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Abstract
The literature on fertility in context of crises considers major crises exclusively as 
economic experiences, however, they are also social phenomena, affecting commu-
nities, morality and social interactions. When changes in the social climate are of a 
sufficient magnitude, they tend to break down the social fabric and generate addi-
tional uncertainty, more of a social form, which may affect reproductive decisions 
beyond economic uncertainty alone. Applying Fixed Effects Models to 18 waves 
of the Swiss Household Panel (2004–2021), this study evaluates the relationship 
between changes in social climate and social uncertainty and first and second order 
childbearing intentions, net of economic uncertainty, sociodemographic determi-
nants and unobserved time-invariant individual and local area characteristics. Can-
ton-level mean and variance of generalized trust and optimism about the future are 
used as proxies of the quality and the unpredictability of the social climate respond-
ents live in. Besides parity, the study explores period variation by comparing the 
time around the Great Recession (before, during and after) and the years around the 
Covid-19 pandemic. Results show that the worsening of the social climate and its 
growing uncertainty correlate with lower and more uncertain first and second birth 
intentions. Yet, important parity-period interactions emerge.
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1  Introduction

Persistently low fertility rates contribute to population aging, age structure imbal-
ances and life course inequalities, posing challenges to the social and financial sus-
tainability of contemporary western societies. Moreover, growing inequalities are 
driving a wedge between those who manage to reach their intended family size and 
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those who do not (Mencarini et al., 2018). In most western countries, the 2008 eco-
nomic crisis—the Great Recession—triggered a long period of declining birth rates 
(Sobotka et al., 2011a). Part of this fertility decline can be explained by the inten-
sification of economic uncertainty, a condition in which future economic prospects 
cannot be deduced by present information (Dequech, 2000), that persisted long after 
the economic recovery. Economic uncertainty alone, however, does not explain why 
fertility in many countries (see Fig. 1) has declined for longer than a decade after 
the Great Recession, or why often the decline has even accelerated after 2015–2016, 
or, finally, why a strong fertility decline has characterized countries like the Nordic 
European which were only marginally affected by the crisis and the economic inse-
curity it generated (Comolli et al., 2021).

Against this background, in 2020 Covid-19 led to another crisis. The social, 
financial and labor market losses have been considerable, and the post-pandemic 
prospects remain highly uncertain. The Covid-19 crisis is first and foremost a health 
emergency, but individuals may also adjust their behavior to the considerable eco-
nomic and social costs of the pandemic. As a result, fertility is likely to be affected 
too (Aassve et  al., 2020, 2021a, 2021b; Charles-Edwards et  al., 2021; Lappegård 
et al., 2020; Wilde et al., 2020). At least in the short-term, early evidence hints to 
a generally negative effect, although often short-lived and with contextual hetero-
geneities in direction and magnitude of the effect (Cohen, 2021; Emery & Koops, 
2022; Nitsche et al., 2021; Sobotka et al., 2021). Furthermore, the possible mecha-
nisms explaining the changes in reproductive decisions as a result of the pandemic 
are multiple but their unfolding is still unknown (Berrington et  al., 2021; Castro 
Torres et al., 2022; Lindberg, 2021; Lindberg et al., 2020; Luppi et al., 2020).

Source: Human Fertility Database 2022.
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The argument put forward in this study is that to understand the fertility trends 
witnessed in western countries in the past decade and to be able to anticipate if and 
how the pandemic will possibly influence such trends in the next decade, a paradigm 
shift is needed. While theories of the fertility response to business cycle fluctuations 
consider major crises exclusively as economic experiences, their effects are rarely 
confined to one domain. Economic downturns are also social phenomena. They 
have an impact on psychological outcomes, social interactions, communities and 
morality, thereby altering the social climate individuals live in. When these societal 
changes are of a sufficient magnitude, they tend to break down the social fabric and 
they represent additional sources of complexity generating a more social form of 
uncertainty, linked to changing expectations about the future of societies (Luhmann, 
1979; Colquitt et al., 2012).

Despite possibly producing effects on reproductive decisions beyond those of 
economic uncertainty, the disruption of social practices has been largely overlooked 
by the literature on the determinants of low fertility in contemporary societies in 
the context of crises. Macro-level studies have previously uncovered the positive 
nexus between national or subnational levels of generalized trust and fertility rates, 
mostly seeing trust levels as invariable traits of societies that moderate the impact of 
time varying conditions or events on birth rates (Aassve et al., 2021a). Yet, others 
have shown that major events alter those traits. For instance, political sociologists 
have identified increasing economic and social inequalities and polarization, and 
declining access to different dimensions of social capital, as driving forces behind 
the increasing success of Radical Right Parties (RRP) in Europe (Rydgren, 2007). 
Comolli and Andersson (2021), in turn, have suggested that part of the lowered pro-
pensity of Swedish women to have a child during the last decade can be linked to 
the increasing support for the RRP (i.e., the Sweden Democrats) in the municipal-
ity in which they reside, and that the magnitude of the effect of the voting-support 
variable is similar to those observed for a more conventional indicator of economic 
uncertainty, i.e., unemployment rates. Recent studies in the field of health econom-
ics have demonstrated that the 1918 Spanish Flu permanently affected social trust 
levels (Aassve et al., 2021b) while, previously, other studies had showed that trust 
reacted to natural disasters, declining in case of earthquakes and floods (Albrecht, 
2017; Calo-Blanco et  al., 2017; Carlin et  al., 2014; Uslaner & yamamura, 2016). 
Finally, social trust has been shown to decline in response to political crises, i.e., 
the collapse of communist societies (Rose-Ackerman, 2001). The current study fills 
a crucial gap in this literature by uncovering the response of individual-level repro-
ductive decisions elicited by changes in the local social climate and in social, net of 
economic, uncertainties.

The study analyses social climate as the collective experience of a worsen-
ing of social spirit and practices in the local community, and social uncertainty as 
the increasing unpredictability of such social climate (using measures of distribu-
tion). Both are assumed to influence reproductive decisions insofar they negatively 
affect individuals’ view about the future of society and social relations. Yet, besides 
driving demographic processes, uncertainty represents a demographic outcome of 
inquiry. Non-numeric, or uncertain, answers have been previously shown to poten-
tially represent rational responses to uncertain conditions (LeGrand et  al., 2003; 
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Trinitapoli & Yeatman, 2011; Hayford & Agadjanian, 2011). Uncertainty in fertility 
intentions is sizeable and should not be regarded as a residual category or measure-
ment error but as an answer with substantive implications about reproductive uncer-
tainty (Ni Bhrolchain & Beaujouan, 2011; Schaeffer & Thomson, 1992; Trinitapoli, 
2023). Sharing this view, the current study investigates, besides positive numeric 
answers, also non-numeric (“Don’t Know”) responses to questions about short-term 
childbearing intentions1.

