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Introduction: Climate change concerns have emerged as a factor in shaping 
childrearing intentions. Given extreme weather events, climate change-related 
anxiety has increased drastically in the region of British Columbia (BC), Canada. 
This study explored how worry about an increasingly uncertain future may 
be associated with people’s childrearing intentions in BC.
Methods: This study used BC-CDMS (British Columbia Climate Distress 
Monitoring System) data from childless participants aged 16–44. We conducted 
multinomial logistic regression analyses (n = 441) to examine the association 
between climate change anxiety [measured using the Climate Change Anxiety 
Scale (CCAS)] and childrearing intentions. We controlled for covariates, including 
socio-demographic characteristics and generalized distress. A mediation analysis 
also tested whether political orientation mediates the primary relationship.
Results: Participants who were undecided about having children (aOR = 1.58, 
95% CI = 1.10–2.26) and those who planned not to have children (aOR = 1.64, 
95% CI = 1.13–2.37) had higher CCAS scores compared to those who planned 
to have children. After controlling for covariates, climate change anxiety was 
still associated with childrearing intentions. Our mediation model indicated that 
political orientation scores partially mediate the relationship between climate 
anxiety and childrearing intentions.
Discussion: Decision-makers should consider the impacts of climate anxiety and 
childrearing intentions on population and demographic shifts while supporting 
opportunities to reduce climate anxiety. Future research should consider the 
factors that influence and contribute to climate anxiety and climate-related 
distress, and their impact on childrearing intentions.
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1 Introduction

Climate change concerns have emerged as an important factor in 
shaping childrearing intentions and family planning (1). Many 
popular media sources and opinion articles have well-documented 
this phenomenon (2–5). Recent research has provided empirical 
support to substantiate these claims (1), underscoring the need for 
more academic discourse on population decline (6). Climate 
researchers have contributed to this conversation with arguments that 
having fewer children is one of the most positively impactful 
environmental behaviors one can undertake (7), and many perspective 
pieces show that people are increasingly more conscious about having 
children given a progressively uncertain future due to the worsening 
impacts of climate change (8). Though this discourse has not always 
considered the views, preferences, and autonomy of would-be parents 
(especially mothers), policymakers have frequently identified 
population size as a viable intervention target to mitigate adverse 
human impacts on the environment in both scholarly outlets and the 
popular imagination (7, 9–18).

Indeed, in the World Scientists’ Warning of a Climate Emergency, 
academics from around the globe argued that “the world population 
must be stabilized – and, ideally, gradually reduced” (19). Over the last 
few decades, global fertility rates have declined in response to social 
and economic changes that have improved the status of women and 
children (20). Recent data now corroborate the hypothesis that these 
efforts influence people, as they increasingly choose to have children 
later in life and fewer children than 20 years ago (21). Choosing 
whether people want children and, if so, when to have them is an 
important decision shaped by core values and beliefs that are heavily 
influenced by the dynamic social discourse in which they exist (21). 
Reproductive autonomy is further shaped by multiple and overlapping 
systematic, cultural, political, and contextual forces (22–24). With this, 
some researchers have called the focus on overpopulation racist (25) 
and against feminism (26).

The reasons behind current decision-making trends regarding the 
number of children one has and when to have them are multifaceted 
and complex (8). According to Blackstone et al. (21), factors associated 
with the decision not to have children include gender, ethnicity, sexual 
orientation, political orientation, psychological distress, 
environmentalism, and feminism (21, 27). Other studies have also 
studied specific contributors to childrearing intentions, with 
significant differences found regarding gender and race (28); however, 
the effect of gender is non-significant in other studies (29). The 
impacts of climate change on childrearing intentions are also not 
equal, with individuals from lower socioeconomic backgrounds and 
those with less education being less likely to have children after 
experiencing extreme climate events (30). Thus, considering an 
intersectional lens can allow researchers to identify various forms of 
inequality and assess how these forms of inequality can operate 
together and exacerbate one another (31). An intersectional lens is 
also required to understand the differential and profound impacts of 
climate change and climate change anxiety and its impacts on 
childrearing intentions (30, 32).

