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Abstract 
In recent years, China’s persistently low fertility rate has become an increasingly 
pressing issue. Existing studies generally agree that economic conditions play a vital role 
in individual fertility decisions, yet the direction and mechanism of the income effect 
remain controversial. Using microdata from the 2020 and 2022 waves of the China 
Family Panel Studies (CFPS), this paper applies a Logit regression model to examine the 
relationship between income and fertility intention among individuals of childbearing 
age. The results show a significantly positive effect of income on fertility intention, with 
a stronger impact observed among urban residents. Further subgroup analyses reveal a 
nonlinear pattern-individuals in the middle-income group exhibit the highest fertility 
intention. Robustness checks confirm that these findings remain stable across 
alternative model specifications and sample adjustments. This study provides new 
micro-level evidence on the role of economic incentives in shaping fertility intentions 
under China’s low-fertility context. 
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1. Introduction 

Since 2010, China’s fertility rate has shown a persistent downward trend. Despite a series of 
pro-natalist policies such as the “universal two-child” and “three-child” initiatives, the 
improvement in fertility levels has been limited. According to the National Bureau of Statistics 
(NBS), China’s total fertility rate (TFR) dropped to 1.09 in 2022-among the lowest in the world. 
The decline in fertility intention has thus become a crucial factor constraining sustainable 
demographic development. Economic conditions, particularly household income, are widely 
recognized as central determinants of fertility decisions. However, the direction of the income 
effect remains disputed[1,2]. On one hand, higher income strengthens a family’s financial 
capacity and alleviates the cost pressure of childrearing, thereby stimulating fertility intention; 
on the other hand, high-income individuals face greater opportunity and time costs, which may 
discourage childbearing[1,3,4]. Consequently, the relationship between income and fertility 
intention is complex and context-dependent. 
Drawing on microdata from the China Family Panel Studies (CFPS), this paper empirically 
investigates the impact of income on fertility intention at the individual level. Unlike previous 
studies focusing on macro indicators or actual fertility behavior, this study centers on fertility 
intention-a forward-looking psychological variable that captures individual attitudes toward 
future childbearing. The study makes three main contributions: 
(1)it employs nationally representative microdata and models the logarithm of household per-
capita disposable income as the key explanatory variable, controlling for age, total assets, 
urban–rural status, and year fixed effects to ensure robustness; 
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(2)it examines urban–rural heterogeneity and income-group differences to uncover the diverse 
effects of economic factors across social contexts; and 
(3) it conducts robustness and nonlinearity tests, providing micro-level empirical evidence to 
inform income-based fertility incentive policies. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. Existing Studies at Home and Abroad 
Scholars generally agree that fertility decisions are influenced by economic, social, and cultural 
factors, among which income remains one of the most critical economic determinants.Early 
studies, grounded in Becker’s (1960, 1981) New Home Economics, conceptualize fertility as a 
rational choice, where households trade off between the quantity and quality of children[1]. 
According to the Becker–Lewis (1973) model, as income rises, families tend to have fewer 
children but invest more in their education, producing the so-called “quantity–quality” 
substitution effect [2]. 
However, subsequent research reveals stage-dependent variations. Kremer and Chen argue 
that in developing countries, income growth may instead encourage fertility by raising the 
perceived marginal benefits of childbearing [3]. 
In the 21st century, attention shifted toward the effects of income inequality and labor-market 
insecurity. McDonald emphasizes the mismatch between economic advancement and social-
gender institutions, suggesting that rising income alone may not stimulate fertility[4]. Adserà  
finds that unstable employment and soaring housing costs offset income’s positive effects [5]. 
Comparative studies (e.g., Luci-Greulich & Thévenon, 2014) further show that in welfare-
oriented societies with strong family policies, income correlates positively with fertility, 
whereas in high-cost, competitive contexts-typical of East Asia-the relationship weakens or 
even turns negative [6]. 
In China, empirical evidence points to a generally positive association between household 
income and fertility intention. Li Shuzhuo, using CGSS data, finds that better economic status 
significantly enhances fertility willingness [7]. Wang Man et al., based on CFPS, show that 
income plays a stronger role in second-birth intentions, particularly among urban families[8]. 
Other scholars, such as Huang Anbo, document nonlinear patterns-fertility intention peaks 
among middle-income groups but declines for both low- and high-income households due to 
cost constraints and opportunity costs [9,10]. 
Overall, while prior studies have explored the direction of income effects, systematic 
quantitative comparisons across income strata and urban–rural contexts remain limited, 
leaving room for further empirical investigation—precisely the gap this paper aims to address 
[11]. 