The study context is Switzerland and the data used come from the Swiss House-
hold Panel (SHP). The SHP provides suitable data for this study for several reasons. 
First, the SHP stretches from 1999 to 2021, allowing to study longitudinal change 
over a long period of time including two major crises (the Great Recession and 
the Covid-19 Pandemic). The second advantage of the SHP data is that it collects 
repeated information about short-term fertility intentions in each wave starting from 
2002 and the number of children ever had from a representative sample of house-
hold from all cantons in Switzerland. This allows investigating parity-specific inten-
tions, important insofar childbearing decisions are made sequentially and the deter-
minants of reproductive decisions differ between the first and higher-order births 
(Kreyenfeld, 2021). Third, the SHP reports respondents’ canton of residence, mak-
ing it possible to measure the social climate and its unpredictability in the local area 
surrounding the respondents. Finally, the SHP collects information on economic 
conditions and perceptions and on generalized trust yearly from 2004.

Local levels and variance of generalized trust in the canton of residence are used 
here as one set of proxies of perceived social climate and uncertainty. Ideally, being 
uncertainty essentially about the future, one would like to operationalize social 
uncertainty through information about the expectations about the future of social 
relations, reciprocity and morality. Unfortunately, to the best of the author’s knowl-
edge no existing survey asks such questions. However, the European Social Survey 
(ESS) collects information about pessimism/optimism about the future of the world 
through the agreement/disagreement to the question: “The way things are now, I find 
it hard to be hopeful about the future of the world.” The measure does not specifi-
cally refer to the social realm and it was unfortunately collected only in two cross-
sectional waves (2006 and 2012). However, “Optimism about the future”—merged 
with the SHP data at the wave-by-canton level—will serve as a benchmark for our 
indicator directly linked to the social climate (i.e., generalized trust) as it makes 
explicit reference to future expectations, a key component of the operationalization 
of uncertainty. Local levels and variance of Optimism about the future thus repre-
sent the second set of proxies of perceived social climate and uncertainty.

First, using (individual and canton) Fixed Effects models, I analyze the associa-
tion between changes over time in local levels and distribution of generalized trust 
and optimism about the future and the probability of expressing positive or uncer-
tain intention to have a(nother) child among Swiss partnered childless and one-
child parents. Fixed Effects models allow to additionally control for unobserved 

1  In the literature, short-term childbearing intentions are considered good proxies of fertility behavior 
(Morgan & Rackin 2010).
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time-invariant individual and canton characteristics that influence both social cli-
mate and uncertainty and the intention to have a first or a second child. Second, 
disposing of almost two decades of data, I will be able to investigate whether these 
associations vary across periods and in particular across the two major crises epi-
sodes that characterized the recent history of western countries: The Great Reces-
sion and the Covid-19 pandemic.

2 � Theoretical Background and Empirical Evidence

2.1 � Economic Conditions, Economic Uncertainty and Fertility

One of the strongest driving forces of fertility is represented by individuals’ eco-
nomic prospects. The New Home Economics (NHE) theory sees childbearing as a 
rational choice based on the costs and benefits of children and posits that a decline 
in households’ income is linked to the postponement of childbearing (Becker, 1993). 
When incomes drop and unemployment rates rise, long-term commitments—such 
as housing purchases or having children—tend to be postponed. The impact of 
employment status on the entry into parenthood has been widely investigated in the 
past, and increasingly so after the onset of the Great Recession. Theoretical argu-
ments and empirical evidence show that economic and labor market instability are 
important factors explaining the postponement of family formation in contempo-
rary society (Kreyenfeld & Andersson, 2014; Kreyenfeld et al., 2012). Some studies 
focusing on the Great Recession demonstrate that not only behavior but also fertility 
intentions are negatively affected economic downturns (Testa & Basten, 2014; Fiori 
et al., 2018; Novelli et al. 2021).

Yet, objective economic conditions are not the unique rationale of childbearing: 
preferences, social norms and values (Lesthaeghe & Van de Kaa, 1986) and institu-
tional and structural constraints (Esping-Andersen & Billari, 2015) influence child-
bearing decisions. Furthermore, the notion of economic uncertainty has become 
central to the sociodemographic literature on fertility in the aftermath of the Great 
Recession. Perceived economic uncertainty, beyond material economic conditions, 
produces a negative re-evaluation of current and future economic prospects that 
operates as an additional driver of the postponement of irreversible commitments, 
such as having children (Comolli & Vignoli, 2021; Ranjan, 1999; Vignoli et  al., 
2020a, 2020b). The recent application of the Narrative Framework to fertility deci-
sions emphasizes the role of objective conditions as the “shadow of the past,” and 
subjective conditions as “imagined futures” or “shadows of the future” (Bernardi 
et  al., 2019, p. 4; Vignoli et  al., 2020a, p. 26). Despite the ameliorating objective 
economic conditions in the second half of the 2010s, persisting perceived uncertain-
ties seem to have reinforced the pessimistic evaluation of future economic prospects, 
which may have induced a continued postponement of irreversible transitions, such 
as having a child (Kreyenfeld et al., 2012; Schneider, 2015; Hofmann et al., 2017). 
A number of studies demonstrates that, ahead of behavior, perceived economic 
uncertainty influences fertility intentions (Busetta et al., 2019; Fahlén & Olàh, 2018; 
Modena & Sabatini, 2012).
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Despite this conceptual advancement, it remains unclear why fertility declines 
were so widespread in western countries, still so even more than ten years after 
the Great Recession and at an accelerated decline in the second half of the 2010s, 
including in regions (e.g., Central and Northern Europe) only marginally affected 
by the Great Recession. Despite the rich amount of research, our knowledge about 
the determinants of the recent prolonged fertility decline remains incomplete, per-
haps because studies have focused disproportionately on the purely economic conse-
quences of the Great Recession and crises in general.

