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Are climate change concerns related to fertility intentions and for whom? Evidence from five 1 

European countries 2 

 3 

Abstract 4 

As awareness of climate change grows, some open questions arise: are some individuals factoring 5 

the climate crisis into their childbearing decisions, and what individual characteristics are 6 

associated with these concerns? This study explores these questions using representative data from 7 

young adults aged 18–34 (n=5,948) in France, Italy, Spain, the United Kingdom, and Germany. It 8 

investigates the prevalence of climate change-related motivations for not intending to have children 9 

in the near future, distinguishing between two concerns: the environmental impact of having a child 10 

and the potential consequences of climate change on a future child’s well-being. These two 11 

concerns are further analysed in relation to socio-economic and demographic factors, as well as 12 

self-reported exposure to climate-induced natural hazards. The analysis reveals that the concern for 13 

a future child’s well-being is more widespread—shared by over half of respondents not planning a 14 

child in the next three years (55%)—and more strongly linked to life-course and economic 15 

insecurity, such as unstable employment and being female. In contrast, concern about the 16 

environmental impact of childbearing is more prevalent among students and those aged 30–34, 17 

suggesting it may stem more from reflections on sustainability and intergenerational responsibility. 18 

Both concerns are positively associated with experience of severe climate-related hazards, 19 

particularly among childless individuals. These findings suggest that environmental disruptions 20 

may play a growing role in shaping reproductive intentions and highlight the need to address 21 

different dimensions of uncertainty in family policy. 22 
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1. Introduction 26 

Since the Great Recession, most European countries have observed a decline in total fertility rates 27 

(TFR) (Sobotka 2018). This trend is also evident in countries with a long tradition of generous 28 

family policies, high gender equality, and robust economies like those in Nordic countries. 29 

Increasing uncertainty has been identified as one of the main causes of this decline (Vignoli et al. 30 

2020; Comolli and Vignoli 2021; Guetto et al. 2023). This uncertainty is, at least in part, of 31 

economic origin (Comolli 2017). Since the 1990s, the flexibilization of the labour market, the 32 

growing precarization of occupations, and the Great Recession have significantly altered younger 33 

cohorts' employment and financial conditions (Barbieri and Scherer 2007; Barbieri 2011; Barbieri et 34 

al. 2015).  35 

The framework of uncertainty, however, extends beyond the economic dimension. As framed by the 36 

Second Demographic Transition (Lesthaeghe 2014), the solid foundations offered by traditional 37 

values have gradually eroded within the new generations. At the same time, while the level of 38 

individualism has increased in contemporary Western societies, lifestyle opportunities have also 39 

multiplied. Leaving behind traditional certainties means opening up new possibilities, of course. 40 

Still, it also entails losing reference points to make decisions in an increasing complexity and then 41 

project into the future. Recent studies highlight how these uncertainties are interconnected aspects 42 



   

 

 

of a broader concept of “future uncertainty” or “societal pessimism” (Ivanova and Balbo 2024), 43 

capturing not only material and economic insecurities but also a more diffuse sense of instability, 44 

unpredictability, and diminished confidence in long-term life planning. Building on this framework, 45 

multiple sources of uncertainty further intensify and compound its effects, from recent global health 46 

crises such as the Covid-19 pandemic (e.g. Guetto, Bazzani and Vignoli 2022; Luppi, Arpino, and 47 

Rosina 2022), to rising geopolitical tensions and the instability of international orders (Golovina et 48 

al. 2025). The questioning comes naturally whether and to what extent climate change concerns are 49 

entering into the narrative of young adults when they consider childbearing, prompting the 50 

emergence of the new concept of “environmental uncertainty” as a framework to capture this new 51 

and evolving source of uncertainty (Puglisi et al. 2025). 52 

Environmental awareness and individual action were traditionally counted as consequences of the 53 

cultural shift framed by the Second Demographic Transition theory. As societies become more 54 

affluent and secure, individuals shift their values from material concerns, such as economic well-55 

being, to non-material concerns, such as self-actualization, social justice, and to political 56 

participation -and among those, the increased attention for the environment (Inglehart 1977; 57 

Ahonen 2017). Recent studies, however, have expanded on this concept by highlighting that 58 

environmentalism encompasses both post-materialist and material concerns, such as safety and 59 

security (Brulle and Rootes 2015). As European populations started directly witnessing extreme 60 

weather events, climate change can increasingly be perceived as a direct threat to personal and 61 

family well-being rather than solely an abstract moral issue (Puglisi, Muttarak and Vignoli 2025). 62 

The harmful consequences of climate change are becoming more visible daily, increasing 63 

environmental sensitivity and climate risk perception (Hoffmann, Muttarak, Peisker and Stanig 64 

2022; Diakakis, Skordoulis, and Savvidou 2021). In 2020, around 90% of people in 27 countries 65 

saw climate change as a ‘very serious’ or ‘somewhat serious’ problem (Globescan 2020). As people 66 

gain awareness of the threatful consequences of climate change, they may question the desirability 67 

of having children in such a world, the future, and the responsibilities that a newborn would inherit. 68 

Over the past few years, there has been quite extensive coverage in the press regarding this matter 69 

(Osaka 2022; Britton-Purdy 2020), and social movements, like the “BirthStrikers” have risen, 70 

giving voice to people who have made the decision to refrain from having children due to the 71 

alarming consequences of climate change (McMullen and Dow 2022; Hunt 2019).  72 

The aim of this paper is twofold. First, to assess the diffusion of the climate-related reasons for 73 

young adults not intending to have a child in the short term, compared to the other motives for not 74 

planning for a child. We explicitly distinguish whether the motive for not planning to have a child is 75 

related to the worry about 1) the environmental impact of having a child and 2) the threat of climate 76 

change on the child’s future well-being. Throughout the paper, we refer to these two motives for not 77 

having children as climate change childbearing concerns. The second objective is to assess possible 78 

associations between climate change childbearing concerns and individual’s demographic and 79 

socio-economic characteristics, along with a measure of self-reported exposure to climate change-80 

induced natural hazards. By estimating multinomial logistic regression models, we evaluate the 81 

extent to which socio-economic and demographic characteristics are similarly or differently 82 

associated with each of the two climate change childbearing concerns. 83 

We analyse survey data collected in November 2022 in five European countries (Italy, France, 84 

Germany, Spain and the United Kingdom) on a representative sample of the population aged 18 to 85 

34. This age span encompasses individuals at different stages of their transition to adulthood, with 86 

younger people whose fertility intentions may still be in a formative stage, and older individuals 87 

who are more likely to be planning or realizing their family goals (Lazzari, Compans, and 88 

Beaujouan 2022).  89 



   

 

 

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 provides a background on the 90 

relationship between climate change and fertility outcomes, reviewing key empirical studies. 91 

Section 3 introduces the data, sample selection, the key variables used in the analysis and the 92 

statistical methods employed. The results are presented in Section 4 and 5, followed by a discussion 93 

in Section 6 and concluding remarks in Section 7. 94 

2. Background 95 

The perception of climate change's threatful consequences can influence childbearing choices 96 

through two primary mechanisms. First, there is the concern about the environmental impact of 97 

adding a child to an already over-populated world, which we refer to as ‘CC (climate change): 98 

impact on climate’. Second, there is the apprehension regarding the well-being of a child born into a 99 

future world increasingly affected by climate change, which we term ‘CC: impact on child'.  100 

The former (i.e., CC: impact on climate) has been debated from the 70s and 80s in the context of 101 

the -somewhat controversial- theme of ‘overpopulation’ (Schneider-Mayerson and Leong 2020). 102 

