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Abstract

This dissertation investigates how institutional and societal structures shape

reproductive rights and reproductive health outcomes, with a focus on abortion

access and maternal and infant health. Grounded in the reproductive justice frame-

work, it integrates political science, political psychology, public health policy, and

representation theory to move beyond individualistic or biomedical explanations

and instead foreground the role of institutional arrangements, public opinion, and

political representation.

The dissertation comprises four independent yet thematically connected studies.

The first two studies examine the U.S. context in the aftermath of the Supreme

Court’s Dobbs decision, which removed abortion from the constitutionally pro-

tected rights. Drawing on original survey-experimental data, the first study tests

whether the Supreme Court ruling has influenced perceptions of the orientation of

public opinion and personal attitudes toward the acceptability of abortion access.

The Dobbs decision is arguably well positioned to study meaningful public opinion

change because it is one of the few instances in mature democracies where a ruling

went against prevailing public opinion and restricted rights. I show that priming

respondents with information about the Dobbs decision did not alter either their

perception of public opinion or their personal attitudes toward the acceptability

of abortion access. This finding goes against both the argument that restrictions

on abortion access can foster “cultural change” (as has been historically advanced

by anti–abortion access activists) and the claim that the Dobbs decision triggered

some form of backlash against the Supreme Court and the “pro-life” movement.

The second study highlights the presence of a systematic underestimation of public

support for abortion access (i.e., an instance of “conservative bias”), underscor-

ing dynamics of pluralistic ignorance that may explain policy misalignment with

majority preferences.



The third study analyzes the diffusion of medical abortion in Italy using micro-

level administrative data. The focus on medical abortion is motivated by its em-

phasis on the pregnant person’s bodily autonomy in the process of terminating

a pregnancy. This feature is particularly relevant in the Italian context, where

abortion has been legal since 1978 but access remains contested in practice, espe-

cially because of the high prevalence of gynecologists opting out of abortion ser-

vices. Drawing on a comprehensive database of all certificates of first-trimester in-

duced abortions performed in the Italian national healthcare system (N > 900,000

records), this study shows that access is stratified along socioeconomic lines and

shaped by systemic factors, especially at the healthcare-provider level. It also high-

lights that medical abortion is significantly associated with lower waiting times but

not with abortion-seeking out-of-region mobility. Finally, it documents the crucial

effect of the Covid-19–related confinement measures on the diffusion of medical

abortion in clinical practice.

The fourth study adopts a comparative, global perspective to assess how the

institutional context moderates the relationship between women’s parliamentary

representation and reproductive health outcomes, particularly maternal and infant

mortality. Using panel data from 164 countries (1990–2020) analyzed through

two-way fixed effects models, it finds that representation is more impactful in

centralized and civil law systems, while its effect is attenuated in decentralized

and common law systems. In sum, it highlights that central state reach is a

crucial scope condition for the effective translation of descriptive representation

into substantive representation.

Together, these studies contribute empirically to advancing the adoption of the

reproductive justice framework in the study of reproductive choices and health

outcomes.



“Ma che piccola storia ignobile mi tocca

raccontare

Cos̀ı solita e banale come tante

Che non merita nemmeno due colonne

su un giornale

O una musica o parole un po’ rimate.”

— Francesco Guccini, Piccola storia

ignobile

“The future is dark, which is the best

thing the future can be, I think.”

— Virginia Woolf
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Introduction

Reproductive choices and reproductive health outcomes lie at the intersection

of public policy, politics, institutional arrangements and societal dynamics. While

the ability to safely conceive, give birth, terminate a pregnancy and raise children

in healthy and safe environments is often portrayed as a matter of personal choices

and healthcare access, the reality is deeply affected by political and institutional

factors. Access to sexual and reproductive healthcare, including contraception,

abortion, maternal care and fertility treatment, is not equally distributed across

and within societies. Instead, it is shaped by the institutional and political context.

In recent years, the political nature of reproductive rights has become particularly

visible, from the rollback of abortion protections in a set of mature democracies,

notably in the United States, to the uneven progress on maternal and infant health.

This dissertation is guided by a central concern: understanding how institu-

tional and societal structures shape reproductive rights and reproductive health

outcomes. Specifically, it explores how institutional decisions, public opinion dy-

namics, representation and state capacity influence access to abortion and, more

broadly, reproductive health outcomes.

The conceptual foundation of this work lies in the reproductive justice frame-

work, developed by Black feminists in the United States in the 1990s in response

to the limitations of the mainstream reproductive rights discourse. Reproduc-

tive justice theory reframes reproductive rights not solely as matters of personal

choice, but as embedded within larger social, political, institutional systems that

constrain or enable concrete choice. The framework articulates three core tenets:

the right to have a child, not to have a child and the right to parent children in

safe and healthy environments. From a scholarly perspective, reproductive jus-

tice encourages the integration of structural conditions such as inequalities and

institutional determinants into the analysis of reproductive choices and outcomes,
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moving beyond narrow legalistic or biomedical accounts.

This dissertation engages with the reproductive justice framework empirically

by focusing on two central dimensions: access to abortion and maternal and infant

health. These domains are analyzed through the lens of institutional arrangements,

public opinion dynamics and representation. The research is guided by two over-

arching questions:

• To what extent do institutional and societal contexts shape access to abortion

and reproductive health outcomes?

• How do mechanisms of political representation influence the realization of

reproductive justice across different settings?

To address these questions, the dissertation brings together four independent

but thematically interconnected studies that combine different methods (survey

experiment, observational analyses, event studies and other quasi-experimental

designs) and geographic contexts (United States, Italy, cross-national comparative

analysis). Together, they contribute to a body of research that seeks to bridge the

literature on institutional arrangements and health policy with the reproductive

justice scholarship.

The first chapter of the dissertation investigates whether institutional decisions

affecting abortion access, particularly the U.S. Supreme Court’s Dobbs decision,

influence citizens’ perception of public opinion on the acceptability of abortion ac-

cess and personal attitudes on the matter. Drawing on original survey experiment

data collected in the aftermath of the Dobbs decision, the study tests the hypoth-

esis that institutional decisions such as Supreme Court rulings possess “expressive

power”, that is, they shape beliefs about the orientation of public opinion and

affect personal attitudes. Contrary to this hypothesis, the study finds that prim-

ing respondents with information about the Dobbs decision did not significantly
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shift attitudes and perceptions of the orientation of public opinion. Notably, the

perceived legitimacy of the Supreme Court emerged as a crucial moderator of the

treatment effect, highlighting the role of institutional trust.

A second, complementary study exploited the same survey data to show that

respondents, on average, underestimate public support for abortion access, espe-

cially those identifying as “pro-life”. This “conservative bias” in second-order be-

liefs indicates the presence of a form of pluralistic ignorance, where people project

their own attitudes onto the broader public. These findings have important im-

plications for understanding why political elites may misread public opinion and

pursue policies that contradict majority preferences.

The second chapter turns to the Italian case, where abortion has been legal since

1978 but access remains contested in practice. In particular, the study focuses on

the diffusion of medical abortion, an approach to induced abortion that empha-

sizes bodily autonomy in the process of terminating a pregnancy. Drawing on

the comprehensive database of all certificates of first-trimester induced abortions

performed in the Italian national healthcare system, it investigates how individual

and systemic characteristics shape the uptake of medical abortion and how medical

abortion itself influences waiting times and abortion-seeking out-of-region mobility.

Findings suggest that while medical abortion has become the predominant method

for first-trimester induced abortion in Italy, its availability and use are stratified.

Individuals with higher levels of human capital and belonging to more privileged

socio-economic statuses are more likely to access medical abortion, indicating per-

sistent socio-economic inequalities. Moreover, institutional arrangements, such as

as the type of healthcare provider and the prevalence of conscientious objection

among gynecologists, contribute at shaping dynamics of access. The study also

captures the effects of Covid-19 related regulatory shifts, which accelerated the

uptake of medical abortion.
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The third chapter zooms out to a global perspective, analyzing how institutional

structures condition the relationship between female political representation and

maternal and infant mortality. Building on theories of descriptive and substan-

tive representation, the chapter investigates whether and under what conditions

the increasing presence of women in parliaments translates into improvements in

maternal and infant mortality. Using a panel of 164 countries tracked from the

1990s to 2020, this study tests the hypothesis that such relationship is moderated

by central state reach, operationalized as horizontal reach (legal origin and admin-

istrative tradition) and vertical reach (decentralization). The impact of increased

female parliamentary representation appears weaker in common law systems com-

pared to civil law ones and attenuates in highly decentralized settings. From a

theoretical standpoint, these findings contribute to a more nuanced understand-

ing of when representation translates into substantive outcomes in the domain of

reproductive health.
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Chapter 1

Public Opinion on Abortion

Access in Post-Dobbs United

States
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1.1 Can Dobbs Change Minds on Abortion?

Experimental Evidence on Perceived Public

Opinion and Personal Attitudes about Abor-

tion in Post-Dobbs United States

Abstract

Anti-abortion activists have argued that restricting abortion access fosters “cul-

tural change” by shaping public opinion, aligning with theories on the expressive

power of laws and judicial decisions. While evidence shows Supreme Court de-

cisions can influence attitudes, this mostly applies to rulings expanding rights.

Less is known about decisions restricting rights and going against dominant public

sentiment. Using original survey experiment data, I show that exposing respon-

dents to information about abortion’s removal from the U.S. Constitution did

not change perceptions of public opinion or personal attitudes on abortion rights.

These findings challenge claims of both anti-abortion expressive power and back-

lash reactions.

Introduction

In Oberman’s ethnography about abortion policymaking, when asked about

how they understood the purpose of abortion laws, an anonymous Oklahoma state

senator replied: “The purpose of the law is to stop abortion. To send a moral mes-

sage. To get the message out via the law, to spark a debate in the population. The

government’s responsibility is to give people education. It is up to the government
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to tell them that abortion is wrong. It’s not an acceptable solution.” (Oberman

(2018), p. 85).

This statement reflects a broader theoretical debate about the expressive power

of institutional decisions. Laws and Court rulings can act as signals of societal

values, shaping perceptions of public opinion and, in some cases, personal attitudes

(McAdams, 2015; Sunstein, 1996; Tankard and Paluck, 2017).

There exists consensus among scholars that certain pieces of legislation, such

as smoking bans in public buildings, possess expressive power (McAdams, 2015).

Do institutional decisions on abortion rights possess expressive power as their

proponents expect? In this case, the theoretical debate is unsettled, and scholars

have pointed out the need for empirical evidence to inform theory building (e.g.,

Oberman (2022)).

The United States provides a compelling setting to test whether removing a

constitutional protection possesses expressive power. In June 2022 the Dobbs v.

Jackson Women’s Health Organization decision eliminated abortion from the set

of constitutionally protected rights and returned policy authority to the states. I

conceptualize this national constitutional change as the signal, while recognizing

that its policy consequences are implemented at the state level, prominently as

the activation of previously unenforceable early gestational-age bans. This con-

figuration allows me to assess whether the absence of a constitutional right shifts

perceived public opinion and personal attitudes, even when specific policies vary

across states.

The relevance and peculiarity of the Dobbs decision is widely recognized. For

example, Clark et al. (2024) characterize Dobbs as one of the few instances in

mature democracies where a ruling went against prevailing public opinion and

restricted rights. Moreover, Republican elites and the anti-abortion movement

had long sought the overturning of Roe v. Wade and publicly treated Dobbs as
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signaling a national recalibration of commitments on abortion.

Dobbs provides a strong case for studying opinion change, as many individuals

hold well-defined and morally grounded views on abortion, given its prominence in

American political and religious discourse (e.g., Goren and Chapp (2017)). Survey

data collected before and after the overturning of Roe v. Wade show no significant

changes in opinions about the legality of abortion (Norrander and Wilcox, 2023)

and an increase in the perception that Americans support abortion access (Clark

et al., 2024). The picture emerging from these data is therefore that the Dobbs

decision had little-to-no expressive power and, if any, it moved perceptions of public

opinion in the direction of backlash. Studies featuring data collected in short time

intervals right before and after the decision are a useful source of evidence to try

to isolate its impact on individuals’ attitudes and perceptions. To complement

and improve the understanding of the phenomenon, experimental studies can be

another effective tool, as they allow researchers to have a proper control group and

therefore enhance the ability to make causal claims.

Against this backdrop, I employ an original survey experiment to assess whether

providing respondents with information about the Dobbs decision shifts percep-

tions of public opinion or personal attitudes on abortion rights. Findings showed no

substantial effects of the treatment on perceived public opinion and personal atti-

tudes. Exploratory analyses based on post-treatment measurements suggested that

perceived representativeness of the Supreme Court could moderate the treatment

effect, meaning that among respondents who view the Court as more represen-

tative, exposure to the treatment vignette was associated with reduced perceived

and personal support for abortion access. By contrast, issue awareness did not

show a moderating effect on the treatment, possibly reflecting the high baseline

salience of Dobbs. Turning to the direct effect of the treatment on perceptions of

the Supreme Court and state legislatures, effects on trust of the Supreme Court
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were moderated by political partisanship and exposure to the treatment vignette

lowered perceived representativeness of state legislatures.

This study contributes to the debate about the expressive power of institutional

decisions by providing empirical, experimental evidence to inform the ongoing the-

oretical discussion. From a more practical perspective, these findings highlight

the lack of empirical support to the claim that abortion restrictions can serve as

instruments to promote “cultural change” - as anti-abortion activists have fre-

quently claimed over the years. Overall, this study brings together elements from

psychology, political science, and legal scholarship to improve the understanding

of whether and when institutional decisions shape perceived public opinion and

personal attitudes.

Expressive Power of Institutional Decisions and

the Abortion Case

Whether and when institutional decisions shape opinions are long-standing

questions in the social sciences debate (Tankard and Paluck, 2017). To avoid

conceptual ambiguity, it is important to distinguish among the key terms used

throughout this study. I define personal attitudes as an individual’s own evalu-

ation of an issue. Conversely, I define perceived public opinion (also referred to

in the literature as perceived [social] norms) as respondents’ perceptions of what

most people think about an issue. Finally, I use public opinion to refer to the

aggregate distribution of attitudes in the population, as documented in represen-

tative surveys. While public opinion serves as important background, this study

focuses empirically on personal attitudes and perceived public opinion.

It has been argued that legal changes can affect the perception of social norms
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through their expressive function and power (Sunstein, 1996). The mechanism

that makes it possible is often explained as a “law as information” theory: laws

provide information about societal values, which in turn changes beliefs, and new

beliefs change behavior. Prohibitions often reflect negative attitudes towards the

conduct being prohibited, while laws granting privileges or mandating to engage

in certain behaviors reveal attitudes approving the behavior or disapproving its

omission. In light of this information, people update their beliefs about what

others in their community approve or disapprove (McAdams, 2015).

The theory of indirect influence and, more broadly, psychological theories of

norm perception predict that this may lead to individuals conforming their own

beliefs with the perceived social norms because of an inherent desire to avoid

social rejection from one’s reference group (Cialdini and Goldstein, 2004; Miller

and Prentice, 1996), although individuals may perceive shifts in collective opinion

without changing their own (Paluck, 2009; Sherif, 1936). However, not all pieces

of legislation equally possess expressive power. According to McAdams 2015, the

conditions for a law to be expressive can be summarized as follows: i) its en-

forcement action carries some clear audience meaning, ii) many people receive the

message (i.e., publicity), and iii) it is considered legitimate. Moreover, it must

possess some factors that make the legal signal strong enough to stand out against

the background of information delivered, e.g., by the media, the Internet, or social

acquaintances.

The textbook example of laws that possess expressive power are smoking bans.

Bans on smoking in public buildings are a case of well-publicized legislation that

proscribes rules for the public. More importantly, they generated a sudden shock to

existing beliefs, signaling disapproval of a behavior that was previously considered

mostly acceptable, despite a growing body of evidence about the hazardousness of

being exposed to second-hand smoke. Smoking bans led smokers to perceive the

6



risks of second-hand smoking and nonsmokers to be empowered in discouraging

smoking in their presence (McAdams, 2015). To sum up, smoking bans reached

high levels of compliance and permanently changed attitudes and behaviors be-

cause lawmakers had a clear, credible message. The credibility was based on data

on the detrimental effect on health of second-hand smoke (Oberman, 2022). An-

other example are laws on violence against women: Htun and Jensenius found that

anti-violence legislation were effective in changing attitudes condoning domestic

violence in a case study on Mexico 2022.

Major judicial decisions can contribute to changes in personal attitudes about

social or political issues as well. Indeed, a long-standing stream of research has the-

orized the concept that Courts, by legitimizing the position they support, prompt

public opinion to conform to such position (Dahl, 1957; Marshall, 1987). In other

words, judicial decisions are believed to exercise a direct, positive influence on

public opinion. Empirical evidence seems to support this theory. For example,

the 1967 Loving v. Virginia ruling on interracial marriage appeared to have fueled

the increase in support for interracial marriage (Marshall, 1987; Schacter, 2008).

Moreover, Tankard and Paluck provided experimental evidence that a Supreme

Court ruling in favor of same-sex marriage, when presented as likely, resulted in

an increased support for same-sex marriage and more positive attitudes towards

gay people 2017. Similarly, Hooghe and colleagues and Flores and Barclay showed

that European countries and US states that have (first) recognized same-sex mar-

riages are the ones that have experienced the most marked decline in prejudice

against same-sex couples (Flores and Barclay, 2016; Hooghe and Meeusen, 2013).

Other examples of direct, positive effect of judicial decisions on public opinion were

documented for discrimination against the LGBTQ+ community (Deal, 2022).

The theoretical underpinnings of the mechanism behind these phenomena lie

in the expressive or symbolic character of Supreme Court (and Courts in general)
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pronouncements. This concept rests on the idea that when the Court makes a

decision, it is often taken to be speaking on behalf of the nation’s basic principles

and commitment (Sunstein, 1996). A more nuanced theory of the effect of judicial

decisions on public opinion postulates indirect and possible mixed effects: when

Courts issue a ruling, they bring the issue into public discourse, prompting discus-

sion. As individuals engage in discussions on the issue, they observe media and

public reactions, and either “crystallize” or modify their initial views on the matter

(Franklin and Kosaki, 1989; Hoekstra and Segal, 1996; Johnson and Martin, 1998;

Linos and Twist, 2016).

More broadly, institutional decisions tend to be perceived as the thermometer of

current public opinion and / or expert projections of the direction in which public

opinion is moving, provided that such institutions are trusted and are considered

democratic in nature (Tankard and Paluck, 2017; Tyler and Jackson, 2014). In-

deed, trust in and perceived representativeness of institutions are theoretically

recognized as crucial characteristics when assessing the expressive power of their

decisions. As hypothesized in McAdams, “a legislature will have a weaker capacity

to generate compliance expressively when more of its constituents believe that the

legislature is generally captured by special interests.” (McAdams (2015), p. 152).

Abortion legislation represents an interesting case in the debate about the ex-

pressive power of the law. First of all, abortion access, especially in the US, is

frequently regarded to as the prototypical culture war issue (Castle, 2019; Gooch,

2015; Kurtz, 1994), mostly because it touches upon universal concerns about hu-

man sexuality and family organization (Jelen, 2009; Putnam and Campbell, 2012).

Culture war issues are peculiar in terms of public opinion dynamics: for example,

Goren and colleagues argued that culture war attitudes function as foundational

elements in the political and religious belief system of citizens; they also provided

evidence that opinions on culture war issues lead people to revise their partisan
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affinities and religious orientations (Goren and Chapp, 2017). This is consistent

with findings showing that party cues have little effect on attitudes toward abortion

rights (Arceneaux, 2008) and that abortion attitudes can lead people to change

their party identification (Killian and Wilcox, 2008). Overall, being an issue deeply

rooted in moral or religious predispositions, it exhibits unusual high stability for

policy preference (Converse and Markus, 1979) or gradual change through cohort

replacement (Page and Shapiro, 2010). Furthermore, abortion is widely seen as

a prominent and “easy” issue (i.e., an issue that can be framed in non-complex

ways) (Hare et al., 2015; Kalla and Broockman, 2018; Poole and Rosenthal, 2000).

It has also received significant attention as a key issue that has evolved within the

American party system in the contemporary era (Lee and Brady, 2020). Abortion

thus represents what can be considered a least-likely case for expressive effects,

given the moral salience and the stability of attitudes. Yet precisely for this rea-

son it offers a theoretical boundary test: if expressive influence is minimal in this

domain, this provides a lower bound against which findings from other policy areas

(e.g., domestic violence, same-sex marriage) can be compared.

Whether or not abortion legislation possesses expressive power is theoretically

debated. On the one hand, legislation restricting abortion is claimed to signal

stronger attitudes against abortion. As people update their beliefs, they are ex-

pected to perceive higher social costs to abortion; in other words, an individual is

argued to expect that more people in their community will ostracize them if they

support abortion rights (McAdams, 2015). Ethnographic research has provided

evidence that lawmakers supporting abortion bans indeed understand abortion

policymaking also as a mean to send the message that abortion is immoral and

therefore to alter personal beliefs (Oberman, 2018). On the other hand, limits

on the message-sending capacity of abortion bans are supported based on the ar-

gument that abortion bans address an issue that deals with personal judgments
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about morality; consequently, lawmakers cannot justify it with data or scientific

evidence, as happened for smoking bans (Oberman, 2022).

Importantly, however, the presence of a moral dimension does not, by itself,

eliminate the expressive potential of public policy. Indeed, judicial rulings in other

moralized domains, most notably Obergefell v. Hodges, have been associated with

measurable changes in perceived norms and attitudes toward same-sex marriage

(Tankard and Paluck, 2017; Flores and Barclay, 2016). These cases illustrate that

moral issues sometimes do exhibit expressive responsiveness when the direction of

legal change aligns with ongoing societal value shifts and enjoys broad elite and

institutional support. Abortion differs from these examples not simply because

it is moralized, but because it is embedded in a long-standing partisan cleavage,

exhibits unusually stable attitude structures, and constitutes what many scholars

describe as a culture-war identity issue. Thus, while expressive effects are possible

in moral domains, abortion represents a theoretically distinct and arguably least-

likely case.

The significance of abortion in the American political landscape is particularly

evident when dealing with Roe v. Wade, i.e., the landmark 1973 Supreme Court

decision that included abortion among the constitutionally protected rights. Roe

v. Wade is one of the most widely known cases ruled by the Supreme Court.

Indeed, survey data show that, when asked to name any case ever heard by the

Supreme Court, the number one answer was Roe v. Wade (Penn and Associates,

2009). Moreover, the pursuit of its overturning was a key political objective of

the Republican Party, which materialized in the Supreme Court’s ruling in Dobbs

v. Jackson Women’s Health Organization (June 24, 2022). The Dobbs decision

removed abortion during the first two trimesters of pregnancy from the consti-

tutionally guaranteed rights and returned the issue to the states. Moreover, the

subsequent period witnessed a series of relevant events impacting abortion legis-
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lation, including total or early gestational-age bans achieving enforceability in a

set of states and the Kansas abortion referendum. The issue of abortion access re-

mained highly visible and salient throughout the 2022 midterm election campaign

(Mutz and Mansfield, 2024) and the 2024 presidential elections.