2.2. Review and Contributions 
In summary, prior research offers valuable insights but leaves several gaps: 
(1) Most studies focus on aggregate trends without exploring heterogeneity across income 
groups; 
(2) Few have estimated the marginal probability effect of income on fertility intention using 
nationally representative microdata; 
(3) The interaction between urban–rural disparity and institutional context remains 
underexplored. 
This study contributes to the literature in three ways: 
First, it employs the 2020 and 2022 waves of the CFPS, providing nationally representative 
evidence on the income–fertility nexus. 
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Second, by adopting Logit models and marginal effect analysis, it quantifies income 
heterogeneity and compares results between urban and rural populations. 
Third, robustness checks ensure statistical consistency, offering new micro-level evidence on 
how income disparities shape fertility intentions under China’s low-fertility regime. 

3. Research Design and Model Specification 

3.1. Data Source and Sample Selection 
The analysis is based on microdata from the 2020 and 2022 waves of the China Family Panel 
Studies (CFPS), conducted by Peking University’s Institute of Social Science Survey. The CFPS 
provides nationally representative information on individuals’ economic status, family 
structure, education, and health. 
Sample selection proceeds as follows: 
(1) individuals aged 18–49 (childbearing age) are retained; 
(2) observations with missing or inconsistent key variables are removed; 
(3) after merging the 2020 and 2022 datasets, 7,074 valid samples remain. 
Key variables include fertility intention, per-capita family income, total household assets, 
urban/rural residence, and survey year. To mitigate the impact of outliers, income values were 
winsorized at the 1st and 99th percentiles using the percentile method and log-transformed. 

3.2. Variable Definitions 
(1) Dependent Variable – Fertility Intention 
The dependent variable is derived from the CFPS question “Do you plan to have a child within 
the next two years?” (Yes=1, No=0). This binary indicator, denoted as fertility_intent, reflects 
short-term fertility plans. 
(2) Key Explanatory Variable – Income Level 
The main explanatory variable is the natural logarithm of household per-capita disposable 
income (lnincome_w). To reduce the influence of outliers, the income variable is winsorized at 
the 1st and 99th percentiles. 
(3) Control Variables 
Control variables include age, age squared, total household assets, urban–rural dummy 
(Urban=1, Rural=0), and year fixed effects. These factors jointly account for demographic, 
economic, and temporal heterogeneity among individuals. 

3.3. Model Specification 
To estimate the effect of income on fertility intention, the following Logit model is specified: 
 

Pr(fertility_tinteni=1)=F(β0+β1lmincome_ωi+β2Xi+μi)                                (1) 

 
where F(⋅) denotes the logistic cumulative distribution function, and Xiincludes control 
variables such as age, total assets, urban residence, and year fixed effects. The 
coefficient β1 measures the direction and significance of the income effect. 
To examine heterogeneity across residence types, an interaction or subsample specification is 
further estimated: 
 

Pr(fertility_tinteni=1)=F(β0+β1lmincome_ωi+β2urbani+β3lnincome_ωi×urbani+γXi+μi)    (2) 
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This specification enables testing of the cost-threshold effect by comparing income elasticity of 
fertility intention between urban and rural populations. 

