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Impact of Couples Sex Preference on Family$s Second—child Intentions

Song Jian Jin Yongai Wu Linfeng

Abstract: Using 2016 fertility survey data from 12 cities in 6 provinces in mainland China this study empiri—
cally investigates how sex preferences impact couple$ intentions for a second child. Specifically we discuss how
the agreement on sex preferences between the husband and wife is related to their intentions for a second child
and desire for the sex of second birth. The results suggest that about 59% of the couples have same sex prefer—
ence in which the preference for having both a son and a daughter( “Er Nv Shuang Quan”) is the dominant
type and no preference is the secondary while the proportion of only son or daughter preference is low. Cou-—
ples who have the same sex preference are more likely to reach an agreement about having a second child or
not and they also show the same desire for the sex of second child. Husbands and wives with different sex
preferences do not show lower second—child intentions. This is because the sex preference of either hushand
or wife will lead to higher intentions for a second child. Additionally for couples who have intentions for a
second child the sex preference of husband rather than wife is more likely to be the same with the desire for
the sex of second child.
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Table 1  Categorization of Sex Preference for Respondents Who Want Two Children
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3 (n =2526)
Table 3  Description of Main Variables ( n =2526)
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Figure 1  Types of Sex Preference of Couples ( %)
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4 (%)
Table 4 Types of Couples”Sex Preference and Second-child Intentions( % )
80.79 5.46 13.75 100. 00
64.24 15.97 19.79 100. 00
1 65.54 10.62 23.83 100. 00
52.46 9.717 37.77 100. 00
61.76 9.70 28.54 100. 00
83.21 4.38 12.41 100. 00
63.29 3.80 32.91 100. 00
5 46.83 7.69 45.48 100. 00
80.79 5.46 13.75 100. 00
59.73 14.45 25.82 100. 00
61.76 9.70 28.54 100. 00
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Table 5 Sex Preference and Desire for the Second Child
25.00 40.63 34.38 100. 00
& 23.91 52.17 23.91 100. 00
& 36.11 38.89 25.00 100. 00
11.34 77.84 10. 82 100. 00
18.24 63.24 18.53 100. 00
29.17 52.08 18.75 100. 00
& 14.81 25.93 59.26 100. 00
& 34.92 9.52 55.56 100. 00
15.35 14.42 70.23 100. 00
20. 68 19.55 59.77 100. 00
5
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Table 6  Couples” Agreement on Sex Preference and Second-child Intentions

0.479™  0.152 -0.166 0. 151

0.038 0.023 ( )
( : ) -0.350 0.275
0.263 0.353 ( )
0.481 0.361 -0.224 0.251
0.234 0.389 -0.593°  0.348
0.386 0.447 0.347*  0.116
( ) ( )
0.163 0.192 -0.614"  0.368
-0.026 0.208 -0.529"  0.262
( D) 0.031 0.030
-0.314 0.232 ( S )
( 12000 ) -0.037 0.144
2000 ~2010 0.111 0.331 ( D)
2010 0.054 0.467 0.083 0.159
( : 5 ) -0.154 0.167
=i 4 -0.418*  0.252 ( )
2 -0.351 0.426 -0.500 0.315
( : ) -2.242%  0.321
0.137 0.182 -0.062 0.351
-0.230 0.309 -1.535*  0.299
( : ) -1.265*  0.316
-0.438 0.281 ( )
-0.168 0.224 -0.072 0.214
2.912 2.162
5 <0.001 *p<0.01 " p<0.05, o

7
Table 7 Couples” Agreement on Sex Preference and Desired Sex of the Second Child

( t)
0.457°  0.223
( : )
0.101  0.747
0.155  0.598
1.037* 0.353
0.257 0.342
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Table 8 Types of Sex Preference and Second-child Intentions ( Type 1)

(
1.256™ 0.276 0.929 ™ 0.228
0.586" 0.279 1.067 0.207
1.2717 0.235 1.905™* 0. 166
9 ( )

Table 9  Types of Sex Preference and Second—child Intentions (

Type 2 No Preference as Reference)

(
0.195 0.491 0.244 0.328
-0.120 0.642 1.280 0.316
1.395™ 0.262 2.356 0.182
1.148™* 0.232 1.271°* 0.173
2 (

2“
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Table 10  Types of Sex Preference and Second-child Intentions ( Type 2 Inconsistency as Reference)

—-0.954" 0. 464 -1.027™* 0.312
—-1.268" 0.619 0.008 0.295

0.247 0.191 1.085 ™ 0.139
—1.1487 0.232 —1.2717™ 0.173

o 11
( 12)
o 3a o
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Table 11  Types of Sex Preference and Sex Desire for the Second Child ( the First Child is Male)

& 2.236™ 0.765 0.219 0.799

& 0.873 0.601 -1.982 0.673
2.228™ 0.558 -0.691 0.522
12 ( )

Table 12 Types of Sex Preference and Sex Desire for the Second Child ( the First Child is Female)

& 1.057° 0.615 -0.362 0.693

& 0.304 0.607 —-0.555 0.672
2,062 0.517 —-0.428 0.583
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