The Dobbs decision is peculiar in many respects. First, it represents a rare

rights retrenchment after decades of prominent decisions expanding rights (e.g.,

interracial marriage, same-sex marriage, and, earlier, the recognition of abortion

rights in Roe v. Wade) and it did so against prevailing public opinion. Indeed,

it is documented that Americans tend to hold liberal opinions on abortion access

(PEW Research Center, 2022). Conceptually, Dobbs combines two analytically

distinct elements: i) a national constitutional signal, i.e., the removal of abortion

from the constitutionally protected rights, and ii) sub-national implementation,

as policy authority is returned to the states. I treat the former as the potential

“expressive cue”, while recognizing that its consequences unfold through state

policy, e.g., the activation of previously unenforceable early gestational-age bans.

According to this framing, Dobbs provides leverage to test whether the removal of

a constitutional right shifts perceived public opinion and personal attitudes, even

if specific regulations vary across states.

Second, it can be argued that personal changes in the Court appear to have been

among the decisive factors for overturning Roe v. Wade, especially in relation to

the appointment of Justice Coney Barrett as substitute to Justice Bader Ginsburg

in 2020 and, previously, the appointment of Justice Kavanaugh1. This aspect can

impact trust in and perceived representativeness of the Supreme Court, as it is ar-

gued that perceived legitimacy of Supreme Court pronouncements is influenced by

its ideological tenor (Ansolabehere and White, 2020; Bartels and Johnston, 2013;

Hetherington and Smith, 2007) and appointment politics (Glick, 2023), depending
1It is recognized that the debate surrounding Brett Kavanaugh’s nomination to the Supreme

Court was centered on his positions about abortion, at least initially (Jozkowski et al., 2020).
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on partisanship.

Finally, a crucial aspect of the argument supporting the Dobbs decision (i.e.,

the Supreme Court majority opinion) is that it allows to return the issue of abor-

tion to the elected representatives in the states, therefore potentially enhancing

representativeness and policy responsiveness on the matter. However, perceived

legitimacy of decisions made by state legislatures is related to the extent to which

electoral support for parties translates into legislative representation. The latter

is argued to depend, at least partially, on the way electoral districts are designed,

especially since redistricting is often implemented strategically to favor partisan

groups (Engstrom, 2013; King and Gelman, 1991).

Overall, little is still known about how the expressive function of laws oper-

ates in practice (Oberman, 2018) and experimental tests assessing the impact of

providing knowledge about abortion legislation on opinions about abortion rights

lack (Jozkowski et al., 2020). As for the overturning of Roe v. Wade, most of

the evidence relies on comparisons of survey data collected before and after the

2022 landmark Supreme Court decision. Results suggest that personal attitudes

about the legality of abortion have not changed (Clark et al., 2024; Norrander and

Wilcox, 2023), while perceptions of public opinion have shifted towards more fa-

vorable positions about abortion access (Clark et al., 2024), suggesting some form

of backlash reaction against the Supreme Court’s decision.

Methods

The objective of this study is to causally identify, by means of a survey experi-

ment, the impact of providing information about the overturning of Roe v. Wade

and its consequences on the perception of public opinion and on personal attitudes

about abortion rights.
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Experimental Treatment and Hypotheses

This study relies on original survey data collected in February 2023 from a

sample of participants (n = 1,536) representative of the US adult population on

key demographic characteristics2. A comparison between the distribution of key

characteristics in the sample and in the US population, as per census data and

other relevant sources, is available in the Supplementary Materials (Supplementary

Table 1).

Half of the sample of respondents was randomly assigned to read a vignette con-

taining information about the overturning of Roe v. Wade and its consequences

(i.e., the vignette) immediately before answering a set of questions about opin-

ions on abortion access, the Supreme Court and state legislatures (more details

in the following section Measures and Analytical Strategy). The control group

was invited to read the same excerpt only after having answered the same set

of questions. The vignette treatment was designed to make the Dobbs decision

salient, so that treated respondents evaluated the survey items with the Dobbs

decision top-of-mind. Indeed, the operative pathway is salience-based rather than

persuasion-based: by foregrounding the national constitutional signal at the mo-

ment of response, the design assumes that salience increases the weight respon-

dents assign to that signal when forming judgments, thereby possibly altering

perceptions of the orientation of public opinion and, in turn, potentially yielding

adjustments in personal attitudes, especially when the issuing body is perceived

as legitimate. The hypotheses and analysis plan were preregistered on the Open

Science Framework (OSF): https://osf.io/kuwsn/.

More in detail, the vignette comprised three sections, each designed to activate

a specific cognitive response based on the hypotheses of the expressive power of

2The survey sample was recruited by the firm Lucid. Extensive tests related to the represen-
tativeness of the sample are available in the Supplementary Materials.
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institutional decisions.

The first paragraph stated the key elements of the Dobbs decision:

“On June 24, 2022, the Supreme Court of the United States overturned Roe v.

Wade, which was the 1973 ruling that established the constitutional right to abortion

in the US during the first two trimesters of pregnancy. As a consequence, the right

to choose to have an abortion is no longer constitutionally guaranteed. Instead,

states get to decide when a woman can have an abortion, if at all, and how far

into a pregnancy a woman can obtain an abortion.”

This paragraph was intended to heighten salience (i.e., publicity, in McAdams’

terms) and clarity of audience meaning of the national constitutional signal. Fol-

lowing McAdam’s theorization of the expressive power of the law, this signal is

expected to lead respondents to infer stronger anti-abortion norms compared to

the previous legal framework (i.e., under Roe v. Wade) (H1) and, by updating per-

ceived social costs, to report more negative attitudes (H2) (McAdams, 2015)3. By

contrast, Oberman’s discussion of the expressive power of decisions regarding abor-

tion access directly challenges these predictions: since abortion concerns deeply

moralized judgements and because the message of the Dobbs decision (i.e., the

removal of abortion from the constitutionally protected rights) is unlikely to stand

out against the “background noise” created by states enacting protective legisla-

tion, exposure may yield no discernible effect on either perceived public opinion or

personal attitudes (H1.1, H2.1) (Oberman, 2022). This paragraph also provides the

3“For example, legislation restricting abortion signals stronger attitudes against abortion. As
people update their beliefs, they perceive higher social costs to abortion. An individual expects
that more people in her community will ostracize her if they discover that she had an abortion or
even if she supports abortion rights. Expecting greater costs, she is slightly less likely to get an
abortion, less likely to identify herself as pro-choice, perhaps even more likely to rationalize her
true views to conform to the social consensus she observes. If she and others merely speak out
less often, then their silence strengthens the perception of a consensus against abortion, further
raising the perceived costs of the procedure or of speaking in favor of such rights. As a result, the
political stakes for abortion regulation are higher than they would be if the law lacked expressive
power”. (McAdams, 2015)
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main informational basis for assessing whether pre-existing issue-specific awareness

of the Dobbs decision (Dobbs awareness) moderates the expressive power of the

constitutional signal. Indeed, in this study I treat Dobbs awareness as a scope con-

dition for expressive influence. Following McAdams’ argument, expressive effects

require publicity and clarity. In other words, people must know about the legal

(here constitutional) signal to draw inference about social approval and expected

sanctions (McAdams, 2015)4. Dobbs awareness thus increases the likelihood that

respondents receive and can interpret the national constitutional signal. In line

with Zaller’s receive-accept-sample model, more aware citizens are more likely to

draw on such elite cues when forming on-the-spot judgements; accordingly, aware-

ness should increase reliance on the Dobbs signal when reporting perceptions of

public opinion orientation (Zaller, 1992). However, this prediction is challenged

by the psychological theory of the Elaboration Likelihood Model of persuasion

(Petty et al., 1984). This theory predicts that individuals who exhibit a high level

of pre-existing knowledge about the decision are likely to have strong prior opin-

ions. Consequently, their attitudes might not be easily altered by being exposed

to new information. Conversely, people with limited prior knowledge about the

Dobbs decision are more likely to take cues from the piece of information received

and therefore more likely to update their beliefs (H3.1). Indeed, it was empiri-

cally observed that high levels of information about the Supreme Court decision

on Lamb’s Chapel v. Center Moriches (1993) increased support for the Court’s

decision among those for whom the decision was relatively less salient (Hoekstra

and Segal, 1996).

The second paragraph reported the composition of the Supreme Court majority

that issued Dobbs, highlighting its ideological balance:

4“Of course, law is not informative when an individual is unaware that the law exists, which
is often the case. As with any theory of law’s influence on behavior, an individual must know of
the law in order for it to be influential.”. (McAdams, 2015)
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“The majority opinion was written by Justice Samuel Alito and the majority in-

cluded four other conservative members of the Supreme Court, three of them ap-

pointed by former President Donald Trump (Neil Gorsuch, Brett Kavanaugh, and

Amy Coney Barrett).”

This paragraph was designed to focus the respondent’s attention on perceived

legitimacy and representativeness of the Supreme Court, a key scope condition

in expressive-power theories. Following the theorization in McAdams and in re-

lated literature (McAdams, 2015; Tankard and Paluck, 2017; Tyler and Jackson,

2014), perceptions of the Supreme Court are expected to moderate any expressive

effect on perceived public opinion and personal attitudes (H4). Respondents who

exhibit greater trust in the Supreme Court and (or) are more likely to consider

it a representative institution are expected to be more inclined to align percep-

tions and attitudes with the decision, whereas those who do not express trust in

the Supreme Court and (or) consider it unrepresentative should not. In addition,

making the Court’s composition salient allows a direct test of whether exposure

to such information alters trust and perceived representativeness of the institution

itself. The direction of potential change in trust and perceived representativeness

of the institution is expected to be moderated by partisanship (Ansolabehere and

White, 2020; Bartels and Johnston, 2013; Glick, 2023; Hetherington and Smith,

2007), awareness about the decision, perceived morality of abortion, and abortion

attitudes (Gibson, 2024) (H5). The latter hypothesis was not pre-registered and

has to be considered exploratory.

The final section highlighted state legislatures as the locus of post-Dobbs abor-

tion policymaking and emphasized one of the key rationales of the Dobbs decision,

i.e., to return the issue to state legislatures and voters to enhance representative-

ness and policy responsiveness. As a counterpoint to this claim, it introduces infor-

mation about strategic redistricting (gerrymandering) and possible consequential
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vote-seat misalignment.

“In support of their decision to overturn Roe v. Wade, Justice Alito and the con-

servative majority argued they were returning the issue of abortion rights to elected

representatives in the states. However, some critics suggest that state legislatures

(meaning the legislative body of each state) are not fully representative because of

how the US electoral system is structured. Specifically, the party in power at the

time of the census can redraw electoral districts to make it extremely unlikely that

they lose elections for the next ten years. As a result, they can govern without

support from a majority of the people. As of January 2023, 22 state legislatures

are controlled by the Republican party, 16 state legislatures are controlled by the

Democratic party, and the remaining 12 are split.”

This information was intended to activate considerations of procedural fairness

and democratic responsiveness at the state level. The expectation is that exposure

to such information would reduce perceived representativeness (and possibly trust)

in state legislatures (H6), insofar as the passage raises doubts about whether these

bodies mirror citizens’ preferences (Engstrom, 2013; King and Gelman, 1991). Sim-

ilarly to H5, H6 was not pre-registered either and has to be considered exploratory.

In addition to the pre-registered moderators (H3, H4), I also included parti-

sanship ideology, whether the respondent’s state of residency was classified as red,

blue, or swing in the 2020 elections, and whether the state had an abortion ban

trigger law in place as further possible moderators, following Clark and colleague’s

approach (Clark et al., 2024). These robustness checks allow the assessment of

whether the treatment effect varies systematically by political or institutional con-

text.
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Measures and Analytical Strategy

Immediately after the vignette (at the beginning of the survey module for the

treated group, at the end for the control group), respondents self-assessed their

prior knowledge of the information presented on a five-point scale (from none of

it to all of it). I used this issue-specific awareness measure as a moderator of the

treatment’s effect on perceived public opinion and personal attitudes (H3). As

an additional manipulation check, at the end of the survey module respondents

were asked to identify who authored the Dobbs majority opinion, which provides

a factual indicator of attention to and processing of the vignette.

The dependent variables perceived public opinion and personal attitudes about

abortion rights were captured using a battery of survey questions that replicates

the structure of the General Social Survey5. Respondents were asked to mark on a

seven-point Likert scale6 to what extent they think Americans oppose or support

abortion access under seven distinct circumstances, distinguishing between elec-

tive reasons (i.e., any reason, the woman already has children and does not want

any more, the household has a very low income, the woman is not married) and

traumatic reasons (i.e., strong chance of serious defect in the fetus, carrying the

pregnancy to term would jeopardize the woman’s health, rape). Providing respon-

dents with different instances of abortion access reflects the documented evidence

that abortion support varies widely based on the underlying reason an abortion is

sought (Alvarez and Brehm, 1995; Cook, 2019; Craig et al., 2002; Hoffmann and

Johnson, 2005; Osborne et al., 2022). The choice of a seven-point Likert scale, in-

stead of a binary yes/no format, is motivated by its greater accuracy compared to

other Likert scales and the possibility for respondents to express more nuanced po-

sitions (Cicchetti et al., 1985; Joshi et al., 2015). Measuring perceived public opin-
5The General Social Survey is a project of the independent research organization NORC at

the University of Chicago.
6Differently from GSS, where questioned are designed in a yes/no format.
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ion on a polarized issue presents conceptual challenges that differ from measuring

personal attitudes. Asking respondents to estimate the percentage of Americans

who support a given position is a common approach in work on second-order be-

liefs (e.g., Leviston et al. (2013); Rabinowitz et al. (2016); Sparkman et al. (2022);

Stern et al. (2014)) but it implicitly requires respondents to collapse opinions into

a binary support/oppose categorization. By contrast, asking respondents to lo-

cate perceived public opinion on a graded support–opposition scale allows them to

express uncertainty, ambivalence, or perceptions of mixed sentiment-patterns that

are particularly relevant for a multidimensional issue like abortion. This measure-

ment strategy is consistent with prior studies that use Likert-type scales to capture

perceived norms (e.g., Prinstein and Wang (2005); Suls et al. (1988); Wyss et al.

(2023)) and closely follows Tankard and Paluck’s (2017) design, which successfully

elicited perceived public support for same-sex marriage using a similar question

format. In the context of abortion, where support varies substantially across rea-

sons, a graded scale provides a more nuanced representation of how respondents

believe the public differentiates between elective and traumatic circumstances -

variation that a point-estimate format would likely neglect.

Respondents were subsequently asked to go through the same survey items, now

marking to what extent they themselves oppose or support abortion access. These

answers were also combined into a principal component index of abortion attitudes

(Cronbach’s alpha = 0.92), yielding a single variable employed as a moderator of

the vignette’s direct effect on trust and perceived representativeness of the Supreme

Court (H5). Additionally, perceived morality of abortion was measured using a

five-point Likert scale, following the structure used in PEW Research Center’s

American Abortion Quandary 2022.

Trust in the Supreme Court and state legislatures was measured using a seven-

point Likert scale (from strongly mistrust to strongly trust), while a five-point
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Likert scale was used for perceived representativeness of these institutions (from

do not represent at all to very much represent).

The demographic and ideological data collected reflect the main factors as-

sociated with abortion attitudes identified in the literature and include gender

(e.g., Huddy et al. (2008)), being a parent (Elder and Greene (2016); Katz-Wise

et al. (2010); Nomaguchi and Milkie (2003)), ethnicity, education, rurality, abor-

tion identity label7 (e.g., Crawford et al. (2022); Jozkowski et al. (2020)), age (e.g.,

Barringer et al. (2020)), religious denomination (e.g., Evans (2002); Jelen (2009);

Sullins (1999)), belief in Biblical literalism8 (e.g., Adamczyk et al. (2020)), par-

tisanship and ideology (e.g., Hout (1999); Prusaczyk and Hodson (2018); Zucker

(1999)).

Data analysis was performed via linear regressions to enhance the interpretabil-

ity of results, first using the treatment identifier as unique regressor, and then

adding demographic and ideological variables as controls to improve the accuracy

of the estimates. Given the nature of the dependent variables, (i.e., Likert scale

scores) ordered logistic models were also estimated to confirm the robustness of

results.

Results

Descriptive statistics and balance check tables are available in the Supplemen-

tary Materials.

As for the treatment effect on perceptions of public opinion and personal at-

titudes, the overall emerging picture points towards weak to non-existent effects,

consistent with hypotheses H1.1 and H1.2. Nevertheless, it is worth highlighting
7Pro-choice, pro-life, neither pro-choice nor pro-life, equally both.
8Compared with other items assessing religion (e.g., religious denomination), Bible literalism

better distinguishes between people who may be more devout or conservative in their religious
practice, which tends to relate more strongly to abortion attitudes.
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that, in the models including control variables, being exposed to the information

contained in the vignette reduced personal support for abortion access in case of

rape, although with marginal statistical significance (b = -0.23, p < 0.05; odds

ratio (OR) = 0.72, p < 0.01). Other marginally statistically significant results

emerged for reduction in personal support for abortion in case the pregnancy can

endanger the woman’s health (b = -0.17, p < 0.1; OR = 0.75, p < 0.01) and on

the perception that Americans support abortion access in case of rape (b = -0.18,

p < 0.1 OR = 0.77, p < 0.05). (Figure 1.1).

Contrary to H3, Dobbs awareness did not moderate treatment effects; this null

finding is consistent with the expectation of more crystallized priors among the

highly aware and with the high baseline salience of Dobbs.

As for the moderating effect of trust and perceived representativeness of the

Supreme Court, the emerging picture is mixed. Evidence does not support a con-

sistent moderating effect of trust. On the contrary, the more subjects perceive the

Supreme Court as a representative institution, the more being exposed to infor-

mation about the Dobbs decision reduces the perception that Americans support

abortion rights for elective causes and the same happens for personal support.

(Figure 1.2).

Finally, respondents who read the vignette before answering the survey ques-

tions perceived state legislatures as less representative compared to the control

group. The effect remains consistent also in the multivariate model (b = -0.16,

p < 0.01; OR = 0.73, p < 0.01). Instead, no treatment effects appear for trust

in state legislatures. Less consistent evidence emerges for the Supreme Court.

Being exposed to information about the Dobbs decision does not appear to consis-

tently alter perceptions of the Supreme Court (except for a reduction in perceived

representativeness, only once controls are added to the model).

As for moderators, abortion attitudes, partisanship, Dobbs awareness and abor-
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Figure 1.1: Being exposed to information on the Dobbs decision does not con-
sistently alter perceptions of public opinion and personal attitudes on abortion
access rights. The figures report coefficients and 95% confidence intervals for the
treatment status dummy variable (1 if treated, 0 otherwise) from ordinary least
squares (OLS) univariate models and models including controls. The dependent
variables are measured on a seven-point Likert scale score.
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Figure 1.2: Perceived representativeness of the Supreme Court (SCOTUS) moder-
ates the treatment effect in the direction of a reduction of perceived public support
for abortion access - limited to elective causes. No moderating effect is found for
trust in SCOTUS and pre-existing knowledge about the Dobbs decision. The fig-
ure reports coefficients and 95% confidence intervals for OLS multivariable models.
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tion morality appear to play a role. Indeed, increasing support for abortion access

reduced trust in the Supreme Court among the treated (b = -0.20, p < 0.05; OR

= 0.80, p < 0.05). Similarly, identifying as Democrat (compared to Republican)

reduced trust in state legislatures among the treated (b = -0.62, p < 0.05; OR

= 0.466, p < 0.01). Finally, increasing pre-existing knowledge about the Dobbs

decision and positive beliefs on the morality of abortion reduced perceived repre-

sentativeness of state legislatures among the treated (b = -0.09, p < 0.1; OR =

0.833, p < 0.1 for the former; b = -0.08, p < 0.1; OR = 0.821, p < 0.05 for the

latter). (Figure 1.3).

Discussion and Conclusions

Since the landmark 1973 Roe v. Wade decision, abortion access opponents have

not based their fight for abortion bans uniquely on the argument that this kind of

regulation will deter abortion. Instead, it was often also claimed that restricting

abortion access sends a message – specifically that abortion is immoral, thereby

aiming at promoting “cultural change”. However, whether institutional decisions

regarding abortion access have this message-sending capacity - in other words,

whether they possess expressive power - is theoretically debated.

The Dobbs decision, i.e., the US Supreme Court decision that removed the right

to obtain an abortion from the Constitution, represents a useful empirical setting to

investigate whether changes in abortion access protections affect perceived public

opinion and personal attitudes on the subject.

To address this question, I performed a survey experiment to isolate the effect

of being exposed to information about the Dobbs decision on perceptions of public

opinion and personal attitudes about abortion access in seven instances, covering

elective and traumatic causes. It is worth highlighting that Dobbs did not ban
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Figure 1.3: Effects of the treatment on perceived representativeness and trust in
institutions, and moderators. Dots represent bivariate models, diamonds represent
models with control variables, and squares represent models with interactions.
The figure reports coefficients and 95% confidence intervals for OLS multivariable
models.
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abortion; instead, it returned authority to the states producing diverging outcomes,

as some states imposed bans while others expanded protections. In this study, I

treat the national constitutional change as the potential expressive signal, while

recognizing that policy consequences are implemented sub-nationally. The design

therefore evaluates whether the absence of a constitutional right shifts perceived

public opinion and personal attitudes.

The results do not support the hypothesis that the Dobbs decision consistently

influenced perceived public opinion or personal attitudes. This aligns with obser-

vational evidence from interrupted time series analysis, which shows no changes

in personal attitudes before and after Dobbs. However, it contrasts with evidence

suggesting a perceived public backlash (Clark et al., 2024).

The only marginally significant direct treatment effect was found in a reduction

in personal support for abortion in case of rape. Reductions in perceived public

support for abortion in case of rape and in personal support in case the pregnancy

seriously endangers the woman’s health also emerged, although with even smaller

statistical significance. However, it must be stressed that these results appear

only when adding demographic and ideological control variables to the model.

Although adding control variables reduces possible noise and improves accuracy

in the estimates, it opens the possibility that results are induced by ‘suppression

effects’ (also referred to as control-variable-induced increases in estimated effect

sizes) (Lenz and Sahn, 2021). I argue that the control variables used have a strong

rationale for being included as they are the main correlates of abortion attitudes

identified in literature; nevertheless, the possibility that these findings might be

driven by statistical artifacts encourages caution in their interpretation.

More robust evidence was found for the moderating role of perceptions of the

Supreme Court. Indeed, among treated respondents, increasing perceived repre-

sentativeness of the Supreme Court was associated with a reduction in perceived
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public support and personal support for abortion access for elective reasons. This

result reinforces the importance of perceived legitimacy of the issuing bodies for

institutional decisions to possess expressive power. However, a limitation of the

study is that trust in and perceived representativeness of the Supreme Court were

measured after the vignette, and therefore may have been influenced by the treat-

ment itself. This sequencing thus risks introducing bias in their use as moderators.