2.2 � Social Climate, Social Uncertainty and Fertility

Individuals are embedded in a social context (Elder, 1974; Entwisle, 2007) and use 
community actions as sources of information to navigate complex situations (Mont-
gomery & Casterline, 1996; Rossier & Bernardi, 2009). Yet, social interactions do 
not only produce information but also produce resources or social capital2 (Cole-
man, 1990). Recently, social psychologists and political scientists have shown that 
social capital tends to be affected by long-lasting periods of lower opportunities 
(Ayllon, 2019; Matsudaira, 2016). Enduring inequalities lower civic spirit, trust, 
and civic engagement, and correlate with political polarization (Giustozzi & Gangl, 
2021; Shayo, 2009; Uslaner & Brown, 2005). Economists and sociologists have 
come to similar conclusions: inequality causes marginalization and reduces social 
trust (Kearney & Levine, 2014). This may happen because the greater the distance 
between individuals at the top and the bottom, the less the different strata share a 
common fate and trust each other, and because “trust rests on a psychological foun-
dation of optimism and control over one’s own environment” (Uslaner & Brown, 
2005, p. 869), which inequality reduces. Yet, inequality is only one of the mecha-
nisms through which major crises may affect morality and trust. Institutional fail-
ures in managing crises represent an alternative mechanism witnessed in the case of 
historical epidemics and natural disasters (Aassve et al., 2021b; Carlin et al., 2014) 
which may also apply to economic crises. The prioritization of individuals’ personal 
interest over the achievement of collective goals and community protection may rep-
resent another explanation of why trust and social integration decline among indi-
vidual affected by major disruptions (Albrecht, 2017).

Social capital, in turn, is used by individuals as a crucial strategy to reduce the 
complexity arising from the burden of the multiplicity of possible events in society 
(Luhmann, 1979), and to mitigate existing uncertainty (Colquitt et al., 2012). Par-
ticipating in community life and social activities provides information that dimin-
ish uncertainty. A high level of generalized trust and, more generally, a more posi-
tive social climate instills a sense of comfort that mitigates uncertainty (Arpino & 
Obydenkova, 2020), while the shredding of good social practices and generalized 
morality induces a sense of insecurity regarding the future of societies and social 
interactions. Individuals face a fundamental dilemma: while both individuals’ and 

2  “Features of social organization such as networks, norms and trust that facilitate co-ordination and co-
operation for mutual benefit” (Putnam, 1993, p. 167).
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societies’ outcomes are maximized by cooperation and social participation, it also 
makes individuals vulnerable to exploitation as some cooperative actions might not 
be rewarded (Kollock, 1998). A more hostile social climate contributes to greater 
social complexity and to generate a sense of social uncertainty that pervades life, 
particularly during times of societal change (Lind, 2001).

In a very recent book, offering a comprehensive theoretical framework to recon-
cile the literature on uncertainty demography, Jenny Trinitapoli presents a working 
definition of uncertainty, that covers all the different dimensions of uncertainty as 
experienced by the individual: “Uncertainty refers to epistemic situations in which 
the salience of the unknown and the unknowable eclipses the relevance of known 
factors” (Trinitapoli, 2023, p. 76). Uncertainty can be both individually perceived 
(Mills & Blossfeld 2003; Kreyenfeld et al., 2012; Alderotti et al. 2021) and a collec-
tive factor, reflecting a more unconscious phenomenon that goes beyond person-spe-
cific circumstances and relates to the overall aggregate climate (Comolli & Vignoli, 
2021; Sobotka et  al., 2011a, 2011b; Vignoli et  al., 2020b). Individuals’ decisions 
and actions, through structures of social interaction, are informed by a constant 
macro–micro feedback (Elder, 1974; Entwisle, 2007; Huinink & Kohli, 2014). As 
contextual conditions vary, the perception of the individual situation or the response 
to such situation may change accordingly, for example, because contextual circum-
stances provide information about other individuals’ situation or about one’s own 
possible future situation (Comolli, 2021; Kreyenfeld, 2010). What is crucial is that 
uncertainty is measurable and has to be measured, if not directly, through proxies 
(Trinitapoli, 2023).

Here I proxy social climate with local-level mean of generalized trust and opti-
mism about the future and social uncertainty with the predictability of such mean 
levels, using local-level variance of trust and optimism. These proxies correlate 
with macro-level indexes of uncertainty. Figure 2 plots the World Uncertainty Index 
(WUI)3 in Switzerland in 2000–2021 (Ahir, Bloom & Furceri, 2022), together 
with aggregated local mean and variance of generalized trust and optimism about 
the future (SHP and ESS data). As in other western countries, where uncertainty is 
strongly synchronized (Ahir et al., 2022), the WUI in Switzerland (red line) peaks 
around major events like the economic crisis of the early 2000s (together with the 
idiosyncratic shock of a referendum in Switzerland deciding in favor of joining the 
UN in late 2002), the Euro Sovereign Debt crisis in 2011–13 (more than during the 
early phase of the financial crisis in 2009), the Brexit vote in 2016 (together with 
the idiosyncratic shock in Switzerland of a possible referendum to limit the num-
ber of EU immigrants) and the 2020 Covid-19 pandemic. Those peaks in uncer-
tainty are usually accompanied by drops in levels and rises in the variability of 
trust and optimism about the future. This is clearly no proof of a causal relationship 
between them, but it suggests that the social climate tends to worsen with rising 

3  The WUI is based on the frequency of the world “uncertainty” in the quarterly Economists Intelligence 
Unit country reports. The Index appears highly synchronized across advanced economies (Ahir et  al., 
2022).
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uncertainty while the unpredictability of the social climate tends to increase with 
rising uncertainty.

Social capital is a powerful determinant of fertility (Balbo et al., 2013). The posi-
tive link between generalized trust and fertility has been previously investigated in 
macro-level studies (Aassve et  al., 2018, 2021a, 2021b). Where morality is more 
limited, fertility rates are lower because of lower quality of institutions (i.e., child-
care provisions), the lower likelihood of couples to marry and to outsource child-
care (Aassve et al., 2016; Cherlin et al., 2016). One defining feature of these stud-
ies though is that different dimensions of social capital and social trust have mainly 
been interpreted as time-invariant fixed traits of groups or societies that are transmit-
ted “from generation to generation” (Aassve et al., 2018, pp. 4–5). In contrast, the 
abovementioned literature highlights that major crises may alter those traits. Soci-
etal changes that work to break down the social fabric and lower the levels of gen-
eralized trust represent additional sources of uncertainties, related to the future of 
individuals’ social support and societal values as well as the perceived future quality 
of social institutions. A recent study suggests that part of the lowered propensity of 
Swedish women to have kids during the last decade can be linked to the increasing 
support for the RRP of the Sweden Democrats, which the authors use as a proxy of 
the increasing social uncertainty in women’s area of residence (Comolli & Anders-
son, 2021). With the exception of Comolli and Andersson (2021), the hypothesis 
that crises generate not only economic but also social uncertainties and that the lat-
ter too drive contemporary childbearing decisions has never been explored.

Source: Swiss Household Panel 2004-2021 and World Uncertainty Index (WUI) data from Ahir, Bloom and Furceri 2022.