Central in this debate is the concept of the ‘carbon legacy’ of reproductions, developed by Murtaugh 103 

and Schlax (2009), which calculates an individual’s carbon footprint and stresses the impact of 104 

childbearing on the environment. Despite criticisms of its methodology (Schneider-Mayerson and 105 

Leong 2020, Merchant and Grace 2024), the concept has gained public attention, prompting social 106 

scientists to explore the implication of this ethical concern among those who worry about climate 107 

change. 108 

The second concern (i.e., CC: impact on child) focuses on the well-being of children in a climate-109 

compromised future. The significance of well-being in fertility choices has evolved with the rise of 110 

welfare societies and postmodern values emphasizing self-realization (Lesthaeghe 2010). People 111 

choose to have children if it does not decrease their well-being, but not only: if they believe they 112 

can provide their children with a comparable level of well-being. A recent study by Ivanova and 113 

Balbo (2024) highlights how a pessimistic view of the future for potential children, compared to the 114 

present, is linked to a lower likelihood of deciding to become parents (Ivanova and Balbo 2024).  115 

Building on the work of Davis, Arnocky, and Stroink (2019), who examine the relationship between 116 

environmental concern and reproductive decision-making, we attempt to conceptually situate the 117 

two identified climate change concerns within the tripartite framework proposed by Schultz (2001): 118 

egoistic, altruistic, and biospheric. This typology classifies environmental concerns based on the 119 

nature of the ‘object’ perceived to be under threat from environmental degradation and can be 120 

related to the degree to which an individual perceive an interconnection between self and nature 121 

(Shultz, 2001). Egoistic concern reflects worry about personal well-being, while altruistic concern 122 

relates to the perceived risks to others—such as one’s (actual or potential) children, family, or 123 

broader community. Biospheric concern, in contrast, encompasses a moral orientation toward the 124 

natural world, including ecosystems and non-human life forms. Within this framework, the CC: 125 

impact on child can be interpreted as an altruistic concern, given that the threat is directed not at the 126 

individual but at their potential children. The CC: impact on climate concern is harder to classify, as 127 

it may express worry about the self, others, or the planet. Because it does not a priori exclude any 128 

of these, it can be understood—when broadly interpreted—as a biospheric concern. Both concerns 129 

may reflect a broader sense of uncertainty about the future—about what kind of world one’s own 130 

child, other people’s children, or even non-human life will inhabit. The CC: impact on child 131 

concern, being more narrowly focused on the well-being of one’s potential offspring, may align 132 

more closely with traditional notions of uncertainty, particularly those tied to economic and social 133 

stability. In contrast, the more expansive CC: impact on climate concern may be rooted in a deeper 134 

moral or ecological unease about long-term planetary sustainability.  135 



   

 

 

The recent study by Puglisi, Muttarak, and Vignoli (2025) is the first to explicitly call for an 136 

expansion of the theoretical discussion on the role of uncertainty in childbearing decisions, 137 

expressing the need to move beyond the common focus on economic uncertainty to explicitly 138 

consider the role of environmental uncertainty -stemming from climate change and its anticipated 139 

impacts. This represents a crucial step in linking two previously separate strands of research: the 140 

literature on climate change concerns and childbearing choices, and the one on uncertainty and low 141 

fertility.  142 

Naturally, climate change concerns are seldom the sole reason for not wanting children; alongside 143 

the most traditional factors, like age, parity, partnership status (Iacovou and Tavares 2011), recent 144 

empirical studies showed the importance given to other factors such as life stage, emotional support, 145 

financial concerns, reproductive capabilities, health, and broader global issues like inequality and 146 

rising fascism (Schneider-Mayerson and Leong 2020; Smith et al. 2023). Golovina and Jokela 147 

(2024) specifically distinguish between economy/safety and social/environmental factors and 148 

demonstrate that the latter -encompassing worries about peace, immigration, hostility towards 149 

migrants, but also environmental protection and climate change- are associated to a lower likelihood 150 

of having children (Golovina and Jokela, 2024).  151 

Qualitative and mixed methods studies, such as those by Schneider-Mayerson and Leong (2020) 152 

and Smith et al. (2023), provide important insights into how climate change concerns are associated 153 

with childbearing decisions, but they are not computed on population-representative samples and 154 

thus do not provide an estimation of the extent to which the phenomena have expanded. The current 155 

scientific literature primarily focuses on establishing the existence and direction of the association 156 

between climate change concerns or attitudes and fertility intentions, with varying results. While 157 

most studies indicate a negative association between desires for children and worries about climate 158 

change, the findings are not uniform (Dillarstone, Brown, and Flores 2023). Additionally, a notable 159 

gap exists in understanding how socio-economic and demographic factors relate to climate change 160 

childbearing concerns. 161 

 Previous evidence  162 

Focusing on 139 Canadian university students, Arnocky and colleagues (2012) find that 163 

environmental concerns predict less positive attitudes toward having children. Similarly, 164 

Powdthavee and colleagues (2024) demonstrate with UK panel data that pro-environmental 165 

behaviours (such as closing tap running while brushing teeth or taking fewer flights) are associated 166 

with lower chances of having a child six years later. Rackin and colleagues (2023) focus on 12th 167 

graders adolescents in the US, and they find that a preference for government action on 168 

environmental issues is linked to lower fertility desires, particularly for larger families. Traylor and 169 

Chae (2025), on the same line, find environmental support negatively associated with childbearing 170 

and ideal family size in the US. Another recent study focusing on Finland, Estonia, and Sweden 171 

shows, on the same line, that childless people who are very worried about climate change are less 172 

likely to intend to have children (Bastianelli 2024). First in its kind for being an experiment-based 173 

study, the recent work from Bisi, Sturm and Van Bavel (2024) also demonstrates that when exposed 174 

to a pessimistic scenario regarding climate change, Belgian and Italian university students tend to 175 

share low fertility desires. In line with these results, Puglisi, Muttarak and Vignoli (2025) find using 176 

Italian data that individuals who perceive climate change as a major issue are less inclined to 177 

express intentions to have children. This association remains consistent net of sociodemographic 178 

factors and political orientation (Puglisi, Muttarak and Vignoli, 2025).  179 

In contrast, focusing on the EU-27 countries and using Eurobarometer data, De Rose and Testa 180 

(2015) find null to positive association between environmental concern and intended number of 181 

children. The authors investigate the role of education and urbanization as possible moderators, 182 



   

 

 

finding no result (De Rose and Testa 2015). Szczuka (2022) explores the connection between the 183 

respondents’ perception of climate change as the most critical global issue and their ideal number of 184 

children in Visegrád countries. While in the Czech Republic and Hungary, people worried about 185 

climate change are more likely to declare they want one or zero children, in Slovakia and Poland 186 

wishing for a large family is positively associated to climate change concern. 187 

 Demographic and socio-economic characteristics associated to climate change concerns 188 

and fertility intentions  189 

To our knowledge, little evidence exists about gender differences in climate change concerns and 190 

fertility intentions, although we know that women tend to be more worried than men about climate 191 

change (Bush and Clayton 2023; McCright et al. 2016; Hunt 2020). Traylor and Chae (2025) find 192 

that environmental support is negativcly associated with childbearing only among women, and not 193 

among men, when both are measured concurrently. However, the relationship does not persist when 194 

environmental support is used to predict births two years later (Traylor and Chae 2025).  195 

Age is widely recognized as a central factor in fertility decision-making, as it reflects individual’s 196 

position within the life course and the opportunities, constraints, and expectations associated with it. 197 