At the same time, pre-treatment measurement would have risked priming respon-

dents to think about the Court in ways that increased its salience even for the

control group, especially given that abortion and Dobbs remained highly salient

throughout the 2022 midterm elections (Mutz and Mansfield, 2024). Measuring

these variables post-treatment can also enhance the realism of the experiment, in

that citizens often form judgments about institutional trust precisely when they

encounter salient institutional decisions. In this sense, the design captures the joint

evaluation process that unfolds when individuals confront a controversial ruling,

though moderation results must be interpreted with caution.

Contrary to theoretical expectations, pre-existing knowledge about the Dobbs

decision did not moderate the effect of being exposed to information about the

Dobbs decision right before answering the survey questions on perceived public

opinion or personal attitudes. This suggests that awareness alone is insufficient

to shape responses to institutional decisions, possibly because abortion attitudes

are deeply entrenched and resistant to heightened salience. Moreover, because

Dobbs was widely covered by the media, the control group was almost certainly

not “untreated” in an absolute sense. The design therefore identifies the incre-

mental impact of immediate salience relative to ambient exposure. This is likely a

conservative estimate that increases the study’s realism by mirroring how citizens

encounter institutional decisions amid ongoing media and elite discourse. It is

also important to recognize that my data captures self-reported Dobbs awareness,
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which may not fully reflect actual pre-existing knowledge. This choice is motivated

by the fact that introducing factual questions about the Dobbs decision before the

treatment vignette would have risked contaminating the experimental design by

inducing all respondents to think about the Dobbs decision, thereby increasing its

salience in the control group and reducing the ability to detect treatment effects.

To partially reduce concerns about measurement validity, I report the estimates

obtained from the subsample that passed the check on the respondents’ attention

to the treatment vignette in the Supplementary Materials. Furthermore, much of

the literature on moderation in this context has focused on the type of informa-

tion received rather than self-reported awareness. For instance, Linos and Twist

(2016) found stronger effects when individuals were exposed to one-sided informa-

tion. Similarly, Clark and colleagues (2024) showed that individuals who learned

about Dobbs via social media reported lower support for the ruling and higher

perceptions of public support for abortion access compared to those who received

information from cable news. Although my data do not distinguish between dif-

ferent sources or framing of information — which I acknowledge as a limitation —

I argue that in a study on the expressive power of institutional decisions, the pri-

mary focus should be on awareness of the decision itself. In this regard, I turn to

Hoekstra and Segal’s (1996) findings on (lack of) salience as a scope condition. My

results suggest that the high salience of Dobbs may have minimized differences be-

tween aware and unaware individuals, reducing the potential for knowledge-based

moderation.

The final part of the analysis focused on the effects of a (relatively) unpopular

Supreme Court decision on trust in and perceived representativeness of this insti-

tution. My findings suggest little-to-no direct effect of the vignette treatment on

opinions about the Supreme Court. Observational evidence, however, indicated

that the decline in support for the Supreme Court after the Dobbs decision has
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persisted over time, moderated by respondents’ democratic values (Gibson, 2024).

The impossibility for me to control for such variable represents a limitation worth

acknowledging. Among the other potential moderators, attitudes towards abor-

tion access was the only one exhibiting statistical significance. Indeed, among the

treated, more progressive opinions on abortion access were associated with a re-

duction in trust in the Supreme Court. Moreover, I found no moderating effect

for partisanship, ideology, or awareness of the Dobbs decision, consistently with

observational evidence from Gibson (2024). Overall, this finding suggests that

trust in the Supreme Court may be more closely tied to policy-specific attitudes

rather than general political identities and reinforces the idea that policy-specific

attitudes can override partisan cues in shaping institutional trust.

Finally, an innovative and exploratory element of this study was the choice of

including information about the new role of state legislatures in abortion policy-

making deriving from the Dobbs decision to test the impact of such decision on

trust and perceived representativeness of state legislatures. My data supports a

direct effect of the vignette treatment in terms of reduction of perceived repre-

sentativeness. This result, possibly prompted by specific information on strategic

redistricting, reinforces the concept that procedural fairness and democratic pro-

cedures contribute to shaping institutional perceptions. Nevertheless, it is worth

acknowledging that the multi-faceted nature of the treatment prevents a precise

identification of which specific piece of information drove this effect. The vignette

presented multiple aspects of the Dobbs decision, including its rationale of return-

ing the issue to the states, the composition of the Supreme Court majority, and the

issue of gerrymandering. This design choice was intentional: the theoretical frame-

work on the expressive power of institutional decisions is itself multi-layered, em-

phasizing that expressive influence depends simultaneously on publicity, clarity of

audience meaning, salience, and perceived legitimacy (McAdams, 2015). Present-

29



ing several elements together thus mirrors both the structure of the theory and the

real-world information environment surrounding Dobbs, where institutional cues

are encountered in bundles rather than isolation. At the same time, this approach

comes with limitations, as it remains impossible to fully disentangle whether the

observed decline in perceived representativeness was primarily driven by informa-

tion about gerrymandering or by other elements of the vignette. Future research

could isolate these components to better assess their individual contributions to

shaping institutional perceptions. As for moderators, perhaps unsurprisingly given

the composition of the treatment, identifying as Democrat or Independent reduced

trust in state legislatures among the treated. More interestingly, increasing aware-

ness of the Dobbs decision and the perception that abortion is morally acceptable

reduced perceived representativeness of state legislatures among the treated. One

possible explanation is that awareness of Dobbs heightened sensitivity to the impli-

cations of returning abortion policy to the states. Similarly, respondents who view

abortion as morally acceptable may have reacted negatively to the idea of states

controlling abortion laws, particularly if they associate state legislatures with re-

strictive policies. Overall, this finding highlights the importance of pre-existing

knowledge and moral evaluations in shaping institutional perceptions.

A key limitation of this study concerns the locus of expressive power. Dobbs

did not itself ban abortion; it returned authority to the states, yielding diverging

outcomes, as some states imposed bans while others expanded protections. The

present design therefore identifies the expressive impact of the national constitu-

tional signal but cannot partition the effects of specific state-level policies. Future

research should implement survey designs that orthogonalize the two cues, i.e., the

national constitutional change and state policies (e.g., bans versus expansions), to

disentangle their relative and interactive expressive power.

As a final consideration, this study invites reflection on the extent to which its
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findings can be generalized. The main goal of this study was to experimentally test

the expressive power of institutional decisions in the context of an unpopular ruling

running against prevailing public opinion. The single-case structure of this study

and the deeply polarizing and morally rooted nature of abortion limit generaliz-

ability, and the null findings may partly reflect the fact that abortion constitutes

a least-likely case for expressive effects given its moral salience and attitudes sta-

bility. Nevertheless, precisely because of these features, this case contributes to

the broader debate on the conditions under which institutional decisions influence

public opinion and helps identify a theoretical lower bound for expressive influence.

More broadly, the results highlight the limits of informational exposure effects in

deeply polarized policy areas and call for further research on different culture war

issues and on less polarizing matters. Perhaps most importantly, they highlight

the need for a deeper understanding of the conditions that make institutional de-

cisions shape the way we think and behave.
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Supplementary Materials

Survey Characteristics and Representativeness of the Data

The survey data analyzed are part of a module of an omnibus survey adminis-

tered between February 7th and February 10th, 2023.

The firm Lucid was tasked to recruit a sample of 2,000 American adults, repre-

sentative on key demographic characteristics, including gender, age, education,

household income, ethnicity, and region. These participants were recruited from

Lucid’s preexisting panel of survey takers. The survey was conducted on Qualtrics,

with the data collected and stored on this platform in line with data protection

guidelines. Respondents were given the standard incentives that Lucid provides to

all its panel members who complete online surveys. The project received approval

from the institutional Ethics Committee Review.

The absence of ethical concerns was justified as follows. Most questions on the

survey are normal in the scope of everyday social and political conversations; as

a result, there is no risk posed by these questions that exceeds what American

adults would expect to encounter in normal life. Participants signed informed and

voluntary consent prior to beginning the survey, which was stored alongside the

rest of the data.

Table S S1 compares the distribution of key characteristics in the final sample

available for the analysis and the US population, as per the most recent census

data and other relevant sources.
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Table S1: Representativity of the sample in comparison with the US population for gender, race, age, education,
political affiliation, religion, abortion identity label and state of residency.

Variable Sample (n = 1,536) Population Source

Gender

Female 776 (50.5%) 168,059,348 (50.4%) American Community

Survey (ACS) 2022

Male 736 (47.9%) 165,228,214 (49.6%)

Other 23 (1.5%) –

Hispanic ethnicity

Hispanic 187 (12.2%) 63,553,639 (19.1%) ACS 2022

Race

White 1,159 (75.5%) 202,889,017 (60.9%) ACS 2022

Black or African American 180 (11.7%) 40,603,656 (12.2%)

Other 197 (12.8%) –

Age

18–34 443 (28.84%) 67,679,304 (26.84%) ACS 2022

35–54 536 (34.90%) 84,524,090 (33.52%)
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Variable Sample Population Source

55+ 557 (36.26%) 99,949,783 (39.64%)

Education (25+)

Less than high school 48 (3.1%) 20,673,642 (9%) ACS 2022

High school or equivalent 412 (26.8%) 64,317,998 (28%)

Some college/associates 543 (35.4%) 57,426,784 (25%)

Bachelor’s degree 352 (22.9%) 52,832,642 (23%)

Graduate degree 175 (11.4%) 32,158,999 (14%)

Political Affiliation

Republican 468 (30.5%) 27% Gallup 2023

Democrat 563 (36.7%) 28%

Independent/Other 406 (26.4%) 44%

Religion

Catholic 413 (26.9%) 20.8% Pew 2014

Evangelical 227 (14.8%) 25.4%

Mainline Protestant 288 (18.8%) 14.7%

Agnostic/Atheist 211 (13.7%) 7.1%

Other 397 (25.8%) –
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Variable Sample Population Source

Abortion Identity Label

Pro-life 448 (29.2%) 44% Gallup 2023

Pro-choice 606 (39.5%) 52%

Equally both 363 (23.6%) 3%

No preference/neither 118 (7.7%) –

State

Alabama 24 (1.56%) 5,074,296 (1.52%) US Census 2022

Alaska 6 (0.39%) 733,583 (0.22%)

Arizona 51 (3.32%) 7,359,197 (2.21%)

Arkansas 21 (1.37%) 3,045,637 (0.91%)

California 130 (8.46%) 39,029,342 (11.71%)

Colorado 35 (2.28%) 5,839,926 (1.75%)

Connecticut 15 (0.98%) 3,626,205 (1.09%)

Delaware 4 (0.26%) 1,018,396 (0.31%)

District of Columbia 4 (0.26%) 671,803 (0.20%)

Florida 103 (6.71%) 22,244,823 (6.67%)

Georgia 66 (4.30%) 10,912,876 (3.27%)

Hawaii 2 (0.13%) 1,440,196 (0.43%)
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Variable Sample Population Source

Idaho 8 (0.52%) 1,939,033 (0.58%)

Illinois 47 (3.06%) 12,582,032 (3.78%)

Indiana 39 (2.54%) 6,833,037 (2.05%)

Iowa 6 (0.39%) 3,200,517 (0.96%)

Kansas 12 (0.78%) 2,937,150 (0.88%)

Kentucky 26 (1.69%) 4,512,310 (1.35%)

Louisiana 19 (1.24%) 4,590,241 (1.38%)

Maine 11 (0.72%) 1,385,340 (0.42%)

Maryland 29 (1.89%) 6,164,660 (1.85%)

Massachusetts 21 (1.37%) 6,981,974 (2.09%)

Michigan 46 (2.99%) 10,034,113 (3.01%)

Minnesota 15 (0.98%) 5,717,184 (1.72%)

Mississippi 23 (1.50%) 2,940,057 (0.88%)

Missouri 17 (1.11%) 6,177,957 (1.85%)

Montana 4 (0.26%) 1,122,867 (0.34%)

Nebraska 11 (0.72%) 1,967,923 (0.59%)

Nevada 12 (0.78%) 3,177,772 (0.95%)

New Hampshire 5 (0.33%) 1,395,231 (0.42%)
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Variable Sample Population Source

New Jersey 54 (3.52%) 9,261,699 (2.78%)

New Mexico 14 (0.91%) 2,113,344 (0.63%)

New York 131 (8.53%) 19,677,151 (5.90%)

North Carolina 48 (3.12%) 10,698,973 (3.21%)

North Dakota 2 (0.13%) 779,261 (0.23%)

Ohio 68 (4.43%) 11,756,058 (3.53%)

Oklahoma 22 (1.43%) 4,019,800 (1.21%)

Oregon 15 (0.98%) 4,240,137 (1.27%)

Pennsylvania 69 (4.49%) 12,972,008 (3.89%)

Rhode Island 5 (0.33%) 1,093,734 (0.33%)

South Carolina 26 (1.69%) 5,282,634 (1.59%)

South Dakota 4 (0.26%) 909,824 (0.27%)

Tennessee 33 (2.15%) 7,051,339 (2.12%)

Texas 97 (6.32%) 30,029,572 (9.01%)

Utah 14 (0.91%) 3,380,800 (1.01%)

Vermont 6 (0.39%) 647,064 (0.19%)

Virginia 48 (3.12%) 8,683,619 (2.61%)

Washington 23 (1.50%) 7,785,786 (2.34%)
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Variable Sample Population Source

West Virginia 16 (1.04%) 1,775,156 (0.53%)

Wisconsin 27 (1.76%) 5,892,539 (1.77%)

Wyoming 2 (0.13%) 581,381 (0.17%)
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Questions Wording

(Perceived status quo norms) To what extent do you think Americans

oppose or support the right of a woman to choose to have an abortion . . .

1. . . . if the woman wants it for any reason?

2. . . . if there is a strong chance of serious defect in the baby?

3. . . . if the woman’s own health is seriously endangered by the pregnancy?

4. . . . if the woman is married and does not want any more children?

5. . . . if the family has a very low income and cannot afford any more children?

6. . . . if the woman became pregnant as a result of rape?

7. . . . if the woman is not married and does not want to marry the man?

The seven instances are grouped in a grid and the respondent can choose from

the following options:

1. Strongly oppose

2. Oppose

3. Somewhat oppose

4. Neither oppose nor support

5. Somewhat support

6. Support

7. Strongly support
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(Personal attitudes) Now, based on your personal opinion, to what extent

do you oppose or support the right of a woman to choose to have an abortion . . .

1. . . . if the woman wants it for any reason?

2. . . . if there is a strong chance of serious defect in the baby?

3. . . . if the woman’s own health is seriously endangered by the pregnancy?

4. . . . if the woman is married and does not want any more children?

5. . . . if the family has a very low income and cannot afford any more children?

6. . . . if the woman became pregnant as a result of rape?

7. . . . if the woman is not married and does not want to marry the man?

The seven instances are grouped in a grid and the respondent can choose from the

following options:

1. Strongly oppose

2. Oppose

3. Somewhat oppose

4. Neither oppose nor support

5. Somewhat support

6. Support

7. Strongly support

(Personal attitudes, morality) Choose the statement that best represents

your opinion: I personally think that having an abortion is . . .
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1. Morally acceptable in all cases

2. Morally acceptable in most cases

3. Morally wrong in most cases

4. Morally wrong in all cases

5. Not a moral issue

(Trust in the Supreme Court) To what extent do you mistrust or trust the

US Supreme Court as an institution?

1. Strongly mistrust

2. Mistrust

3. Somewhat mistrust

4. Neither mistrust nor trust

5. Somewhat trust

6. Trust

7. Strongly trust

(Perceived representativeness of the Supreme Court) To what extent

do you think decisions made by the US Supreme Court do or do not represent

public opinion in the United States?

1. Very much represent public opinion

2. Somewhat represent public opinion

3. Now and then represent public opinion
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4. Hardly represent public opinion

5. Do not represent public opinion at all

(Trust in state legislatures) To what extent do you mistrust or trust state

legislatures as an institution?

1. Strongly mistrust

2. Mistrust

3. Somewhat mistrust

4. Neither mistrust nor trust

5. Somewhat trust

6. Trust

7. Strongly trust

(Perceived representativeness of state legislatures) To what extent do you think

decisions made by state legislatures do or do not represent public opinion in the

state?

1. Very much represent public opinion

2. Somewhat represent public opinion

3. Now and then represent public opinion

4. Hardly represent public opinion

5. Do not represent public opinion at all
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(Article) Please read the following article carefully and consider its implica-

tions. Then, answer the questions.

“On June 24, 2022, the Supreme Court of the United States overturned Roe v.

Wade, which was the 1973 ruling that established the constitutional right to abor-

tion in the US during the first two trimesters of pregnancy. As a consequence,

the right to choose to have an abortion is no longer constitutionally guaranteed.

Instead, states get to decide when a woman can have an abortion, if at all, and

how far into a pregnancy a woman can obtain an abortion.

The majority opinion was written by Justice Samuel Alito and the majority in-

cluded four other conservative members of the Supreme Court, three of them ap-

pointed by former President Donald Trump (Neil Gorsuch, Brett Kavanaugh, and

Amy Coney Barrett).

In support of their decision to overturn Roe v. Wade, Justice Alito and the conser-

vative majority argued they were returning the issue of abortion rights to elected

representatives in the states. However, some critics suggest that state legislatures

(meaning the legislative body of each state) are not fully representative because of

how the US electoral system is structured. Specifically, the party in power at the

time of the census can redraw electoral districts to make it extremely unlikely that

they lose elections for the next ten years. As a result, they can govern without

support from a majority of the people.

As of January 2023, 22 state legislatures are controlled by the Republican party,

16 state legislatures are controlled by the Democratic party, and the remaining 12

are split.”.

(Knowledge) How much of the information in this article did you know be-

forehand?

1. All of it
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2. Most of it

3. Some of it

4. Very little of it

5. None of it

(Gender) What is your gender?

1. Male

2. Female

3. Non-binary / third gender

4. Prefer not to say

(Parent) Do you have children?

1. Yes

2. No

(Hispanic) Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin?

1. Yes

2. No

(Race) Which racial or ethnic group best describes you? You may choose one

or more races.

1. White

2. Black or African-American

3. Asian or Asian American
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4. Native American

5. Middle Eastern or Middle Eastern American

6. Pacific Islander

7. Other (specify)

(Rurality) Would say that you live in an urban, suburban, or rural area?

1. Urban

2. Suburban

3. Rural

(Religion) What is your religious identity?

1. Mainline Protestant Christian

2. Evangelical Protestant Christian

3. Catholic Christian

4. Muslim

5. Jewish

6. Hindu

7. Buddhist

8. Agnostic

9. Atheist

10. Other (specify)
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(Biblical literalism) Which of these statements comes closest to describing

your feelings about the Bible?

1. The Bible represents the literal word of God

2. The Bible represents the word of God, although not literal

3. The Bible was written by men

4. I do not know whether the Bible represents the literal word of God or not

(Education) What is the highest level of school you have completed or the

highest degree you have received? If currently enrolled, select the highest degree

received to date.

1. Less than high school – No diploma

2. High school graduate – High school diploma or equivalent (For example:

GED)

3. Some college, no degree

4. Associate degree in college – Occupational/vocational program

5. Associate degree in college – Academic program

6. Bachelor’s degree (For example: BA, BS)

7. Master’s degree (For example: MA, MS, MEd, MSW, MBA)

8. Professional school Degree (For example: MD, DDS, DVM, LLB, JD)

9. Doctorate degree (For example: PhD, EdD)

10. Other (specify)
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(Abortion identity label) With respect to the issue of abortion, would you

consider yourself to be . . .

1. Pro-life

2. Pro-choice

3. Equally both

4. Neither

(Political affiliation) Do you consider yourself to be a Democrat, a Republi-

can, an Independent, or none of these?

1. Democrat

2. Republican

3. Independent

4. None of the above

5. Don’t know

(Ideology) Generally speaking, do you consider yourself a liberal, a moderate,

or a conservative?

1. Strongly liberal

2. Moderately liberal

3. Moderate

4. Moderately conservative

5. Strongly conservative

6. Don’t know
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Results Tables

Table S2: Descriptive statistics and balance check table

Variable Control (n = 762) Treated (n = 774) Total (n = 1,536)

Gender

Female 381 (50.0%) 395 (51.0%) 776 (50.5%)

Male 374 (49.1%) 362 (46.8%) 736 (47.9%)

Other 7 (0.9%) 17 (2.2%) 24 (1.6%)

p = 0.504

Parent 447 (59%) 444 (57%) 891 (58%)

p = 0.585

Hispanic ethnicity 98 (12.9%) 89 (11.5%) 187 (12.2%)

p = 0.414

Race

White 586 (76.9%) 573 (74.0%) 1,159 (75.5%)

Black or African American 80 (10.5%) 100 (12.9%) 180 (11.7%)

Other 96 (12.6%) 101 (13.0%) 197 (12.8%)

p = 0.301

Age (mean ± SD) 46.98 ± 16.90 46.48 ± 17.08 46.73 ± 16.9857



(continued)

Variable Control Treated Total

p = 0.561

Rurality

Urban 238 (31.2%) 242 (31.3%) 480 (31.3%)

Suburban 353 (46.3%) 349 (45.1%) 702 (45.7%)

Rural 171 (22.4%) 182 (23.5%) 353 (23.0%)

p = 0.852

Bible literalism

Literal word of God 196 (25.7%) 200 (25.8%) 396 (25.8%)

Not literal 183 (24.0%) 197 (25.5%) 380 (24.7%)

Not word of God 52 (6.8%) 45 (5.8%) 97 (6.3%)

Do not know 26 (3.4%) 29 (3.7%) 55 (3.6%)

p = 0.798

Political affiliation

Republican 241 (31.6%) 227 (29.3%) 468 (30.5%)

Democrat 273 (35.8%) 290 (37.5%) 563 (36.7%)

Independent/Other 202 (26.5%) 204 (26.4%) 406 (26.4%)
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(continued)

Variable Control Treated Total

p = 0.630

Ideology

Strongly liberal 93 (12.2%) 103 (13.3%) 196 (12.8%)

Moderately liberal 113 (14.8%) 115 (14.9%) 228 (14.8%)

Moderate 278 (36.5%) 275 (35.5%) 553 (36.0%)

Moderately conservative 126 (16.5%) 118 (15.3%) 244 (15.9%)

Strongly conservative 119 (15.6%) 119 (15.4%) 238 (15.5%)

p = 0.809

Abortion identity label

Pro-life 213 (28.0%) 235 (30.4%) 448 (29.2%)

Pro-choice 297 (39.0%) 309 (39.9%) 606 (39.5%)

Equally both 185 (24.3%) 178 (23.0%) 363 (23.6%)

No preference/neither 67 (8.8%) 51 (6.6%) 118 (7.7%)

p = 0.339

Education

< High school 26 (3.4%) 22 (2.8%) 48 (3.1%)
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(continued)

Variable Control Treated Total

High school or equiv. 225 (29.5%) 187 (24.2%) 412 (26.8%)

Some college/assoc. 246 (32.3%) 297 (38.4%) 543 (35.4%)

Bachelor’s degree 166 (21.8%) 186 (24.0%) 352 (22.9%)

Graduate degree 96 (12.6%) 79 (10.2%) 175 (11.4%)

p = 0.045

Religion

Catholic 200 (26.2%) 213 (27.5%) 413 (26.9%)

Evangelical 105 (13.8%) 122 (15.8%) 227 (14.8%)

Mainline Protestant 152 (19.9%) 136 (17.6%) 288 (18.8%)

Agnostic/Atheist 116 (15.2%) 95 (12.3%) 95 (13.7%)

Other 189 (24.8%) 208 (26.9%) 397 (25.8%)

p = 0.242
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Table S3: Items scores (mean ± standard deviation, p-value from the t-test on equality of means)

Item Control (n = 762) Treated (n = 774) p-value

Perceived status quo norms

To what extent do you think Americans

oppose or support the right of a woman

to choose to have an abortion. . .