Fig. 2   World Uncertainty Index (WUI) and optimism and generalized trust (national mean and variance) 
in Switzerland (2000–2021). Source Swiss household panel 2004–2021 and World Uncertainty Index 
(WUI) data from Ahir et al., 2022
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3 � The Current Study

3.1 � Context

The study context is Switzerland, a country characterized by persistently low fertil-
ity rates (Total Fertility Rate at 1.46 in 2020, see Fig. 1) and high rates of childless-
ness (above 20% in the birth cohorts 1950s-1960, Sobotka, 2017). Figure 3 plots live 
births by parity (first and second) in 2000–2021 and the WUI. As in other contexts, 
the recent fertility declines are concentrated on first births and after 2014 (coincid-
ing with the first strong peak in WUI). After years of increase, second births also 
decline after 2018 (around the second peak in WUI).

The Swiss value stability as a condition for life and family planning (Hanappi 
& Lipps, 2019) but labor protection of both permanent and temporary workers is 
weaker in Switzerland than in other German-speaking countries (OECD, 2016). 
Moreover, while men work almost universally in full-time jobs, women work mostly 
part-time (Levy et al., 2006; Sobotka et al., 2011b). Switzerland’s incentives for a 
traditional male breadwinner–female caretaker division further include generous 
dependent tax allowances, household instead of individual taxation, and high mar-
ginal tax rates that penalize second earners (Cooke & Baxter, 2010). In addition, 
in Switzerland work–family reconciliation policies are poor: childcare is extremely 
expensive and its provision insufficient to meet the demand which often leads to 
mothers leaving the labor market to take care of their children (Gauthier & Philipov, 

Source: Elaboration of the author based on.
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2008; Wall & Escobedo, 2013)4. Overall, Switzerland displays great gender divides 
in family responsibilities that relapse almost entirely on women, who end up with 
a weaker and irregular labor market attachment over the life course5. The birth of 
a child is hence a career disruption that many women consider carefully. In such a 
context, perceived economic uncertainty may be due to worries of losing a job even 
if on a permanent contract, or due to (especially women’s) worries of not being able 
to balance work with childrearing and care duties.

In international comparison, Switzerland fared relatively better than its bordering 
countries during the Great Recession. Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth sank 
at -2% in 2009 but quickly recovered the year after, although suffering in 2011–12, 
during the Sovereign Debt crisis in Europe and never returning to the growth levels 
of the pre-crisis years (2004–08). Unemployment in Switzerland tends to be low but, 
after having reached 4.8% in 2010, it stabilized around that share, peaking again at 
4.92% in 2016. During the pandemic, the situation looked worse: a record negative 
GDP growth was registered (−2.4%) and in April 2020 unemployment increased by 
around 43% relative to the previous year, rising “almost as much as it increased in 
all of 2010 following the financial crisis” (Sheldon, 2020, p. 1). The prime differ-
ence between the two periods concerns the number of employees put on short-time 
work (furlough pay): about 1.9 million Swiss workers (more than one out of three) 
by the end of April 2020, compared to the below 100,000 workers put on short-time 
in June-July 2009 (Faber et al., 2020; Kopp & Siegenthaler, 2021).

Finally, Switzerland ranks comparatively high in terms of social capital, being 
closer to Northern European countries in that respect than to continental Europe 
(Freitag, 2003; Wollebæk & Strømsnes, 2008). However, regional differences are 
important within the country. German-speaking regions tends to display higher lev-
els of social capital than French-speaking, both followed by Italian-speaking regions 
(Freitag, 2003). The determinants of the relatively high levels of trust are more 
related to attitudes, resources and socioeconomic characteristics than to high levels 
of civic engagement. The Swiss institutional context also plays an important role: 
the political system and culture, characterized by direct democracy and a strong 
subsidiary principle, favors trust towards both political actors and fellow citizens 
(Freitag, 2003). Figure 4a, 4b and 4c presents maps of the social climate and social 
uncertainty measures by canton in selected years (SHP data). Besides the overall 
linguistic regional differences depicted above we observe both a large heterogeneity 
by canton within regions and a large fluctuation over time in both canton-level mean 
and variance of generalized trust and optimism. This geographical and time hetero-
geneity is exploited in this study to answer the research questions presented below.

4  While the introduction of paid maternity leaves in 2005 (14 weeks’ maternity leave at 80% of prior 
earnings and two additional weeks of unpaid leave) was a significant improvement in family policies, 
Switzerland’s leave scheme remains minimal (Bertozzi & Gilardi, 2008; Valarino & Bernardi, 2010). 
The recently approved two-weeks paternity leave only helps men and women a little, and there is no paid 
parental leave for both partners.
5  Women still significantly reduce their participation on the labor market during the transition to parent-
hood and often do not return to full-time work afterwards (Widmer & Ritschard, 2009).
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3.2 � Research Questions

The first research question asks whether changes in social climate and social uncer-
tainty influence childbearing intentions beyond their known determinants. The 
hypothesis is that, net of sociodemographic and economic, objective and subjec-
tive, factors, both a worsening of the social climate and its growing unpredictability 
induce a postponement of the decision to have a (nother) child. Such postponement 
may materialize either as a reduction in the (certain) probability of wanting a child 
in the near future, or as greater uncertainty about wanting a child in the near future 
(Ni Bhrolchain & Beaujouan, 2011; Schaeffer & Thomson, 1992; Trinitapoli, 2023). 

Fig. 4   a Map of Mean Generalized trust by Swiss canton. Selected years. Source Elaboration of the 
author based on SHP 2006–2021. b Map of Variance of Generalized trust by Swiss canton. Selected 
years. Source Elaboration of the author based on SHP 2006–2021. c Map of Mean and Variance of Opti-
mism about the future by Swiss canton (2006 and 2012). Source Elaboration of the author based on ESS 
2006 and 2012
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Yet, important heterogeneities across parity transitions exist. Compared to a sec-
ond (or third) child, the transition to parenthood is particularly time-intensive and 
financially demanding, and it entails a life-changing decision (Kreyenfeld, 2021). 
More than higher parities, in fact, first births have been postponed as a result of 
growing economic uncertainty during and after the Great Recession period (Sobotka 
et al., 2011a). In contrast, the sudden and prolonged cut to the outsourcing of family 
care services during the pandemic has affected parents of small kids disproportion-
ally (Collins et al., 2021; Cook & Grimshaw, 2021; Hipp & Bünning, 2021; Steiber 
et al., 2021). Pooling all parities together may thus mask such differences so I ana-
lyze the association between social climate and social uncertainty and the intention 
to have a child separately for the first and the second.

