quantity” is more important.
However, it has remained unclear how parenting
styles affect young people’s traditional childbearing
beliefs and fertility intention.

Parenting styles may also affect children’s
intrapersonal factors such as resilience and further
influence fertility intention.** Positive parenting,
featured by parental emotional warmth, is related
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with greater resilience, whereas negative parenting,
featured by harsh discipline, over-involvement,
rejection, and overprotection, is linked to
maladjustment like behavioral issues and mental
health disorders.?* Moreover, authoritarian parenting
style usually involves punishment that can
sometimes develop into physical and mental abuse,?
which jeopardizes children’s mental health in the
long run. Resilience, defined as a repertoire of
mental assets to cope with or bounce back from
adversities,?® was found to have a positive effect on
fertility intention, even during the difficult period of
COVID-19.# However, existing research on
resilience and fertility intention has remained
limited, and mostly focused on married or cohabiting
individuals. To face the challenge of a declined
fertility rate, it is urgent to unravel the factors and
process of the development of fertility intention
among the young generation.?® The current study
extends from individual level to family level factors
by investigating how parenting styles affect young
people's fertility intention, and proposes a dual
mediation model through traditional childbearing
beliefs and psychological resilience. To test the
mediating pathways, it is hypothesized that: 1)
authoritarian style would lead to greater compliance
with traditional childbearing beliefs, which further
contribute to fertility intention; 2) resilience would
also be related to greater fertility intention, while
how different parenting styles affect resilience is
unclear. The total effects of parenting styles on
fertility intention still need to be explored .

Methods
Study design and participants

A cross-sectional  study using  structured
guestionnaires  was  conducted on the
“Wenjuanxing” platform. The target population was
college students from universities in Guangdong
Province, China. A two-stage non-probability
sampling strategy was employed: initial participants
were recruited via convenience sampling through an
online platform, followed by a snowball sampling
approach where these respondents invited eligible
peers to participate. Before taking part in the study,
a written consent form was obtained from the
participants. To eliminate duplicate filling,
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participants can only submit responses once with the
same IP address. The response can only be submitted
after all the questions were answered to eliminate the
possibility of missing values. The inclusion criteria
included that: 1) aged over 18; and 2) college
students. An a priori power analysis using G*Power
3.1.9.7 was conducted to determine the minimum
sample size. The following parameters were
assumed: a small to medium effect size (f2 = 0.05), a
= 0.05, and power of 0.90, which resulted in a
minimum sample size of 460. Considering a
retention rate of 80%, the minimum sample size
should reach 575. A total of 847 participants
responded to the online link. After the screening, 8
participants who did not meet the age criteria were
excluded, resulting in 839 responses, indicating a
valid response rate of 99%, and it provided sufficient
statistical power for the dual mediation model.

Measures

Covariates: Demographic information of the
participants was gathered, encompassing variables
such as age, gender and place of origin, etc.
Additionally, familial details were collected,
including family structure, annual income, etc.
Parenting style: The Parenting Style Scale of China
(PSSC) were adopted and revised to assess
authoritarian and permissive parenting styles. The
guestionnaire was developed by Mu et.al., with a
pilot study showing good validity and reliability in a
Chinese sample.?® The questionnaire uses a 5-point
Likert scale (from 1 “totally disagree” to 5 “totally
agree”). The total score for each subscale was
obtained, with higher scores reflecting a more
pronounced presence of the respective parenting
style. In our sample, with six items dedicated to
assessing the authoritarian parenting style
(Cronbach's a = 0.904) and eight items to the
permissive parenting style (Cronbach's o = 0.890).
Resilience: Resilience was measured using a
resilience scale for college students developed by
Thomas Mueller.*® The scale was revised into a
Chinese version through the back-translation
method, following a review by three psychological
experts. The 9 items were used with responses
ranging from 1 “totally disagree” to 5 “totally
agree”. Higher score indicates higher level of
psychological resilience. Good reliability of a
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Cronbach o = 0.899 was reported in the current
sample.