. . . if the woman wants it for any reason? 0.117 ± 2.027 0.085 ± 1.971 0.7562

. . . if there is a strong chance of serious

defect in the baby?

0.946 ± 1.789 0.974 ± 1.751 0.7553

. . . if the woman’s own health is seriously

endangered by the pregnancy?

1.398 ± 1.724 1.415 ± 1.615 0.8411

. . . if the woman is married and does not

want any more children?

-0.133 ± 2.125 -0.1124 ± 2.007 0.8485

. . . if the family has a very low income and

cannot afford any more children?

0.096 ± 1.949 0.062 ± 1.920 0.7322

. . . if the woman became pregnant as a re-

sult of rape?

1.478 ± 1.734 1.361 ± 1.764 0.1894
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Item Control Treated p-value

. . . if the woman is not married and does

not want to marry the man?

-0.074 ± 2.018 -0.071 ± 1.945 0.9808

Personal attitudes

. . . if the woman wants it for any reason? 0.151 ± 2.195 0.142 ± 2.206 0.9389

. . . if there is a strong chance of serious

defect in the baby?

1.134 ± 1.828 1.078 ± 1.911 0.5540

. . . if the woman’s own health is seriously

endangered by the pregnancy?

1.585 ± 1.715 1.528 ± 1.405 0.5235

. . . if the woman is married and does not

want any more children?

0.095 ± 2.220 0.048 ± 2.219 0.6795

. . . if the family has a very low income and

cannot afford any more children?

0.251 ± 2.158 0.230 ± 2.161 0.8512

. . . if the woman became pregnant as a re-

sult of rape?

1.576 ± 1.769 1.450 ± 1.870 0.1755

. . . if the woman is not married and does

not want to marry the man?

0.083 ± 2.195 0.140 ± 2.205 0.6126

Personal attitudes, morality 0.159 ± 1.289 0.193 ± 1.324 0.612962



Item Control Treated p-value

Trust in the US Supreme Court -0.333 ± 1.673 -0.479 ± 1.734 0.0933

SCOTUS represents public opinion 0.049 ± 1.118 -0.035 ± 1.109 0.1422

Trust in state legislatures -0.470 ± 1.538 -0.580 ± 1.584 0.1664

State legislature represents public opinion 0.091 ± 1.046 -0.035 ± 1.051 0.0192
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Table S4: Outcome variables distribution by treated and control group; Wilcoxon (Mann-Whitney) test for equality
of the distributions.

Item Control (n = 762) Treated (n = 774) p-value

(Perceived status quo norms) To what extent do you think Americans oppose or support the right of a woman to choose

to have an abortion. . .

. . . if the woman wants it for any reason? 0.4121

Strongly oppose 123 (16.14%) 113 (14.60%)

Oppose 61 (8.01%) 79 (10.21%)

Somewhat oppose 104 (13.65%) 115 (14.86%)

Neither oppose nor support 149 (19.55%) 124 (16.02%)

Somewhat support 101 (13.25%) 114 (14.73%)

Support 86 (11.29%) 123 (15.89%)

Strongly support 137 (17.98%) 106 (13.70%)

. . . if there is a strong chance of serious defect in the baby? 0.0515

Strongly oppose 49 (6.43%) 49 (6.33%)

Oppose 38 (4.99%) 28 (3.62%)

Somewhat oppose 53 (6.96%) 68 (8.79%)

Neither oppose nor support 154 (20.21%) 148 (19.12%)64



Item Control Treated p-value

Somewhat support 140 (18.37%) 122 (15.76%)

Support 121 (15.88%) 174 (22.48%)

Strongly support 204 (26.77%) 185 (23.90%)

. . . if the woman’s own health is seriously endangered by the pregnancy? 0.8323

Strongly oppose 35 (4.59%) 30 (3.88%)

Oppose 33 (4.33%) 18 (2.33%)

Somewhat oppose 38 (4.99%) 43 (5.56%)

Neither oppose nor support 102 (13.39%) 118 (15.25%)

Somewhat support 110 (14.44%) 125 (16.15%)

Support 168 (22.05%) 181 (23.39%)

Strongly support 276 (36.22%) 259 (33.46%)

. . . if the woman is married and does not want any more children? 0.4368

Strongly oppose 164 (21.52%) 137 (17.70%)

Oppose 87 (11.42%) 92 (11.89%)

Somewhat oppose 64 (8.40%) 93 (12.02%)

Neither oppose nor support 154 (20.21%) 159 (20.54%)

Somewhat support 88 (11.55%) 91 (11.76%)65



Item Control Treated p-value

Support 74 (9.71%) 96 (12.40%)

Strongly support 131 (17.19%) 106 (13.70%)

. . . if the family has a very low income and cannot afford any more children? 0.5803

Strongly oppose 109 (14.30%) 108 (13.95%)

Oppose 79 (10.37%) 81 (10.47%)

Somewhat oppose 85 (11.15%) 91 (11.76%)

Neither oppose nor support 168 (22.05%) 182 (23.51%)

Somewhat support 114 (14.96%) 106 (13.70%)

Support 92 (12.07%) 99 (12.79%)

Strongly support 115 (15.09%) 107 (13.82%)

. . . if the woman became pregnant as a result of rape? 0.9391

Strongly oppose 33 (4.33%) 43 (5.56%)

Oppose 33 (4.33%) 28 (3.62%)

Somewhat oppose 33 (4.33%) 34 (4.39%)

Neither oppose nor support 105 (13.78%) 113 (14.60%)

Somewhat support 109 (14.30%) 117 (15.12%)

Support 132 (17.32%) 156 (20.16%)66



Item Control Treated p-value

Strongly support 317 (41.60%) 283 (36.56%)

. . . if the woman is not married and does not want to marry the man? 0.4185

Strongly oppose 136 (17.85%) 125 (16.15%)

Oppose 89 (11.68%) 86 (11.11%)

Somewhat oppose 72 (9.45%) 90 (11.63%)

Neither oppose nor support 176 (23.10%) 183 (23.64%)

Somewhat support 88 (11.55%) 100 (12.92%)

Support 89 (11.68%) 88 (11.37%)

Strongly support 112 (14.70%) 102 (13.18%)

(Personal attitudes) Now, based on your personal opinion, to what extent do you oppose or support the right of a woman

to choose to have an abortion. . .

. . . if the woman wants it for any reason? 0.3535

Strongly oppose 160 (21.00%) 159 (20.54%)

Oppose 58 (7.61%) 71 (9.17%)

Somewhat oppose 58 (7.61%) (%) 58 (7.49%)

Neither oppose nor support 141 (18.50%) 141 (18.22%)

Somewhat support 90 (11.81%) 65 (8.40%)67



Item Control Treated p-value

Support 86 (11.29%) 115 (14.86%)

Strongly support 169 (22.18%) 164 (21.19%)

. . . if there is a strong chance of serious defect in the baby? 0.4715

Strongly oppose 51 (6.69%) 61 (7.88%)

Oppose 29 (3.81%) 40 (5.17%)

Somewhat oppose 50 (6.56%) 49 (6.33%)

Neither oppose nor support 138 (18.11%) 129 (16.67%)

Somewhat support 116 (15.22%) 102 (13.18%)

Support 123 (16.14%) 135 (17.44%)

Strongly support 254 (33.33%) 258 (33.33%)

. . . if the woman’s own health is seriously endangered by the pregnancy? 0.7440

Strongly oppose 36 (4.72%) 41 (5.30%)

Oppose 24 (3.15%) 23 (2.97%)

Somewhat oppose 27 (3.54%) 29 (3.75%)

Neither oppose nor support 101 (13.25%) 110 (14.21%)

Somewhat support 96 (12.60%) 95 (12.27%)

Support 138 (18.11%) 142 (18.35%)68



Item Control Treated p-value

Strongly support 339 (44.49%) 334 (43.15%)

. . . if the woman is married and does not want any more children? 0.5522

Strongly oppose 169 (22.18%) 167 (21.58%)

Oppose 64 (8.40%) 77 (9.95%)

Somewhat oppose 50 (6.56%) 60 (7.75%)

Neither oppose nor support 141 (18.50%) 141 (18.22%)

Somewhat support 81 (10.62%) 75 (9.69%)

Support 92 (12.08%) 85 (10.98%)

Strongly support 164 (21.52%) 169 (21.83%)

. . . if the family has a very low income and cannot afford any more children? 0.9792

Strongly oppose 127 (16.67%) 135 (17.44%)

Oppose 83 (10.89%) 80 (10.34%)

Somewhat oppose 58 (7.61%) 55 (7.11%)

Neither oppose nor support 148 (19.42%) 159 (20.54%)

Somewhat support 77 (10.10%) 71 (9.17%)

Support 88 (11.55%) 95 (12.27%)

Strongly support 181 (23.75%) 179 (23.13%)69
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Additional Tables Chapter 1.1 

 

Table 1 Perceived public opinion, elective causes. Multivariable ordinary least squares models. 

 (1) 

Any reason 

(2) 

No more children 

(3) 

Cannot afford 

(4) 

Not married  

             

Treated -0.032 -0.036 -0.038 0.020 0.089 0.106 -0.034 0.016 0.027 0.002 0.049 0.073 

 (0.102) (0.096) (0.095) (0.105) (0.099) (0.099) (0.099) (0.097) (0.096) (0.101) (0.096) (0.096) 

State F.E. X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ 

Controls X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ 

Observations 1,535 1,377 1,376 1,536 1,378 1,377 1,536 1,378 1,377 1,536 1,378 1,377 

R-squared 0.000 0.310 0.322 0.000 0.302 0.312 0.000 0.244 0.256 0.000 0.287 0.298 

Adjusted R-squared -0.001 0.268 0.279 -0.001 0.260 0.269 -0.001 0.199 0.209 -0.001 0.244 0.254 

Note. For each dependent variable, the second model excludes trust and perceived representativeness of institutions from the set of control variables. 

 

Table 2 Perceived public opinion, elective causes. Multivariable ordinary least squares models. Subsample of respondents who passed the 

manipulation check. 

 (1) 

Any reason 

(2) 

No more children 

(3) 

Cannot afford 

(4) 

Not married  

             

Treated 0.073 0.059 0.063 0.032 0.073 0.081 -0.055 -0.029 -0.018 0.013 0.064 0.070 

 (0.130) (0.120) (0.120) (0.134) (0.126) (0.126) (0.123) (0.122) (0.121) (0.128) (0.123) (0.123) 

State F.E. X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ 

Controls X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ 

Observations 971 883 882 971 883 882 971 883 882 971 883 882 

R-squared 0.000 0.369 0.380 0.000 0.338 0.348 0.000 0.273 0.296 0.000 0.307 0.321 

Adjusted R-squared -0.001 0.308 0.318 -0.001 0.275 0.282 -0.001 0.204 0.224 -0.001 0.241 0.252 

Note. For each dependent variable, the second model excludes trust and perceived representativeness of institutions from the set of control variables. 

 

Table 3 Perceived public opinion, traumatic causes. Multivariable ordinary least squares models. 

 (1) (2) (3) 
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 Birth defect Women’s health Rape 

          

Treated 0.028 0.035 0.025 0.017 -0.014 -0.029 -0.117 -0.164* -0.175* 

 (0.090) (0.089) (0.090) (0.085) (0.086) (0.086) (0.089) (0.091) (0.091) 

State F.E. X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ 

Controls X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ 

Observations 1,533 1,376 1,375 1,536 1,378 1,377 1,536 1,378 1,377 

R-squared 0.000 0.220 0.228 0.000 0.180 0.186 0.001 0.172 0.178 

Adjusted R-squared -0.001 0.173 0.179 -0.001 0.131 0.134 0.001 0.122 0.126 

Note. For each dependent variable, the second model excludes trust and perceived representativeness of institutions from the set of control variables. 

 

Table 4 Perceived public opinion, traumatic causes. Multivariable ordinary least squares models. Subsample of respondents who passed the 

manipulation check. 

 (1) 

Birth defect 

(2) 

Women’s health 

(3) 

Rape  

          

Treated 0.115 0.102 0.094 0.038 -0.031 -0.045 -0.055 -0.154 -0.166 

 (0.113) (0.107) (0.108) (0.104) (0.103) (0.104) (0.110) (0.110) (0.111) 

State F.E. X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ 

Controls X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ 

Observations 969 882 881 971 883 882 971 883 882 

R-squared 0.001 0.310 0.318 0.000 0.247 0.252 0.000 0.221 0.227 

Adjusted R-squared 0.000 0.244 0.248 -0.001 0.175 0.176 -0.001 0.146 0.149 

Note. For each dependent variable, the second model excludes trust and perceived representativeness of institutions from the set of control variables. 

Table 5 Personal opinion, elective causes. Multivariable ordinary least squares models. 

 (1) 

Any reason 

(2) 

No more children 

(3) 

Cannot afford 

(4) 

Not married  

             

Treated -0.009 0.015 0.017 -0.047 -0.028 -0.021 -0.021 -0.006 -0.004 0.057 0.110 0.111 

 (0.112) (0.093) (0.093) (0.113) (0.095) (0.095) (0.110) (0.094) (0.094) (0.112) (0.094) (0.094) 

State F.E. X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ 

Controls X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ 

Observations 1,535 1,377 1,376 1,535 1,377 1,376 1,536 1,378 1,377 1,536 1,378 1,377 

R-squared 0.000 0.456 0.463 0.000 0.445 0.452 0.000 0.426 0.436 0.000 0.443 0.450 
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Adjusted R-squared -0.001 0.423 0.429 -0.001 0.411 0.417 -0.001 0.391 0.400 -0.001 0.410 0.416 
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Table 6 Personal opinion, elective causes. Multivariable ordinary least squares models. Subsample of respondents who passed the manipulation 

check. 

 (1) 

Any reason 

(2) 

No more children 

(3) 

Cannot afford 

(4) 

Not married  

             

Treated 0.004 0.049 0.053 -0.080 -0.022 -0.019 -0.041 -0.046 -0.046 -0.009 0.008 -0.001 

 (0.148) (0.117) (0.116) (0.147) (0.117) (0.116) (0.142) (0.117) (0.117) (0.145) (0.117) (0.117) 

State F.E. X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ 

Controls X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ 

Observations 970 882 881 970 882 881 971 883 882 971 883 882 

R-squared 0.000 0.534 0.545 0.000 0.528 0.536 0.000 0.499 0.508 0.000 0.519 0.526 

Adjusted R-squared -0.001 0.489 0.499 -0.001 0.482 0.489 -0.001 0.451 0.458 -0.001 0.473 0.478 

 

Table 7 Personal opinion, traumatic causes. Multivariable ordinary least squares models. 

 (1) 

Birth defect 

(2) 

Women’s health 

(3) 

Rape  

          

Treated -0.057 -0.046 -0.063 -0.056 -0.143* -0.168** -0.126 -0.203** -0.228** 

 (0.095) (0.089) (0.089) (0.088) (0.086) (0.086) (0.093) (0.090) (0.090) 

State F.E. X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ 

Controls X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ 

Observations 1,535 1,377 1,376 1,535 1,377 1,376 1,535 1,377 1,376 

R-squared 0.000 0.303 0.311 0.000 0.248 0.257 0.001 0.258 0.267 

Adjusted R-squared -0.000 0.261 0.267 -0.000 0.203 0.210 0.001 0.213 0.221 

Note. For each dependent variable, the second model excludes trust and perceived representativeness of institutions from the set of control variables. 

 

Table 8 Personal opinion, traumatic causes. Multivariable ordinary least squares models. Subsample of respondents who passed the manipulation 

check. 

 (1) 

Birth defect 

(2) 

Women’s health 

(3) 

Rape  
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Treated -0.119 -0.121 -0.128 -0.113 -0.224** -0.241** -0.105 -0.231** -0.250** 

 (0.120) (0.108) (0.108) (0.105) (0.099) (0.099) (0.114) (0.108) (0.109) 

State F.E. X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ 

Controls X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ 

Observations 970 882 881 970 882 881 971 883 882 

R-squared 0.001 0.394 0.402 0.001 0.346 0.351 0.001 0.345 0.351 

Adjusted R-squared -0.000 0.336 0.342 0.000 0.283 0.285 -0.000 0.283 0.285 

Note. For each dependent variable, the second model excludes trust and perceived representativeness of institutions from the set of control variables. 

 

Table 9 Direct effect of the treatment on trust in and perceived representativeness of the Supreme Court and state legislatures. Multivariable 

ordinary least squares models. 

 (1) 

Trust in SCOTUS 

(2) 

SCOTUS representativeness 

(3) 

Trust in state legislatures 

(4) 

State legislatures 

representativeness 

 

         

Treated -0.146* -0.109 -0.083 -0.132** -0.110 -0.087 -0.125** -0.156*** 

 (0.087) (0.088) (0.057) (0.057) (0.080) (0.084) (0.054) (0.055) 

State F.E. X ✓ X ✓ X ✓ X ✓ 

Controls X ✓ X ✓ X ✓ X ✓ 

Observations 1,536 1,375 1,535 1,374 1,536 1,375 1,536 1,375 

R-squared 0.002 0.202 0.001 0.218 0.001 0.126 0.004 0.172 

Adjusted R-squared 0.001 0.155 0.001 0.172 0.001 0.074 0.003 0.123 

 

 

Table 10 Direct effect of the treatment on trust in and perceived representativeness of the Supreme Court and state legislatures. Multivariable 

ordinary least squares models. Subsample of respondents who passed the manipulation check. 

 (1) 

Trust in SCOTUS 

(2) 

SCOTUS representativeness 

(3) 

Trust in state legislatures 

(4) 

State legislatures 

representativeness 

 

         

Treated -0.189* -0.134 -0.025 -0.082 -0.105 -0.042 -0.125* -0.151** 

 (0.114) (0.116) (0.072) (0.073) (0.102) (0.112) (0.066) (0.069) 

State F.E. X ✓ X ✓ X ✓ X ✓ 
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Controls X ✓ X ✓ X ✓ X ✓ 

Observations 971 882 970 881 971 882 971 882 

R-squared 0.003 0.240 0.000 0.247 0.001 0.121 0.004 0.191 

Adjusted R-squared 0.002 0.168 -0.001 0.176 0.000 0.038 0.003 0.114 

 

Table 11 Perceived public opinion, moderators 

 (1) 

Any reason 

(2) 

No more children  

             

Treated -0.031 -0.031 -0.065 -0.009 0.086 -0.038 0.094 0.119 0.128 0.088 0.429 0.309 

 (0.098) (0.095) (0.166) (0.158) (0.261) (0.339) (0.101) (0.099) (0.173) (0.164) (0.270) (0.350) 

Treated * Trust SCOTUS 0.019     0.094 -0.030     0.088 

 (0.055)     (0.066) (0.057)     (0.068) 

Treated * Repr. SCOTUS  -0.144*    -0.200**  -0.279***    -0.325*** 

  (0.085)    (0.100)  (0.088)    (0.104) 

Treated * Democrat   -0.170   -0.142   -0.226   -0.236 

   (0.225)   (0.279)   (0.233)   (0.288) 

Treated * Independent   0.353   0.402   0.255   0.286 

   (0.247)   (0.283)   (0.256)   (0.293) 

Treated * mod. conservative    -0.039  0.003    -0.162  -0.127 

    (0.283)  (0.302)    (0.293)  (0.312) 

Treated * mod. liberal    -0.002  0.176    0.297  0.482 

    (0.287)  (0.300)    (0.297)  (0.311) 

Treated * strongly cons.    0.044  0.210    0.242  0.438 

    (0.280)  (0.324)    (0.290)  (0.334) 

Treated * strongly liberal    -0.217  0.118    -0.331  0.099 

    (0.303)  (0.330)    (0.314)  (0.341) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness     -0.049 -0.034     -0.127 -0.111 

     (0.095) (0.098)     (0.099) (0.101) 

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Observations 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 

R-squared 0.322 0.323 0.324 0.322 0.322 0.327 0.312 0.317 0.314 0.314 0.313 0.323 

Adjusted R-squared 0.278 0.280 0.280 0.277 0.278 0.279 0.268 0.274 0.270 0.269 0.269 0.275 

 

Table 12 Perceived public opinion, moderators (cont’d) 

 (3) (4) 
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 Cannot afford Not married 

             

Treated 0.004 0.038 0.030 -0.007 0.003 -0.130 0.061 0.085 -0.014 0.030 0.226 -0.157 

 (0.099) (0.096) (0.168) (0.159) (0.263) (0.342) (0.098) (0.096) (0.167) (0.158) (0.262) (0.339) 

Treated * Trust SCOTUS -0.061     0.014 -0.033     0.058 

 (0.056)     (0.067) (0.056)     (0.066) 

Treated * Repr. SCOTUS  -0.226***    -0.226**  -0.234***    -0.260*** 

  (0.085)    (0.101)  (0.085)    (0.100) 

Treated * Democrat   -0.051   -0.002   -0.037   0.144 

   (0.227)   (0.282)   (0.225)   (0.279) 

Treated * Independent   0.066   0.069   0.380   0.523* 

   (0.250)   (0.286)   (0.248)   (0.284) 

Treated * mod. conservative    -0.054  -0.004    0.090  0.251 

    (0.285)  (0.305)    (0.284)  (0.302) 

Treated * mod. liberal    0.399  0.379    0.222  0.312 

    (0.289)  (0.303)    (0.287)  (0.301) 

Treated * strongly cons.    0.190  0.302    0.208  0.543* 

    (0.282)  (0.327)    (0.280)  (0.324) 

Treated * strongly liberal    -0.396  -0.280    -0.312  -0.041 

    (0.305)  (0.333)    (0.304)  (0.330) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness     0.010 0.032     -0.060 -0.044 

     (0.096) (0.099)     (0.096) (0.098) 

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Observations 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 

R-squared 0.257 0.260 0.256 0.259 0.256 0.263 0.298 0.302 0.300 0.300 0.298 0.306 

Adjusted R-squared 0.209 0.213 0.208 0.210 0.209 0.211 0.253 0.257 0.254 0.253 0.253 0.257 

 

Table 13 Perceived public opinion, moderators (cont’d) 

 (5) 

Birth defect 

(6) 

Woman’s health  

             

Treated -0.007 0.029 0.222 0.102 -0.166 0.020 -0.055 -0.027 -0.025 -0.087 -0.416* -0.589* 