The second research question asks whether the relationship between changing 
social climate and social uncertainty and childbearing intentions differs across 
periods. In Switzerland as in other western countries, the study period, in fact, is 

Fig. 4   (continued)
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characterized not only by a varying trend in first and second births intensities, but 
also by substantial ups and downs in indexes of national uncertainty (WUI) and by 
the unfolding of two major international crises: the Great Recession and the Covid-
19 pandemic. While Covid-19 has possibly led to even larger economic losses and 
greater economic uncertainty than the Great Recession did, especially in Switzer-
land (Baker et  al., 2020; Faber et  al., 2020), the two crises differ in a number of 
ways. On the one hand, because of the confinement measures adopted to contain 
the spread of the virus, the alteration of the social climate and the growing uncer-
tainty have been more immediately evident during the Pandemic than during the 
Great Recession, which may lead to observe in 2020 even stronger effects on child-
bearing decisions. On the other hand, the nature of the pandemic is more exogenous, 
which may have led individuals, first, to think that the crisis would be followed by 
a quicker recovery than those observed during the 2010s decade and, second, to 
diminish the perception of an institutional failure in managing the crisis, compared 

Fig. 4   (continued)
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to the Great Recession. These pandemic features may lead thus to weaker effects of 
the pandemic on childbearing decisions. Finally, because of the confinement meas-
ures, parents have been disproportionately affected compared to the childless during 
the Pandemic relative to the Great Recession, therefore different parity dynamics are 
likely to emerge during the two crises.

3.3 � Data

To answer the research questions presented above I use the 2004–2021waves of 
the Swiss Household Panel (SHP) (ids 28,498, N = 161,807). The SHP is a nation-
ally representative longitudinal survey of private households in which all adult (age 
14 +) members are interviewed annually. To moderate attrition, three refreshment 
samples, in 2004, 2013 and 2020, were added to the initial sample of 1999. As a 
result, both attrition and non-response bias remain rather low concerning demo-
graphic and socioeconomic variables (Voorpostel & Lipps, 2011). These data are 
useful for the current study for a number of reasons. First, longitudinal data are 
needed to investigate how changes over time in the explanatory variables of interest 
affect childbearing decisions, and the SHP provide such data. Second, the SHP cov-
ers a very long period of time including the pre and post Great Recession years up 
to the most recent data collected during the Covid-19 pandemics in 2020 and 20216. 
Third, the SHP combines household data with rich yearly individual information on 
demographic events, fertility intentions, objective employment conditions and sub-
jective perceptions of job insecurity, plus the variable on which the first proxy of 
social climate and social uncertainty is based, generalized trust. Finally, the SHP 
provides information regarding respondents’ canton of residence (see Table  2 for 
distribution of observations by canton). This allows the identification of local areas 
of residence and the operationalization of the social climate respondents are exposed 
to. Through the respondents’ canton of residence, I also merge the second varia-
ble used to proxy social climate and social uncertainty, namely Optimism about the 
future, collected in the 2006 and 2012 European Social Survey (ESS) which also 
reports respondents’ canton of residence.

3.4 � Analytic Sample

The starting analytical sample consists of respondents in reproductive age 15–44 
interviewed between 2004 and 2021 (14,666 ids, N = 63,914). First, among those, 
given the relatively short-time horizon presented for the childbearing intention ques-
tions (24 months), only partnered individuals are selected (11,070 ids, N = 43,221), 
the majority of them co-residing with their partners (74.3%). Second, missing or 
inapplicable observations (N = 2097), and observations from parents with already 

6  The 2020 wave of the SHP was fielded between September 2020 and February 2021, therefore sev-
eral months after the start of the pandemic, during the second wave of infection spread. The 2021 wave 
was fielded between September 2021 and February 2022, therefore after the vaccination campaign and 
around the time when all the restrictions were lifted in Switzerland.
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two or more children (N = 16,966) or with adult children are dropped (N = 1097). 
Third, observations from respondents with children other than their own in the 
household are removed (N = 1977 among childless and N = 175 among one-child 
parents). Finally, once observations from individuals who do not want children at 
all 7 are excluded (N = 3143), I obtain a sample of 5663 individuals (2610 men and 
3,053 women; N = 17,766) observed between 1 and 18 times (the average number of 
waves of participation is 9.6) who are either childless (4547 ids, N = 13,272, 74.7% 
of total observations) or parents of one child (1752 ids, N = 4494, 25.3%). The sam-
ple for the analyses on Optimism about the future is substantially smaller since only 
the 2006 and 2012 waves can be used (1355 ids, N = 1537; 1024 childless respond-
ents, N = 1149 and 349 parents, N = 388).

3.5 � Variables

The outcome of inquiry is whether a child is wanted in the next 24 months condi-
tional on ever wanting any children. The original variable is categorical with three 
possible answers: Yes, No, or Don’t know. From that I derived a first dependent vari-
able: the probability of holding positive childbearing intentions conditional on giv-
ing a numeric (Yes/No) answer, and a second dependent variable: the probability of 
non-numeric (Don’t Know) over numeric (Yes/No) answers.

The key explanatory variables are social climate and social uncertainty. The expe-
riences of social climate and social uncertainty are operationalized, respectively, 
through the aggregate local (in the canton of residence for each wave in the analysis) 
level (mean) and variability (variance) of the individual-level variable8. In the SHP, 
the respondent’s generalized trust is measured through the question of whether Most 
people can be trusted or you can’t be too careful in dealing with people (original 
answers in the scale 0–10: from Can’t be too careful to Most people can be trusted). 
The variable Optimism about the future is constructed based on the question: The 
way things are now, I find it hard to be hopeful about the future of the world (origi-
nal answers on a scale 0–10 from completely agree to completely disagree so the 
greater the answer the more optimistic is the respondent). As with trust, individual 
responses are aggregated by canton-wave and the so constructed means and variance 
are merged by canton-wave to the SHP data.

The other independent variable is perceived individual-level economic uncer-
tainty measured through “cognitive” self-reported job insecurity, which denotes 
an employed person’s assessment of how secure (very secure, quite secure, a bit 
insecure, very insecure) his or her job is (Anderson & Pontusson, 2007; Esser & 
Olsen, 2012). Due to the low frequency of extreme answers, the variable has been 

7  From 2015, the childbearing intention question is asked only to respondents who declare they want to 
have children in their life.
8  Here, following previous studies (Sandberg, 2006), I am making simplifying assumptions about the 
cognitive integration of information from the collectivity to the individual’s perception to construct a 
measure of social climate. See Sandberg, (2006) for a detailed illustration of assumptions and caveat of 
such aggregation method.
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recoded as binary: having a “very or quite secure” job versus having a job that 
is “a bit or very insecure”. The role of economic uncertainty is evaluated net of 
objective economic conditions measured through men’s and women’s employ-
ment status. Employment status includes the categories of employed, unemployed, 
out of the labor force9 and students. Because the job insecurity question is asked 
only to employed respondents, the employment status and job insecurity variables 
are recoded together as Employment Uncertainty, comprising the categories of: 
Employed with secure job, Employed with insecure job, Unemployed, Out of the 
labor force, or Student.