Traditional childbearing beliefs:  Traditional
childbearing beliefs was measured using the scale
developed by Bailey.®! The scale contained 12 items
and adopted a 5-point Likert response style (1 =
strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). The final
score was generated by averaging all the items, with
higher scores indicating more traditional
childbearing beliefs. The scale has been validated in
the Chinese population with excellent reliability
(Cronbach’s a = 0.918).3 In our sample, h a
Cronbach o of 0.916 that suggests excellent
reliability.

Fertility intention: Fertility intention was measured
using the question, “Do you have an intention to
have child(ren)?” Participants were asked to choose
from three response options “Yes”; “No”; and
“Uncertain”. If participants answered "Yes", they
were further asked, "How many children do you
wish to have?" to obtain the number of ideal children
they desire. The ideal number of children is a
complementary indication of fertility intention.

Statistical analysis

A descriptive and correlation analysis were
conducted on predictors and outcome variables.
With logistic regression, how parenting styles
(authoritarian parenting style vs. permissive
parenting style) predicts fertility intention was
tested. Moreover, mediation models were built to
explore the indirect effects of parenting styles on
fertility intention via resilience or traditional
childbearing beliefs. In sensitivity analysis,
resilience and traditional childbearing beliefs were
included simultaneously as mediators to construct a
parallel mediation model. The significance of
mediating effects was evaluated by bias-corrected
bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals. Mediated
analysis was conducted using Lavaan package in R
version 4.3.2. A confidence interval that does not
contain zero indicates significant mediation effect.
The analysis was adjusted for covariates such as age,
sex, family structure and place of origin, based on
the correlations with the outcome variables. All p-
values in the analysis were bilateral, with statistical
significance less than 0.05.

Parenting styles and fertility intention

Ethical considerations

The study protocol was approved by the Research
Ethics Committee and the Institutional Review
Board of Jinan University (#20240002) on August
2024.

Results
Sample characteristics

A total of 839 participants were enrolled in this
study, with an average age of 21.1 years (SD = 1.7).
The majority of participants were female (53.0%),
with a place of origin from urban (64.4%), and
57.0% came from non-only child family. According
to Miettinen et al., (2003), the “uncertain” response
indicates that the respondent harbors at least a
possibility of desiring a child, but is currently
hindered by their life circumstances, such as job
instability or financial concerns. Consequently, after
a combination of “Uncertain” and “Yes”,*® 589
(70.2%) participants reported fertility intention.
Compared with female, male showed significantly
higher fertility intention (P < 0.001). Fertility
intention increased with age (r = 0.1, P < 0.05) and
was lower among participants from urban areas
compared to those from rural areas (r = -0.1, P <
0.01). In addition, participants’ traditional
childbearing beliefs and resilience were both
positively related with fertility intention (P < 0.001).
Among the participants who reported fertility
intention, the average ideal number of children was
1.7 (SD = 0.7). When looking at the ideal number of
children across gender, male participants reported an
average ideal number of children of 1.8 (SD = 0.7),
whereas female participants reported an average of
1.7 (SD = 0.6), with no significant difference
between them (P > 0.05). The descriptive results
were presented in Table 1.

The effects of parenting styles on fertility
intention

Binary logistic regression analyses were used to
explore the relationship between parenting styles
(authoritarian vs. permissive) with fertility intention.
After controlling for age, gender, family structure
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Table 1: Demographic characteristic of all participants and association with fertility intention (N=839).