 (0.092) (0.090) (0.156) (0.148) (0.245) (0.319) (0.088) (0.086) (0.151) (0.143) (0.236) (0.306) 

Treated * Trust SCOTUS -0.084     -0.107* -0.068     -0.096 

 (0.052)     (0.062) (0.050)     (0.060) 

Treated * Repr. SCOTUS  -0.085    -0.028  -0.036    0.009 

  (0.080)    (0.094)  (0.077)    (0.091) 

Treated * Democrat   -0.303   -0.233   0.051   0.215 
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   (0.211)   (0.262)   (0.203)   (0.253) 

Treated * Independent   -0.277   -0.357   -0.090   -0.003 

   (0.232)   (0.266)   (0.224)   (0.256) 

Treated * mod. conservative    -0.047  -0.122    0.128  0.206 

    (0.265)  (0.283)    (0.256)  (0.273) 

Treated * mod. liberal    -0.214  -0.320    0.008  -0.163 

    (0.269)  (0.282)    (0.259)  (0.272) 

Treated * strongly cons.    0.123  -0.012    0.235  0.288 

    (0.262)  (0.304)    (0.253)  (0.293) 

Treated * strongly liberal    -0.406  -0.472    -0.032  -0.222 

    (0.284)  (0.310)    (0.274)  (0.299) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness     0.075 0.116     0.152* 0.162* 

     (0.090) (0.092)     (0.086) (0.089) 

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Observations 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 

R-squared 0.229 0.228 0.229 0.230 0.228 0.234 0.187 0.186 0.186 0.186 0.188 0.191 

Adjusted R-squared 0.180 0.179 0.179 0.178 0.178 0.179 0.135 0.133 0.133 0.132 0.135 0.134 

 

Table 14 Perceived public opinion, moderators (cont’d) 

 (7) 

Rape  

             

Treated -0.198** -0.172* -0.208 -0.338** -0.266 -0.631* -0.147 -0.130 -0.112 -0.182 -0.157 -0.483 

 (0.093) (0.091) (0.158) (0.150) (0.248) (0.322) (0.092) (0.089) (0.159) (0.147) (0.235) (0.327) 

Treated * Trust SCOTUS -0.060     -0.061 -0.057     -0.059 

 (0.053)     (0.063) (0.052)     (0.064) 

Treated * Repr. SCOTUS  -0.064    -0.026  -0.091    -0.026 

  (0.081)    (0.096)  (0.080)    (0.097) 

Treated * Democrat   0.019   0.177   -0.088   0.088 

   (0.214)   (0.266)   (0.215)   (0.268) 

Treated * Independent   0.093   0.251   0.018   0.153 

   (0.235)   (0.270)   (0.233)   (0.270) 

Treated * mod. conservative    0.410  0.529*    0.297  0.411 

    (0.269)  (0.288)    (0.265)  (0.290) 

Treated * mod. liberal    0.239  0.202    0.179  0.232 

    (0.272)  (0.286)    (0.272)  (0.291) 

Treated * strongly cons.    0.243  0.430    0.140  0.393 

    (0.266)  (0.308)    (0.268)  (0.311) 

Treated * strongly liberal    0.110  0.115    -0.163  -0.027 
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    (0.288)  (0.314)    (0.287)  (0.315) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness     0.036 0.034     0.016 0.029 

     (0.091) (0.093)     (0.087) (0.095) 

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X X X X 

Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X X X X 

Observations 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,536 1,535 1,437 1,459 1,536 1,400 

R-squared 0.178 0.178 0.178 0.179 0.178 0.181 0.004 0.009 0.027 0.023 0.003 0.046 

Adjusted R-squared 0.126 0.125 0.124 0.125 0.125 0.123 0.002 0.007 0.023 0.017 0.001 0.033 
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Table 15 Personal opinions, moderators 

 (1) 

Any reason 

(2) 

No more children  

             

Treated 0.018 0.020 0.225 0.062 -0.096 -0.007 -0.039 -0.010 -0.036 0.113 0.221 0.167 

 (0.095) (0.093) (0.162) (0.154) (0.255) (0.330) (0.097) (0.095) (0.165) (0.156) (0.259) (0.336) 

Treated * Trust SCOTUS 0.004     0.014 -0.049     0.026 

 (0.054)     (0.064) (0.055)     (0.065) 

Treated * Repr. SCOTUS  -0.075    -0.078  -0.211**    -0.191* 

  (0.083)    (0.098)  (0.084)    (0.100) 

Treated * Democrat   -0.551**   -0.438   -0.192   -0.164 

   (0.219)   (0.272)   (0.223)   (0.277) 

Treated * Independent   0.048   0.084   0.345   0.294 

   (0.241)   (0.276)   (0.246)   (0.281) 

Treated * mod. conservative    0.042  -0.042    -0.335  -0.285 

    (0.275)  (0.294)    (0.280)  (0.299) 

Treated * mod. liberal    0.019  0.160    0.154  0.290 

    (0.279)  (0.293)    (0.284)  (0.298) 

Treated * strongly cons.    0.237  0.176    0.005  0.185 

    (0.272)  (0.315)    (0.278)  (0.321) 

Treated * strongly liberal    -0.701**  -0.454    -0.762**  -0.450 

    (0.295)  (0.322)    (0.300)  (0.327) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness     0.044 0.078     -0.095 -0.060 

     (0.093) (0.095)     (0.095) (0.097) 

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Observations 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 

R-squared 0.463 0.463 0.467 0.466 0.463 0.469 0.452 0.454 0.454 0.456 0.452 0.459 

Adjust R-squared 0.428 0.429 0.432 0.431 0.428 0.431 0.417 0.418 0.418 0.419 0.417 0.421 

 

Table 16 Personal opinions, moderators (cont’d) 

 (3) 

Cannot afford 

(4) 

Not married  

             

Treated -0.013 0.007 0.180 -0.070 0.255 0.235 0.106 0.120 0.215 0.095 0.430* 0.221 

 (0.096) (0.094) (0.164) (0.155) (0.257) (0.332) (0.097) (0.094) (0.164) (0.156) (0.258) (0.333) 

Treated * Trust SCOTUS -0.025     0.050 -0.013     0.040 

 (0.055)     (0.065) (0.055)     (0.065) 
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Treated * Repr. SCOTUS  -0.215**    -0.232**  -0.172**    -0.183* 

  (0.083)    (0.099)  (0.084)    (0.099) 

Treated * Democrat   -0.471**   -0.425   -0.379*   -0.116 

   (0.221)   (0.274)   (0.222)   (0.275) 

Treated * Independent   0.023   0.068   0.182   0.366 

   (0.244)   (0.278)   (0.244)   (0.279) 

Treated * mod. conservative    0.076  0.023    0.050  0.121 

    (0.278)  (0.296)    (0.279)  (0.297) 

Treated * mod. liberal    0.416  0.594**    0.113  0.276 

    (0.282)  (0.295)    (0.282)  (0.296) 

Treated * strongly cons.    0.357  0.401    0.425  0.649** 

    (0.275)  (0.318)    (0.276)  (0.319) 

Treated * strongly liberal    -0.541*  -0.159    -0.603**  -0.268 

    (0.298)  (0.324)    (0.298)  (0.325) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness     -0.102 -0.080     -0.125 -0.108 

     (0.094) (0.096)     (0.094) (0.096) 

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Observations 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 

R-squared 0.436 0.439 0.439 0.440 0.437 0.445 0.450 0.452 0.453 0.454 0.451 0.458 

Adjust R-squared 0.400 0.403 0.402 0.403 0.400 0.406 0.415 0.417 0.418 0.418 0.416 0.420 

 

Table 17 Personal opinions, moderators (cont’d) 

 (5) 

Birth defect 

(6) 

Woman’s health  

             

Treated -0.076 -0.063 -0.010 -0.090 -0.332 -0.355 -0.197** -0.169** -0.068 -0.232 -0.372 -0.491 

 (0.091) (0.089) (0.156) (0.148) (0.244) (0.317) (0.088) (0.086) (0.149) (0.141) (0.234) (0.303) 

Treated * Trust SCOTUS -0.035     -0.052 -0.075     -0.129** 

 (0.052)     (0.062) (0.050)     (0.059) 

Treated * Repr. SCOTUS  -0.013    0.021  0.014    0.106 

  (0.079)    (0.094)  (0.076)    (0.090) 

Treated * Democrat   -0.127   -0.105   -0.246   -0.137 

   (0.210)   (0.262)   (0.202)   (0.250) 

Treated * Independent   -0.007   0.002   -0.005   0.075 

   (0.232)   (0.266)   (0.222)   (0.254) 

Treated * mod. conservative    0.070  0.055    0.205  0.218 

    (0.265)  (0.283)    (0.253)  (0.271) 

Treated * mod. liberal    0.106  0.083    0.096  0.090 
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    (0.268)  (0.282)    (0.257)  (0.269) 

Treated * strongly cons.    0.115  0.081    0.255  0.279 

    (0.262)  (0.304)    (0.251)  (0.291) 

Treated * strongly liberal    -0.158  -0.171    -0.207  -0.202 

    (0.283)  (0.309)    (0.271)  (0.296) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness     0.106 0.117     0.080 0.092 

     (0.089) (0.092)     (0.085) (0.088) 

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Observations 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 

R-squared 0.311 0.311 0.311 0.311 0.312 0.313 0.258 0.257 0.258 0.258 0.257 0.262 

Adjust R-squared 0.267 0.267 0.266 0.265 0.267 0.264 0.210 0.209 0.210 0.209 0.210 0.210 

 

Table 18 Personal opinions, moderators (cont’d) 

 (7) 

Rape  

             

Treated -0.248*** -0.230** -0.237 -0.281* -0.271 -0.529* -0.196** -0.148 -0.150 -0.174 -0.148 -0.438 

 (0.092) (0.090) (0.157) (0.149) (0.247) (0.320) (0.094) (0.092) (0.165) (0.151) (0.244) (0.333) 

Treated * Trust SCOTUS -0.053     -0.108* -0.117**     -0.128* 

 (0.052)     (0.062) (0.054)     (0.065) 

Treated * Repr. SCOTUS  0.053    0.131  -0.011    0.116 

  (0.080)    (0.095)  (0.083)    (0.099) 

Treated * Democrat   -0.115   0.026   -0.187   -0.112 

   (0.213)   (0.264)   (0.223)   (0.273) 

Treated * Independent   0.208   0.376   0.165   0.218 

   (0.234)   (0.268)   (0.242)   (0.276) 

Treated * mod. conservative    0.092  0.191    0.067  0.148 

    (0.268)  (0.286)    (0.274)  (0.296) 

Treated * mod. liberal    -0.066  -0.007    -0.012  0.058 

    (0.271)  (0.285)    (0.281)  (0.298) 

Treated * strongly cons.    0.276  0.457    0.124  0.369 

    (0.265)  (0.306)    (0.276)  (0.318) 

Treated * strongly liberal    0.017  0.086    -0.158  0.010 

    (0.286)  (0.312)    (0.296)  (0.322) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness     0.017 0.009     0.008 0.020 

     (0.090) (0.093)     (0.090) (0.097) 

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X X X X 

Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X X X X 
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Observations 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,535 1,534 1,436 1,458 1,535 1,399 

R-squared 0.268 0.268 0.269 0.268 0.267 0.272 0.025 0.027 0.058 0.056 0.004 0.103 

Adjust R-squared 0.221 0.221 0.221 0.219 0.220 0.220 0.023 0.025 0.054 0.050 0.002 0.091 

 

Table 19 Perceived public opinion, additional moderators (state presidential status, trigger law state) 

 (1) 

Any reason 

(2) 

No more children  

             

Treated 0.245 0.014 0.510 0.117 -0.017 0.471 0.403* 0.119 0.640 0.124 -0.009 0.472 

 (0.210) (0.112) (0.419) (0.219) (0.119) (0.443) (0.218) (0.116) (0.432) (0.226) (0.124) (0.455) 

Treated * Democratic state -0.459*  -0.699** -0.300  -0.535 -0.331  -0.301 -0.122  -0.059 

 (0.267)  (0.319) (0.281)  (0.338) (0.277)  (0.330) (0.290)  (0.348) 

Treated * swing state -0.283  -0.434 -0.076  -0.151 -0.404  -0.429 -0.090  -0.060 

 (0.252)  (0.268) (0.266)  (0.283) (0.261)  (0.277) (0.274)  (0.291) 

Treated * trigger law state  -0.189 -0.460*  -0.046 -0.348  -0.048 -0.151  0.108 -0.043 

  (0.212) (0.251)  (0.227) (0.267)  (0.220) (0.260)  (0.235) (0.275) 

Treated * Trust SCOTUS   0.088   0.068   0.083   0.053 

   (0.066)   (0.071)   (0.068)   (0.073) 

Treated * Repr. SCOTUS   -0.183*   -0.179*   -0.324***   -0.317*** 

   (0.101)   (0.107)   (0.104)   (0.110) 

Treated * Democrat   -0.103   -0.263   -0.242   -0.421 

   (0.280)   (0.297)   (0.290)   (0.305) 

Treated * Independent   0.386   0.098   0.274   -0.058 

   (0.284)   (0.299)   (0.293)   (0.307) 

Treated * mod. conservative   0.004   0.037   -0.136   -0.077 

   (0.302)   (0.320)   (0.312)   (0.329) 

Treated * mod. liberal   0.163   0.225   0.471   0.616* 

   (0.300)   (0.321)   (0.311)   (0.331) 

Treated * strongly cons.   0.197   0.074   0.420   0.261 

   (0.324)   (0.343)   (0.335)   (0.353) 

Treated * strongly liberal   0.145   -0.100   0.099   -0.133 

   (0.331)   (0.348)   (0.342)   (0.359) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness   -0.035   -0.043   -0.103   -0.109 

   (0.098)   (0.105)   (0.101)   (0.107) 

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X 

Observations 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,535 1,535 1,399 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,536 1,536 1,400 

R-squared 0.323 0.322 0.330 0.021 0.012 0.141 0.313 0.312 0.324 0.022 0.009 0.142 

Adjusted R-squared 0.279 0.279 0.281 0.017 0.010 0.126 0.269 0.268 0.275 0.019 0.007 0.127 
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Table 20 Perceived public opinion, additional moderators (state presidential status, trigger law state) (cont’d) 

 (3) 

Cannot afford 

(4) 

Not married  

             

Treated 0.399* 0.029 0.350 0.134 -0.084 0.275 0.221 0.159 0.240 0.022 0.041 0.278 

 (0.212) (0.113) (0.422) (0.211) (0.116) (0.435) (0.211) (0.112) (0.418) (0.216) (0.119) (0.441) 

Treated * Democratic state -0.492*  -0.559* -0.281  -0.343 -0.163  -0.360 -0.047  -0.202 

 (0.269)  (0.322) (0.271)  (0.333) (0.268)  (0.320) (0.277)  (0.337) 

Treated * swing state -0.448*  -0.526* -0.123  -0.164 -0.202  -0.341 0.023  -0.041 

 (0.254)  (0.270) (0.257)  (0.278) (0.252)  (0.268) (0.262)  (0.282) 

Treated * trigger law state  -0.005 -0.244  0.183 -0.045  -0.308 -0.441*  -0.135 -0.307 

  (0.214) (0.253)  (0.219) (0.263)  (0.213) (0.251)  (0.225) (0.267) 

Treated * Trust SCOTUS   0.008   -0.009   0.051   0.034 

   (0.067)   (0.070)   (0.066)   (0.071) 

Treated * Repr. SCOTUS   -0.217**   -0.208**   -0.254**   -0.237** 

   (0.102)   (0.106)   (0.101)   (0.107) 

Treated * Democrat   0.016   -0.166   0.144   -0.054 

   (0.283)   (0.292)   (0.281)   (0.296) 

Treated * Independent   0.060   -0.176   0.493*   0.146 

   (0.286)   (0.294)   (0.284)   (0.298) 

Treated * mod. conservative   -0.006   0.027   0.237   0.200 

   (0.305)   (0.315)   (0.302)   (0.319) 

Treated * mod. liberal   0.370   0.407   0.290   0.340 

   (0.304)   (0.316)   (0.301)   (0.321) 

Treated * strongly cons.   0.284   0.156   0.529   0.280 

   (0.327)   (0.338)   (0.324)   (0.343) 

Treated * strongly liberal   -0.259   -0.385   -0.054   -0.374 

   (0.334)   (0.343)   (0.332)   (0.348) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness   0.037   -0.008   -0.037    

   (0.099)   (0.103)   (0.098)    

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X 

Observations 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,536 1,536 1,400 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,536 1,536 1,400 

R-squared 0.258 0.256 0.265 0.023 0.010 0.108 0.298 0.299 0.308 0.026 0.009 0.123 

Adjusted R-squared 0.210 0.208 0.212 0.019 0.008 0.091 0.253 0.254 0.257 0.023 0.007 0.107 
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Table 21 Perceived public opinion, additional moderators (state presidential status, trigger law state) (cont’d) 

 (5) 

Birth defect 

(6) 

Woman’s health  

             

Treated 0.324 0.014 0.394 0.227 -0.030 0.393 -0.014 -0.001 -0.477 0.036 0.008 -0.372 

 (0.197) (0.105) (0.393) (0.195) (0.106) (0.403) (0.190) (0.101) (0.379) (0.184) (0.100) (0.384) 

Treated * Democratic state -0.375  -0.398 -0.299  -0.343 0.024  -0.050 0.005  0.055 

 (0.250)  (0.300) (0.250)  (0.308) (0.242)  (0.289) (0.237)  (0.294) 

Treated * swing state -0.377  -0.442* -0.225  -0.232 -0.050  -0.117 -0.062  0.011 

 (0.236)  (0.252) (0.237)  (0.257) (0.228)  (0.243) (0.224)  (0.246) 

Treated * trigger law state  0.040 -0.175  0.212 -0.004  -0.099 -0.147  0.033 -0.010 

  (0.199) (0.236)  (0.201) (0.243)  (0.192) (0.228)  (0.190) (0.232) 

Treated * Trust SCOTUS   -0.111*   -0.117*   -0.098   -0.109* 

   (0.062)   (0.064)   (0.060)   (0.062) 

Treated * Repr. SCOTUS   -0.023   -0.004   0.008   -0.005 

   (0.095)   (0.098)   (0.091)   (0.093) 

Treated * Democrat   -0.228   -0.334   0.205   0.008 

   (0.264)   (0.270)   (0.254)   (0.258) 

Treated * Independent   -0.367   -0.435   -0.017   -0.124 

   (0.267)   (0.272)   (0.257)   (0.260) 

Treated * mod. conservative   -0.128   -0.096   0.197   0.080 

   (0.284)   (0.291)   (0.274)   (0.278) 

Treated * mod. liberal   -0.329   -0.228   -0.173   -0.161 

   (0.282)   (0.293)   (0.273)   (0.279) 

Treated * strongly cons.   -0.029   -0.035   0.281   0.181 

   (0.304)   (0.313)   (0.293)   (0.299) 

Treated * strongly liberal   -0.462   -0.506   -0.237   -0.384 

   (0.311)   (0.317)   (0.300)   (0.303) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness   0.121   0.070   0.167*   0.139 

   (0.092)   (0.095)   (0.089)   (0.091) 

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X 

Observations 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,533 1,533 1,398 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,536 1,536 1,400 

R-squared 0.229 0.228 0.236 0.008 0.009 0.083 0.186 0.186 0.191 0.002 0.004 0.048 

Adjusted R-squared 0.179 0.178 0.180 0.005 0.007 0.067 0.133 0.133 0.132 0.002 0.002 0.031 
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Table 22 Perceived public opinion, additional moderators (state presidential status, trigger law state) (cont’d) 

 (7) 

Rape  

       

Treated 0.036 -0.156 -0.207 0.053 -0.154 -0.178 

 (0.200) (0.107) (0.398) (0.192) (0.105) (0.400) 

Treated * Democratic state -0.402  -0.628** -0.330  -0.564* 

 (0.254)  (0.304) (0.247)  (0.306) 

Treated * swing state -0.167  -0.294 -0.156  -0.206 

 (0.239)  (0.255) (0.234)  (0.256) 

Treated * trigger law state  -0.069 -0.331  0.133 -0.192 

  (0.202) (0.239)  (0.199) (0.242) 

Treated * Trust SCOTUS   -0.064   -0.053 

   (0.063)   (0.064) 

Treated * Repr. SCOTUS   -0.007   -0.011 

   (0.096)   (0.097) 

Treated * Democrat   0.224   0.155 

   (0.267)   (0.269) 

Treated * Independent   0.248   0.166 

   (0.270)   (0.271) 

Treated * mod. conservative   0.538*   0.438 

   (0.288)   (0.290) 

Treated * mod. liberal   0.198   0.249 

   (0.286)   (0.291) 

Treated * strongly cons.   0.425   0.420 

   (0.308)   (0.311) 

Treated * strongly liberal   0.154   0.033 

   (0.315)   (0.316) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness   0.029   0.017 

   (0.093)   (0.095) 

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X 

Observations 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,536 1,536 1,400 

R-squared 0.179 0.178 0.184 0.010 0.004 0.055 

Adjusted R-squared 0.126 0.125 0.124 0.006 0.002 0.037 
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Table 23 Personal opinions, additional moderators (state presidential status, trigger law state). 