Political orientation is a variable that many researchers are 
considering when examining attitudes and beliefs about the future, 
climate, and childrearing. Studies have shown that individuals with 
more conservative political affiliations tend to have lower levels of 
climate anxiety, a phenomenon observed in multiple countries, 

including the United  States and Germany (33, 34). Additionally, 
studies indicate that political orientation influences childrearing 
intentions, with individuals with more liberal political affiliations 
exhibiting higher levels of climate reproductive concern (35), while 
those with more conservative political affiliations tend to have higher 
fertility intentions (36). Thus, understanding whether the potential 
relationship between climate change anxiety and childrearing 
intentions is affected by political orientation is a potential area 
of interest.

In the context of British Columbia (BC), Canada, there have been 
unprecedented extreme weather events, such as the extreme heat wave 
that took place in Western North America in the summer of 2021 and 
the disastrous flooding of early winter 2021 (37, 38). Prior research 
has shown that such events contribute to increased levels of climate 
change anxiety and distress (37), including concerns for the future. 
These concerns shape people’s perspectives as they navigate complex 
political and social spheres while simultaneously grappling with 
heightened levels of climate-related anxiety and distress (39–41).

Currently, few studies have examined climate anxiety in relation 
to other social and demographic factors that may influence 
childrearing intentions in the context of Canada and, more specifically, 
BC. The present study aims to address this current knowledge gap by 
examining the association between climate change anxiety and 
childrearing intentions within our sample population of adults in BC, 
Canada, in 2021–2022; we also aim to test whether this relationship is 
mediated by political orientation in order to assess whether anxiety 
about climate change might have an independent effect from broader 
political leanings.

2 Materials and methods

This analysis utilized cross-sectional survey data from the British 
Columbia Climate Distress Monitoring System (BC-CDMS). The 
CDMS was originally designed to explore how extreme weather events 
impacted British Columbians’ mental health using survey iterations 
before and after extreme climate events (37). The CDMS is described 
in greater detail, including recruitment strategies and power analysis, 
in previous literature (37). The CDMS recruited participants living in 
the province of BC, Canada, aged 16 years and above, between May 
and December 2021, in three iterations using paid social media 
advertisements on social media platforms Facebook and Instagram. 
The first survey wave was conducted between May 12th, 2021, and 
June 21st, 2021; wave two was conducted between July 15th, 2021, and 
July 18th, 2021 (after the 2021 Pacific Northwest American Heat 
Dome); and wave 3 was conducted between November 30th, 2021, 
and December 4th, 2021 (after the 2021 Pacific Northwest 
Atmospheric River and Flooding). BC-CDMS participants were 
screened for eligibility, provided informed consent, and completed a 
10-min virtual questionnaire using the SurveyMonkey platform. This 
study’s sample was restricted to childless participants aged 16–44 years 
who had no missing data across the variables of interest.

2.1 Variables

The primary outcome of this study was participants’ childrearing 
intentions. The question in the survey was, “Do you have children?” The 
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options in the survey were: (1) No, and I am not sure whether I want to 
have children; (2) No, and I do not plan on having children; (3) No, but 
I plan on having children one day (reference), and (4) Yes (which was 
removed from this study as we were looking at childless participants). 
The primary exposure variable in this study was the level of climate 
change anxiety measured by the Climate Change Anxiety Scale (CCAS) 
as a continuous variable (42). The CCAS (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.94) 
consists of 13 items assessing the frequency and persistence of anxious 
symptoms that emerge due to the negative impacts of climate change 
(e.g., “Thinking about climate change makes it difficult for me to 
concentrate,” “My concerns about climate change undermine my ability 
to work to my potential”). Each item is scored on a five-point Likert 
Scale ranging from “Never” to “Almost Always.” For each item, a higher 
score reflects a greater endorsement of the content covered by the item. 
Final scores are calculated as an average of scale items and range from 
1 (Low Climate Change Anxiety) to 5 (High Climate Change Anxiety).