Variables Total Have no intention for children Have intention for children P value
(N=839) (N=250) (N=589)

Age, Mean (SD) 21.1(1.7) 20.9 (1.6) 21.2 (1.7) <0.05

Gender, n (%) <0.001

Female 445 (53.0) 163 (65.2) 307 (52.1)

Male 394 (47.0) 87 (34.8) 282 (47.9)

Place of origin, n (%) <0.001

Urban 540 (64.4) 184 (73.6) 356 (60.4)

Rural 299 (35.6) 66 (26.4) 233 (39.6)

Family structure, n (%) 0.2

Only child family 361 (43.0) 117 (46.8) 244 (41.4)

Non-only child family 478 (57.0) 133(53.2) 345 (58.6)

Parenting style

Authoritarian parenting, Mean (SD) 1.8 (0.9) 1.9(0.8) 1.8(0.9) 0.8

Permissive parenting, Mean (SD) 4.0 (0.6) 3.9(0.7) 4.0 (0.6) 0.2

Resilience, Mean (SD) 3.9(0.6) 3.8(0.6) 3.9(0.5) <0.001

Traditional childbearing beliefs, Mean 2.4 (0.9) 1.9 (0.8) 2.7(0.8) <0.001

(SD)

and place of origin, permissive parenting style was
associated with increased fertility intention (OR =
1.3, 95%CI = [1.0, 1.7]), whereas no significant
association was found between authoritarian
parenting style with fertility intention (OR = 0.9,
95%CI = [0.8, 1.1]). Details were presented in Table
2. To further explore the role of parenting styles, a
linear regression model was constructed to assess the
association with the ideal number of children. No
significant effects were observed (authoritarian
parenting style: g = -0.1, 95%CI = [-0.2, 0.0];
permissive parenting style: g = 0.1, 95%CI = [-0.1,
0.2]).

The variance inflation factors (VIF) for all variables
in the regression model were below 10, confirming
the absence of multicollinearity.

The mediation roles of childbearing beliefs and
resilience

To further explore the potential mechanism
mediation models were conducted with resilience or
traditional childbearing beliefs as mediators. Since
only permissive parenting style showed a significant
effect on fertility intention, the mediation analysis
only focused on its indirect effect.

When resilience was entered as the
mediator, the total effect of permissive parenting
style on fertility intention was significant (£ = 0.1,
95%CI =[0.0, 0.1]). The indirect effect via resilience

was also significant (4= 0.0, 95%CI =[0.0, 0.1]). In
other words, permissive parenting style was
positively associated with resilience (5 = 0.4, 95%
Cl =[0.3, 0.5]), and resilience was associated with
higher fertility intention (8 = 0.1, 95% CI = [0.0,
0.2]). However, after including resilience, the direct
effect of the permissive parenting style on fertility
intention was not found (£ = 0.0, 95%CI = [-0.0,
0.1]). These results indicate that resilience fully
mediated the effect of permissive parenting style on
fertility intention. Details were presented in Table 3.

A similar mediation model was conducted
with traditional childbearing beliefs as the mediator.
The total effect of the model was significant (5=0.1,
95%CI = [0.0, 0.1]), and the indirect effect via
traditional childbearing beliefs was also significant
(8 = 0.0, 95%ClI = [0.0, 0.1]). However, after
including the mediator, the direct effect of the
permissive parenting style on fertility intention was
not found (8 = 0.0, 95%CI = [-0.0, 0.1]). These
results also indicate that traditional childbearing
beliefs fully mediated the effect of permissive
parenting style on fertility intention. Details were
presented in Table 4.

Sensitivity analysis
In the sensitivity analysis, both resilience and

traditional childbearing beliefs were included as
parallel mediators. The total effect of permissive
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Table 2: Multivariate logistic regression predicting fertility intention (N=839)

Variables Model 1 Model 2
i) P OR 95%Cl Yij P OR  95%ClI

Age 0.1 0.1 1.1 [1.0,1.2] 0.1 0.1 1.1 [1.0,1.2]
Gender -0.7 <0.001 05 [0.4,0.7] -0.7 <0.001 05 [04,0.7]
Place of origin -0.6 <0.01 0.6 [0.4,0.8] -06 <0.01 0.6 [0.4,0.8]
Family structure 0.2 0.2 1.2 [0.9,1.7] 0.2 0.2 1.2 [09,1.7]
Authoritarian parenting -0.1 0.3 0.9 [0.8,1.1]

Permissive parenting 0.3 <0.05 1.3 [1.0,1.7]

Model 1: Incorporating authoritarian parenting style and demographic variables to predict fertility intention.
Model 2: Incorporating permissive parenting style and demographic variables to predict fertility intention.