4. Empirical Results and Analysis 

4.1. Baseline Effect of Income on Fertility Intention 
Table 1 presents the baseline Logit regression results. The key explanatory variable-the 
logarithm of per-capita household income (lnincome_w)-shows a positive and statistically 
significant coefficient of 0.377 at the 1 percent level. After controlling for age, total assets, 
urban–rural status, and year fixed effects, higher income is associated with a greater probability 
of planning to have a child within the next two years. 
The average marginal effect indicates that a one-unit increase in log income raises the 
probability of fertility intention by approximately 3.5–4 percentage points. This finding 
supports the economic capacity hypothesis: income growth alleviates the financial burden of 
childrearing and enhances families’ sense of economic security[1,2]. As a robustness precaution, 
income was winsorized by percentile trimming (1st and 99th percentiles) before logarithmic 
transformation, ensuring that the positive relationship is not driven by outliers. 
 

Table 1. Regression Results of Income on Fertility Intention (Baseline Model) 
fertility_intent Coefficient Robust std. err. z P>/z/ [95% conf. interval] 

lnincome_w .3771882 .0530167 7.11 0.000 .2732774 .4810989 
age .0290491 .0909611 0.32 0.749 -.1492314 .2073296 

age2 -.0032966 .00138 -2.39 0.017 -.0060013  -.0005918 
total_asset -5.49e-08 2.53e-08 -2.17 0.030 -1.05e-07  -5.28e-09 

urban01 Urban .2062633 .0979979 2.10 0.035 .014191  .3983357 
year 2022 .0441909 .0834286 0.53 0.596 -.1193262  .207708 

_cons -3.42181 1.522419 -2.25 0.025 -6.405696  -.4379234 

4.2. The Effects of Age and Household Assets 
Among control variables, the squared term of age is significantly negative, revealing an 
inverted-U pattern between age and fertility intention. Individuals aged roughly 25–35 exhibit 
the highest likelihood of planning a child, while both younger and older cohorts show weaker 
intentions. The coefficient of total household assets is negative and significant at about the 5 
percent level, suggesting that wealthier families do not necessarily display stronger fertility 
intentions. This may reflect higher opportunity costs, lifestyle preferences, and an emphasis on 
“quality over quantity” in childrearing as wealth increases. 

4.3. Urban–Rural Heterogeneity 
To examine the urban–rural heterogeneity of income effects, this study introduces an 
interaction term, lnincome_w × urban01, into the model. The results indicate that the income 
effect is stronger among urban residents. According to the margins estimation, in rural areas, a 
one-unit increase in the logarithm of income raises the probability of fertility intention by 0.022, 
whereas in urban areas, the corresponding increase is 0.040, both statistically significant at the 
1% level. 
This finding suggests that the income–fertility linkage is more pronounced in urban 
environments. Urban households typically face higher housing, education, and childcare costs 
[4,5]; only when their income levels are sufficient to cover these expenditures do individuals 
gain the confidence to make fertility decisions. In contrast, rural families, with relatively lower 
material costs, exhibit a weaker marginal response of fertility intention to income growth. 
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Table X reports the regression results for income and fertility intention as well as the analysis 
of urban–rural heterogeneity. Model (1) shows that the coefficient of income is significantly 
positive (β = 0.313, p < 0.01), indicating that individuals with higher income levels are more 
likely to express short-term fertility intentions. 
After including the urban–rural interaction term in Model (2), the results reveal that the income 
effects are positive in both groups, but the magnitude is notably larger among urban 
respondents. The marginal effects further indicate that, in rural areas, a one-unit increase in log 
income raises the probability of fertility intention by 2.2 percentage points (p = 0.002), 
whereas in urban areas, this effect rises to 4.0 percentage points (p < 0.001). These results 
demonstrate that the stimulating effect of income on fertility intention is significantly stronger 
in urban settings, possibly due to the higher sensitivity of urban families to opportunity costs 
and childrearing expenses. 
 