Fertility intentions are not static but evolve over time, influenced by shifting life circumstances and 198 

social roles (Kuhnt, Minkus, & Buhr, 2021; Iacovou & Tavares, 2011). For example, while younger 199 

individuals may express uncertain or exploratory attitudes toward future childbearing, older 200 

individuals are more likely to revise intentions in response to life transitions or perceived 201 

constraints. In parallel, recent research on climate change concerns has consistently revealed an 202 

age-related gradient in concern about climate change, with younger individuals -particularly those 203 

in their late teens and early twenties- expressing markedly higher levels of concern compared to 204 

older cohorts (Pew Research Center, 2021; UNDP, 2021). This trend reflects not only heightened 205 

perceived vulnerability to long-term environmental risks but also distinct modes of engagement, 206 

including climate activism and moral framing centred on intergenerational justice (Hickman et al., 207 

2021). Emerging evidence suggests that concern about climate change influences fertility intentions 208 

in ways that vary significantly by age. Among adolescents and individuals in early youth, climate-209 

related reproductive decisions are often shaped by moral and existential concerns, with some 210 

explicitly stating that they intend to forgo childbearing due to fears about future environmental 211 

degradation (Schneider-Mayerson & Leong, 2020). In contrast, young adults tend to exhibit a more 212 

pragmatic orientation towards fighting climate change consequences and a lower emotional 213 

involvement regarding climate change concerns (Martin et al. 2023; Cisotto et al. 2024). However, 214 

evidence on the moderator effects of age in the relationship between climate chance concern and 215 

fertility intentions is quite mixed in the literature, sometimes revealing a higher effect among young 216 

adults compared to young people (e.g., Schneider-Mayerson & Leong 2020), sometimes not finding 217 

significant relationship (e.g. Bastianelli 2025; Puglisi et al. 2025). 218 

Regarding parity, many studies focus specifically on childless individuals (Powdthavee et al. 2024; 219 

Rackin et al. 2023; Arnocky et al. 2012), while others simply control for parity in their models 220 

(Szczuka 2022). Bastianelli (2025) examined the association between climate change concern and 221 

fertility intentions separately for childless individuals and parents. She found that the negative 222 

relationship observed among individuals without children was not significant among parents. By 223 

looking at the relation between climate change concern and intended family size among childless 224 

individuals, the author found that the climate concerns were related to intentions to remain childfree 225 

rather than merely opting for a reduced family size. The author argues that this negative association 226 

may be primarily driven by apprehension about bringing a child into a world perceived as doomed, 227 

rather than by a general desire to reduce environmental impact. If the latter were the main 228 

motivation, one would expect to observe a link with intentions to limit family size, rather than with 229 



   

 

 

intentions to remain childfree altogether. De Rose and Testa (2015) conducted a parity-specific 230 

analysis and observed no association between environmental concern and intended number of 231 

children overall, except among individuals with one child, for whom stronger environmental 232 

concern is associated with a higher intended number of children. The authors, along with Szczuka 233 

(2022), suggest that people who are already parent, or plan to have a large family, might be more 234 

concerned because they are worried about the future of their children. On the other hand, Price and 235 

Bohon (2019) show the opposite evidence -true for women and not for men: larger family size is 236 

associated with lower climate change concerns. In this case, the authors hypothesize that having 237 

more children represents greater relevance of traditional gender roles, which in the US is commonly 238 

associated with denial of anthropogenic climate change (Price and Bohon 2019; Goeminne 2012). 239 

Examining the effect of childbirth on parents’ environmental and climate concerns in Germany, 240 

Zoch and Kapelle (2025) find small and predominantly negative effects of childbirth on 241 

environmental and climate concerns in the first year following the child’s birth, with the trend 242 

gradually shifting toward slightly positive effects over time (Zoch and Kapelle, 2025). Recently, 243 

Puglisi et al. (2025) tested whether parity moderated the negative relationship between climate 244 

concerns and fertility intentions but found no significant moderating effect. The variability in 245 

previous findings highlights the need for further empirical investigation that considers potential 246 

heterogeneity across parity groups. Distinguishing between the two types of climate-related 247 

childbearing concerns might enable a more nuanced exploration of the mechanisms linking these 248 

concerns to intended family size. For example, individuals who already have children might hesitate 249 

to have additional ones due to concerns about the environmental impact of childbearing (CC: 250 

impact on climate). Alternatively, as suggested by De Rose and Testa (2015) and Szczuka (2022), 251 

parents might experience heightened climate-related worry related to their children’s future well-252 

being (CC: impact on child), and therefore be more likely to report this as a motivation.  253 

 Exposure to climate related natural hazards associated to climate change concerns and 254 

fertility intentions  255 

Although several studies have shown that individual experiences of climate-related events –like 256 

floods, extreme precipitation, or heatwaves– are linked to stronger beliefs in climate change 257 

(Rüttenauer 2023; Howe et al. 2019), no evidence is present –to our knowledge– about the link 258 

between exposure to natural hazards related to climate change and fertility intentions in the context 259 

of industrialized societies. Auto-photography analysis conducted by Smith and colleagues (2023) 260 

reveals that the experience of ‘catalysing events’ has brought participants to change their perception 261 

of climate change and childbearing, and these events, in some cases, consisted of exposure to the 262 

effects of climate change (Smith et al. 2023). Based on these premises, we may expect that 263 

individuals who report having been strongly exposed to climate change-related natural hazards in 264 

recent years will be more likely to express climate change childbearing concerns. 265 

3. Data and Methods 266 

Data and selection of the sample 267 

Our analysis utilizes data from the Rapporto Giovani project, collected by the Osservatorio Giovani 268 

of the Istituto Toniolo, which conducts several annual surveys on various aspects of the conditions 269 

of young people in Italy. Once a year, an international survey is also carried out, involving smaller 270 

but still representative samples of the youth populations in other European countries. 271 

Representativeness is ensured through quotas based on the distribution of several socio-272 

demographic characteristics—including age group, gender, educational level, employment status, 273 

NUTS-1 area of residence, and municipality size—as reported in the Eurostat database. 274 



   

 

 

Our sample comes from the 2022 international survey, conducted via computer-administered web 275 

interviews (CAWI) in November 2022. The sample comprises 5,948 individuals aged 18 to 34: 276 

1,986 from Italy, 991 from the UK, 991 from France, 997 from Germany, and 983 from Spain. The 277 

Rapporto Giovani project and the Osservatorio Giovani are funded by the Italian foundation 278 

Fondazione Cariplo, which allows for a larger investment in the Italian sample, resulting in a larger 279 

national subsample compared to those of the other European countries involved. 280 

Respondents were initially asked if they planned to have a child in the next three years. About 59% 281 

(n = 3,495) responded negatively (disagree or strongly disagree). These individuals were then asked 282 

to what extent various factors influenced their decision (on a 4-point Likert scale from ‘not at all’ to 283 

‘a great deal’). The factors included: 284 

a) Having kids is not part of my life project (not in life project)  285 

b) I’m single (single) 286 

c) Health reasons (personal or of the partner) (health)  287 

d) It is not compatible with either my or my partner’s employment (work-family conflict)  288 

e) I should change my lifestyle/give up my interests (change of lifestyle)  289 

f) I cannot financially afford a(nother) child (financial hardship)  290 

g) I don’t have any childcare support (grandparents, kindergartens, babysitters, etc.) (no care 291 

support)  292 

h) I would be too worried about the future that awaits the child because of climate change 293 

(CC: impact on child)  294 

i) I would be too worried about the future that awaits the child because of the economic 295 

situation of the country (future economy)  296 

j) Each new human being has an environmental impact on the planet (CC: impact on 297 

climate). 298 

 299 

Climate change concerns, our dependent variables, were operationalized according to items h and j. 300 

Variables 301 

Figure 1 illustrates the structure of the dependent variables used in the analysis. 302 

Fig. 1 - The two dependent variables used in the multinomial logistic regression analysis 303 