Table 3: Simple mediation model predicting fertility intention when resilience as mediator (N=839)

Variables Model?
B P 95%Cl

REGRESSION

Permissive parenting - Fertility intention (c”) 0.0 0.6 [-0.0, 0.1]
Permissive parenting — Resilience (al) 0.4 <0.001 [0.3,0.5]
Resilience - Fertility intention (b1) 0.1 <0.01 [0.0,0.2]
Indirect effects

Resilience as mediator 0.0 <0.05 [0.0,0.1]
Total effect 0.1 <0.05 [0.0,0.1]

fModel adjusted for age, gender, family structure, place of origin

Table 4: Simple mediation model predicting fertility intention when resilience as mediator (N=839)

Variables Model®
B P 95%Cl

REGRESSION

Permissive parenting - Fertility intention (c”) 0.0 0.2 [-0.0,0.1]
Permissive parenting - Traditional childbearing beliefs (al) 0.1 <0.05 [0.0,0.2]
Traditional childbearing beliefs - Fertility intention (b1) 0.2 <0.001 [0.2,0.2]
Indirect effects

Traditional childbearing beliefs as mediator 0.0 <0.05 [0.0,0.1]
Total effect 0.1 <0.05 [0.0,0.1]

"Model adjusted for age, gender, family structure, place of origin

parenting style on fertility intention was found (8= not significant (8= 0.00, 95%CI = [-0.1, 0.1]). These
0.1, 95%CI = [0.0, 0.1]), with significant indirect results are consistent with those of the simple
effects via resilience (8 = 0.0, 95%CI = [0.0, 0.1]) mediation models, further indicating that resilience
and traditional childbearing beliefs (4= 0.02, 95%CI| and traditional childbearing beliefs fully mediated
= [0.0, 0.1]). Meanwhile, the direct effect between the effect of permissive parenting style on fertility
permissive parenting style and fertility intention was intention. Details were presented in Figure. 1
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Figure 1: The multiple parallel mediation model of permissive parenting style predicting fertility intention (adjusted for age, sex,
family structure and place of origin); "P < 0.05; *P < 0.01; "™P < 0.001

Discussion

The declining birth rate has become a major
challenge for population and economic development
in China. Although family factors are known to
influence children’s social behaviors,®* limited
research has been conducted on how parenting style
affects fertility intention. The current study has
investigated the effect of parenting styles on college
students’ fertility intention and the mediating
mechanism underlying this relationship. Our main
findings are threefold: (1) permissive parenting
style, rather than authoritarian style, was
significantly associated with increased fertility
intention; (2) traditional childbearing beliefs and
resilience fully mediated the association between
permissive parenting style and fertility intention, in
which permissive parenting style was associated
with increased resilience and greater adherence to
traditional childbearing beliefs, which in turn
contributed to higher fertility intention.

Declines in fertility intention among young
people has gained emerging research attention in the
past decades. In the current study, only 33.7% of
participants explicitly expressed a positive answer to
whether they would like to have children, which was
in concordance with previously research conducted
in 2022.3° On the one hand, the COVID-19 pandemic
may have a prolonged impact on people’s lifestyle
and social decisions, including reproductive choices
and fertility intention.®® Chen et al. has found that the
disruptions in daily life and declined economic

growth during the pandemic may have a negative
impact on people’s fertility intention. Another study
of the research team also found that the social
isolation during the pandemic has led to increased
uncertainty and limited future time perspective
among college students, which both affect their
social relationships and mating preference.®” On the
other hand, it is also possible that the participants
were relatively young in the current study, and they
may not give thorough consideration to the decision
of marriage and childbearing. Nevertheless, these
findings highlight the urgent need for appropriate
guidance and education for the young generation,
who hold the greatest potential for future population
growth.

