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On the Effects ofM arriage Structure and Fertility Control
on Fertility Level fran 1982 to 2008

YANG Cheng— gang ZHANG X iao— q
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Chengdu S ichuan, 610074 China )

Abstract The paper analyzes the effects of fertility con ol and m arriage structure on fertility kvel at different times n tems
of the sm plified Bongaarts m odel of he intem ed nte fertiliy variables The outcane shows that the fertility contwol is the
mai factor from 1970 to 1990 which belongs to the earlier stage of decreasing of fertility However it is marriage stucture
in 1990s which bebngs to the later stage of decreasing of fertility In 2000s the fertility level ncreases a littly and the
effect ofm arringe structure 5 equal to contol fertilitys The theory of culture hg can explain the lav of the effects of mar
riage stiucture and fertility controlon fertility level

K ey W ords the s plified Bongaarts m odel of the intem ed iate fertility variables m arriage structurg fertility conto] fr
tility level