FIGURE 1  304 

The first dependent variable addresses concerns about the impact of having children on climate 305 

(CC: impact on climate), categorized as follows: 306 

i) Respondents who plan to have children in the next three years (Wants kids).  307 

ii) Respondents who do not plan to have children in the next three years and agree or strongly 308 

agree with item j) regarding worries about the impact of having a child on the climate (No 309 

kids – CC: impact on climate).  310 

iii) Respondents who do not plan to have children in the next three years and do not cite the 311 

environmental impact of the child as a motive (No kids - other reasons). 312 

The second dependent variable focuses on concerns about the future well-being of a newborn. It 313 

mirrors the first dependent variable but replaces category (ii) with those who do not plan to have 314 

children in the next three years and agree or strongly agree with item h) about the consequence of 315 

climate change on the child's future well-being (No kids – CC: impact on child). 316 

We include several key categorical covariates in our analysis. To examine the potential relationship 317 

between the direct experience of climate change-induced natural hazards and fertility intentions, we 318 

consider whether respondents reported experiencing such hazards (e.g., floods, storms, tornadoes, 319 



   

 

 

heatwaves, cold waves, droughts, wildfires) in the past five years. Respondents rated the impact on 320 

a 5-point Likert scale, which we categorize into three levels: strongly hit, moderately hit and not hit. 321 

We include several covariates to capture demographic and socio-economic heterogeneities: gender, 322 

as reported by the respondent; the employment condition, classified into five categories: students, 323 

NEETs (Not in Education, Employment, or Training), employed with a permanent contract, 324 

employed with a non-permanent contract, and autonomous workers; the educational level: tertiary, 325 

secondary, and primary education (the latter contains secondary school until age 15); the area of 326 

living, categorized as rural, urban, or peripheral. We control for parity (zero, one, two or more 327 

children) and whether the respondent reports being in a stable relationship. We include country-328 

fixed effects to account for unobserved heterogeneity across countries. 329 

Statistical implementation  330 

First, we assess the extent of the occurrence of the two climate change childbearing concerns 331 

through a descriptive analysis and use Pearson correlation matrix to examine whether these 332 

concerns are related to other motives for not wanting children (e.g. economic uncertainty).  333 

Second, because we are dealing with categorical dependent variables, we use multinomial logistic 334 

regression models. We stratify the model analysis by age groups, as age is a key life-course marker 335 

in fertility decision-making, and previous research has shown that both fertility intentions and 336 

climate change concerns vary significantly across age groups. The selection of the age group cut-337 

offs is guided by the construction of the sampling quotas, which ensures that these specific age 338 

groups are representative of the broader population.  339 

The analysis aims to determine possible links between socio-economic and demographic 340 

characteristics with climate change childbearing concerns. Despite the fact that estimating a single 341 

model to compare different motivations behind respondents’ positive and negative fertility 342 

intentions could be seen as a more comprehensive analytical strategy, the way the questions on 343 

fertility intentions and motives are formulated in the questionnaire unfortunately prevents such an 344 

analysis. Fertility motives, in fact, are collected only for those not intending to have a child in the 345 

next three years. As a result, a model predicting fertility intentions based on multiple motivations is 346 

not viable. Trying to partially overcome this limit, we tried an alternative model specification in 347 

which a categorical dependent variable combined economic concerns with the ones related to 348 

climate change, allowing for the comparison of overlapping and exclusive concerns. However, 349 

some of these categories – e.g. worries for the climate childbearing concerns and not for economic 350 

concerns -included very few observations (see Section 4 and Supplementary Table 2), which limited 351 

the robustness of the estimates.  352 

We retain the full sample and account for country-level differences by including country fixed 353 

effects in the models, as disaggregating the analysis by country would lead to estimates based on 354 

very small sample sizes, compromising the reliability and stability of the results. 355 

Sampling weights are applied to adjust for discrepancies between the achieved sample and known 356 

population with respect to the socio-demographic characteristics on which the quotas have been 357 

calculated (i.e., gender, age in classes, level of education, employment condition, NUTS-1 region of 358 

residence, and municipality size), thus compensating for over- or under-representation. Results are 359 

presented in terms of average adjusted predictions (AAPs) with 83.55% confidence intervals, 360 

following MacGregor-Fors and Payton (2013).1  361 

 

1
 While the 95% confidence interval is standard for assessing individual parameter uncertainty, it is not ideal for 

comparing two estimates. Instead, using an 83.55% confidence interval is recommended because non-overlapping 

83.55% confidence intervals between two independent estimates approximate a two-sided significance test at the 5% 



   

 

 

Fit tests for multinomial logistic models, namely the Wald test for combining outcomes and the 362 

Hausman test of Independence of irrelevant alternatives (Long and Freese 2006) confirm the 363 

models' suitability. We compute correlation coefficients to address potential multicollinearity among 364 

covariates (e.g., employment condition and education level), finding the highest correlation (0.27) 365 

between parity and being in a stable relationship. We also run the VIF test on logistic models, with 366 

dichotomous dependent variables (e.g. 1 = reporting No kids – CC: impact on child; 0 = No kids – 367 

other reasons). VIF values indicate negligible collinearity, as none exceed the threshold value of 5. 368 

The results of these tests are available upon request.  369 

4. Descriptive results 370 

This initial analysis focuses on respondents not planning to have a child in the next three years 371 

(59% of the sample, N = 3,495). Figure 2 displays the percentage of individuals who agree or 372 

strongly agree with various reasons for not planning a (new) childbirth within the next three years. 373 

The concern for CC: impact on child is cited as a reason for not planning to have children (agree or 374 

strongly agree) by over half of respondents across age groups: 54% in the 18–24 group, and 55% in 375 

both the 25–29 and 30–34 groups. The concern for CC: impact on climate is reported by 43% of 376 

respondents aged 30–34, 39% of those aged 25–29, and 36% of those aged 18–24. 377 

Among respondents in the middle and older age groups, economic motivations (i.e. concern for the 378 

future economy and financial hardship) are the most frequently cited reasons for not planning a 379 

child. In the 30–34 group, CC: impact on child is the second most reported reason, while in the 25–380 

29 group it ranks third, following change of lifestyle. 381 

A somewhat different pattern emerges among the youngest respondents (18–24). While financial 382 

hardship remains the most frequently mentioned reason, it is followed by change of lifestyle and 383 

being single. Only after these, do the contextual motivations—concern for the future economy and 384 

CC: impact on child—appear. 385 

Fig. 2 - Percentage of respondents that agree or strongly agree with each motivation for not having 386 

a child in the next three years. Sample of individuals who do not want children in the next three 387 

years in the age group 18-24 (left side, N=1,330), 25-29 (in the middle, N=1,027) and 30-34 (right 388 

side, N=1,138). Source: Osservatorio Giovani, Istituto Toniolo, November 2022 389 

FIGURE 2 390 

The heat plot (Fig. 3) explores common response patterns, showing correlations among various 391 

motives. Through a correlation matrix, we observe if respondents who answer to an item with a 392 

certain level of agreement are more likely to respond to a(nother) specific item with a similar level 393 

of agreement. Respondents who answered ‘I don’t know’ to any of the response items were dropped 394 

from this step of the analysis (1,045 observations).  Most correlation coefficients between response 395 

items are below the value of 0.35. The highest correlations are observed among the items related to 396 

climate change and concerns for the economic future: CC: impact on a child and CC: impact on the 397 

climate: 0.514; CC: impact on a child and future economy: 0.621; CC: impact on climate and future 398 

economy: 0.425. 399 

 

level (p < 0.05). This means that if the 83.55% intervals do not overlap, the difference between the estimates is likely 

statistically significant at the conventional 95% level. This approach provides a clearer and more intuitive basis for 

visual or tabular comparisons, especially in nonlinear models like logit or probit (MacGregor-Fors and Payton 2013). 