Confounders were selected using previous literature; selected 
confounders included: age (16–24 (reference), 25–44) (43), gender 
(man (reference), non-binary, woman) (43), ethnicity (White 
(reference), Chinese, Indigenous, South Asian, other) (44), sexual 
identity (heterosexual (reference), sexually diverse including asexual, 
bisexual, gay/lesbian, heteroflexible, pansexual, queer, questioning) 
(45), relationship status (in a relationship (reference), not in a 
relationship) (46), disability status (no (reference), yes) (46), income 
(less than $30,000 (reference), $30,000 to $59,999, $60,000 to $89,999, 
$90,000 or more) (47), education (high school or less (reference), 
Bachelor’s degree or higher, some post-secondary training) (47), 
geographic residence (urban (reference), rural, suburban) (48), and 
time spent on social media (less than 2 h (reference), 2 h or more) 
(49). Finally, we also included Kessler Psychological Distress Scale 
scores (K6) (50). The K6 consists of six items that measure the 
frequency and persistence of symptoms of non-specific psychological 
distress (e.g., “Felt restless,” “Felt Hopeless”), with a Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient ranging from 0.89 to 0.92 (51). The Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient for this sample was 0.89. Each item is scored on a five-point 
Likert Scale ranging from “None of the time” to “All of the time.” Final 
scores are calculated by summing the individual items and range from 
0 (low non-specific psychological distress) to 24 (high non-specific 
psychological distress), which measures non-specific psychological 
distress using a 6-question 5-point Likert scale questionnaire 
(continuous) (52). For the mediation analysis, we assessed political 
orientation using a one-item, 7-point bipolar political orientation 
scale, ranging from extremely conservative to extremely liberal (53), 
with a continuous response (1–7) (54).

2.2 Study size

The total pooled sample size was 1704 participants. Of these, 946 
were excluded because they had children, and 317 were excluded 
because of missing data on confounding variables. Thus, the final 
sample size for this study was 441 participants.

2.3 Analytical methods

All statistical analyses were conducted using SAS 9.4 and R 
version 4.1.2. We separated the values into three levels of the primary 

outcome variable (participants’ childrearing intentions). Frequencies 
and proportions are reported for categorical variables, while mean and 
standard deviation values are reported for continuous variables. 
We used a Chi-squared test for categorical variables, one-way ANOVA 
tests for continuous, normally distributed variables, and Kruskal–
Wallis tests for continuous, non-normally distributed variables to test 
for differences between the variables.

We created minimally and fully adjusted multinomial logistic 
regression models to test the relationship between climate change anxiety 
and childrearing intentions. The multiple levels of the outcome variable 
were (1) being unsure about having children, (2) planning not to have 
children, and (3) planning to have children (reference). The minimally 
adjusted model controlled only for the design effects of time spent on 
social media and survey iteration. The fully adjusted model controlled for 
age, gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation, relationship status, disability 
status, income, education, geographic residence, time spent on social 
media, and non-specific psychological distress. A p-value of less than 0.05 
was considered statistically significant.

Based on a priori knowledge and past literature on climate change 
anxiety and childrearing intentions, political orientation is a variable of 
unique interest (33–36). Thus, this study tested how political orientation 
impacted our minimally adjusted multinomial logistic regression model. 
We also developed a mediation model using a dichotomous outcome, 
comparing individuals who planned to have children with those who 
were unsure or planned not to have children, to examine the mediating 
effect of political orientation on the relationship between climate change 
anxiety and childrearing intentions. A p-value of less than 0.05 was 
considered statistically significant.

2.4 Ethics

The BC-CDMS was reviewed and approved by the Research 
Ethics Board at Simon Fraser University (SFU) (REB#: 30000309). 
Participants provided informed consent prior to study participation.