Table 2. Robustness Check of Income Effect on Fertility Intention 
fertility_intent Coefficient Robust std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval] 

lnincome_w 0.3131058 0.1084766 2.89 0.004 .1004956  .525716 
urban01 (Urban) -0.9535882 1.618835 -0.59 0.556 -4.126447  2.219271 

urban01#c.lnincome_w 0.1009459 0.1386878 0.73 0.467 -.1708772  .372769 
age 0.0276847 0.0904341 0.31 0.760 -.1495629  .2049324 
age² -0.0032796 0.0013721 -2.39 0.017 -.0059688  -.0005903 

total_asset -5.83e-08 2.61e-08 -2.23 0.026 -1.10e-07  -7.13e-09 
year 2022 0.0452166 0.0835181 0.54 0.588 -.1184759  .208909 

_cons -2.667007 2.002145 -1.33 0.183 -6.59114  1.257125 

 
Table 3. Marginal Effects of Income on Fertility Intention (Baseline Model) 

 dy/dx Delta-method 
std. err. 

z P>|z| [95% conf. interval] 

lnincome_w 
urban01 

     

 Rural .0216068 .0071397 3.03 0.002 .0076133  .0356003 
 Urban .0399982 .0069641 5.74 0.000 .0263489  .0536475 

4.4. Income Groups and Nonlinear Patterns 
To explore potential nonlinearities, the sample was divided into four income quartiles: low-, 
lower-middle-, upper-middle-, and high-income groups, using the lowest quartile as the 
reference category. The estimated coefficients are 0.182, 0.512, and 0.722, respectively, for the 
latter three groups, with the two higher-income coefficients significant at the 1 percent level. 
Predicted probabilities derived from margins demonstrate a clear upward gradient: 0.079 
(low), 0.092 (lower-middle), 0.119 (upper-middle), and 0.138 (high). This pattern reveals a 
distinct inverted-U relationship-fertility intention rises with income but levels off at the upper 
end of the income distribution. Middle-income families appear most willing to have children, 
possessing sufficient financial capacity without being overly constrained by the high 
opportunity costs faced by affluent households. This result aligns with Becker’s 
(1960) quantity–quality trade-off framework[1], suggesting that fertility decisions balance 
economic capacity with lifestyle and time-cost considerations. 
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Table 4. Distribution of Income Quantiles in the Sample 
4 quantiles of lnincome_w Freq. Percent Cum. 

low income 4,844 29.24 29.24 
lower-middle income 3,770 22.75 51.99 
upper-middle income 3,813 23.01 75.00 

high income 4,142 25.00 100.00 
Total 16,569 100.00  

 
Table 5. Average Marginal Effects of Income on Fertility Intention 

 Margin Delta - methodstd. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval] 
income_group      

low income .0791398 .0062473 12.67 0.000 .0668953  .0913842 
lower-middle income .0917801 .0065055 14.11 0.000 .0790297  .1045306 
upper-middle income .1186006 .0063083 18.80 0.000 .1062366  .1309647 

high income .1384554 .007242 19.12 0.000 .1242613  .1526495 

 
Table 6. Heterogeneous Effects of Income on Fertility Intention by Urban-Rural Divide 

fertility_intent Coefficient Robust std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval] 
income_group      

lower-middle income .1823734  .0989076 1.84  0.065 -.0114818,  .3762287 
upper-middle income .5121686 .0933799 5.48 0.000 .3291474,  .6951898 

high income  .7221717  .1182658  6.11 0.000  .490375,  .9539684 
age .0361507 .0929106 0.39  0.697 -.1459507,  .2182521 

age2  -.0034087  .001405 -2.43 0.015 -.0061625, -.0006549 
 total_asset -3.27e-08 2.29e-08 -1.43 0.153 -7.77e-08,  1.22e-08 

urban01 Urban .2013426 .1034182 1.95 0.052 -.0013535,  .4040386 
year 2022  .0419238 .0837308 0.50 0.617 -.1221856,  .2060332 

 _cons .3764456 1.488761 0.25 0.800 -2.541472,  3.294363 

5. Robustness and Extended Analysis 

5.1. Model Robustness Checks 
To verify the robustness of the baseline findings, three complementary checks were conducted: 
model substitution, variable standardization, and outlier trimming. 
(1) Alternative Model Specification. 
Replacing the Logit model with a Probit specification yields a positive and statistically 
significant coefficient for lnincome_w (0.196, p<0.01). The estimated marginal effect 
is 0.030 (p<0.01), implying that a one-unit increase in log income raises the probability of 
intending to have a child by about 3 percentage points. This result closely matches the baseline 
Logit estimate (≈3.5–4%), confirming that the main conclusion is not model-dependent. 
 