AAPs provide the predicted probability of an outcome for a fixed value of the regressor of interest (e.g., gender fixed to 

female) while keeping other covariates at their observed values (Williams 2012). This method avoids the interpretative 

drawbacks of log-odd scale results and odd ratios, which are unsuitable for comparing different models (Mood 2010). 



   

 

 

The relatively high correlation between the responses related to climate change childbearing 400 

concerns and those related to the country’s future economy suggests that individuals concerned 401 

about climate change also share a more extensive sense of uncertainty regarding the future. For 402 

additional analyses, see Supplementary Table 22. 403 

Fig. 3 – Heat-plot of Pearson correlation coefficients among fertility intentions-related variables. 404 

Sample of individuals aged 18-34 who do not want children in the next three years, excluded those 405 

who respond ‘I don’t know’ to any of the items (N=2,450). Source: Osservatorio Giovani, Istituto 406 

Toniolo, November 2022 407 

FIGURE 3 408 

Supplementary Table 1 reports the percentage distribution of the dependent and independent 409 

variables used in the multinomial logistic regression models, adjusted for sampling weights. To 410 

determine if the distribution differs between the three age groups, we use the Pearson chi-squared 411 

statistic, which becomes an F-test when corrected for survey design (Rao and Scott 1984).  412 

5. Results from the Multinomial Logistic Regression  413 

Here we present the main results from the multinomial logistic regression models and results from 414 

some heterogeneity analyses. The full results of the models are in the Supplementary Material (see 415 

Supplementary Tables 3 to 14). Reading the results by row (e.g., examining 'females' in 416 

Supplementary Table 3), each main column of the supplementary table shows the probability of 417 

falling into one of the categories of the dependent variable ‘CC: impact on climate’ based on 'being 418 

a female'. At the same time, the graphs in the ‘Results’ section (Fig. 4 to 7, plus Fig. 8 in the 419 

Supplementary Materials) allow for comparison of the probabilities of reporting climate change 420 

childbearing concerns according to specific covariates (column comparison for each covariate, 421 

when looking at Supplementary Tables 3 to 16). 422 

Main results 423 

To begin with, we estimated the three models on the full sample (individuals aged 18–34), including 424 

all socio-economic and demographic characteristics as covariates, and adding the age group as a 425 

key independent variable (see Supplementary Tables 9 and 10). This allowed us to assess whether 426 

age itself—net of other individual characteristics—was significantly associated with the likelihood 427 

of reporting the three types of concerns. 428 

The results show that individuals in the 18–24 age group display higher probabilities of expressing 429 

climate-related concerns, although the pattern varies by type of concern. Specifically, they are 7 430 

percentage points more likely than those aged 25–29, and 5 points more likely than those aged 30–431 

34, to report CC: impact on child. For CC: impact on climate, respondents in both the 18–24 and 432 

 

2
 Looking at the sample distribution by crossing the economic with the two climate change concerns (Table 2 

in the Supplementary Materials), we find that only a small share of respondents express climate change-

related concerns in the absence of economic concerns, with proportions ranging from 1.8% to 3.2% across 

the different age groups. Conversely, a relatively high proportion (26% to 36% across age groups) cite both 

economic concerns and climate change: impact on child as compelling reasons for not intending to have 

children. This is roughly twice the share of those reporting economic concerns without worry about CC: 

impact on child (12.7% to 20.8%). The pattern differs slightly for CC: impact on climate: the share of 

respondents expressing both concerns is similar to those citing only economic concerns, though in the 18–24 

age group the gap is more pronounced. 

 



   

 

 

30–34 age groups show similar probabilities, significantly higher than those in the 25–29 age group 433 

(+4 p.p.). 434 

Given these differences, we then stratified the models by age group (18–24, 25–29, and 30–34) to 435 

explore whether the socio-economic and demographic characteristics associated with the concerns 436 

vary across these distinct life stages (Supplementary Tables 3 to 8). While the models estimated on 437 

the full sample indicate that respondents aged 18–24 have relatively high probabilities of reporting 438 

climate change-related childbearing concerns, these concerns are not significantly associated with 439 

socio-economic predictors. For this reason, in the subsequent analysis, we focus on the models 440 

estimated on the 25–29 and 30–34 age sub-groups. 441 

The self-reported experience of natural hazards is positively associated with the two climate change 442 

childbearing concerns (Fig. 4, Supplementary Tables 5 and 7), though in different ways in the two 443 

age groups: strongly hit respondents aged 25-29 present significantly higher probabilities to report 444 

No kids - CC: impact on child, compared to both those not hit (+8 p.p.) and moderately hit (+12 445 

p.p.); on the other hand, in age group 30-34, being strongly hit is associated to higher chances of 446 

presenting No kids - CC: impact on climate with respect to those not hit (+8 p.p.).  447 

Fig. 4 - Hit by natural hazard. Average Adjusted Predictions (AAPs) of reporting the two climate 448 

change childbearing concerns, by degree of self-reported exposure to natural hazards. Results from 449 

multinomial logistic regression models with control variables included (see Supplementary Tables. 450 

4 to 8). Note: 83.55% CI. The graph on the left side refers to age group 25-29 (N=1,966), while the 451 

graph on the right refers to age group 30-34 (N=2,135). Source: Osservatorio Giovani, Istituto 452 

Toniolo, 2022 453 

FIGURE 4 454 

In the age group 30-34, being female is positively associated with No kids – CC: impact on child 455 

(Fig. 5 and Supplementary Table 8), with females having a 5 p.p. higher probability than males to 456 

present the concern. 457 

Fig. 5 – Gender. Average Adjusted Predictions (AAPs) of reporting the two climate change 458 

childbearing concerns, by gender. Results from multinomial logistic regression models with control 459 

variables included (see Supplementary Tables 4 to 8). Note: 83.55% CI. The graph on the left-side 460 

refers to age group 25-29 (N=1,966), while the graph on the right refers to age group 30-34 461 

(N=2,135). Source: Osservatorio Giovani, Istituto Toniolo, 2022 462 

FIGURE 5 463 

The covariate employment status presents significant associations with both the climate change 464 

childbearing concerns in the age group 25-29, while it is not significant in the age group 30-34. 465 

Figure 6 shows the AAPs of reporting the concerns by employment status in the two age groups.   466 

Fig. 6 – Employment status. Average Adjusted Predictions (AAPs) of reporting the two climate 467 

change childbearing concerns, by employment status. Results from multinomial logistic regression 468 

models with control variables included (see Supplementary Tables 4 to 8). Note: 83.55% CI. The 469 

graph on the left-side refers to age group 25-29 (N=1,966), while the graph on the right refers to 470 

age group 30-34 (N=2,135). Source: Osservatorio Giovani, Istituto Toniolo, 2022 471 

FIGURE 6 472 

In the age group 25-29, students yield the highest probabilities to positively answer the two 473 

motivations for not having a child. The predictions are significantly higher with respect to the other 474 

employment status categories (with the only exception of the NEETs for No kids – CC: impact on 475 



   

 

 

climate). Moreover, in this same age group, young adults employed with non-permanent contracts 476 

present higher chances to report No kids – CC: impact on child compared to autonomous workers 477 

(+9 p.p.). 478 

Additionally, the variable parity is significantly associated with childbearing climate change 479 

concerns, primarily due to a consistent drop in the probability of presenting these concerns by 480 

respondents with one child (see Fig. 7). According to the supplementary tables (Supplementary 481 