Finally, a number of control variables are included: respondents’ age (cate-
gorical, by 5 years age-groups), educational level (categorical: primary or lower 
secondary; upper secondary or tertiary education), disposable income (in thou-
sand Swiss Francs, mean-centered) and dummies for cantons to control for other 
time-invariant characteristics of the local area respondents live in that possibly 
influence both social climate and fertility intentions. A survey period variable 
is included first to control for possible time trends and later to investigate pos-
sible period interactions (categorical: years before the GR 2004–2008; GR years 
2009–2013; post GR years 2014–2018; years around the pandemic 2019–202110. 
In models for parents, the age of the first child (mean-centered) is additionally 
controlled for.

3.6 � Method

To exploit the longitudinal character of the data and properly investigate change 
over time, I run within individual-within canton Fixed Effects (FE) Linear Prob-
ability models. FE models control for unobserved (time invariant) individual and 
canton characteristics influencing both the outcome, childbearing intentions, and 
the explanatory variables, namely local social climate and uncertainty and indi-
vidual-level economic uncertainty. I analyze separately the change over time in 
the probability of wanting a child, conditional on giving a numeric/certain answer 
(Yes/No), and the probability of giving a non-numeric/uncertain answer (Don’t 
know).

In a first set of the analyses, I run—separately by indicator and parity (childless 
and one-child parents)—several step-wise models of the change over time in the 
probability of expressing a given intention to have a (nother) child during the fol-
lowing two years. Model 1 only controls for respondents’ age, Model 2 controls for 

9  Although theoretically relevant, the distinction between full-time and part-time work did not yield any 
substantial additional information so for the sake of conciseness the distinction is disregarded.
10  The periodization is based on the trend in aggregate uncertainty (WUI) presented in Fig. 3 and GDP 
growth rates in Switzerland: the largest drop in GDP was registered in 2009 but GDP annual growth 
remained substantially below the pre-crisis average for a few years due to the Sovereign debt crisis that 
hit European countries in 2011–12. After 2014 Swiss’s GDP growth stabilized although it never returned 
to pre-2009 rates before dropping in 2020 even lower than in 2009 (World Bank data 2022).
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all sociodemographic determinants and Model 3 adds employment uncertainty. In 
a second set of analyses I investigate the variation by period. To ease the interpre-
tation, results are presented graphically through average marginal effects and pre-
dicted probabilities of positive and uncertain answers. Complete tables are provided 
in the Appendix.

4 � Results

Table 1 reports variables’ descriptive statistics by parity (childless and parents of 
one child) and models (Trust models with full 2004–2021 waves and Optimism 
models restricted only to the 2006 and 2012 waves). The vast majority of child-
less respondents (around 70% in both models) do not intend to have a first child 
in the following two years, while 50–60% of respondents do not intend to have a 
second child in the following two years. One fourth of respondents hold on aver-
age positive intentions about the first child while around 40% intend to have a sec-
ond child in the next two years. Uncertain answers vary from around 2.9% among 
the childless in the optimism models to 4.9% among the parents of one child in 
the trust models. In general, parents tend to have more positive and more certain 
short-term childbearing intentions compared to childless. Parents are also older 
on average (around 36 years old versus 28 of the childless) and they tend to have 
higher education, to be more often employed and with more secure jobs compared 
to childless, with the exception of being out of the labor force. The 8–9% share of 
non-working parents is an average between genders. Mothers are around ten times 
more likely to be inactive compared to fathers (12.5–16% vs. 1.5–1.8% depending 
on models, not shown). No gender difference exists instead among inactive child-
less respondents.

Figure  5 (panel a) illustrates the distribution of childbearing intentions over 
time by parity. Until 2012, childbearing intentions displayed a positive trend both 
among childless and parents, then first birth intentions stabilized and declined 
after 2016. Second birth intentions displayed a slightly more pronounced drop 
but only after 2017. Both among childless and parents, the share of respondents 
reporting an uncertain answer declined at the beginning of the observed period but 
then doubled in 2020 with respect to the period 2014–19. Figure 5 (panel b) illus-
trates the distribution of employment status and perceived job insecurity over time 
by parity. Employment conditions, both objective and subjective, deteriorated with 
some delay after the onset of the Great Recession. The proportion of unemployed, 
despite being rather small in absolute terms, increased after 2012 and remained 
higher than before especially among childless individuals, before peaking again in 
2020. Among the employed, those who report having a quite or very insecure job 
increased after 2011 peaking first in 2015–2016 and then again in 2020 especially 
among parents.
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Table 1   Descriptive statistics Source Elaboration of the author based on SHP 2004–2021

(a)

Trust models (waves 2004–2021) Optimism models (waves 2006, 
2012)

Childless Parents Childless Parents

N % N % N % N %

Child wanted in the next 24 months
No 9288 69.98 2336 51.98 826 71.89 229 59.02
Yes 3343 25.19 1938 43.12 290 25.24 143 36.86
Does not know (D/K) 641 4.83 220 4.90 33 2.87 16 4.12
Total 13,272 100.00 4494 100.00 1149 100.00 388 100.00
Employment status + Job insecurity
Employed, Very or quite secure 10,436 78.63 3598 80.06 886 77.11 302 77.84
Employed, A bit or very insecure 1229 9.26 438 9.75 103 8.96 38 9.79
Unemployed 363 2.74 88 1.96 36 3.13 8 2.06
Out of Labor Force 286 2.15 351 7.81 25 2.18 38 9.79
Students 958 7.22 19 0.42 99 8.62 2 0.52
Total 13,272 100.00 4494 100.00 1149 100.00 388 100.00
Age
15–19 750 5.65 8 0.18 91 7.92 1 0.26
20–24 3670 27.65 81 1.80 338 29.42 11 2.84
25–29 4178 31.48 393 8.74 333 28.98 20 5.15
30–34 2714 20.45 1241 27.61 202 17.58 98 25.26
35–39 1243 9.37 1394 31.02 105 9.14 117 30.15
40–44 717 5.40 1377 30.64 80 6.96 141 36.34
Total 13,272 100.00 4494 100.00 1149 100.00 388 100.00
Educational level
Primary or Low Sec 1300 9.80 222 4.94 148 12.88 18 4.64
Upper Secondary 6271 47.25 2038 45.35 564 49.09 188 48.45
Tertiary 5701 42.96 2234 49.71 437 38.03 182 46.91
Total 13,272 100.00 4494 100.00 1149 100.00 388 100.00
Wave
2006 457 39.77 163 42.01
2012 692 60.23 225 57.99
Total 1149 100.00 388 100.00

(b)