3 Results

Among the 441 participants who met the inclusion criteria, most 
were in the 25–44-year age group (63.7%) (Table 1), identified as 
cisgender women (48.3%) or non-binary (8.4%), and the majority 
identified as White (76.4%); 5.4 and 5.2% of the sample were 
Indigenous and Chinese, respectively. Most of our population also 
identified as heterosexual (58.5%); 41.5% identified as sexually diverse, 
while 51.9% had a Bachelor’s degree or higher. In total, 34.0% of 
participants planned to have children, 33.1% were unsure, and 32.9% 
planned not to have children.

Minimally adjusted models (Table 2), controlling only for design 
effects of time spent on social media and survey iteration, showed 
statistically significant higher CCAS scores for both those who were 
not sure if they wanted children (aOR = 1.79, 95% CI = 1.34–2.40) and 
those who did not want children (aOR = 1.89, 95% CI = 1.41–2.53). 
Including the effect of political orientation reduced these effects for 
both those who were not sure if they wanted children (aOR = 1.54, 
95% CI = 1.14–2.09) and those who did not want children 
(aOR = 1.56, 95% CI = 1.15–2.11), but the association between CCAS 
and childrearing intentions was still statistically significant. The effect 
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TABLE 1  Sample description, stratified by childrearing intentions.

Descriptive 
characteristics

Overall Plan to have 
children one day

Unsure about 
having children

Do not plan on 
having children

x2 p-value

n = 441 n = 150 n = 146 n = 145

n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

Recruitment wave

  Wave 1 178 (40.4) 62 (41.3) 66 (45.2) 50 (34.5) 0.272

  Wave 2 137 (31.1) 41 (27.3) 44 (30.1) 52 (35.9)

  Wave 3 126 (28.6) 47 (31.3) 36 (24.7) 43 (29.7)

Age

  16–24 160 (36.3) 68 (45.3) 57 (39.0) 35 (24.1) 0.001

  25–44 281 (63.7) 82 (54.7) 89 (61.0) 110 (75.9)

Gender

  Man 191 (43.3) 80 (53.3) 54 (37.0) 57 (39.3) 0.011

  Non-binary 37 (8.4) 8 (5.3) 11 (7.5) 18 (12.4)

  Woman 213 (48.3) 62 (41.3) 81 (55.5) 70 (48.3)

Ethnicity

  White 337 (76.4) 107 (71.3) 104 (71.2) 126 (86.9) 0.009

  Chinese 23 (5.2) 12 (8.0) 8 (5.5) 3 (2.1)

  Indigenous 24 (5.4) 10 (6.7) 6 (4.1) 8 (5.5)

  South Asian 16 (3.6) 7 (4.7) 8 (5.5) 1 (0.7)

  Other 41 (9.3) 14 (9.3) 20 (13.7) 7 (4.8)

Sexual orientation

  Heterosexual 258 (58.5) 104 (69.3) 80 (54.8) 74 (51.0) 0.003

  Sexually diverse 183 (41.5) 46 (30.7) 66 (45.2) 71 (49.0)

Education

  High school or less 96 (21.8) 37 (24.7) 26 (17.8) 33 (22.8) 0.116

 � Some post-secondary 

training

116 (26.3) 44 (29.3) 31 (21.2) 41 (28.3)

 � Bachelor’s degree or higher 229 (51.9) 69 (46.0) 89 (61.0) 71 (49.0)

Relationship status

  In a relationship 292 (66.2) 102 (68.0) 92 (63.0) 98 (67.6) 0.605

  Single 149 (33.8) 48 (32.0) 54 (37.0) 47 (32.4)

Disability status

  No 377 (85.5) 131 (87.3) 134 (91.8) 112 (77.2) 0.001

  Yes 64 (14.5) 19 (12.7) 12 (8.2) 33 (22.8)

Income

  Less than $30,000 225 (51.0) 78 (52.0) 78 (53.4) 69 (47.6) 0.430

  $30,000 to $59,999 115 (26.1) 33 (22.0) 43 (29.5) 39 (26.9)

  $60,000 to $89,999 67 (15.2) 26 (17.3) 18 (12.3) 23 (15.9)

  $90,000 or more 34 (7.7) 13 (8.7) 7 (4.8) 14 (9.7)