Tables 4 to 8) in fact, parents of one child are indeed very likely to want a second child in the next 482 

three years. Concerning parity two or more, while in the age group 25-29, the probability of 483 

presenting the two concerns rises to values similar to those for parity zero, in the age group 30-34 484 

there is a pick in the chances of presenting the No kids - CC impact on child (+6 p.p. with respect to 485 

parity 0, +14 p.p. with respect to parity 1). 486 

Fig. 7 – Parity. Average Adjusted Predictions (AAPs) of reporting the two climate change 487 

childbearing concerns, by parity. Results from multinomial logistic regression models with control 488 

variables included (see Supplementary Tables 4 to 8). Note: 83.55% CI. The graph on the left side 489 

refers to the age group 25-29 (N=1,966), while the graph on the right refers to the age group 30-34 490 

(N=2,135). Source: Osservatorio Giovani, Istituto Toniolo, 2022 491 

FIGURE 7 492 

Additional heterogeneities  493 

Both the level of education and the area of living do not present any significant association with the 494 

climate change concerns.  495 

Little country differences are detected (see Fig. 8 in the Supplementary Material). It is worth 496 

highlighting that Germany presents lower probabilities of reporting CC: impact on child compared 497 

to Italy (-8 p.p.) and Spain (-9 p.p.) in the age group 25-29 and compared to Italy (-6 p.p.) and 498 

France (-8 p.p.) in the age group 30-34. The United Kingdom has a higher probability of reporting 499 

CC: impact on the climate, although the difference from other countries is not significant.  500 

Being in a stable relationship is significantly associated with lower chances of reporting climate 501 

change childbearing concerns in all models, with a higher magnitude of difference in the age group 502 

30-34 (Supplementary Tables 6 to 8).   503 

To gain a more nuanced understanding of the observed patterns, we conducted an additional 504 

analysis stratified by parity, with the results presented in Supplementary Tables 11 to 16. This 505 

disaggregated analysis offers further insight into the patterns observed in our main models. While 506 

the overall trends in the associations between covariates and each type of concern remain broadly 507 

consistent, few relationships reach statistical significance—particularly in the models for 508 

individuals with one or more children (parity 1 and 2+), where only age and being in a stable 509 

relationship show significance. This is likely influenced by the smaller sample sizes in these 510 

subgroups, which result in wider confidence intervals. At the same time, we observe that among 511 

childless individuals the 'hit' variable remains significant: those severely hit by extreme weather 512 

events are more likely than moderately hit to report CC: impact on child (+ 6 p.p.), and more likely 513 

than those not hit to express CC: impact on climate (+6 p.p.).  514 

6. Discussion  515 

The primary objective of our study is to investigate how the concerns about climate change relate to 516 

intentions regarding childbearing among young people living in five European countries (Italy, 517 

Spain, Germany, France, and UK). We specifically focus on two reasons related to climate change 518 

for not having children: 1. the worry about the environmental impact of having a child and 2. the 519 



   

 

 

worry about the threat of climate change on the child’s future well-being. We explore how these 520 

motives are diffused and how they fit into the broader context of factors that contribute to the 521 

declining fertility expectations (Luppi et al. 2025) and rates in Western countries over recent 522 

decades. Our analysis accounts also for potential age differences within our population, based on 523 

the premise that motivations for not intending to have a child in the short term are likely to evolve 524 

throughout the reproductive life course. 525 

Our findings indicate distinct patterns across age groups. When we estimate the models on the full 526 

sample, including age group as a key covariate, we find that belonging to the 18-24 age group is 527 

associated to higher probabilities of reporting CC: impact on child and CC: impact on climate— the 528 

latter only compared to those aged 25–29. In the following step, when we stratify the sample by age 529 

group, the socio-demographic analysis reveals that our predictors (e.g., exposure to natural hazard, 530 

employment status) are not significative for the youngest age group, while they are for the older age 531 

categories.  532 

Few considerations can be drawn from these results. First, we should consider that people aged 18 533 

to 24 in 2022 were born between 1998 and 2004, meaning that most of them were in high school 534 

during the rise of the Fridays for Future movement in 2019. This cohort may have been particularly 535 

exposed to climate change discourse during a formative period of their lives, potentially shaping a 536 

heightened awareness of environmental issues. This age group also roughly corresponds to the 537 

cohort of individuals who were in high school between 2017 and 2019, for whom Racking et al. 538 

(2023) found a stronger association between environmental concern and fertility preferences, 539 

compared to those who attended high school in earlier years. This could lead to think that the higher 540 

probabilities of reporting the concerns for the 18-24 age group might reflect a cohort effect.  541 

At the same time, fertility intentions among individuals at such a young age are likely still in a 542 

formative stage (Lazzari, Compans, and Beaujouan 2022). In the countries considered the average 543 

age at first birth is close to 30 (see Fertility Statistics for EU countries; Birth characteristics in 544 

England and Wales – Office for National Statistics, for the UK). While young adults may already 545 

express parenthood-related desires, these often do not yet translate into concrete short-term 546 

intentions (Miller 2011). In fact, they are most likely to express a general non-intention to have a 547 

child within the next three years –74%, compared to 53% among those aged 25–29 and 54% among 548 

those aged 30–34 (see Supplementary Table 1). Therefore, the stronger association between 549 

belonging to the 18-24 age group with climate change childbearing concerns found in the models 550 

estimated on the full sample may reflect higher baseline non-intention rather than a greater role of 551 

climate concerns in decision-making. It is plausible that some respondents in this age group—552 

despite not planning to have children in the short term—still report climate change as a concern 553 

because they perceive it as a broader societal threat, rather than a primary reason for postponing 554 

childbearing. 555 

Given the abovementioned considerations, in the context of our study we decided to place greater 556 

emphasis on results from the two older age groups, for whom fertility intentions are likely more 557 

reasoned and actionable. 558 

 559 

Focusing on older respondents (25-29 and 30-34), the descriptive analysis confirms that economic 560 

concerns are the most cited reasons for not planning for a child, in both age groups. The concern for 561 

CC: impact on child comes right after in the age group 30-34, while it is overcome (only) by item 562 

change of lifestyle in the age group 25-29. The large extent to which respondents give this 563 

motivation for not planning for a child, and its prevalence compared to other reasons, suggests that 564 

the fear for the child's wellbeing in a climate-changed world has become embedded into young 565 

adults’ childbearing considerations. The two childbearing concerns are highly correlated to the fear 566 

for the country’s future economic situation (future economy). This supports the hypothesis that 567 

climate change concern is tied to general future uncertainty and instability, particularly in its 568 



   

 

 

specification about the wellbeing of the newborn (CC: impact on the child). It is relevant to reflect 569 

on the fact that young people not only worry for their wellbeing and how this might be impacted by 570 

having a(nother) child, but they also worry for the wellbeing of the next generations, at the point of 571 

questioning whether the life of a newborn would be safe and fulfilled enough. 572 

Through the multinomial logistic analysis, we find that self-reported direct exposure to natural 573 

hazards caused by climate change is positively associated with climate change childbearing 574 

concerns, in line with the considerations made in previous qualitative studies (Smith et al. 2023) but 575 

now supported by quantitative evidence.  576 

An age difference emerges. Individuals aged 25-29 strongly hit by natural hazards are more likely to 577 

report No kids – CC: impact on child, while those aged 30-34 are more likely to report No kids – 578 