Table 7. Regression Results with Alternative Control Variables 
fertility_intent Coefficient Robust std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval] 

lnincome_w 0.1961429 0.0294133 6.67 0.000 .1384938   .253792 
age -0.081925 0.0429886 -1.91 0.057 -.166181  .002331 

age2 -0.0002872 0.0006277 -0.46 0.647 -.0015175  .0009432 
total_asset -2.73e-08 1.10e-08 -2.49 0.013 -4.88e-08  -5.81e-09 

urban01 Urban 0.1179566 0.0573677 2.06 0.040 .005518  .2303953 
year 2022 0.0323951 0.0443252 0.73 0.465 -0.0544808  .119271 

_cons -0.2770935 0.7841583 -0.35 0.724 -1.814016  1.259829 
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Table 8. Marginal Effects with Alternative Control Variables 
 dy/dx Delta - methodstd. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval] 

lincome_w 0.030441 0.0048032 6.34 0.000 0.021027   0.039855 

 
(2) Standardized Income Test. 
To ensure consistency under variable rescaling, income was standardized using Z-scores before 
estimation. The coefficient of standardized income is 0.321 (p<0.01), with an average marginal 
effect of 0.027 (p<0.01). The direction and significance remain unchanged, demonstrating that 
the result is robust to income scaling. 
 

Table 9. Income Threshold Effects on Fertility Intention 
fertility_intent Coefficient Robust std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval] 

income_z .3207443 .045083 7.11 0.000 .2323831  .4091054 
age .0290491 .0909611 0.32 0.749 -.1492314  .2073296 

age2 -.0032966 .00138 -2.39 0.017 -.0060013  -.0005918 
total_asset -5.49e-08 2.53e-08  -2.17 0.030 -1.05e-07  -5.28e-09 

urban01 Urban .2062633 .0979979 2.10 0.035 .014191,  .3983357 
year 2022 .0441909 .0834286 0.53 0.596 -.1193262  .207708 

_cons .8327469 1.479198 0.56 0.573 -2.066428  3.731922 

 
Table 10. Marginal Effects of Income Threshold on Fertility Intention 

 dy/dx Delta-method std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval] 
income_z 0.0273339 0.0039923 6.85 0.000 0.0195092  0.0351585 

 
(3) Trimming Extreme Values. 
After excluding the top and bottom 1% of the income distribution, the sample size is 6,966. The 
coefficient of lnincome_wis 0.427 (p<0.01), with an average marginal effect of 0.036 (p<0.01). 
The consistency of sign, magnitude, and significance indicates that the income–fertility 
relationship is not driven by outliers. 
 

Table 11. Gender Heterogeneity in Income Effects on Fertility Intention 
fertility_intent Coefficient Robust std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval] 

lnincome_w 0.4266042 0.0689675 6.19 0.000 .2914304  .5617779 
age -0.0032756 0.0909009 -0.04 0.971 -.1814382  .174887 

age2 -0.0028244 0.0013736 -2.06 0.040 -.0055167  -.0001322 
total_asset -9.17e-08 3.46e-08 -2.65 0.008 -1.60e-07  -2.38e-08 

urban01 Urban 0.2120149 0.0994791 2.13 0.033 .0170396  .4069903 
year  2022  0.0330697 0.0865468 0.38 0.702 -.136559  .2026983 

_cons -3.417694 1.543053 -2.21 0.027 -6.442023  -.3933652 

 
Table 12. Marginal Effects by Gender Groups 

 dy/dx Delta-method std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval] 
lnincome_w 0.0359954 0.0062217 5.79 0.000 .023801  .0481898 