Trust models

Childless Parents

N Mean SD Min Max N Mean SD Min Max

Local area generalized 
trust mean

13,272 6.23 .56 0 10 4494 6.20 .54 2 8.75
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The left panel of Fig. 6 reports the results of the Linear Probability Fixed Effects 
models (Model 1, Tables 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10) of the association between social 
climate and social predictability measured through generalized trust and the prob-
ability of expressing positive or uncertain first or second child intentions. The 
probability of expressing positive intention to have a first child is not significantly 
influenced by the overall level of generalized trust and its unpredictability, irre-
spectively of the number and kind of controls included (Tables 3, 4). Yet, among 
childless respondents, an increasingly positive social climate reduces uncertain 
answers, while increasing uncertainty about the social climate increases uncertain 
answers (Tables 5, 6). No association is detected instead among parents. Control-
ling for individual-level employment uncertainty does not alter the estimates of 
social climate and social uncertainty in any model (Models 3 in Tables 3, 4, 5, 6). 
As found elsewhere, entering joblessness (especially unemployment) reduces first 
birth, but not second births, intention. Notably, it does not affect the probability of 
expressing uncertain intentions. Furthermore, there are no significant differences in 

The table reports summary statistics based on the sample that includes all childbearing intentions. 
Models for the probability of positive intentions are ran conditional on certain answers, therefore, on a 
restricted sample that excludes the D/K observations

Table 1   (continued)

(b)

Trust models

Childless Parents

N Mean SD Min Max N Mean SD Min Max

Local area generalized 
trust variance

13,255 4.71 1.62 0 40.5 4491 4.71 1.56 0 16.33

Income° 13,272 9.24 5.82 0 191.94 4494 9.19 5.27 0 180.54
Age of first child 13,272 .003 .21 0 17 4494 4.29 4.36 0 17
Wave 13,272 2013.86 5.09 2004 2021 4494 2013.8 5.06 2004 2021

(c)

Optimism models

Childless Parents

N Mean SD Min Max N Mean SD Min Max

Local area opti-
mism about the 
future mean

1149 2.81 .24 2 3.48 388 2.81 .26 2.28 3.48

Local area opti-
mism about the 
future variance

1149 .99 .15 0 1.38 388 1.01 .15 .5 1.88

Income° 1149 9.08 5.15 0 40.31 388 9.48 4.46 0 30.45
Age of first child 1149 0 0 0 0 388 4.94 4.52 0 17
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childbearing intentions between employed respondents who move from a secure to a 
more insecure job.

On the right panel, Fig. 6 reports the association between social climate and 
social predictability measured through optimism about the future and first and 
second birth positive and uncertain short-time intentions (Model 1, Tables 7, 8, 
9, 10). The probability of expressing positive intentions to have a first or second 
child is weakly positively associated to a more optimistic social climate (point 
estimates are not statistically significant for the first child but they are for the 
second). Much stronger and statistically significant is the negative effect of the 
unpredictability of the social climate on the respondents’ probability of wanting 
a first and especially a second child in the next 24 months (Tables 7, 8). Control-
ling for individual-level labor market insecurity does not alter these associations 
for the childless, and even make the point estimates stronger for parents (Mod-
els 3, Tables  7, 8, 9, 10). Net of income, positively associated to the intention 
to have a first child, employment uncertainty does not affect first childbearing 
intentions, while it is even positively associated to intending to have a second 
child11. In contrast, the probability of uncertain answers increases with a more 
optimistic social climate and decreases with the greater unpredictability of the 
social climate, although most point estimates do not reach statistical signifi-
cance (Tables 9, 10). Yet, additional analyses (Table 11) suggest that the increase 
in D/K answers brought about by a more positive social climate, comes at the 
expenses of the negative and not of positive answers.

Figure 7 illustrates the predicted probability of expressing positive or uncertain 
first or second childbearing intentions depending on the canton mean and variance 
of generalized trust by period (see Table 12 for full models). Here, due to the very 
small number of observations I can only control for individual-level fixed effects, 
hence estimates have to be interpreted more cautiously. The probability of intend-
ing to have a child in the next 24 months seems to be particularly positively influ-
enced by the social climate and its predictability among childless respondents dur-
ing the post Great Recession years, while among parents during the years around 
the pandemic. On the contrary, the probability of expressing uncertain intentions 
seems more sensible to the worsening of the social climate and the increase in social 
uncertainty during the pandemic years for the childless and during the post Great 
Recession period for parents.

11  The association with unemployment could not be estimated as there are not enough unemployed in the 
models for parents in waves 2006 and 2012.
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5 � Discussion

The study assessed the role of social climate and social uncertainty on childbearing 
decisions in contemporary low fertility societies. The argument tested is whether 
in times of endemic insecurity, beyond the more commonly investigated economic 
dimension of uncertainty—whose influence on both reproductive intentions and 
behavior has been extensively demonstrated (Alderotti et al., 2021)—the more social 
dimension of uncertainty also plays a role in hindering childbirths. The study builds 
on a conceptual framework that sees major crises as also social phenomena. Empiri-
cally, thanks to the very rich and timely longitudinal data available for Switzerland 
(SHP 2004–2021), I evaluate the influence of worsening social climate (lowered 
trust and optimism about the future in the canton of residence) and increasing social 
uncertainty (increased volatility of trust and optimism about the future in the canton 
of residence) on childless’ and parents’ short-term childbearing intentions. Further-
more, I test whether these associations differ not only across parities, but also across 
periods around two major recent crises: The Great Recession and the Covid-19 pan-
demic. Overall, results from the different models presented show either associations 
in the expected direction or non-significant associations. Net of sociodemographic, 
economic objective and subjective factors and unobserved (individual and local-
level) determinants of childbearing decisions, a more positive and more predictable 
social climate increase—with varying degree depending on parity, indicator, and 
period—both the certainty and the positivity of short-time childbearing intentions.

In accordance with previous studies, the relationship between economic uncer-
tainty and childbirth intentions varies across parity. I find that men and women 
exposed to greater individual-level economic uncertainty display more negative 
first, but not second, birth intentions. This not the case for social climate and social 
uncertainty. What varies mostly by parity is the type of reaction a changing social 
climate triggers in different historical periods. Childless respondents reacted to the 
more negative climate and its growing unpredictability during the post Great Reces-
sion period revising intentions from positive to negative. During the same period, 
parents instead revised their intentions towards more uncertain answers. The oppo-
site happened during the pandemic: childless individuals expressed more uncer-
tain intentions in response to the more negative and unpredictable social climate, 
while parents expressed more negative intentions. This is likely due to the difference 
between the two crises in terms of which group faced the greatest social adversities. 
Young childless individuals where more strongly and more permanently penalized 
by the Great Recession as much as parents were during the pandemic.