The association between parenting style and
fertility intention found in this study suggests that
when developing services to promote fertility
intention, family atmosphere and parenting styles
should not be neglected. It was found that permissive
parenting style was positively associated with
fertility intention. This is consistent with previous
research.®40 Largely explained by the framework of
family-life experience (i.e., relationship with
parents, childhood happiness), positive perceptions
of family were related to stronger fertility preference
in adulthood, whereas negative perceptions were
associated with lower ideal number of children.®® It
is widely acknowledged that permissive parenting is
associated with higher cohesion and lower overall
conflict between parents and adolescents. For
instance, a survey of Chinese adolescents found that
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offspring of permissive parents exhibited lower
levels of parent-adolescent conflict compared to
those of authoritarian parents.® A favorable parent-
child relationship may contribute to greater fertility
intention.*® Interestingly, no significant association
between authoritarian parenting style and fertility
intention was found. One possible explanation is that
the level of authoritarian parenting reported by our
participants was relatively low, which may have
restricted the variance from detecting a significant
association.

In addition, the effect of permissive
parenting style on fertility intention was fully
mediated by traditional childbearing beliefs and
resilience. First, permissive parenting style was
positively associated with resilience, which in turn
predicted higher fertility intention. This is consistent
with a previous study on Chinese adolescents, which
identified a significant positive correlation between
permissive parenting style and resilience*! as well as
better mental health.*? It is probably because a warm
and supportive parent-child relationship would
cultivate children’s intrapersonal and social
resources, and thus fostering resilience.** When
individuals possess greater resilience, they are more
likely to have adaptive personality traits,* and
overcome the disruptions and adversities in daily
life. Resilient individuals often view difficulties as
temporary and believe things will “work out” even
in the worst scenario. Gatta et al. (2022) reported that
greater resilience in facing employment uncertainty
was associated with higher fertility intention.?’
Second, permissive parenting style was also
associated with greater adherence to traditional
childbearing beliefs, which in turn increased fertility
intention. A Previous study found that permissive
parenting style, characterized by parental emotional
warmth, also fosters family cohesion and
individual’s compliance with social norms,
including traditional childbearing beliefs.*> In
Chinese culture of collectivism, family’s wellbeing
is a priority, and continuation of the family line is
considered a vital duty. Children raised in warm
family environments are more likely to perceive
their parents’ behaviors as acts of kindness and
internalize the values of concern for others’ well-
being. This may help understand why individuals
with permissive parenting style tend to have greater
traditional childbearing beliefs.  Furthermore,

Parenting styles and fertility intention

individuals who align with traditional fertility views
are more likely to desire more offspring and are less
daunted by the expenses associated with
childrearing.“® Thus, this study shifts attention from
individual to family predictors of fertility intention,
identifies two mediating pathways, and highlights
permissive parenting as a key driver. Practically,
fostering warm parent—child relationships and
family atmosphere about childbearing may help
sustain fertility intention in young adults.

Strengths and limitations

This study has several strengths. First, with a sample
of 839 college students, the study endeavored to
unravel the family-level predictors (i.e., parenting
styles) on young people’s fertility intention. Second,
by adopting a dual mediation model to uncover
underlying mechanisms, the mediating effect of
resilience and childbearing beliefs were addressed.
Based on the findings, implication for policy and
practice could be provided.

Nevertheless, several limitations of the
current study that should be acknowledged. First,
given the nature of a cross-sectional study, the
analyses are not sufficient to address the causal
relationships between the variables. Longitudinal
data should be collected to better understand the
casual mechanism on fertility intention. Second, the
sample consisted solely of college students from
Guangdong Province, which may limit the
generalizability to other populations or regions.
Third, fertility intention was measured by a single
item, which may not fully capture the complexity of
reproductive decision-making. Future research
should employ multi-item scales and consider
behavioral outcomes such as actual childbearing.
Fourth, we did not examine potential moderators,
such as socioeconomic status or cultural context,
which might interact with parenting styles to
influence fertility intention.