 (1) 

Any reason 

(2) 

No more children  

             

Treated 0.440** 0.025 0.597 0.155 0.005 0.325 0.239 0.022 0.653 -0.037 0.004 0.470 

 (0.205) (0.110) (0.407) (0.239) (0.131) (0.464) (0.209) (0.112) (0.414) (0.243) (0.132) (0.471) 

Treated * Democratic state -0.682***  -0.797** -0.350  -0.511 -0.489*  -0.653** -0.219  -0.379 

 (0.260)  (0.311) (0.307)  (0.355) (0.265)  (0.316) (0.311)  (0.360) 

Treated * swing state -0.426*  -0.541** -0.045  -0.105 -0.208  -0.340 0.189  0.130 

 (0.245)  (0.261) (0.291)  (0.297) (0.250)  (0.266) (0.295)  (0.301) 

Treated * trigger law state  -0.030 -0.389  -0.044 -0.341  -0.153 -0.440*  -0.177 -0.406 

  (0.207) (0.244)  (0.249) (0.280)  (0.211) (0.249)  (0.251) (0.285) 

Treated * Trust SCOTUS   0.008   -0.037   0.021   -0.015 

   (0.064)   (0.074)   (0.065)   (0.076) 

Treated * Repr. SCOTUS   -0.059   -0.066   -0.173*   -0.197* 

   (0.098)   (0.113)   (0.100)   (0.114) 

Treated * Democrat   -0.393   -0.521*   -0.122   -0.348 

   (0.273)   (0.311)   (0.278)   (0.316) 

Treated * Independent   0.075   -0.238   0.281   -0.166 

   (0.276)   (0.313)   (0.281)   (0.318) 

Treated * mod. conservative   -0.037   0.089   -0.281   -0.218 

   (0.294)   (0.336)   (0.299)   (0.341) 

Treated * mod. liberal   0.151   0.216   0.279   0.391 

   (0.293)   (0.337)   (0.298)   (0.342) 

Treated * strongly cons.   0.161   -0.060   0.177   -0.082 

   (0.315)   (0.360)   (0.321)   (0.366) 

Treated * strongly liberal   -0.414   -0.541   -0.422   -0.557 

   (0.323)   (0.366)   (0.328)   (0.372) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness   0.077   0.094   -0.062   -0.052 

   (0.096)   (0.110)   (0.097)   (0.111) 

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X 

Observations 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,535 1,535 1,399 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,535 1,535 1,399 

R-squared 0.466 0.463 0.472 0.031 0.019 0.217 0.453 0.452 0.461 0.022 0.015 0.206 

Adjusted R-squared 0.431 0.428 0.433 0.028 0.017 0.203 0.418 0.417 0.422 0.018 0.013 0.192 
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Table 24 Personal opinions, additional moderators (state presidential status, trigger law state) (cont’d) 

 (3) 

Cannot afford 

(4) 

Not married  

             

Treated 0.196 0.065 0.655 0.019 0.038 0.500 0.261 0.196* 0.661 0.011 0.130 0.445 

 (0.207) (0.111) (0.410) (0.236) (0.129) (0.459) (0.208) (0.111) (0.412) (0.240) (0.131) (0.465) 

Treated * Democratic state -0.304  -0.440 -0.140  -0.273 -0.308  -0.528* -0.093  -0.268 

 (0.263)  (0.314) (0.303)  (0.351) (0.264)  (0.314) (0.308)  (0.356) 

Treated * swing state -0.214  -0.335 0.074  0.092 -0.102  -0.251 0.231  0.213 

 (0.248)  (0.263) (0.286)  (0.293) (0.249)  (0.264) (0.292)  (0.298) 

Treated * trigger law state  -0.248 -0.443*  -0.207 -0.398  -0.306 -0.543**  -0.258 -0.496* 

  (0.209) (0.247)  (0.244) (0.277)  (0.209) (0.247)  (0.249) (0.281) 

Treated * Trust SCOTUS   0.043   0.019   0.034   0.006 

   (0.065)   (0.074)   (0.065)   (0.075) 

Treated * Repr. SCOTUS   -0.222**   -0.240**   -0.167*   -0.188* 

   (0.099)   (0.111)   (0.099)   (0.113) 

Treated * Democrat   -0.413   -0.612**   -0.087   -0.286 

   (0.276)   (0.308)   (0.276)   (0.312) 

Treated * Independent   0.043   -0.311   0.341   -0.010 

   (0.279)   (0.310)   (0.279)   (0.314) 

Treated * mod. conservative   0.014   0.078   0.117   0.163 

   (0.297)   (0.332)   (0.297)   (0.337) 

Treated * mod. liberal   0.575*   0.695**   0.257   0.401 

   (0.295)   (0.334)   (0.296)   (0.338) 

Treated * strongly cons.   0.389   0.291   0.642**   0.440 

   (0.318)   (0.356)   (0.319)   (0.361) 

Treated * strongly liberal   -0.160   -0.202   -0.260   -0.361 

   (0.325)   (0.362)   (0.326)   (0.367) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness   -0.076   -0.082   -0.109   -0.115 

   (0.096)   (0.108)   (0.097)   (0.110) 

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X 

Observations 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,536 1,536 1,400 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,536 1,536 1,400 

R-squared 0.437 0.437 0.447 0.023 0.017 0.210 0.451 0.451 0.461 0.022 0.016 0.211 

Adjusted R-squared 0.400 0.400 0.403 0.020 0.015 0.195 0.415 0.416 0.421 0.019 0.014 0.196 
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Table 25 Personal opinions, additional moderators (state presidential status, trigger law state) (cont’d) 

 (5) 

Birth defect 

(6) 

Woman’s health  

             

Treated 0.038 0.008 0.005 -0.007 -0.034 -0.129 -0.221 -0.149 -0.447 -0.154 -0.057 -0.417 

 (0.197) (0.105) (0.392) (0.206) (0.112) (0.414) (0.188) (0.101) (0.375) (0.191) (0.103) (0.386) 

Treated * Democratic state -0.097  -0.326 -0.086  -0.210 -0.079  -0.138 -0.034  -0.027 

 (0.250)  (0.299) (0.264)  (0.316) (0.239)  (0.286) (0.244)  (0.296) 

Treated * swing state -0.148  -0.302 -0.035  -0.005 0.170  0.109 0.242  0.312 

 (0.236)  (0.251) (0.250)  (0.265) (0.226)  (0.241) (0.232)  (0.247) 

Treated * trigger law state  -0.257 -0.409*  -0.076 -0.249  -0.068 -0.165  0.008 -0.042 

  (0.198) (0.236)  (0.212) (0.250)  (0.190) (0.225)  (0.196) (0.234) 

Treated * Trust SCOTUS   -0.059   -0.091   -0.129**   -0.143** 

   (0.062)   (0.066)   (0.059)   (0.062) 

Treated * Repr. SCOTUS   0.027   0.034   0.115   0.085 

   (0.095)   (0.100)   (0.090)   (0.094) 

Treated * Democrat   -0.104   -0.236   -0.113   -0.252 

   (0.263)   (0.278)   (0.252)   (0.259) 

Treated * Independent   -0.025   -0.212   0.073   -0.039 

   (0.266)   (0.279)   (0.255)   (0.261) 

Treated * mod. conservative   0.043   0.012   0.225   0.107 

   (0.283)   (0.299)   (0.271)   (0.280) 

Treated * mod. liberal   0.062   0.104   0.089   0.039 

   (0.282)   (0.301)   (0.270)   (0.281) 

Treated * strongly cons.   0.068   -0.029   0.286   0.159 

   (0.304)   (0.322)   (0.291)   (0.300) 

Treated * strongly liberal   -0.183   -0.314   -0.190   -0.275 

   (0.311)   (0.326)   (0.297)   (0.305) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness   0.124   0.126   0.085   0.076 

   (0.092)   (0.098)   (0.088)   (0.091) 

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X 

Observations 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,535 1,535 1,399 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,535 1,535 1,399 

R-squared 0.311 0.312 0.315 0.014 0.016 0.130 0.258 0.257 0.263 0.008 0.012 0.110 

Adjusted R-squared 0.266 0.268 0.264 0.010 0.014 0.114 0.209 0.209 0.209 0.004 0.010 0.094 
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Table 26 Personal opinions, additional moderators (state presidential status, trigger law state) (cont’d) 

 (7) 

Rape  

       

Treated -0.095 -0.194* -0.232 -0.099 -0.126 -0.356 

 (0.199) (0.106) (0.396) (0.201) (0.109) (0.409) 

Treated * Democratic state -0.164  -0.328 -0.083  -0.193 

 (0.253)  (0.303) (0.257)  (0.313) 

Treated * swing state -0.167  -0.264 0.004  -0.008 

 (0.238)  (0.255) (0.244)  (0.262) 

Treated * trigger law state  -0.121 -0.259  0.004 -0.162 

  (0.201) (0.238)  (0.207) (0.247) 

Treated * Trust SCOTUS   -0.112*   -0.119* 

   (0.063)   (0.066) 

Treated * Repr. SCOTUS   0.138   0.119 

   (0.096)   (0.099) 

Treated * Democrat   0.036   -0.073 

   (0.266)   (0.274) 

Treated * Independent   0.364   0.232 

   (0.269)   (0.276) 

Treated * mod. conservative   0.187   0.180 

   (0.286)   (0.296) 

Treated * mod. liberal   -0.016   0.063 

   (0.285)   (0.298) 

Treated * strongly cons.   0.448   0.415 

   (0.307)   (0.317) 

Treated * strongly liberal   0.091   0.034 

   (0.314)   (0.322) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness   0.011   0.018 

   (0.093)   (0.097) 

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ X X X 

Observations 1,376 1,376 1,376 1,535 1,535 1,399 

R-squared 0.268 0.268 0.273 0.009 0.010 0.110 

Adjusted R-squared 0.220 0.221 0.219 0.005 0.008 0.094 
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Table 27 Opinions on SCOTUS, moderators 

 (1) 

Trust in SCOTUS 

(2) 

Perceived representativeness of SCOTUS  

             

Treated 0.171 -0.188 -0.106 -0.094 -0.109 0.000 -0.102 -0.300*** -0.000 -0.125** -0.132** -0.219 

 (0.153) (0.145) (0.241) (0.088) (0.088) (0.313) (0.099) (0.093) (0.155) (0.057) (0.057) (0.202) 

Treated * Democratic -0.508**     -0.396 -0.011     0.136 

 (0.206)     (0.259) (0.133)     (0.167) 

Treated * Independent -0.277     -0.201 -0.098     0.054 

 (0.227)     (0.259) (0.147)     (0.167) 

Treated * mod. conservative  0.452*    0.298  0.403**    0.426** 

  (0.260)    (0.279)  (0.167)    (0.180) 

Treated * mod. liberal  -0.193    -0.075  0.238    0.245 

  (0.263)    (0.276)  (0.170)    (0.179) 

Treated * strongly cons.  0.193    -0.075  0.227    0.287 

  (0.258)    (0.299)  (0.166)    (0.193) 

Treated * strongly liberal   0.029    0.153  0.181    0.201 

  (0.279)    (0.304)  (0.180)    (0.196) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness   -0.001   0.023   -0.052   -0.063 

   (0.088)   (0.090)   (0.057)   (0.058) 

Treated * abortion morality    -0.090  0.014    -0.048  -0.046 

    (0.067)  (0.077)    (0.043)  (0.050) 

Treated * abortion attitudes     -0.227*** -0.202**     -0.010 0.016 

     (0.087) (0.096)     (0.057) (0.062) 

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Observations 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,374 1,374 1,374 1,374 1,374 1,374 

R-squared 0.2061 0.2055 0.2024 0.2035 0.2065 0.2103 0.2186 0.2222 0.2188 0.2190 0.2183 0.2238 

Adjusted R-squared 0.1577 0.1557 0.1543 0.1555 0.1587 0.1576 0.1709 0.1734 0.1717 0.1720 0.1712 0.1719 

 

Table 28 Opinions on state legislatures, moderators 

 (1) 

Trust in state legislatures 

(2) 

Perceived representativeness of state legislatures  

             

Treated 0.383*** -0.163 0.145 -0.071 -0.086 0.434 0.035 -0.224** 0.107 -0.140** -0.156*** 0.156 

 (0.147) (0.139) (0.232) (0.085) (0.084) (0.300) (0.095) (0.090) (0.149) (0.055) (0.055) (0.194) 

Treated * Democratic -0.801****     -0.621** -0.317**     -0.206 

 (0.197)     (0.249) (0.128)     (0.161) 

Treated * Independent -0.543**     -0.429* -0.235*     -0.176 

 (0.218)     (0.249) (0.141)     (0.161) 

Treated * mod. conservative  0.446*    0.229  0.348**    0.234 

  (0.249)    (0.268)  (0.161)    (0.173) 
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Treated * mod. liberal  -0.335    -0.204  -0.102    -0.017 

  (0.253)    (0.265)  (0.164)    (0.171) 

Treated * strongly cons.  0.467*    0.181  0.149    0.061 

  (0.247)    (0.287)  (0.160)    (0.186) 

Treated * strongly liberal   -0.157    0.016  0.018    0.158 

  (0.267)    (0.292)  (0.173)    (0.189) 

Treated * Dobbs awareness   -0.091   -0.076   -0.103*   -0.093* 

   (0.085)   (0.086)   (0.055)   (0.056) 

Treated * abortion morality    -0.098  0.015    -0.105**  -0.084* 

    (0.064)  (0.074)    (0.042)  (0.048) 

Treated * abortion attitudes     -0.124 -0.044     -0.013 0.057 

     (0.084) (0.092)     (0.054) (0.059) 

State F.E. ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Observations 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 1,375 

R-squared 0.1369 0.1337 0.1264 0.1272 0.1271 0.1390 0.1758 0.1762 0.1740 0.1757 0.1717 0.1819 

Adjusted R-squared 0.0843 0.0794 0.0739 0.0747 0.0746 0.0815 0.1255 0.1246 0.1243 0.1261 0.1219 0.1273 

 



Item Control Treated p-value

. . . if the woman became pregnant as a result of rape? 0.9753

Strongly oppose 40 (5.25%) 55 (7.11%)

Oppose 22 (2.89%) 25 (3.23%)

Somewhat oppose 35 (4.59%) 32 (4.13%)

Neither oppose nor support 103 (13.52%) 117 (15.12%)

Somewhat support 81 (10.63%) 63 (8.14%)

Support 125 (16.40%) 140 (18.09%)

Strongly support 356 (46.72%) 342 (44.19%)

. . . if the woman is not married and does not want to marry the man? 0.9816

Strongly oppose 158 (20.73%) 157 (20.28%)

Oppose 71 (9.32%) 74 (9.56%)

Somewhat oppose 62 (8.14%) 47 (6.07%)

Neither oppose nor support 146 (19.16%) 166 (21.45%)

Somewhat support 74 (9.71%) 63 (8.14%)

Support 86 (11.29%) 90 (11.63%)

Strongly support 165 (21.65%) 177 (22.87%)

(Personal attitudes, morality) Choose the statement that best represents your opinion:70



Item Control Treated p-value

I personally think that having an abortion is. . .

Morally acceptable in all cases 142 (18.64%) 155 (20.03%) 0.2602

Morally acceptable in most cases 211 (27.69%) 220 (28.42%)

Morally wrong in most cases 64 (8.40%) 80 (10.34%)

Morally wrong in all cases 246 (32.28%) 221 (28.55%)

Not a moral issue 98 (12.86%) 97 (12.53%)

(Trust in the Supreme Court) To what extent do you mistrust or trust the US Supreme Court as an institution?

Strongly mistrust 92 (12.07%) 123 (15.89%) 0.8375

Mistrust 102 (13.39%) 118 (15.25%)

Somewhat mistrust 165 (21.65%) 137 (17.70%)

Neither mistrust nor trust 175 (22.97%) 187 (24.16%)

Somewhat trust 113 (14.83%) 92 (11.89%)

Trust 67 (8.79%) 72 (9.30%)

Strongly trust 48 (6.30%) 45 (5.81%)

(Perceived representativeness of the Supreme Court) To what extent do you think decisions made by the US Supreme Court

do or do not represent public opinion in the United States?

Very much represents public opinion 83 (10.89%) 72 (9.30%) 0.129471



Item Control Treated p-value

Somewhat represents public opinion 161 (21.13%) 154 (19.90%)

Now and then represents 313 (41.08%) 314 (40.57%)

Hardly represents 120 (15.75%) 141 (18.22%)

Does not represent at all 85 (11.15%) 92 (11.89%)

(Trust in state legislatures) To what extent do you mistrust or trust state legislatures as an institution?

Strongly mistrust 87 (11.42%) 118 (15.25%) 0.6774

Mistrust 106 (13.91%) 114 (14.73%)

Somewhat mistrust 177 (23.23%) 147 (18.99%)

Neither mistrust nor trust 212 (27.82%) 216 (27.91%)

Somewhat trust 102 (13.39%) 104 (13.44%)

Trust 44 (5.77%) 49 (6.33%)

Strongly trust 34 (4.46%) 26 (3.36%)

(Perceived representativeness of state legislatures) To what extent do you think decisions made by

state legislatures do or do not represent public opinion in the state?

Very much represents public opinion 76 (9.97%) 58 (7.49%) 0.0295

Somewhat represents 171 (22.44%) 164 (21.19%)

Now and then represents 316 (41.47%) 321 (41.47%)72



Item Control Treated p-value

Hardly represents 144 (18.90%) 155 (20.03%)

Does not represent at all 55 (7.22%) 76 (9.82%)
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1.2 Conservative Bias in Perceptions of Public

Opinion Among Citizens: Perceived Social

Norms About Abortion Rights in Post-Dobbs

United States

This research note is published in Political Science Research and Methods. The

typeset version is available at https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2025.26.

Abstract

Politicians appear to overestimate how conservative public opinion is both in

the United States and in other Western democracies. Whether this “conservative

bias” is peculiar to political elites or it extends also to voters is less clear, yet has

major implications for beliefs formation and behaviors. I address this question in

the context of abortion access in the US after the Dobbs decision. Despite the

salience and availability of public opinion polls on the topic, original survey data

collected after the Supreme Court decision show a consistent underestimation of

public support for abortion access. Individuals identifying as “pro-life” drive most

of this underestimation, suggesting the presence of egocentric biases in which “pro-

life” Americans overestimate the commonality of their views. Conservative biases

among voters may contribute to a skewed information environment for politicians,

potentially providing leverage for further restrictions on abortion access.
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Introduction

Politicians perceive public opinion as more conservative than it is both in the

United States and in Western democracies (Broockman and Skovron, 2018; Pilet

et al., 2024). The existence of “conservative bias” in the way political elites per-

ceive constituency opinion has important implications for the quality of democratic

representation. However, less is known about whether this case of pluralistic ig-

norance – i.e., incorrect beliefs about what others believe - is peculiar to political

elites, or if it extends also to voters. Such second-order beliefs have been shown

to exert influence on the way people process political information (Ahn et al.,

2014), form and validate their own opinion (Festinger, 1950), vote (Feddersen and

Pesendorfer, 1996; Huckfeldt, 1995), and behave. For instance, the perception

that public opinion is more conservative than it actually is can trigger inaction

on behalf of individuals holding progressive views through pressure to conform to

status quo norms (or perceived inability to challenge them) – i.e., the “spiral of

silence” (Noelle-Neumann, 1993; Taylor, 1982). This tendency is also likely to af-

fect politicians’ information environment, potentially impacting the policymaking

process.

I examine whether public opinion exhibits conservative bias by using abortion

rights in the US as a case study. Abortion is the prototypical culture war issue

and is argued to play a crucial role in shaping social identity (Goren and Chapp,

2017). Moreover, it gained renewed salience with the overturning of Roe v. Wade

and the subsequent modifications in state-level abortion legislation. Salience and

the consequent availability of public opinion poll data support the expectation

that people would demonstrate a high degree of accuracy in their assessments of

public opinion on the topic. However, the deeply morally rooted nature of beliefs

about abortion rights, coupled with a highly polarized political debate predict the

presence of pluralistic ignorance. Previous findings indicate that public opinion
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was perceived as more supportive of abortion access immediately after the Dobbs

decision compared to the previous period (Clark et al., 2024), but it remains

unclear if people hold accurate views about the beliefs of others on this issue.

Survey data collected approximately seven months after the overturning of Roe

v. Wade from a sample representative of the US adult population on key demo-

graphic characteristics (n = 1,536) indicates that individuals underestimate public

support for abortion rights. To further explore this instance of pluralistic igno-

rance, two analyses were conducted: first, I looked at the factors that correlate with

accuracy in perception of public support for abortion access; second, I examined

individuals’ perceptions of how different their own views are from the public’s view

(“self-positioning”). The first analysis revealed that such underestimation was pri-

marily driven by individuals identifying as “pro-life”. However, when looking at

self-positioning, both subjects identifying as “pro-life” and “pro-choice” appeared

to be equally aware that their opinions were more extreme compared to the av-

erage. This result sheds light on how egocentric bias – also referred to as “false

consensus effect”, in which people overestimate the commonality of their views

(Krueger and Clement, 1994; Ross et al., 1977) - operates in practice. Indeed, it

suggests that the false consensus effect may exist even when subjects are self-aware

that their opinions are more extreme than the average. Moreover, these findings

can deepen the comprehension of the mechanisms behind forms of conservative bias

held by political elites. Prior research has shown that conservative voters tend to

be more vocal with their representatives compared to liberal ones (Broockman

and Skovron, 2018; Pereira, 2021). My results suggest that conservative subjects

are also the ones who are more likely to misperceive public opinion in a conser-

vative direction. The combination of the two factors is likely to play a crucial

role in creating a skewed information environment for politicians. Consequently,

these findings point to practical implications for political developments surround-

76



ing abortion politics. Underestimation of public support for abortion access among

voters could empower already antiabortion-oriented states to implement further

restrictions and reduce legislative actions to protect abortion rights in supportive

states.

Misperception of Public Opinion

Broockman and Skovron 2018 provide evidence of a systematic overestimation of

how conservative constituency opinion is. Pilet and colleagues further investigated

the topic outside the US, documenting a consistent right-skewed misperception

2024. A similar bias was found among US Members of Congress’ senior legislative

staff (Hertel-Fernandez et al., 2019).

This tendency, often labeled as “conservative bias”, represents a case of pluralis-

tic ignorance, defined in social psychology as a systematic misperception of public

opinion (Allport, 1924; Shamir and Shamir, 1997). The mechanisms proposed to

explain this phenomenon include conservative voters being more vocal with their

elected representatives and elite politicians projecting their own preferences onto

voters (i.e., egocentric bias or “false consensus effect”) (Broockman and Skovron,

2018; Hertel-Fernandez et al., 2019; Pereira, 2021; Sevenans et al., 2023). These

findings are crucial for the debate on the quality of democratic representation and

responsiveness to constituencies’ policy preferences (Miller and Stokes, 1963; Page

and Shapiro, 1983).

However, such second-order beliefs among ordinary citizens remain relatively

understudied in political science. Some research has shown an underestimation

of public support for policies aimed at mitigating climate change (e.g., Milden-

berger and Tingley (2019); Sparkman et al. (2022)). Scholars have also explored

perceptions of voting behavior, finding that Americans perceive more polarization
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than actually exists (Ahler, 2014; Levendusky and Malhotra, 2016) but also that

citizens are able, to correctly predict voting behavior based on demographic char-

acteristics (Carlson and Hill, 2022; Titelman and Lauderdale, 2023)1. In general,

however, there is little research that considers whether people consistently over-

estimate public support for conservative policy positions in the same way that

politicians often do2.

Investigating second-order beliefs is relevant to the understanding of public

opinion dynamics, which, in turn, shape politicians’ information environment.

Empirical evidence supports the claim that citizens consider peers’ positions when

forming their own (Ahler, 2014) and this is theoretically explained as an inherent

desire to avoid social rejection from reference groups (Cialdini and Goldstein, 2004)

and to seek social validation (Hardin and Higgins, 1996). Indeed, second-order be-

liefs have been argued to shape behaviors (e.g., voting decisions, engagement in

activist endeavors) and beliefs (Durkheim and Lukes, 1982; Searle, 1995; Snyder

and Swann Jr, 1978). As a prominent example, second-order beliefs about climate

change were shown to shape support for climate policy action (e.g., Ding et al.

(2011)) and personal engagement in environmentally-friendly behaviors (Jachi-

mowicz et al., 2018). Furthermore, mutations in perceived social norms were found

to motivate changes in personal attitudes, e.g., on racial discrimination (Stangor

et al., 2001). Nevertheless, it has also been acknowledged that individuals may

perceive shifts in collective opinion without changing their own (Paluck, 2009).

The objective of this study is to assess whether pluralistic ignorance in the form

of conservative bias exists in how individuals perceive public opinion about salient

political issues, focusing on abortion rights in the US after the Dobbs decision.