 
Overall, across all robustness tests-model form, variable transformation, and sample trimming-
the positive effect of income on fertility intention remains stable and statistically significant. 
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5.2. Stratified Regressions by Urban and Rural Areas 
To further examine the robustness of income effects across residence types, separate 
regressions were estimated for urban and rural subsamples. 
For the urban sample (N=4,061), the income coefficient is 0.459 (p<0.01), with an average 
marginal effect of 0.045(p<0.01). For the rural sample (N=2,905), the corresponding values 
are 0.390 (p<0.01) and 0.026 (p<0.01), respectively. Both effects are positive and statistically 
significant, but the magnitude is markedly higher in urban areas. 
This finding indicates that the positive income–fertility relationship is stronger in cities, likely 
reflecting higher living and childrearing costs. Urban households face substantial economic 
thresholds in making fertility decisions; thus, income increases beyond such thresholds more 
effectively enhance their willingness to have children. In contrast, the lower living expenses in 
rural areas imply weaker marginal responses to income growth. 
The results reinforce the previously identified heterogeneity pattern: the cost-threshold 
effect is more pronounced in urban contexts. 
URban: 
 

Table 13. Age Heterogeneity in Income Effects on Fertility Intention 
fertility_intent Coefficient Robust std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval] 

lnincome_w .4589063 .0970374 4.73 0.000 .2687164   .6490961 
age .0963206 .1448107 0.67 0.506 -.1875031  .3801444 

age2 -.0041385 .0021672 -1.91 0.056 -.0083862   .0001092 
total_asset -9.01e-08 3.77e-08 -2.39 0.017 -1.64e-07  -1.62e-08 
year 2022 -.0138962 .125129 -0.11 0.912 -.2591445  .231352 

_cons -5.379895 2.340956 -2.30 0.022 -9.968084  -.7917061 

 
Table 14. Marginal Effects by Age Groups 

 dy/dx Delta-method std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval] 
lnincome_w 0.044558 0.0098604 4.52 0.000 .0252319  .063884 

 
Rural: 
 

Table 15. Education Heterogeneity in Income Effects on Fertility Intention 
fertility_intent Coefficient Robust std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval] 

lnincome_w 0.3899391 0.1296108 3.01 0.003 0.1359067 0.6439716 
age -0.1212817 0.1432735 -0.85 0.397 -0.4020926 0.1595293 

age2 -0.0013183 0.0020544 -0.64 0.521 -0.005345 0.0027083 
total_asset -2.09e-07 9.57e-08 -2.18 0.029 -3.97e-07  -2.14e-08 
year 2022 0.130718 0.09121 1.43 0.152 -0.0480503  0.3094863 

_cons -0.802809 3.327909 -0.24 0.809 -7.325392  5.719774 

 
Table 16. Marginal Effects by Education Level 

 dy/dx Delta-method std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval] 
lnincome_w 0.0259364 0.0083854 3.09 0.002 .0095014   .0423714 

5.3. Summary 
This chapter confirms the stability of the core findings through multiple robustness and 
subsample tests. 
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Across alternative model specifications and sample adjustments, income consistently exhibits 
a significant positive effect on fertility intention. 
Moreover, the stronger income elasticity observed among urban residents highlights the 
interplay between economic capacity and cost constraints in shaping fertility choices. 
These findings provide a solid empirical foundation for the policy implications discussed in the 
following chapter. 

6. Conclusion and Policy Implications 

6.1. Main Findings 
Using microdata from the 2020 and 2022 waves of the China Family Panel Studies (CFPS), this 
study empirically examined the effect of income on fertility intention among individuals of 
childbearing age. Based on a series of Logit models and robustness tests, several key findings 
emerge: 
(1)Income exerts a significant positive effect on fertility intention. 
After controlling for demographic and household characteristics, the coefficient of income is 
0.377 (p<0.01), with an average marginal effect of approximately 3.5–4 percentage points. 
Individuals with higher income are more likely to plan for childbirth within the next two years, 
underscoring the essential role of economic capacity in fertility decisions. 
(2)A nonlinear income–fertility relationship exists. 
Income-group regressions reveal that fertility intention peaks among middle-income 
households, forming an inverted-U pattern. This finding aligns with Becker’s (1960) “quantity–
quality trade-off” theory, reflecting a balance between economic affordability and opportunity 
costs in fertility behavior. 
(3)Urban–rural heterogeneity is pronounced. 
In urban areas, a one-unit increase in log income raises the probability of fertility intention by 
roughly 0.045, whereas the increase in rural areas is about 0.026. This suggests that urban 
households face a higher cost thresholdfor fertility, where income growth plays a more decisive 
enabling role due to elevated housing, education, and childcare expenses. 
(4)The results are highly robust. 
Across Probit models, standardized income measures, and outlier-trimmed samples, the 
positive income effect remains significant and consistent. This confirms that the observed 
relationship is not driven by model assumptions or data artifacts but represents a stable 
empirical pattern. 
Overall, the findings highlight income as a pivotal determinant of fertility intention and reveal 
the interplay among economic capacity, cost constraints, and urban–rural disparities in shaping 
fertility decisions. 