Geographic residence

  Urban 208 (47.2) 68 (45.3) 72 (49.3) 68 (46.9) 0.100

  Rural 164 (37.2) 54 (36.0) 47 (32.2) 63 (43.4)

  Suburban 69 (15.6) 28 (18.7) 27 (18.5) 14 (9.7)

Time spent on social media

  Less than 2 h 183 (41.5) 62 (41.3) 62 (42.5) 59 (40.7) 0.953

(Continued)
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of political orientation on childrearing intentions was also statistically 
significant in individuals who were unsure about having children 
(aOR = 1.21, 95% CI = 1.02–1.42) and those who did not want 
children (aOR = 1.35, 95% CI = 1.13–1.60).

In the fully adjusted multinomial model (Table 2), adjusting for 
age, gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation, relationship status, disability 
status, income, education, geographic residence, time spent on social 
media, and non-specific psychological distress, participants who were 
undecided about having children had higher CCAS scores 
(aOR = 1.58, 95% CI = 1.10–2.26) and those who planned on not 
having children were older (25–44, aOR = 3.94, 95% CI = 2.05–7.57) 
and had higher CCAS scores (aOR = 1.64, 95% CI = 1.13–2.37).

Figures 1, 2 illustrate the differences in CCAS scores and political 
orientation scores based on whether participants planned to have 
children, were unsure about having children, or planned not to 
have children.

The mediation analysis (Table  3) revealed that the effect of 
political orientation mediated 25.5% of the effect of CCAS scores on 
childrearing intentions, which was statistically significant with a 
p-value of less than 0.002.

4 Discussion

We found that participants who indicated that they were unsure 
about having children and those who did not plan on having children 

had higher CCAS scores, which revealed higher levels of climate-
related anxiety. These findings remained significant in the fully 
adjusted analysis, where we  controlled for age, gender, ethnicity, 
sexual orientation, relationship status, disability status, income, 
education, geographic residence, time spent on social media, and 
non-specific psychological distress. Our mediation analysis showed 
that political orientation scores mediated the effect of climate change 
anxiety on childrearing intentions. This finding suggests that part of 
the relationship between climate change anxiety and childrearing 
intentions is mediated through political orientation, representing an 
indirect effect. Importantly, we found that the direct effect of climate 
change anxiety on childrearing intentions was statistically significant.

The present findings align with several studies done in other 
contexts. Our study found that participants in Canada who indicated 
they did not plan on having children had higher levels of climate-
related anxiety, with this seen in minimally and fully adjusted 
multinomial models. Previous studies have reported similar findings, 
suggesting a potential link between climate emotions and 
childrearing intentions. For example, a study by Schneider-Mayerson 
and Leong (1) found that, in a sample of 607 Americans aged 27–44, 
the majority (~60%) were worried about the carbon footprint that 
bringing kids into the world will have, while the vast majority 
(~96%) were concerned about the well-being of their current or 
future children in a world impacted by climate change. Another 
survey in America by Helm et al. (35) found that individuals with 
high climate reproductive concerns were less likely to want children, 

TABLE 1  (Continued)

Descriptive 
characteristics

Overall Plan to have 
children one day

Unsure about 
having children

Do not plan on 
having children

x2 p-value

n = 441 n = 150 n = 146 n = 145

n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

  2 h or more 258 (58.5) 88 (58.7) 84 (57.5) 86 (59.3)

Climate change anxiety, per 1 

point

2.06 (0.88) 1.79 (0.75) 2.17 (0.88) 2.23 (0.92) <0.001

Kessler psychological distress, 

per 1 point

10.31 (5.74) 8.91 (5.86) 10.34 (5.58) 11.74 (5.44) <0.001

Liberal political orientation, 

per

5.57 (1.55) 5.07 (1.74) 5.74 (1.39) 5.93 (1.35) <0.001

Frequencies (N) and proportions (%) are reported for categorical variables; Means and standard deviations are reported for continuous Variables. X2 tests were used to test differences in 
categorical variables, one-way ANOVA tests were used for continuous normal variables, and Kruskal–Wallis tests were used for continuous non-normal variables. Sexually diverse indicates 
asexual, bisexual, gay/lesbian, heteroflexible, pansexual, queer, and questioning. Bolded values indicate statistical significance with a p-value less than or equal to 0.05.