The study does not come without limitations. First, while short-term fertil-
ity intentions are seen as direct predecessors of reproductive behavior, economic, 
cultural and institutional constraints affect their realization (Billingsley & Fer-
rarini,  2014; Dommermuth et  al.,  2015; Hanappi et  al.,  2017; Ní Bhrolcháin & 
Beaujouan, 2019; Philipov et al., 2006). The estimated effects of social climate and 
uncertainties on actual reproductive behavior are, therefore, likely to be even greater 
than the ones on intentions identified here, as social uncertainties may act addi-
tionally as constraints on the realization of intentions. Moreover, even in western 
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countries some (few) births are still unplanned, but the latter remain unaccounted 
in this study (Wellings et al., 2013). Second, the evaluation of the pandemic effects 
is based on few and early data points. It would be important, as new data become 
available, to verify the potential medium-to-long-term effects of the Covid-19 cri-
sis on childbearing intentions. Third, due to the rapidly shrinking number of obser-
vations, heterogeneities by gender could not be investigated, despite a recent large 
body of research on the determinants of fertility intentions suggesting that they also 
depend on gender-related factors (Begall & Mills, 2011; Neyer et al., 2013). Finally, 
the availability of the variable Optimism about the future limited only to the years 
2006 and 2012 represents a concern. More than two data points would have been 
useful to more accurately detect responses to change over time, but more impor-
tantly, these waves of data collection are way too early to detect any possible impact 
of the major crises episodes that characterized the past two decades. The results pre-
sented on optimism about the future are hence likely to represent lower bounds of 
the effects of social climate and social uncertainty on childbearing intentions.

Despite these limitations, results show that both social climate and social 
uncertainty, in the form of declining levels and increasing dispersion of general-
ized trust or optimism about the future in the local area of residence, correlate 
with the intention to have a child and with the degree of certainty of such inten-
tions. The indicator reflecting the character of social interactions and morality 
(i.e., generalized trust) seems to influence more the choice between certain ver-
sus uncertain childbearing intentions. The indicator explicitly reflecting expecta-
tions about the future of the world instead more strongly influence the alternative 
between certain positive versus negative intentions. Overall it seems that, differ-
ently from economic uncertainty, both childless and one-child parents are affected 
by the quality of the social climate and its uncertainty (with the important parity-
period interactions mentioned above). Finally, results tend to support the argu-
ment that the worsening social climate and increasing social uncertainty represent 
medium-to-long-term consequences of the Great Recession for reproductive deci-
sions. The social features of the Covid-19 crisis instead appear as having made 
the social climate more consequential for the uncertainty of childbearing inten-
tions. An important avenue for future research that could shed more light on the 
heterogeneities by indicator, parity and period identified in this study, would be 
to investigate the potential mechanisms mediating the association between social 
climate and social uncertainty and childbearing decisions, for instance the role of 
union formation or of outsourcing of care services.

All in all, the results of the study are likely to extend beyond the Swiss context 
and estimates likely represent a lower bound of the association between social 
climate and social uncertainty and childbearing intentions. Being Switzerland, 
in comparative terms, a country with relatively high levels of generalized trust 
and where the Great Recession hit relatively mildly, the long-term social effects 
of the financial crisis may be more limited than in other contexts, i.e., South-
ern European countries, for which, however, suitable data are not available. The 
study’s findings are likely to extend to most low fertility countries, as they have 
shared the major economic, social and political events of the past decades which, 
although with different degrees, have been affected by growing uncertainties 
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since the onset of the Great Recession fifteen years ago. More broadly, the study 
highlights the importance of extending the conceptualization of uncertainty in 
contemporary societies to understand their importance in affecting past and future 
childbearing decisions.

See Tables 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12.

Table 2   Tabulation of cantons Source Elaboration of the author based on SHP 2004–2021

Trust models (waves 2004–2021) Optimism Models (waves 2006, 
2012)

Childless Parents Childless Parents

Canton N % N % N % N %

AG Argovia 1257 9.47 303 6.74 102 8.88 36 9.28
AI Appenzell Inner-Rhodes 14 0.11 11 0.24 3 0.26 1 0.26
AR Appenzell Outer-Rhodes 94 0.71 16 0.36 5 0.44 4 1.03
BE Berne 1676 12.63 552 12.28 151 13.14 38 9.79
BS Basle-Town 307 2.31 75 1.67 27 2.35 6 1.55
BL Basle-Country 408 3.07 163 3.63 35 3.05 12 3.09
FR Fribourg 567 4.27 236 5.25 55 4.79 25 6.44
GE Geneva 564 4.25 232 5.16 54 4.70 24 6.19
GL Glarus 70 0.53 15 0.33 7 0.61 2 0.52
GR Grisons 227 1.71 109 2.43 12 1.04 9 2.32
JU Jura 37 0.28 30 0.67 3 0.77
LU Lucerne 899 6.77 312 6.94 86 7.48 20 5.15
NE Neuchatel 559 4.21 185 4.12 60 5.22 11 2.84
NW Nidwalden 54 0.41 14 0.31 6 0.52 3 0.77
OW Obwalden 46 0.35 15 0.33 5 0.44
SG St. Gall 622 4.69 173 3.85 49 4.26 17 4.38
SH Schaffhausen 83 0.63 37 0.82 4 0.35 3 0.77
SO Solothurn 431 3.25 131 2.91 35 3.05 13 3.35
SZ Schwyz 255 1.92 82 1.82 26 2.26 5 1.29
TG Thurgovia 283 2.13 90 2.00 23 2.00 5 1.29
TI Ticino 407 3.07 186 4.14 34 2.96 17 4.38
UR Uri 75 0.57 14 0.31 8 0.70
VD Vaud 1438 10.83 471 10.48 112 9.75 41 10.57
VS Valais 355 2.67 166 3.69 38 3.31 12 3.09
ZG Zug 153 1.15 55 1.22 13 1.13 4 1.03
ZH Zurich 2391 18.02 821 18.27 199 17.32 77 19.85
Total 13,272 100.00 4494 100.00 1149 100.00 388 100.00
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Table 11   FE models of 
Probability of DK with respect 
to YES and NO answers 
by local optimism Source 
Elaboration of the author based 
on SHP 2004–2021

Model Model
(1) (2)

Pr(DK) vs Pr(No) Pr(DK) vs Pr(Yes)

Community Optimism 
about the future (mean−
centered)

−1.147* 0.165

(−2.226–−0.069) (−0.059–0.390)
Constant 0.107*** 0.040***

(0.102–0.112) (0.038–0.041)
Observations 323 859
R−squared 0.143 0.022
No. of idpers 308 801
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