Despite these limitations, our findings offer valuable
insights for practice. The findings that permissive
parenting style enhances fertility intention through
resilience and traditional childbearing beliefs
underscores the importance of family environment.
For policymakers and family service providers
aiming to address declining birth rates, interventions
should move beyond individual-level economic
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incentives. Promoting warm and supportive
parenting styles and fostering open parent-child
communication about family values may be
effective strategies to sustain fertility intention
among young adults

Conclusion

The current study advanced the understanding about
the development of individual’s fertility intention. It
was found that permissive parenting style was
associated with increased resilience and more
adherence to traditional childbearing beliefs, which
both contribute to higher fertility intention. The
findings suggested that when developing family
program and community services to increase
fertility intention among the young generation,
parent’s influences and contextual factors should
be considered. Permissive parenting style may
represent a promising target for public health efforts,
as fostering this style may help expand individuals'
psychological resources and promote their long-term
social adaptation.

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank all study participants and
relevant staff members for their contributions to this
research.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted
in the absence of any commercial or financial
relationships that could be construed as a potential
conflict of interest.

Author contributions

Zhongxuan Huang and Liyuan Chen made equal
contribution. Zhongxuan Huang:
Conceptualization, Formal analysis, Writing -
Original Draft, Writing - Review & Editing. Liyuan
Chen: Conceptualization, Formal analysis, Writing -
Original Draft, Writing - Review & Editing.
Mengyuan Zhang: Data collection. Lixuan Huang:
Data collection. Xuan Liu: Data collection. Jinrun
Chen: Data collection. Yi Zheng: Data collection.

Parenting styles and fertility intention

Xiaoyi Wu: Data collection. Huanran Liao: Data
collection. Yanhui Gao: Conceptualization, Formal
analysis, Writing - Review & Editing, Supervision,

Funding acquisition. Hailan Wang:
Conceptualization, Formal analysis, Writing -
Review & Editing, Supervision, Funding

acquisition. Fan Zhang: Conceptualization, Formal
analysis, Writing - Review & Editing, Supervision,
Funding acquisition.

Funding

The study was supported by Guangdong Basic and
Applied Basic Research Foundation
(2024A1515012603, 2026A1515011843, FZ), and
the Guangdong Province Graduate Demonstration
Course “Biostatistics II” and Guangdong Provincial
Construction Project for Teaching Quality and
Teaching Reform in Colleges and Universities in
2022. The fundings had no role in study design and
data analyses.

Informed consent statement

Written informed consent was obtained from each
participant before taking part in the study.

Data availability statement

The dataset generated in this study can be obtained
by contacting the corresponding authors.

References

1. China NBoSo: China Statistical Yearbook. In.:
Statistics Press; 2024.

2. Fertility Rate [https://ourworldindata.org/fertility-rate]

3. Morgan SP, Zhigang G, Hayford SR: China's below-
replacement fertility: Recent trends and future
prospects. Population & development review 2009;
35(3):605-629.

4. Qiao P, Li Y, Song Y, Tian X: Female university students’
fertility intentions and their psychosocial factors.
BMC Public Health 2024; 24(1):685.

5. Xu J, Li L, Ma X-Q, Zhang M, Qiao J, Redding SR, Wang R,
Ouyang Y-Q: Fertility intentions, parenting attitudes,
and fear of childbirth among college students in
China: A cross-sectional study. Journal of Pediatric
and Adolescent Gynecology 2023; 36(1):65-71.

6. Zhang C, Wei L, Zhu Y, Teng L, Zhang W, Xu J, Qin M,
Jiang N, Alias H, Wong LP: Fertility intentions among

China

African Journal of Reproductive Health September 2026; 30(17):89



Huang et al.

young people in the era of China’s three—child policy:
a national survey of university students. BMC
pregnancy and childbirth 2022; 22(1):637.