1A more detailed discussion on the literature about second-order beliefs is available in the
Supplementary Materials.

2For example, Sparkman and colleagues 2022 stressed the importance to study pluralistic
ignorance among the general public because it is argued to play a crucial role in hampering
collective action.
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Overall, two main elements influence accuracy in perception of public opinion3 :

information availability and presence of factors that intensify behavioral biases in

its absorption (from now on “bias-predisposing factors”). For example, a highly

polarized political debate is likely to increase selective exposure and motivated

reasoning when processing information (Taber and Lodge, 2006; Tesler, 2018). The

two elements move accuracy in opposite directions: more information available is

expected to increase accuracy, whereas the presence of “bias-predisposing factors”

is expected to reduce it. Abortion access, especially in the US, is regarded to as the

prototypical culture war issue (e.g., Castle (2019)), mostly because it touches upon

universal concerns about human sexuality and family organization (Jelen, 2009;

Putnam and Campbell, 2012). Culture war attitudes serve as social identities;

therefore, individuals are likely to be alert in gauging opinion orientations on this

type of issue. Additionally, abortion is widely regarded as a visible and important

issue for voters and it can be framed in non-complex ways (Hare et al., 2015; Kalla

and Broockman, 2018). The debate about abortion rights has regained major

salience with the landmark Supreme Court decision about the Dobbs v. Jackson

case in June 2022, which removed abortion from the constitutionally guaranteed

rights and returned the issue to the states. Moreover, the subsequent months have

witnessed a series of relevant events impacting abortion legislation, including total

or early gestational age bans achieving enforceability in a set of states and the

Kansas abortion referendum.

These characteristics are compatible with opposed expectations on accuracy in

perception of public opinion: high visibility and renewed salience4 , sustained also

throughout the 2022 midterm elections campaign (Mutz and Mansfield, 2024),

suggest accuracy in perceptions; however, the highly polarized debate and the role
3This reflects classical theories of representations used to explain inaccurate perceptions of

constituents’ opinion by politicians, as in Broockman and Skovron 2018.
4A July 2022 survey by Pew Research Center for the People & the Press found that 60% of

respondents indicated that they heard “a lot” about the decision (Norrander and Wilcox, 2023)
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of abortion attitudes in shaping social identities are likely to increase biases in

the way information is accessed and processed, predicting the presence of forms of

pluralistic ignorance.

Data and Methods

This study is based on original survey data collected in February 2023 from a

sample (n = 1,536) representative of the US adult population on key demographic

characteristics5.

Perceived public opinion and personal opinion about abortion rights were cap-

tured using survey questions borrowed from the General Social Survey6. Respon-

dents were asked to mark on a seven-point Likert scale to what extent they think

Americans oppose or support abortion access (perceived public opinion) under

seven distinct circumstances encompassing elective reasons (i.e., any reason, the

woman already has children and does not want any more, the household has a very

low income, the woman is not married) and traumatic reasons (i.e., strong chance

of serious defect in the fetus, carrying the pregnancy to term would jeopardize

the woman’s health, rape). Respondents were subsequently asked to go through

the same survey items, marking to what extent they themselves oppose or sup-

port abortion access (personal opinion). Moreover, I collected information about

demographic and ideological variables that reflect the main correlates of abortion

attitudes identified in the literature (Jozkowski et al., 2020; Osborne et al., 2022),

trust in institutions and knowledge about the Dobbs decision.

Data analysis was organized into two parts. The first one focused on “perception

versus reality”. Here, I analyzed the accuracy in perceptions of public opinion and
5The survey sample was recruited by the firm Lucid. Extensive tests related to the represen-

tativeness of the sample are available in the Supplementary Materials.
6The General Social Survey is a project of the independent research organization NORC at

the University of Chicago.
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factors associated with it. In this section, I compared the actual level of support

for abortion access emerging from the survey with respondents’ perceptions of

it to assess the presence of underestimation or overestimation. Furthermore, I

estimated multivariable models using the absolute value of the difference between

actual and perceived opinion to identify the characteristics that correlate with

accuracy in perception of public opinion. The second part of the analysis looked

at “self-positioning” of the respondents’ level of support compared to what they

perceived support to be among Americans. Here, both pieces of information in this

analysis are controlled by the respondent, while in the “perception versus reality”

section respondents were not aware of the actual level of support emerging from the

survey. Hence, this second analysis allows to collect information about how close

respondents perceive their position to be with respect to the average one. To do so,

I estimated multivariable models using as dependent variable the absolute value

of the difference between a respondent’s personal opinion and their perception of

public opinion7.

7Multiple linear regression models were used in the base case. Robustness checks were per-
formed using multiple ordinal logistic models.
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Results

Perception Versus Reality

Figure 1.18 reports the actual support for abortion access emerging from the

survey and perceived support, by abortion cause. Respondents significantly un-

derestimated public support for abortion access for most abortion reasons, except

for rape and the most generic cause. The largest discrepancy was found for the

woman not being married (actual support [measured in -3 to 3 scale]: 0.1113,

perceived support: -0.0723, p<0.001), followed by when the woman already has

children and does not want any more (actual support: 0.0710, perceived support:

-0.1205, p<0.001) and the household cannot afford any more children (actual sup-

port: 0.2402, perceived support: 0.0788, p<0.001).

8See Supplementary Materials
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Figure 1.1: Underestimation of public support for abortion rights. The bar charts
display the sample average for actual support and perceived support, errors bars,
and p-value of the t-test on equality of means.
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Note: The seven-point Likert scale used to measure the level of support for abortion access

(ranging from “Strongly oppose” to “Strongly support”) was converted into a discrete numerical

scale ranging from -3 to 3. The scale on the y axis has been reduced to ease readability. This

remark applies also to Figure 1.3.

The analysis of the characteristics that correlate with accuracy in perception

of public opinion revealed that, compared to subjects identifying as “pro-choice”,

those identifying as “pro-life” were systematically more wrong in their assessment

of public support for abortion access, while subjects identifying as “neither pro-
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life nor pro-choice” or “equally both” were more accurate in their perceptions,

limited to elective causes. A similar pattern, although less consistent, emerged

for ideology, where both strongly liberal and strongly conservative respondents

misperceived public opinion – especially when dealing with elective causes, while

moderately conservative subjects were more accurate in their judgment with re-

spect to traumatic causes, as reported in Figure 1.2.
Note: The figure features regression coefficients for multiple linear models where the depen-

dent variable is the absolute value of the difference between actual public opinion and respon-
dent’s perceived public opinion. Positive coefficients indicate larger differences, i.e., mispercep-
tion. See Supplementary materials for the complete set of regression coefficients.

Self-positioning

The analysis on self-positioning revealed that both individuals identifying as

“pro-life” and those identifying as “pro-choice” perceived their opinions as more

extreme compared to those of the average American, as displayed in Figure 1.39.

On the contrary, subjects taking a neutral stance in the abortion debate perceived

that the average opinion is close to their view. Multivariable analyses confirmed

the finding (see Supplementary materials). All results reported in this section were

produced without using survey weights. Results do not change in sign and signif-

icance when performing weighted analyses. Full details on the post-stratification

technique and results are available in the Supplementary materials.

Discussion and Conclusion

Drawing on survey data collected after the 2022 landmark Supreme Court de-

cision that removed abortion from the constitutionally protected rights in the US,

this study found that individuals underestimate public support for abortion ac-
9See Supplementary materials
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Figure 1.2: Identifying as “pro-life” is associated with a significant misperception
of public opinion, while individuals with neutral positions have more accurate
perceptions. A similar pattern is found for ideology.
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Figure 1.3: Both individuals identifying as “pro-life” and “pro-choice” perceive
their opinion as more extreme than the American public. The bar charts display
personal support (darker) and perceived support (lighter) scores by respondent’s
abortion identity label. The black solid line indicates the average actual support.
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cess. This result has important implications for understanding public opinion,

pluralistic ignorance, and the politics of abortion. First, it shows that a system-

atic misperception can exist even in the context of a highly salient topic, with

large availability of public opinion poll data. Second, conservative biases in per-

ception of public support for abortion access among citizens can have practical

consequences from the policymaking perspective. Although they may not alter

the behavior of strongly committed pro-abortion access activists, they may dis-

courage political action on behalf of individuals holding moderately liberal views

on the topic, compatibly with the “spiral of silence” theory. This, in turn, may be

reflected in politicians’ information environment, potentially encouraging further

restrictions in antiabortion-oriented states and lessening the pressure to safeguard

abortion access in protective states.

When analyzing the influence of demographic and ideological characteristics on

accuracy in perceptions, identifying as “pro-life” was consistently associated with

the most inaccurate estimation of public support for abortion access. This finding

points in the direction of the presence of forms of egocentric biases such as the

“false consensus effect”, with pro-life and conservative Americans especially likely

to attribute their own views to others. It is worth noting that false consensus

is also found for individuals taking liberal positions - although to a lesser extent

(Figure 1.3). This result partly contrasts with the empirical regularity that as-

sociates liberals with the “illusion of uniqueness” effect, defined as judging own’s

beliefs as more distinctive than they actually are (Stern et al., 2014b; Suls et al.,

1988)10. Fully assessing the mechanisms that lead subjects identifying as “pro-

life” to display the largest misperception is outside the scope of this research note.

10Figure 1.3 shows that individuals identifying as “pro-choice” overestimate public support,
compatibly with an instance of false consensus. However, the extent of the misperception for the
“pro-life” counterpart (now in the direction of underestimation) is larger in magnitude, therefore
driving the overall result. The associated numerical values are reported in the Supplementary
Materials.
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Nevertheless, it is possible to link these findings with existing contributions. It is

known that conservatives possess a stronger desire to “share reality” (Stern et al.,

2014a) compared to liberals. Similarly to what has been documented in the cli-

mate change debate, selective exposure to information and motivated reasoning

could be plausible mechanisms at play (Bayes and Druckman, 2021); however,

more research is needed to confirm this hypothesis.

As for self-positioning, both individuals identifying as “pro-life” and “pro-choice”

appear comparably aware that their opinions are more extreme compared to the

average. This result therefore suggests that, for individuals holding “extreme”

positions, self-awareness that their stance is farther from the perceived average

public opinion does not necessarily lead to accuracy in assessment.

Finally, given the specificity of the case study, caution is required when making

claims about the results generalizability . Considering accuracy in perception of

public opinion as the net result of two countervailing forces – information avail-

ability and “bias-predisposing factors”, these results suggest that the latter may

prevail in the case of abortion access. With abortion as the prototypical culture

war issue, it is conceivable that the same effect is present for other issues that are

strongly correlated with partisanship and social identity. On the contrary, “bias-

predisposing factors” may be less present for topics that do not evoke comparably

strong emotional responses. Therefore, in these cases accuracy may primarily be

function of information availability.

Overall, these findings call for further research on second-order beliefs for dif-

ferent issues and contexts, with a specific attention to the mechanisms driving

results. Biases in perceptions of public opinion among citizens are interconnected

with biases in political elites’ perceptions of preferences among their constituents

and can impact agenda setting and policymaking. Therefore, improving knowledge

on this topic can substantially contribute to understanding patterns of democratic
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representation.
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Additional Tables and Figures Chapter 1.2 

Table S1 Differences in real versus perceived support for abortion access.  

Abortion 

reason 

Actual support   Perceived support  95% CI of 

difference 

p-value 

Elective reasons 

Any reason 
0.1467  0.1030  

-0.038 – 

0.125 
0.2941 

The woman is 

married and 

does not want 

any more 

children 

0.0710  -0.1205  
0.112 – 

0.271 
< 0.0001 

The family has a 

very low income 

and cannot 

afford any more 

children 

0.2402  0.0788  
0.079 – 

0.244 
0.0001 

The woman is 

not married and 

does not want to 

marry the man 

0.1113 -0.0723 
0.106 – 

0.261 
< 0.0001 

Traumatic reasons 

There is a strong 

chance of 

serious defect in 

the baby 

1.1038 0.9630 
0.068 – 

0.214 
0.0002 

The woman's 

own health is 

seriously 

endangered by 

the pregnancy 

1.5564 1.4091 
0.079 – 

0.215 
< 0.0001 

The woman 

became 

pregnant 

because of rape 

1.5121 1.4182 
0.021 – 

0.166 
0.0112 

Note: One-sample t-test (two-tailed) on equality of means. Support is measured using a 7-point 

Likert scale where scores were assigned as follows: strongly oppose = -3, oppose = -2, somewhat 

oppose = -1, neither oppose nor support = 0, somewhat support = 1, support = 2, strongly support 

= 3. 
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Table S2 Differences in real versus perceived support for abortion access. Wilcoxon sign-

rank test results. 

Abortion reason p-value on Wilcoxon sign-rank test 

Elective reasons 

Any reason 0.6076 

The woman is married and does not want any 

more children 

0.0004 

The family has a very low income and cannot 

afford any more children 

0.0005 

The woman is not married and does not want 

to marry the man 

< 0.0000 

Traumatic reasons 

There is a strong chance of serious defect in 

the baby 

< 0.0000 

The woman's own health is seriously 

endangered by the pregnancy 

< 0.0000 

The woman became pregnant because of rape 0.0201 

Note: Wilcoxon sign-rank test on equality of distributions. Support is measured using a 7-point 

Likert scale where scores were assigned as follows: strongly oppose = -3, oppose = -2, somewhat 

oppose = -1, neither oppose nor support = 0, somewhat support = 1, support = 2, strongly support 

= 3. 
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Figure S1 Multivariate linear models for perceived status quo norms by abortion cause. 

 



Additional Material Chapter 1.2 - 4 

 

 



Additional Material Chapter 1.2 - 5 

 

 

 



Additional Material Chapter 1.2 - 6 

 

Table S3 Multiple linear regression models for perceived public opinion by abortion cause. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 Any reason Birth defect Women’s 

health 

No more 

children 

Can’t afford Rape Not married PCA score 

         

Female -0.257*** -0.037 -0.112 -0.283*** -0.225** -0.101 -0.208** -0.135*** 

 (0.099) (0.093) (0.089) (0.103) (0.100) (0.094) (0.099) (0.050) 

Parent 0.124 0.103 0.058 0.048 0.049 0.087 0.010 0.021 

 (0.103) (0.097) (0.093) (0.107) (0.104) (0.098) (0.103) (0.052) 

Hispanic -0.057 -0.169 -0.379** -0.051 -0.072 -0.167 -0.194 -0.023 

 (0.164) (0.154) (0.149) (0.170) (0.166) (0.156) (0.165) (0.083) 

     Race (ref = White)         

Black or African American -0.376** -0.394** -0.502*** -0.208 -0.546*** -0.475*** -0.372** -0.098 

 (0.164) (0.154) (0.148) (0.170) (0.166) (0.156) (0.165) (0.083) 

Other -0.155 -0.265* -0.119 0.156 -0.181 -0.128 -0.074 0.076 

 (0.161) (0.151) (0.146) (0.167) (0.163) (0.153) (0.162) (0.081) 

Age 0.002 0.013*** 0.012*** 0.001 0.005* 0.016*** 0.005 0.000 

 (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) 

     Rurality (ref = urban)         

Rural -0.337** -0.279** -0.212 -0.132 -0.181 -0.269* -0.343** -0.063 

 (0.145) (0.136) (0.131) (0.150) (0.146) (0.138) (0.145) (0.073) 

Suburban -0.219* -0.084 0.048 -0.048 -0.224* -0.134 -0.310*** -0.026 

 (0.117) (0.110) (0.106) (0.122) (0.119) (0.112) (0.118) (0.059) 

Bible is the literal word of God 0.016 -0.293** -0.219* 0.106 -0.051 -0.300** 0.031 0.047 

 (0.131) (0.123) (0.119) (0.136) (0.133) (0.125) (0.132) (0.066) 

     Political affiliation (ref = 

Republican) 

        

Democrat 0.556*** 0.375*** 0.274** 0.571*** 0.463*** 0.455*** 0.400*** 0.275*** 

 (0.143) (0.135) (0.130) (0.149) (0.145) (0.137) (0.144) (0.072) 

Independent 0.210 0.223* 0.106 0.292** 0.408*** 0.354*** 0.401*** 0.145** 

 (0.142) (0.133) (0.128) (0.147) (0.143) (0.135) (0.142) (0.071) 

     Ideology (ref = moderate)         

Moderately liberal 0.165 0.001 -0.095 0.358** 0.237 -0.034 0.247 0.179** 

 (0.152) (0.143) (0.137) (0.158) (0.153) (0.145) (0.152) (0.076) 

Strongly liberal 0.324* -0.099 -0.006 0.378** 0.413** -0.047 0.521*** 0.188** 

 (0.167) (0.157) (0.151) (0.174) (0.169) (0.159) (0.168) (0.084) 
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Moderately conservative -0.033 0.090 0.158 -0.115 0.026 0.149 0.006 -0.051 

 (0.153) (0.144) (0.139) (0.159) (0.155) (0.146) (0.154) (0.077) 

Strongly conservative 0.039 -0.255 -0.065 0.196 0.067 -0.134 0.258 0.099 

 (0.167) (0.156) (0.151) (0.173) (0.168) (0.159) (0.167) (0.084) 

     Abortion identity label (ref = 

pro-choice) 

        

Pro-life  -1.911*** -1.068*** -0.807*** -2.035*** -1.584*** -0.763*** -1.901*** -0.984*** 

 (0.134) (0.126) (0.122) (0.139) (0.136) (0.128) (0.135) (0.068) 

Neither -0.660*** -0.677*** -0.606*** -0.928*** -0.630*** -0.428** -0.942*** -0.446*** 

 (0.220) (0.206) (0.199) (0.228) (0.222) (0.209) (0.221) (0.111) 

Equally both -0.572*** -0.284** -0.203* -0.846*** -0.370*** -0.085 -0.783*** -0.410*** 

 (0.130) (0.122) (0.118) (0.135) (0.131) (0.124) (0.130) (0.065) 

     Education (ref = less than high 

school diploma) 

        

High school or equivalent -0.234 -0.021 -0.347 -0.112 -0.487 -0.442 -0.183 -0.038 

 (0.313) (0.294) (0.280) (0.321) (0.312) (0.295) (0.310) (0.158) 

Some college/associates -0.074 0.215 -0.068 -0.129 -0.326 -0.090 -0.149 -0.044 

 (0.310) (0.291) (0.277) (0.318) (0.309) (0.291) (0.307) (0.156) 

Bachelor’s degree 0.021 0.367 0.020 -0.025 -0.289 -0.254 -0.110 0.008 

 (0.319) (0.299) (0.285) (0.327) (0.318) (0.300) (0.316) (0.160) 

Graduate degree 0.205 0.349 0.026 0.128 -0.064 -0.231 0.169 0.080 

 (0.336) (0.316) (0.301) (0.346) (0.337) (0.317) (0.334) (0.169) 

    Religion (ref = Catholic)         

Evangelical protestant -0.265* 0.063 0.029 -0.205 -0.135 -0.196 -0.344** -0.095 

 (0.159) (0.150) (0.144) (0.166) (0.161) (0.152) (0.160) (0.080) 

Mainline protestant -0.170 0.092 0.151 -0.071 -0.241 0.028 -0.265* -0.030 

 (0.147) (0.138) (0.133) (0.153) (0.149) (0.140) (0.148) (0.074) 

Agnostic/atheist 0.056 0.304* 0.218 0.244 0.122 0.078 -0.165 0.120 

 (0.168) (0.158) (0.152) (0.175) (0.170) (0.160) (0.169) (0.085) 

Other -0.082 -0.137 -0.114 0.103 -0.083 -0.272** -0.091 0.049 

 (0.144) (0.135) (0.130) (0.149) (0.145) (0.137) (0.144) (0.072) 

Trust SCOTUS score -0.042 -0.067* -0.027 -0.010 0.014 0.007 -0.071* -0.005 

 (0.040) (0.037) (0.036) (0.041) (0.040) (0.038) (0.040) (0.020) 

Repr SCOTUS score -0.150** -0.107* -0.117** -0.108* -0.177*** -0.065 -0.010 -0.051* 

 (0.059) (0.055) (0.053) (0.061) (0.059) (0.056) (0.059) (0.029) 

Trust state leg score 0.149*** 0.092** 0.054 0.111** 0.075* 0.092** 0.111*** 0.055*** 
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 (0.041) (0.039) (0.037) (0.043) (0.042) (0.039) (0.042) (0.021) 

Repr state leg score 0.027 0.031 0.010 0.121* 0.173*** -0.054 0.138** 0.057* 

 (0.061) (0.057) (0.055) (0.063) (0.062) (0.058) (0.061) (0.031) 

Knowledge score 0.126** 0.042 0.069 0.076 0.063 0.064 0.120** 0.037 

 (0.051) (0.048) (0.046) (0.053) (0.052) (0.049) (0.051) (0.026) 

State F.E. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

         

Observations 1,376 1,375 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,375 

R-squared 0.322 0.228 0.186 0.311 0.256 0.175 0.298 0.311 
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Table S4 Multiple ordinal logistic regression models for perceived public opinion by abortion cause. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Any reason Birth defect Women’s 

health 

No more 

children 

Can’t afford Rape Not married 

        

Female -0.273*** -0.009 -0.112 -0.289*** -0.237** -0.104 -0.240** 

 (0.103) (0.104) (0.106) (0.103) (0.102) (0.107) (0.103) 

Parent 0.123 0.099 0.079 0.018 0.041 0.120 -0.014 

 (0.108) (0.108) (0.111) (0.107) (0.107) (0.112) (0.107) 

Hispanic -0.076 -0.206 -0.441** -0.010 -0.026 -0.167 -0.175 

 (0.171) (0.170) (0.173) (0.173) (0.170) (0.175) (0.171) 

     Race (ref = White)        

Black or African American -0.462*** -0.478*** -0.584*** -0.272 -0.577*** -0.564*** -0.415** 

 (0.172) (0.174) (0.178) (0.173) (0.171) (0.174) (0.171) 

Other -0.158 -0.265 -0.082 0.122 -0.221 -0.158 -0.122 

 (0.172) (0.172) (0.175) (0.170) (0.167) (0.176) (0.167) 

Age 0.001 0.014*** 0.013*** 0.001 0.005 0.017*** 0.005 

 (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

     Rurality (ref = urban)        

Rural -0.303** -0.283* -0.257* -0.095 -0.179 -0.305* -0.314** 

 (0.150) (0.152) (0.156) (0.151) (0.150) (0.157) (0.151) 

Suburban -0.181 -0.055 0.066 -0.010 -0.218* -0.142 -0.273** 

 (0.123) (0.125) (0.128) (0.122) (0.121) (0.128) (0.122) 

Bible is the literal word of God 0.081 -0.335** -0.247* 0.122 -0.050 -0.346** 0.071 

 (0.137) (0.137) (0.137) (0.138) (0.137) (0.139) (0.138) 

     Political affiliation (ref = 

Republican) 

       

Democrat 0.625*** 0.409*** 0.352** 0.564*** 0.463*** 0.497*** 0.429*** 

 (0.148) (0.151) (0.152) (0.152) (0.152) (0.153) (0.150) 