TABLE 2  Minimally adjusted and fully adjusted logistic regression associations between climate change anxiety with childrearing intentions (n = 441).

Primary 
exposure 
variable

Being unsure about having children Not wanting children

Minimally adjusted 
odds ratio (95% CI)a

Fully adjusted odds 
ratio (95% CI)b

Minimally adjusted 
odds ratio (95% CI)a

Adjusted odds ratio 
(95% CI)b

Climate change 

anxiety

1.79 (1.34–2.40) 1.58 (1.10–2.26) 1.89 (1.41–2.53) 1.64 (1.13–2.37)

aAdjusted for time spent on social media and survey iteration.
bAdjusted for age, gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation, relationship status, disability status, income, education, geographic residence, time spent on social media, and non-specific psychological 
distress.
Variance inflation factors of a linearized model were calculated to test for multicollinearity in our final model. All factors had acceptable values, indicating no multicollinearity. A Hosmer-
Lemeshow test was also conducted on our final model and indicated an acceptable model fit (X2 = 12.705, df = 16, p-value = 0.6942). McFadden’s Pseudo R2 also indicated an acceptable fit, 
with a value of 0.1156 on the multinomial model.
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but this did not limit their desire to have only one child; the authors 
hypothesized that having one child could be  a way to remain 
climate-conscious while being environmentally child-free. Another 
article by Fu et al. (55) reported a similar finding, where 173 young, 
educated, and climate-conscious individuals in China expressed 
deep concern about how climate change would impact their 

potential children. However, climate change did not rank highly 
among the factors influencing these participants’ childrearing 
intentions (55).

Concerning political orientation and climate distress, our study 
found that those with more liberal political orientation scores had 
higher levels of climate anxiety, with this being statistically significant 

FIGURE 1

Boxplots for climate change anxiety scale scores, stratified by self-reported childrearing intentions.

FIGURE 2

Boxplots for political orientation scores, stratified by self-reported childrearing intentions.
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in those who were unsure about having children and those who did 
not want children. Our study also found that the relationship between 
climate change anxiety and childrearing intentions was mediated by 
political orientation. A study conducted in several European 
countries similarly found that individuals who positioned themselves 
further to the right on the political spectrum were significantly less 
concerned about climate change (56). Additionally, in the 
United States, McCright and colleagues have found that Liberals and 
Democrats are more likely to express personal concern about climate 
change and recognize the human influence on this global problem 
than conservatives and Republicans (57). At a population level, we see 
that those with more liberal political orientations of reproductive age 
are displaying increasingly high levels of climate anxiety and having 
higher levels of climate reproductive concern (35). However, it is also 
possible that climate change anxiety could impact one’s political 
orientation rather than the other way around, with the directionality 
of this association unclear.

Climate change is a population-level concern that could 
contribute to demographic shifts and changes in population, 
particularly in light of trends regarding population decline and the 
growing discourse around having fewer children (6, 7). This effect 
could also intensify over time, given the more frequent and 
worsening climate events that have been predicted and the increasing 
awareness and concern about climate change among the public (58). 
However, it is also possible that people may face issue fatigue 
regarding climate change and become disengaged over time, with 
discussions about it decreasing and fewer climate-friendly solutions 
being adopted (59). Implementing pro-environmental behaviors and 
educating people on the benefits of decreasing their carbon footprint 
could, in turn, effectively alleviate their climate anxiety while 
simultaneously contributing to habits that will decrease our carbon 
footprint and create a sustainable future (60). Another factor not 
discussed in this article is climate-related litigation, as seen in the UN 
Environment Programme Global Climate Litigation Report, which 
may impact climate-related anxiety in either positive or negative 
ways, similar to the mechanisms of issue fatigue or increased 
awareness (59–61).