CC: impact on climate. This result might reveal that the two age groups carry different 579 

vulnerabilities related to fertility intentions that are exacerbated when the person is strongly hit, 580 

suggesting an age-effect. In this sense, the experience of a strong environmental disaster might 581 

result in a particularly critical situation for people in the younger age group because of the frailties 582 

that characterize their life stage (e.g. finding economic and housing autonomy). The higher chances 583 

of reporting No kids – CC: impact on child when strongly hit might be reconducted to a prevalence 584 

of scarce capabilities of responding to the natural disaster, which increases the concern about what 585 

the child might face in their life due to climate change. Knowing that the effects of climate change 586 

are intensifying, vulnerable people experiencing substantial impacts from natural hazards might be 587 

particularly aware and worried about what the future holds for their children. Not only that, but they 588 

might also fear being unable to provide the newborn with good living standards in the first period of 589 

her/his life. On the other hand, for people in the age group 30-34, being strongly hit breaches a 590 

higher likelihood of being worried about the child's impact on the climate, which is more of a 591 

‘moral’, or ‘ethical’ concern, focusing not solely on the wellbeing of one’s child but on the broader 592 

implications for the Earth system itself.  593 

This is coherent with the result obtained when running the model on the entire sample with age as a 594 

covariate: belonging to the age group 30-34 results to be positively associated with this climate 595 

change childbearing concern with respect to the age group 25-29. In this sense, the 30-34 age group 596 

might be more ‘conscious’ about the risks related to climate change and therefore, feel more 597 

responsible. At the same time, these are people of the typical age for having children and therefore 598 

are also those who experience higher societal and family pressure compared to younger generations. 599 

People who, for various reasons, are not planning to have a child might be keen to positively 600 

respond to the climate change motivations -especially if they sound noble and conscientious- 601 

because of their higher social desirability, compared, for example, to saying that having a(nother) 602 

child is a too demanding responsibility. It is also possible that references to climate concerns may, 603 

in some cases, mask deeper personal fears—such as worries about running out of time to start a 604 

family or doubts about one’s readiness for parenthood—which might be more difficult to 605 

acknowledge openly. 606 

Significant differences in employment categories emerge within the 25–29 age group. Students are 607 

more likely to express both climate change-related concerns. Being a student often implies a lack of 608 

stable income, but it also entails immersion in academic and social environments where ideas 609 

around environmental responsibility and sustainability may be more prominent. This reflects that 610 

student status may reflect both material vulnerability and exposure to value-driven, idealistic 611 

discourses.  612 

Within the same age group, predicted probabilities of expressing CC: impact on child tend to be 613 

higher among employees with non-permanent contracts compared to self-employed individuals and 614 



   

 

 

-although not statistically significant- also compared to the other groups, especially employees with 615 

permanent contracts. This pattern may suggest that this particular childbearing concern, 616 

characterized by its ‘altruistic’ focus on the child’s future well-being, is especially tied to socio-617 

economic vulnerabilities and traditional forms of uncertainty, such as financial insecurity. 618 

When looking at the results related to gender, we find that women in the age group 30-34 are more 619 

likely than men to report No kids – CC: impact on child. This gender difference aligns with the 620 

literature suggesting women are generally more concerned about climate change (in the more 621 

general perspective, not specifically regarding childbearing) (Bush and Clayton 2023; McCright et 622 

al. 2016; Hunt 2020). Furthermore, the observed gender difference in this specific concern—623 

focused on the well-being of a future child—may be understood in light of broader evidence that 624 

women, more than men, tend to prioritize children's well-being. While much of this evidence comes 625 

from research on female political participation, which shows that women in leadership positions are 626 

more likely to advance policies that improve child health outcomes (Macmillan, Shofia, and Sigle 627 

2018; Quamruzzaman and Lange 2016), this pattern may also extend to personal decision-making. 628 

Although these studies do not directly focus on parental concerns about climate change, they 629 

suggest a broader tendency for women to place greater emphasis on children's well-being, which 630 

may help explain why women in our study are more likely to report this concern.  631 

At the same time, women are generally more vulnerable in terms of income and employment 632 

stability, especially when talking about having a child: if we think that the concern (specifically, the 633 

one regarding CC: impact on child) reflects a broader perception of uncertainty, this might be an 634 

additional reason why we have this result for women. Finally, it is also important to consider that 635 

women, especially those aged 30–34, may experience heightened social pressure of having children 636 

because of the narrative around the so-called "biological clock” and might therefore positively 637 

respond to this climate change related motivation because of its social desirability. 638 

The inclusion of parity provides additional insights. Our analysis reveals a sharp decrease in the 639 

chances of reporting both climate change-related concerns for those who have the first child, as 640 

many parents of one child plan to have a second within the next three years. However, the 641 

probability of reporting climate change-related childbearing concerns (and economic concerns) 642 

increases for those with two or more children, resembling the values observed among childless 643 

individuals.  644 

This pattern is similarly observed for both the climate related concerns and in both the age groups, 645 

but it is particularly pronounced among respondents aged 30-34, who exhibit, compared to other 646 

parities, particularly high probability of reporting CC: impact on a child. In trying to understand 647 

how comes that people who refrain from having a third (or higher order) child say that it is because 648 

they are too worried for the future wellbeing of their child, we might refer to different possible 649 

explanations. The first 1) is -again- the social desirability of concerns about climate change: 650 

respondents who already have two or more children might have reached their desired number of 651 

children and positively respond to this climate-related item (but also the one related to the CC: 652 

impact on climate) because they sound as noble motivations for not wanting more children. At the 653 

same time, 2) people who already have 2 or more children might worry about being able to 654 

guarantee a good standard of living to the new and existing children they have, and climate change 655 

adds up to this perception of instability.  656 

In the same direction, we might also reconduct to 3) the hypothesis of De Rose and Testa (2015), 657 

along with Sczucka (2022), which explains the positive association between climate-change-related 658 

concerns and large families with the fact that people start to (or exacerbate the) worry about the 659 



   

 

 

threat of climate change when becoming parents, because they become more aware, and concerned, 660 

for the wellbeing of their children. This hypothesis, of course, applies to the CC: impact on child. 661 

By contrast, 4) responses citing CC: impact on climate may reflect genuine worries about the 662 

environmental footprint of adding another child. 663 

Some additional insights emerge when observing the results of the analysis stratified by parity 664 

(Supplementary Tables 11 to 16). The models show that the significant associations identified in our 665 

main analysis -particularly those related to self-reported exposure to natural hazards- are primarily 666 

concentrated among childless respondents. This suggests that exposure to natural hazards may be 667 

more closely associated with climate change childbearing concerns among those who have not yet 668 

had children, and that such concerns may contribute to decisions to remain childless. By contrast, 669 

among respondents with one or more children, few covariates show significant associations- 670 

possibly due to smaller sample sizes. However, this lack of variation may also suggest that parents 671 

report concerns more uniformly, regardless of their socio-economic or demographic characteristics, 672 

lending support to interpretations based on social desirability, as well as to the idea that such 673 

concerns may reflect heightened awareness of future uncertainty once individuals have already 674 

become parents. 675 

In line with previous studies (De Rose and Testa 2015; Bastianelli 2024), we find no significant 676 

association between childbearing climate change concerns and education and the area of living.  677 

Overall, the socio-demographic characteristics associated with the two climate change-related 678 

childbearing concerns are quite similar. However, concern for a child's well-being (CC: impact on 679 

child) shows a stronger association with indicators of vulnerability, such as unstable employment. 680 

This concern is also more prevalent among women. Moreover, experiencing climate-related hazards 681 

(as captured by the hit variable) is significantly associated with the CC: impact on child among 682 

respondents aged 25–29. This is a life stage when many individuals are beginning to establish 683 

economic and housing independence. In this context, personal exposure to climate hazards may 684 

heighten pre-existing anxieties about raising a child in uncertain or precarious conditions. 685 

