Fertility Anxiety Scale for Women of Childbearing Age
Instructions: The following lists various psychological and behavioral manifestations related to fertility anxiety. Please read them carefully and select the corresponding numerical value based on your true situation. There are no right or wrong answers, and do not spend too much time pondering. From 1 to 5, the degree of conformity gradually increases, with scores ranging from 1 (indicating strong nonconformity) to 5 (indicating strong conformity)

	Item
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1.I am concerned that having children might hinder my career development.
	
	
	
	
	

	2.The potential loss of personal space due to having children cause me anxiety.
	
	
	
	
	

	3.I worry that having children could reduce my overall quality of life.
	
	
	
	
	

	4.I am concerned that taking maternity leave might interrupt my career progression.
	
	
	
	
	

	5.I fear that having children will take away the freedom to enjoy life as I did before.
	
	
	
	
	

	6.I am apprehensive about the difficulty of balancing work and family life after childbirth.
	
	
	
	
	

	7.I worry that having children could increase the risk of unemployment.
	
	
	
	
	

	8.The financial burden of raising children is a significant source of concern for me.
	
	
	
	
	

	9.I feel anxious about my ability to provide my children with sufficient material resources.
	
	
	
	
	

	10.The high costs associated with children’s education are a major source of stress.
	
	
	
	
	

	11.I am concerned that raising children will place a heavy financial strain on our family.
	
	
	
	
	

	12.The financial pressure of supporting elderly parents makes me hesitant to expand my family.
	
	
	
	
	

	13.I worry about the possibility of a shortage of hospital beds as my due date approaches.
	
	
	
	
	

	14.I am concerned that having children may exacerbate our current housing constraints.
	
	
	
	
	

	15.The lack of sufficient childcare resources, such as kindergartens and daycare centers, worries me.
	
	
	
	
	

	16.I am anxious about the inadequate availability of medical resources for child-rearing.
	
	
	
	
	

	17.Public facilities for pregnant women and infants seem insufficient and poorly developed.
	
	
	
	
	

	18.I am apprehensive that my partner may not contribute equally to child-rearing responsibilities.
	
	
	
	
	

	19.I worry that our parents or in-laws may be unwilling to assist with childcare.
	
	
	
	
	

	20.I am concerned that family members may lack the energy or capacity to help care for children.
	
	
	
	
	












The developmental procedure of the Fertility Anxiety Scale
The "Fertility Anxiety Scale for Women of Childbearing Age" used in this study followed statistically valid scale development procedures. Initially, this study conceptualized fertility anxiety into four dimensions—self-sacrifice, financial commitment, resource scarcity, and parenting support—based on the fertility anxiety theory grounded in the rational economic person hypothesis, the marginal child rational choice theory (Leibenstein, 1957), and the work-family conflict theory (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Subsequently, 34 items were preliminarily selected based on literature and open-ended surveys, and further refined under the guidance of psychological experts. Thereafter, statistical analyses were conducted, including: (1)A total of 34 items were initially selected based on literature analysis and open-ended surveys. Seven psychological experts were invited to evaluate the content validity of these items. Following the evaluation, both the Item-level Content Validity Index (I-CVI) and the Scale-level Content Validity Index (S-CVI) of the scale met the required standards. Specifically, out of the 34 items, 32 items achieved an I-CVI of 1.00, while 2 items achieved an I-CVI of 0.86 (an I-CVI ≥ 0.78 is considered acceptable). The S-CVI/Ave was 0.992 (a recommended threshold of ≥ 0.90), and the S-CVI/UA was 0.86 (the minimum acceptable standard is ≥ 0.80). Based on the experts' feedback, items that did not achieve an I-CVI of 1.00 were optimized. Upon re-evaluation, all optimized items attained an I-CVI of 1.00, thereby further enhancing the overall content validity of the scale .(2) Item analysis. The critical ratio method and correlation method were used for item analysis of the pilot test data. The t-test results showed that all 34 items demonstrated significant score differences and were thus retained for further examination; Pearson correlation analysis revealed that the correlation coefficients (r) between the scores of the 34 items and the total score were all >0.4 (p<0.01). (3) EFA. The KMO value of the scale reached 0.963, allowing for EFA. Principal component analysis was then employed to extract common factors, and varimax rotation was used to obtain the factor loading matrix. Through multiple EFAs, 14 items were removed, leaving 20 items. The characteristic values (or eigenvalues) of the four factors all exceeded 1, collectively explaining 61.765% of the total variance. (4) CFA. The CFA revealed the following statistics: χ²/df = 1.965, RMSEA = 0.049, RMR = 0.035, NFI = 0.926, IFI = 0.962, TLI = 0.956, and CFI = 0.962. (5) Construct validity analysis. Pearson's product-moment correlation analysis was used to assess the construct validity of the scale. The correlation coefficients between the total score and each dimension ranged from 0.753 to 0.900, while the correlation coefficients between different dimensions ranged from 0.525 to 0.691. (6) Convergent validity analysis. The Composite Reliability (CR) values of each dimension of the scale were all >0.7, except for the "lack of resources" dimension, which had an Average Variance Extracted (AVE) <0.5. However, when the AVE is between 0.36 and 0.5, considering the completeness of the scale, the convergent validity of the scale is deemed acceptable (Purnomo, 2017; Zhang & Zheng, 2020; Zhu & Ke, 2023). (7) Composite reliability analysis. The CR values of the scale ranged from 0.784 to 0.895. (8) Internal consistency reliability analysis. The Cronbach's α coefficient of the overall scale reached 0.938, while the Cronbach's α coefficients of each dimension ranged from 0.781 to 0.895.
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