7. Morgan SP, Taylor MG: Low fertility at the turn of the
twenty-first century. Annu Rev Sociol 2006;
32(1):375-399.

8. Hashemzadeh M, Shariati M, Mohammad Nazari A, Keramat
A: Childbearing intention and its associated factors: A
systematic review. Nursing open 2021; 8(5):2354-
2368.

9. Sgrensen NO, Marcussen S, Backhausen MG, Juhl M,
Schmidt L, Tydén T, Hegaard HK: Fertility awareness
and attitudes towards parenthood among Danish
university college students. Reproductive health 2016;
13:1-10.

10. Baumrind D: The influence of parenting style on adolescent
competence and substance use. The journal of early
adolescence 1991; 11(1):56-95.

11. Oppenheimer CW, Hankin BL, Young J: Effect of parenting
and peer stressors on cognitive vulnerability and risk
for depression among youth. Journal of abnormal
child psychology 2018; 46(3):597-612.

12. Martinez |, Garcia F, Veiga F, Garcia OF, Rodrigues Y,
Serra E: Parenting styles, internalization of values and
self-esteem: A cross-cultural study in Spain, Portugal
and Brazil. International Journal of Environmental
Research & Public Health 2020; 17(7):2370.

13. Llorca A, Cristina Richaud M, Malonda E: Parenting, peer
relationships, academic self-efficacy, and academic
achievement: Direct and mediating effects. Frontiers
in Psychology 2017; 8:2120.

14. Levin E: Baumrind’s Parenting Styles. In: Encyclopedia of
Child Behavior and Development. edn. Edited by
Goldstein S, Naglieri JA. Boston, MA: Springer US;
2011: 213-215.

15. Hawkins SM: The influence of parenting styles on the
development of moral judgment in college level
adolescents. 2005.

16. BR S, Raman V: Influence of parental personality on
parenting styles: A scoping review of literature.
International Journal of Psychology Sciences 2021.

17. Manuel L: Relationship of personal authoritarianism with
parenting styles. Psychological reports 2006;
98(1):193-198.

18. Reifen Tagar M, Federico CM, Lyons KE, Ludeke S, Koenig
MA: Heralding the authoritarian? Orientation toward
authority in early childhood. Psychological science
2014; 25(4):883-892.

19. Vogl TS, Freese J: Differential fertility makes society more
conservative on family values. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences 2020; 117(14):7696-

7701.
20. Beaujouan E, Solaz A: Is the family size of parents and
children still related? Revisiting the cross-

generational relationship over the last century.
Demography 2019; 56(2):595-619.

21. Lansford JE, Pettit GS, Rauer A, Vandenberg CE,
Schulenberg JE, Staff J, Jager J, Dodge KA, Bates JE:
Intergenerational continuity and stability in early

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Parenting styles and fertility intention

family formation. Journal of Family Psychology 2019;
33(3):370.

Xu'Y, Farver JA, Zhang Z, Zeng Q, Yu L, Cai B: Mainland
Chinese parenting styles and parent-child interaction.
International Journal of Behavioral Development
2005; 29(6):524-531.

Zhuang Y, Jiang Y, Li B: Fertility intention and related
factors in China: findings from the 2017 National
Fertility Survey. China Population & Development
Studies 2020; 4:114-126.

Qiu Z, Guo Y, Wang J, Zhang H: Associations of parenting
style and resilience with depression and anxiety
symptoms in chinese middle school students.
Frontiers in Psychology 2022; 13:897339.

Frias-Armenta M, McCloskey LA: Determinants of harsh
parenting in Mexico. Journal of abnormal child
psychology 1998; 26:129-139.

Verdolini N, Amoretti S, Montejo L, Garcia-Rizo C, Hogg
B, Mezquida G, Rabelo-da-Ponte FD, Vallespir C,
Radua J, Martinez-Aran A: Resilience and mental
health during the COVID-19 pandemic. Journal of
affective disorders 2021; 283:156-164.

Gatta A, Mattioli F, Mencarini L, Vignoli D: Employment
uncertainty and fertility intentions: Stability or
resilience? Population Studies 2022; 76(3):387-406.