Fundamentally, many factors influence childrearing intentions 
and family planning, including individual choice and societal 
pressures. However, when a global phenomenon like climate change 
brings forward feelings of anxiety and distress while contributing to 
people fearing bringing children into the world and childrearing 
intentions worldwide, work must be done to understand this problem 
better. We emphasize the importance of addressing climate change on 
a global scale and the need for individual-level mitigation strategies to 

alleviate climate-related distress and anxiety, ultimately helping build 
a more sustainable future for future generations.

4.1 Strengths and limitations

Our survey engaged a sample of British Columbians across three 
waves of data collection, and a significant strength of our study is the 
timeliness of the data collection following the occurrence of heat waves 
in the province of BC (37). The opportunity to collect real-life and real-
time evidence to generate knowledge significantly increases the 
ecological validity of our study while substantially reducing recall bias. 
However, our study is not without limitations. We utilized an online 
convenience sample, which introduces the possibility of non-response. 
We  employed multinomial methods and adjusted for potential 
confounding effects, although there may be variables not accounted for 
in our analyses. As the data gathered was through a short online survey, 
we were unable to include extensive measures of climate distress. The 
political orientation variable was a one-question variable and, therefore, 
a simplistic measure of political orientation. Another limitation is that 
the measure used in this study was gender. Sex-assigned at birth would 
be a better variable, as the implications of this study differ depending 
on whether an individual was born with a uterus or not. However, the 
CDMS did not ask a question concerning sex-assigned at birth. Thus, 
future studies could assess whether climate change anxiety affects 
childrearing intentions using sex-assigned at birth. We also recognize 
that the CCAS scale will require ongoing validation and comparison 
with other climate anxiety scales. Another limitation is that we do not 
know the directionality of the effect observed in this study for the 
regression or mitigation analyses. Due to the study design, we cannot 
definitively determine whether climate change anxiety influences 
childrearing intentions or vice versa. Future studies could employ 
longitudinal research to assess this phenomenon better.

4.2 Suggestions for future research

While this analysis successfully identified the aforementioned 
associations, we were unable to thoroughly examine the multitude of 
complex and intersecting reasons and influences that may lead an 
individual to decide whether or not to have children. We recommend 
conducting more qualitative research in this field, particularly considering 
intersectionality and efforts to understand the pathways by which people 
choose not to have children, as well as the role of climate change in their 
decision-making. Additionally, future research could examine the 
associations between climate change anxiety and childrearing intentions 
with a larger sample size and over a larger geographic area. An interesting 
future research study could also investigate whether climate anxiety 
remains at the same level well after a climate disaster has occurred and 
memories have faded, with follow-up questions testing how time impacts 
childrearing desires, intentions, and planning change.

5 Conclusion

This study found that those with higher levels of climate anxiety 
were less likely to have children or were unsure about having 
children, with this effect independent of one’s socio-demographic 

TABLE 3  Mediation model of the effect of political orientation as a 
mediator on the relationship between childrearing decision-making and 
climate change anxiety (n = 441).

Mediation 
outcome 
types

Estimate Lower 
bound

Upper 
bound

p-value

Indirect effect −0.0359 −0.0567 −0.01 0.002**

Direct effect −0.1049 −0.1595 −0.05 <0.0002**

% Mediated 0.2549 0.0992 0.46 0.002**

Mediation effects are the average effects between the “control” and “treatment” categories for 
the outcome variable. The outcome variable has been dichotomized [planning to have 
children (control) and unsure/not planning on having children (treatment)]. **Indicates 
statistical significance with a p-value less than or equal to 0.01.
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background or lived experiences of psychological distress. This 
study also found that political orientation mediated this effect. 
Given the escalating rates of climate change and increasing climate-
related anxiety, decision-makers should consider the impacts of 
climate anxiety and childrearing intentions on population and 
demographic shifts. Efforts to understand the complex relationship 
between climate-related anxiety and other social and environmental 
factors that shape people’s childrearing intentions require further 
investigation, given increasingly common extreme weather events 
and elevated levels of climate anxiety.
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