In contrast, among respondents aged 30–34, exposure to natural hazards is more strongly associated 686 

with the CC: impact on climate. This may reflect a shift from immediate, family-oriented concerns 687 

toward broader environmental considerations. This form of concern is also more frequently reported 688 

by individuals in the older observed age group (30-34), which could reflect the influence of social 689 

desirability at a time of life when societal expectations around childbearing are more pronounced.  690 

Taken together, these findings suggest that concern for a child’s well-being may function similarly 691 

to more traditional forms of uncertainty—linked to fears about a child’s future in the context of 692 

socio-economic insecurity—while concern about the environmental impact of having a child 693 

appears to be less tied to personal vulnerability. Rather, it may reflect a different kind of uncertainty, 694 

focused on the long-term health of the planet and the legacy left for future generations. 695 

7. Limitations and conclusions 696 

This study has some limitations. Since we are considering short-term fertility intentions, this 697 

implies a risk of bias for individuals who want a child in the long term but are keen to postpone 698 

parenthood for the moment. Even though they can provide an answer to other items that best fit 699 

their motivations for not planning for a child in the short term, some people might positively answer 700 

to the climate change childbearing items just because they consider climate change as a threat, even 701 

though it is not among the reasons for not planning for a child. As already mentioned, there is 702 

indeed a social desirability that comes along with the responses related to climate change, and this 703 

might result in an overestimation of the prevalence of these concerns.  704 



   

 

 

Another limitation is that the main variable used to capture the respondent’s economic conditions 705 

does not cover income and family background. Moreover, we do not consider the partner's socio-706 

economic conditions in the analysis, which might be relevant in shaping childbearing choices. 707 

Lastly, it would be very interesting to extend the analysis to people older than 34 to understand how 708 

climate change concerns impact their childbearing choices. 709 

Further research could analyse childbearing climate change concerns in relation to exposure to 710 

natural hazards using objective climate data compared with self-reported experiences. 711 

This analysis contributes not only to documenting the prevalence of climate change-related 712 

concerns in shaping fertility intentions, but also to highlighting how these concerns intersect with 713 

broader feelings of uncertainty and socio-economic vulnerability among young adults. These 714 

uncertainties may accumulate and reinforce one another: when individuals perceive both economic 715 

conditions and the environmental future as unstable or threatening, parenthood may appear more 716 

difficult to envisage. Although we cannot directly estimate the joint effect of economic and 717 

environmental uncertainty, the descriptive evidence points in this direction. Climate change–related 718 

childbearing concerns are strongly correlated with concerns about the future economic situation, 719 

suggesting that, for some individuals, these worries are embedded in a broader perception of future 720 

insecurity. This is particularly evident for concerns about the well-being of a future child, which 721 

seem to resonate with more traditional fears about the conditions in which future generations will 722 

live. 723 

Additionally, by distinguishing between two specific types of climate-related motivations—concern 724 

for the child’s wellbeing (CC: impact on child) and concern about the environmental impact of 725 

childbearing (CC: impact on climate)—we are able to explore how these concerns may relate 726 

differently to underlying motivations and socio-economic conditions, while also sharing some 727 

common ground. While the two concerns share some associated characteristics, the concern about 728 

the child’s wellbeing in a world impacted by climate change appears more closely tied to life-course 729 

precarity (unstable employment, being female). This form of concern may reflect a protective 730 

stance, focused on the difficulties of raising a child in a future shaped by both environmental and 731 

socio-economic instability. At the same time, concern about the environmental impact of having a 732 

child shows a slightly different profile—being more common among students and in the older age 733 

group (30–34). This may suggest that, in some cases, the concern is rooted not only in personal 734 

circumstances but also in broader reflections about sustainability and collective responsibility. It is 735 

also possible that social desirability plays a role, especially at a life stage where childbearing 736 

expectations are more salient, making climate-related motivations a more socially acceptable way to 737 

express ambivalence or hesitation about having children. 738 

Both climate-related concerns are positively associated with self-reported exposure to climate-739 

related hazards. This suggests that personal experience of environmental disruption may play a role 740 

in shaping these concerns—possibly reinforcing reflections on the implications of childbearing in a 741 

changing world. This relationship is particularly pronounced among individuals with parity 0, 742 

indicating that such experiences and related concerns may possibly contribute to decisions to 743 

remain childless. As the frequency of such events increases (Roudier et al. 2016), the occurrence of 744 

this kind of considerations may become even more salient. 745 

The sources of uncertainty for young people have multiplied over the years due to the increasing 746 

complexity of the current times. Addressing these uncertainties, which hinder young people's 747 

fertility plans, requires integrated policies that systematically tackle employment and income issues, 748 

work-life balance, as well as environmental security, which, as this study and others have shown, is 749 

integral to family well-being. This underscores the urgent need for political action to mitigate the 750 



   

 

 

effects of climate change. At the same time, on a parallel trail, it is also crucial to provide 751 

individuals with high-quality and affordable childcare, flexible parental leave, and job protection to 752 

help bridge the gap between desired and actual fertility rates (Gietel-Basten, Rotkirch, e Sobotka 753 

2022).   754 
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 953 

Fig. 2 - Percentage of respondents that agree or strongly agree with each motivation for not having 954 

a child in the next three years. Sample of individuals who do not want children in the next three 955 

years in the age group 18-24 (left side, N=1,330), 25-29 (in the middle, N=1,027) and 30-34 (right 956 

side, N=1,138). Source: Osservatorio Giovani, Istituto Toniolo, November 2022 957 

 958 

Fig. 3 – Heat-plot of Pearson correlation coefficients among fertility intentions-related variables. 959 

Sample of individuals aged 18-34 who do not want children in the next three years, excluded those 960 

who respond ‘I don’t know’ to any of the items (N=2,450). Source: Osservatorio Giovani, Istituto 961 

Toniolo, November 2022 962 



   

 

 

 963 

Fig. 4 - Hit by natural hazard. Average Adjusted Predictions (AAPs) of reporting the two climate 964 

change childbearing concerns by degree of self-reported exposure to natural hazards. Results from 965 

multinomial logistic regression models with control variables included (see Supplementary Tables 4 966 

to 8). Note: 83.55% CI. The graph on the left side refers to age group 25-29 (N=1,966), while the 967 

graph on the right refers to age group 30-34 (N=2,135). Source: Osservatorio Giovani, Istituto 968 

Toniolo, 2022 969 



   

 

 

 970 

Fig. 5 – Gender. Average Adjusted Predictions (AAPs) of reporting the two climate change 971 

childbearing concerns, by gender. Results from multinomial logistic regression models with control 972 

variables included (see Supplementary Tables 4 to 8). Note: 83.55% CI. The graph on the left-side 973 

refers to age group 25-29 (N=1,966), while the graph on the right refers to age group 30-34 974 

(N=2,135). Source: Osservatorio Giovani, Istituto Toniolo, 2022 975 
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Fig. 6 – Employment status. Average Adjusted Predictions (AAPs) of reporting the two climate 977 

change childbearing concerns, by employment status. Results from multinomial logistic regression 978 

models with control variables included (see Supplementary Tables 4 to 8). Note: 83.55% CI. The 979 

graph on the left-side refers to age group 25-29 (N=1,966), while the graph on the right refers to 980 

age group 30-34 (N=2,135). Source: Osservatorio Giovani, Istituto Toniolo, 2022 981 

 982 

Fig. 7 – Parity. Average Adjusted Predictions (AAPs) of reporting the two climate change 983 

childbearing concerns, by parity. Results from multinomial logistic regression models with control 984 

variables included (see Supplementary Tables 4 to 8). Note: 83.55% CI. The graph on the left side 985 

refers to the age group 25-29 (N=1,966), while the graph on the right refers to the age group 30-34 986 

(N=2,135). Source: Osservatorio Giovani, Istituto Toniolo, 2022 987 
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