Tu W-J, Zeng X, Liu Q: Aging tsunami coming: the main
finding from China’s seventh national population
census. Aging clinical & experimental research 2022;
34(5):1159-1163.

Mu L: The Compilation of Chinese Parenting Style Scale
and its Reliability and Validity Analysis. Master
Wannan Medical College 2014.

Mueller T: Development and testing of the university student
resilience scale. Journal of American College Health
2023; 71(3):967-972.

Bailey KD: Methods of social research: Simon and Schuster;
2008.

Guo M: Research on the Reproductive Behavior of
Professional Women of Childbearing Age in Xi 'an
under the Background of Low Fertility rate. Master
Xi’an University of Architecture and Technology
2021.

Miettinen A, Paajanen P: Value orientations and fertility
intentions of Finnish men and women. Finnish
Yearbook of Population Research 2003:201-226.

Harland P, Reijneveld SA, Brugman E, Verloove-Vanhorick
SP, Verhulst FC: Family factors and life events as risk
factors for behavioural and emotional problems in
children. European child & adolescent psychiatry
2002; 11(4):176-184.

Peng R, Mou W, Xu P: Factors associated with fertility
intention among Chinese married youth during the
COVID-19 pandemic. Behavioral Sciences 2023;
13(2):184.

Arendt F, Markiewitz A, Mestas M, Scherr S: COVID-19
pandemic, government responses, and public mental
health: Investigating consequences through crisis
hotline calls in two countries. Social Science &
Medicine 2020; 265:113532.

African Journal of Reproductive Health September 2026; 30(17):90



Huang et al.

37. Yu; S, Huang; Z, Zhong; S, Minghsuan Sul PT, Chong;
SOK, Zhang F: How social isolation affects mating
preferences among college students. Current
Psychology under review.

38. Rijken AJ, Liefbroer AC: Influences of the family of origin
on the timing and quantum of fertility in the
Netherlands. Population studies 2009; 63(1):71-85.

39.Bi X, Yang VY, Li H, Wang M, Zhang W, Deater-Deckard K:
Parenting styles and parent-adolescent relationships:
The mediating roles of behavioral autonomy and
parental authority. Frontiers in psychology 2018;
9:2187.

40. Ji Y, Chen F, Cai Y, Zheng Z: Do parents matter?
Intergenerational ties and fertility preferences in a
low-fertility context. Chinese Journal of Sociology
2015; 1(4):485-514.

41. Zhai Y, Liu K, Zhang L, Gao H, Chen Z, Du S, Zhang L,
Guo Y: The relationship between post-traumatic
symptoms, parenting style, and resilience among
adolescents in Liaoning, China: A cross-sectional
study. PloS one 2015; 10(10):e0141102.

Parenting styles and fertility intention

42. Ugese JI, Ifelunwa O, Mgbeanuli CC, Ugwuowo CN, Joseph
00, Mallo SI, Chukwuemeka WI: Parenting style as
predictors of psychological well-being of students of
Nigerian Defence Academy Staff School Kaduna.
Wukari International Studies Journal 2024; 8(2):55-
64.

43. Du Y, Dang Q, Zhang B, Wu R, Rasool A: The effects of
parenting differences on psychological resilience in
adolescent students: The role of gratitude. Children &
Youth Services Review 2021; 130:106224.

44. KaniusSonyté G, Laursen B: Perceptions of positive parenting
predict increases in resilience for low neurotic and
high agreeable adolescents. Personality and individual
differences 2022; 185:111272.

45.Quan S, Li M, Yang X, Song H, Wang Z: Perceived parental
emotional warmth and prosocial behaviors among
emerging adults: Personal belief in a just world and
gratitude as mediators. Journal of Child & Family
Studies 2022:1-11.

46. Kane D, Li K: Fertility cultures and childbearing desire after
the two-child policy: evidence from southwest China.
Journal of Family Studies 2023; 29(2):576-594.

African Journal of Reproductive Health September 2026; 30(17):91