6.2. Policy Implications 
Drawing on the empirical findings, several policy implications emerge for addressing China’s 
persistently low fertility rates: 
(1) Strengthen income distribution and enhance the economic capacity of middle- and low-
income groups. 
The inverted-U relationship between income and fertility intention suggests that boosting the 
disposable income of middle-income households can substantially improve overall fertility 
potential. Policies such as optimizing the tax system, increasing the labor-income share, and 
expanding social welfare coverage can improve family economic expectations and reduce 
perceived barriers to childbearing. 
(2) Reduce childrearing costs in urban areas to overcome the cost threshold. 
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The strong sensitivity of fertility intention to income among urban residents indicates that 
economic burden is the primary deterrent. Targeted measures should include affordable 
housing schemes, extended parental leave, childcare subsidies, and education cost reductions. 
Such initiatives would alleviate long-term financial pressures and lower the economic 
threshold for fertility. 
(3) Build a supportive and fertility-friendly social environment. 
Beyond direct financial incentives, institutional support is essential for reconciling work and 
family life. This includes expanding accessible childcare services, promoting family-friendly 
workplace policies, and strengthening employment protection for women, thereby reducing 
the conflict between career development and family formation. 
(4) Promote balanced regional and urban–rural development. 
The observed heterogeneity implies structural inequality in economic conditions and social 
support. Fiscal transfers, equalized public services, and expanded rural social security coverage 
are critical to narrowing the gap and stimulating fertility potential in less-developed regions. 
In summary, while income growth contributes positively to fertility intention, its effect alone is 
insufficient without complementary institutional measures. A comprehensive approach-
combining income redistribution, cost reduction, and social support-is vital to rebuilding 
fertility confidence and achieving sustainable demographic development. 

7. Conclusion 

7.1. Results 
The empirical analysis yields four key findings. First, income exhibits a significantly positive 
effect on fertility intention (coefficient=0.377, p<0.01), with a one-unit increase in log income 
raising the probability of childbearing plans by 3.5–4 percentage points. This supports the 
economic capacity hypothesis, where higher income alleviates financial constraints. Second, a 
nonlinear inverted-U pattern emerges: middle-income groups show the highest fertility 
intention (predicted probability: 0.119 for upper-middle vs. 0.079 for low-income), reflecting a 
trade-off between affordability and opportunity costs. Third, urban residents demonstrate 
stronger income elasticity (marginal effect=0.040 vs. 0.026 for rural), underscoring the role of 
higher urban living costs in suppressing fertility unless income thresholds are overcome. 
Robustness checks-including Probit models, income standardization, and outlier trimming-
confirm these results are not artifacts of model specification or data extremes. However, the 
cross-sectional design limits causal inference, and unobserved factors like housing pressure 
may mediate the income-fertility link. 

7.2. Conclusion 
This study establishes income as a pivotal determinant of fertility intention in China’s low-
fertility context, with effects modulated by urban-rural disparities and nonlinear economic 
thresholds. Future research should: (1) employ longitudinal data to track intention-behavior 
gaps and dynamic adjustments; (2) integrate structural equations to disentangle income’s 
direct effects from its interactions with institutional factors (e.g., childcare access); (3) explore 
subnational heterogeneity, as regional inequality may reshape income-fertility gradients. 
Policymakers should note that middle-income urban families represent the most responsive 
demographic to economic incentives, suggesting targeted cost-reduction policies could yield 
disproportionate fertility gains. The findings call for interdisciplinary studies combining 
economic models with sociological frameworks to better predict fertility trends under evolving 
welfare regimes. 
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