Independent 0.243* 0.212 0.128 0.279* 0.404*** 0.336** 0.433*** 

 (0.146) (0.146) (0.149) (0.148) (0.147) (0.150) (0.148) 

     Ideology (ref = moderate)        

Moderately liberal 0.168 0.031 0.017 0.400** 0.281* -0.067 0.280* 

 (0.156) (0.161) (0.167) (0.158) (0.155) (0.166) (0.155) 
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Strongly liberal 0.383** -0.012 0.094 0.452** 0.437** -0.082 0.581*** 

 (0.180) (0.183) (0.182) (0.179) (0.176) (0.182) (0.177) 

Moderately conservative -0.003 0.023 0.128 -0.047 0.029 0.089 0.047 

 (0.156) (0.157) (0.161) (0.159) (0.157) (0.163) (0.159) 

Strongly conservative -0.056 -0.270 -0.027 0.145 0.028 -0.140 0.223 

 (0.177) (0.174) (0.176) (0.178) (0.178) (0.177) (0.177) 

     Abortion identity label (ref = 

pro-choice) 

       

Pro-life  -2.010*** -1.171*** -0.935*** -2.109*** -1.654*** -0.873*** -2.029*** 

 (0.150) (0.145) (0.145) (0.151) (0.147) (0.146) (0.151) 

Neither -0.612*** -0.809*** -0.786*** -0.907*** -0.624*** -0.692*** -0.952*** 

 (0.220) (0.224) (0.229) (0.220) (0.218) (0.229) (0.220) 

Equally both -0.579*** -0.388*** -0.383*** -0.834*** -0.388*** -0.191 -0.835*** 

 (0.134) (0.136) (0.138) (0.135) (0.133) (0.141) (0.135) 

     Education (ref = less than high 

school diploma) 

       

High school or equivalent -0.311 -0.007 -0.413 -0.169 -0.564* -0.632* -0.256 

 (0.325) (0.328) (0.329) (0.324) (0.335) (0.337) (0.339) 

Some college/associates -0.171 0.245 -0.085 -0.186 -0.385 -0.228 -0.238 

 (0.321) (0.325) (0.327) (0.320) (0.330) (0.334) (0.335) 

Bachelor’s degree -0.064 0.385 0.006 -0.071 -0.402 -0.459 -0.239 

 (0.332) (0.335) (0.338) (0.330) (0.339) (0.345) (0.344) 

Graduate degree 0.243 0.383 -0.030 0.162 -0.097 -0.474 0.126 

 (0.349) (0.354) (0.357) (0.348) (0.357) (0.363) (0.361) 

    Religion (ref = Catholic)        

Evangelical protestant -0.281* 0.133 0.103 -0.216 -0.104 -0.161 -0.373** 

 (0.169) (0.168) (0.170) (0.168) (0.165) (0.169) (0.167) 

Mainline protestant -0.193 0.083 0.138 -0.089 -0.237 0.043 -0.311** 

 (0.151) (0.154) (0.156) (0.153) (0.152) (0.160) (0.153) 

Agnostic/atheist 0.068 0.399** 0.372** 0.234 0.076 0.079 -0.204 

 (0.174) (0.179) (0.187) (0.176) (0.172) (0.187) (0.177) 

Other -0.059 -0.137 -0.083 0.132 -0.079 -0.292* -0.086 

 (0.149) (0.150) (0.153) (0.151) (0.150) (0.155) (0.149) 

Trust SCOTUS score -0.060 -0.091** -0.048 -0.017 0.016 -0.012 -0.081* 

 (0.042) (0.042) (0.043) (0.043) (0.042) (0.043) (0.042) 

Repr SCOTUS score -0.177*** -0.140** -0.210*** -0.129** -0.203*** -0.143** -0.010 
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 (0.063) (0.063) (0.063) (0.063) (0.061) (0.063) (0.062) 

Trust state leg score 0.192*** 0.094** 0.054 0.125*** 0.093** 0.079* 0.129*** 

 (0.046) (0.045) (0.046) (0.045) (0.045) (0.045) (0.044) 

Repr state leg score 0.011 0.044 0.040 0.121* 0.188*** -0.023 0.142** 

 (0.066) (0.065) (0.066) (0.065) (0.065) (0.066) (0.064) 

Knowledge score 0.136** 0.098* 0.156*** 0.055 0.067 0.120** 0.131** 

 (0.055) (0.055) (0.055) (0.055) (0.054) (0.056) (0.055) 

State F.E. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

        

Observations 1,376 1,375 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 

Pseudo R-squared 0.1009 0.0708 0.0633 0.0977 0.0767 0.0573 0.0920 
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Table S5 Multiple weighted linear regression models for perceived public opinion by abortion cause. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Any reason Birth defect Women’s 

health 

No more 

children 

Can’t afford Rape Not married 

        

Female -0.251** -0.027 -0.183** -0.234** -0.231** -0.168* -0.248** 

 (0.099) (0.093) (0.089) (0.102) (0.099) (0.093) (0.098) 

Parent 0.171* 0.160* 0.057 0.030 0.114 0.020 0.060 

 (0.104) (0.097) (0.094) (0.107) (0.104) (0.098) (0.103) 

Hispanic -0.222 -0.374*** -0.586*** -0.218 -0.223 -0.192 -0.209 

 (0.153) (0.143) (0.138) (0.159) (0.153) (0.145) (0.152) 

     Race (ref = White)        

Black or African American -0.441*** -0.356** -0.557*** -0.193 -0.638*** -0.571*** -0.368** 

 (0.163) (0.152) (0.147) (0.168) (0.163) (0.154) (0.162) 

Other -0.184 -0.222* -0.242** 0.220* -0.267** -0.229* -0.107 

 (0.126) (0.118) (0.114) (0.130) (0.126) (0.119) (0.125) 

Age -0.003 0.011*** 0.006** -0.001 0.002 0.012*** 0.001 

 (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

     Rurality (ref = urban)        

Rural -0.374** -0.224 -0.225* -0.155 -0.249* -0.230* -0.335** 

 (0.147) (0.138) (0.133) (0.152) (0.147) (0.139) (0.146) 

Suburban -0.291** 0.003 0.037 0.026 -0.240** -0.128 -0.260** 

 (0.116) (0.109) (0.105) (0.120) (0.116) (0.110) (0.116) 

Bible is the literal word of God 0.051 -0.347*** -0.341*** 0.043 -0.138 -0.312** -0.049 

 (0.133) (0.125) (0.120) (0.138) (0.134) (0.126) (0.133) 

     Political affiliation (ref = 

Republican) 

       

Democrat 0.675*** 0.357*** 0.290** 0.691*** 0.638*** 0.572*** 0.453*** 

 (0.144) (0.135) (0.130) (0.150) (0.145) (0.137) (0.144) 

Independent 0.254* 0.273** 0.234* 0.326** 0.559*** 0.457*** 0.432*** 

 (0.143) (0.134) (0.129) (0.148) (0.143) (0.135) (0.142) 

     Ideology (ref = moderate)        

Moderately liberal -0.033 0.011 -0.061 0.093 0.189 0.040 0.132 

 (0.147) (0.138) (0.133) (0.152) (0.147) (0.139) (0.146) 

Strongly liberal 0.062 0.014 0.134 0.232 0.259 -0.007 0.495*** 

 (0.167) (0.157) (0.151) (0.174) (0.168) (0.159) (0.167) 
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Moderately conservative 0.037 0.163 0.275* 0.008 0.108 0.387*** 0.065 

 (0.157) (0.148) (0.142) (0.163) (0.158) (0.149) (0.157) 

Strongly conservative -0.010 -0.068 0.083 0.059 -0.029 -0.064 0.149 

 (0.171) (0.161) (0.154) (0.177) (0.171) (0.162) (0.170) 

     Abortion identity label (ref = 

pro-choice) 

       

Pro-life  -1.894*** -1.018*** -0.824*** -2.010*** -1.475*** -0.704*** -1.811*** 

 (0.136) (0.127) (0.123) (0.141) (0.136) (0.129) (0.136) 

Neither -0.568*** -0.796*** -0.566*** -0.594*** -0.403** -0.332* -0.920*** 

 (0.203) (0.190) (0.183) (0.210) (0.203) (0.192) (0.202) 

Equally both -0.536*** -0.299** -0.184 -0.728*** -0.253* -0.039 -0.721*** 

 (0.131) (0.123) (0.118) (0.136) (0.131) (0.124) (0.130) 

     Education (ref = less than high 

school diploma) 

       

High school or equivalent -0.011 -0.201 -0.307 0.098 -0.273 -0.241 -0.020 

 (0.210) (0.197) (0.188) (0.216) (0.209) (0.197) (0.208) 

Some college/associates 0.199 0.130 0.037 0.014 -0.109 0.120 -0.044 

 (0.212) (0.198) (0.190) (0.218) (0.211) (0.199) (0.209) 

Bachelor’s degree 0.296 0.161 -0.000 0.049 -0.069 -0.105 -0.080 

 (0.218) (0.204) (0.195) (0.224) (0.217) (0.205) (0.216) 

Graduate degree 0.500** 0.213 0.057 0.383 0.130 -0.116 0.259 

 (0.235) (0.220) (0.211) (0.242) (0.234) (0.221) (0.233) 

    Religion (ref = Catholic)        

Evangelical protestant -0.298* -0.056 -0.052 -0.159 -0.061 -0.268* -0.313* 

 (0.161) (0.151) (0.146) (0.167) (0.162) (0.153) (0.161) 

Mainline protestant -0.158 0.046 0.152 -0.047 -0.283* -0.046 -0.258* 

 (0.150) (0.140) (0.135) (0.155) (0.150) (0.142) (0.149) 

Agnostic/atheist -0.023 0.323** 0.208 0.317* -0.007 0.048 -0.213 

 (0.172) (0.161) (0.155) (0.178) (0.172) (0.162) (0.171) 

Other -0.035 -0.072 -0.145 0.090 -0.109 -0.334** -0.064 

 (0.144) (0.135) (0.129) (0.149) (0.144) (0.136) (0.143) 

Trust SCOTUS score -0.013 -0.032 0.029 0.019 0.038 0.054 -0.059 

 (0.040) (0.037) (0.036) (0.041) (0.040) (0.038) (0.040) 

Repr SCOTUS score -0.174*** -0.172*** -0.204*** -0.059 -0.216*** -0.137** -0.006 

 (0.058) (0.054) (0.052) (0.060) (0.058) (0.055) (0.058) 

Trust state leg score 0.126*** 0.060 -0.001 0.107** 0.076* 0.076* 0.129*** 
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 (0.041) (0.039) (0.037) (0.043) (0.042) (0.039) (0.041) 

Repr state leg score 0.015 0.081 0.067 0.079 0.163*** -0.031 0.137** 

 (0.061) (0.058) (0.055) (0.064) (0.062) (0.058) (0.061) 

Knowledge score 0.191*** -0.002 0.098** 0.090* 0.107** 0.124*** 0.130*** 

 (0.050) (0.047) (0.045) (0.052) (0.050) (0.047) (0.050) 

State F.E. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

        

Observations 1,376 1,375 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 

R-squared 0.344 0.243 0.226 0.324 0.279 0.217 0.310 
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Table S6 Multiple linear regression models for perceived public opinion by abortion cause, controlling for experiment 

treatment status. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Any reason Birth defect Women’s 

health 

No more 

children 

Can’t afford Rape Not married 

        

Treated -0.038 0.025 -0.029 0.106 0.027 -0.175* 0.073 

 (0.095) (0.090) (0.086) (0.099) (0.096) (0.091) (0.096) 

Female -0.257*** -0.037 -0.112 -0.283*** -0.225** -0.101 -0.209** 

 (0.099) (0.093) (0.089) (0.103) (0.100) (0.094) (0.099) 

Parent 0.124 0.103 0.058 0.049 0.049 0.084 0.011 

 (0.103) (0.097) (0.093) (0.107) (0.104) (0.098) (0.103) 

Hispanic -0.059 -0.167 -0.381** -0.045 -0.070 -0.177 -0.189 

 (0.164) (0.154) (0.149) (0.171) (0.166) (0.156) (0.165) 

     Race (ref = White)        

Black or African American -0.374** -0.395** -0.501*** -0.213 -0.547*** -0.467*** -0.375** 

 (0.164) (0.154) (0.149) (0.170) (0.166) (0.156) (0.165) 

Other -0.156 -0.264* -0.120 0.158 -0.181 -0.130 -0.073 

 (0.161) (0.151) (0.146) (0.167) (0.163) (0.153) (0.162) 

Age 0.002 0.013*** 0.012*** 0.001 0.005* 0.016*** 0.005 

 (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

     Rurality (ref = urban)        

Rural -0.337** -0.279** -0.212 -0.131 -0.181 -0.270** -0.343** 

 (0.145) (0.136) (0.131) (0.150) (0.146) (0.138) (0.145) 

Suburban -0.220* -0.083 0.047 -0.043 -0.223* -0.141 -0.307*** 

 (0.118) (0.110) (0.106) (0.122) (0.119) (0.112) (0.118) 

Bible is the literal word of God 0.015 -0.293** -0.219* 0.108 -0.051 -0.303** 0.032 

 (0.131) (0.124) (0.119) (0.136) (0.133) (0.125) (0.132) 

     Political affiliation (ref = 

Republican) 

       

Democrat 0.557*** 0.375*** 0.275** 0.568*** 0.463*** 0.458*** 0.399*** 

 (0.143) (0.135) (0.130) (0.149) (0.145) (0.136) (0.144) 

Independent 0.211 0.222* 0.107 0.290** 0.408*** 0.356*** 0.400*** 

 (0.142) (0.133) (0.128) (0.147) (0.143) (0.135) (0.142) 
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     Ideology (ref = moderate)        

Moderately liberal 0.165 0.000 -0.095 0.357** 0.237 -0.032 0.246 

 (0.152) (0.143) (0.137) (0.158) (0.153) (0.144) (0.152) 

Strongly liberal 0.327* -0.100 -0.004 0.372** 0.412** -0.037 0.517*** 

 (0.167) (0.157) (0.151) (0.174) (0.169) (0.159) (0.168) 

Moderately conservative -0.033 0.090 0.158 -0.115 0.026 0.150 0.006 

 (0.154) (0.144) (0.139) (0.159) (0.155) (0.146) (0.154) 

Strongly conservative 0.039 -0.255 -0.066 0.197 0.068 -0.135 0.259 

 (0.167) (0.156) (0.151) (0.173) (0.168) (0.158) (0.167) 

     Abortion identity label (ref = 

pro-choice) 

       

Pro-life  -1.910*** -1.069*** -0.806*** -2.039*** -1.585*** -0.756*** -1.904*** 

 (0.134) (0.126) (0.122) (0.140) (0.136) (0.128) (0.135) 

Neither -0.663*** -0.675*** -0.608*** -0.921*** -0.628*** -0.440** -0.937*** 

 (0.220) (0.206) (0.199) (0.228) (0.222) (0.209) (0.221) 

Equally both -0.571*** -0.285** -0.202* -0.848*** -0.371*** -0.083 -0.784*** 

 (0.130) (0.122) (0.118) (0.135) (0.131) (0.124) (0.131) 

     Education (ref = less than high 

school diploma) 

       

High school or equivalent -0.233 -0.022 -0.346 -0.115 -0.487 -0.436 -0.185 

 (0.313) (0.294) (0.280) (0.321) (0.313) (0.294) (0.310) 

Some college/associates -0.069 0.212 -0.064 -0.144 -0.330 -0.066 -0.159 

 (0.310) (0.291) (0.277) (0.318) (0.309) (0.291) (0.307) 

Bachelor’s degree 0.026 0.364 0.024 -0.038 -0.292 -0.231 -0.119 

 (0.319) (0.299) (0.285) (0.327) (0.319) (0.300) (0.317) 

Graduate degree 0.207 0.348 0.028 0.123 -0.066 -0.222 0.165 

 (0.337) (0.316) (0.302) (0.346) (0.337) (0.317) (0.334) 

    Religion (ref = Catholic)        

Evangelical protestant -0.264* 0.062 0.029 -0.208 -0.136 -0.191 -0.346** 

 (0.159) (0.150) (0.144) (0.166) (0.161) (0.152) (0.160) 

Mainline protestant -0.173 0.094 0.149 -0.063 -0.239 0.014 -0.259* 

 (0.148) (0.139) (0.134) (0.153) (0.149) (0.140) (0.148) 

Agnostic/atheist 0.052 0.307* 0.215 0.256 0.125 0.059 -0.157 

 (0.169) (0.158) (0.153) (0.175) (0.170) (0.160) (0.169) 

Other -0.083 -0.136 -0.115 0.105 -0.082 -0.276** -0.090 

 (0.144) (0.135) (0.130) (0.149) (0.145) (0.137) (0.144) 
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Trust SCOTUS score -0.043 -0.067* -0.027 -0.010 0.014 0.007 -0.070* 

 (0.040) (0.037) (0.036) (0.041) (0.040) (0.038) (0.040) 

Repr SCOTUS score -0.151** -0.107* -0.118** -0.107* -0.177*** -0.068 -0.009 

 (0.059) (0.055) (0.053) (0.061) (0.059) (0.056) (0.059) 

Trust state leg score 0.150*** 0.092** 0.054 0.110** 0.074* 0.093** 0.110*** 

 (0.041) (0.039) (0.038) (0.043) (0.042) (0.039) (0.042) 

Repr state leg score 0.026 0.032 0.009 0.125** 0.174*** -0.060 0.141** 

 (0.061) (0.057) (0.055) (0.063) (0.062) (0.058) (0.061) 

Knowledge score 0.126** 0.042 0.069 0.075 0.063 0.065 0.120** 

 (0.051) (0.048) (0.046) (0.053) (0.052) (0.049) (0.051) 

Observations 1,376 1,375 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 

R-squared 0.322 0.228 0.186 0.312 0.256 0.178 0.298 
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Table S7 Multiple linear regression models for perceived public opinion by abortion cause, discarding abortion identity label. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Any reason Birth defect Women’s 

health 

No more 

children 

Can’t afford Rape Not married 

        

Female -0.094 0.058 -0.039 -0.097 -0.092 -0.039 -0.034 

 (0.105) (0.094) (0.090) (0.109) (0.104) (0.095) (0.105) 

Parent 0.054 0.063 0.028 -0.030 -0.008 0.060 -0.064 

 (0.111) (0.099) (0.095) (0.115) (0.109) (0.099) (0.111) 

Hispanic 0.057 -0.102 -0.328** 0.073 0.023 -0.121 -0.078 

 (0.176) (0.158) (0.151) (0.183) (0.174) (0.158) (0.177) 

     Race (ref = White)        

Black or African American -0.480*** -0.464*** -0.560*** -0.344* -0.630*** -0.517*** -0.502*** 

 (0.176) (0.158) (0.150) (0.183) (0.174) (0.158) (0.176) 

Other -0.244 -0.324** -0.167 0.041 -0.253 -0.162 -0.184 

 (0.173) (0.155) (0.148) (0.180) (0.171) (0.155) (0.173) 

Age 0.000 0.012*** 0.011*** -0.000 0.004 0.015*** 0.003 

 (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

     Rurality (ref = urban)        

Rural -0.382** -0.298** -0.224* -0.180 -0.214 -0.281** -0.387** 

 (0.156) (0.139) (0.133) (0.162) (0.154) (0.140) (0.156) 

Suburban -0.203 -0.074 0.058 -0.029 -0.211* -0.126 -0.292** 

 (0.126) (0.113) (0.108) (0.131) (0.125) (0.113) (0.126) 

Bible is the literal word of God -0.193 -0.409*** -0.304** -0.105 -0.226 -0.386*** -0.166 

 (0.140) (0.126) (0.120) (0.146) (0.139) (0.126) (0.141) 

     Political affiliation (ref = 

Republican) 

       

Democrat 0.764*** 0.492*** 0.363*** 0.796*** 0.635*** 0.537*** 0.611*** 

 (0.154) (0.138) (0.131) (0.160) (0.152) (0.138) (0.154) 

Independent 0.200 0.210 0.095 0.278* 0.397*** 0.345** 0.386** 

 (0.152) (0.137) (0.130) (0.158) (0.150) (0.137) (0.152) 

     Ideology (ref = moderate)        

Moderately liberal 0.274* 0.069 -0.043 0.512*** 0.318** -0.002 0.392** 

 (0.162) (0.145) (0.139) (0.168) (0.160) (0.145) (0.162) 

Strongly liberal 0.229 -0.146 -0.042 0.300 0.328* -0.093 0.449** 

 (0.179) (0.161) (0.154) (0.187) (0.177) (0.161) (0.180) 



Additional Material Chapter 1.2 - 19 

 

Moderately conservative -0.353** -0.088 0.022 -0.442*** -0.243 0.015 -0.299* 

 (0.163) (0.146) (0.140) (0.170) (0.161) (0.147) (0.163) 

Strongly conservative -0.447** -0.523*** -0.268* -0.288 -0.346** -0.341** -0.194 

 (0.175) (0.157) (0.150) (0.182) (0.173) (0.157) (0.175) 

     Education (ref = less than high 

school diploma) 

       

High school or equivalent -0.254 0.008 -0.313 -0.134 -0.479 -0.412 -0.194 

 (0.336) (0.301) (0.284) (0.345) (0.328) (0.298) (0.332) 

Some college/associates -0.079 0.264 -0.016 -0.127 -0.304 -0.050 -0.134 

 (0.331) (0.297) (0.280) (0.340) (0.324) (0.294) (0.328) 

Bachelor’s degree 0.109 0.464 0.107 0.089 -0.196 -0.186 0.008 

 (0.341) (0.306) (0.289) (0.351) (0.334) (0.303) (0.338) 

Graduate degree 0.207 0.398 0.077 0.151 -0.043 -0.198 0.202 

 (0.360) (0.323) (0.305) (0.371) (0.353) (0.321) (0.357) 

    Religion (ref = Catholic)        

Evangelical protestant -0.423** -0.025 -0.040 -0.364** -0.270 -0.265* -0.492*** 

 (0.171) (0.154) (0.146) (0.178) (0.169) (0.154) (0.171) 

Mainline protestant -0.086 0.145 0.192 0.022 -0.170 0.064 -0.176 

 (0.158) (0.142) (0.136) (0.165) (0.157) (0.142) (0.159) 

Agnostic/atheist 0.239 0.411** 0.299* 0.454** 0.270 0.147 0.032 

 (0.180) (0.162) (0.154) (0.187) (0.178) (0.162) (0.180) 

Other -0.090 -0.144 -0.121 0.085 -0.088 -0.274** -0.109 

 (0.155) (0.139) (0.132) (0.161) (0.153) (0.139) (0.155) 

Trust SCOTUS score -0.115*** -0.108*** -0.058 -0.090** -0.045 -0.020 -0.146*** 

 (0.042) (0.038) (0.036) (0.044) (0.042) (0.038) (0.043) 

Repr SCOTUS score -0.209*** -0.140** -0.143*** -0.173*** -0.226*** -0.089 -0.070 

 (0.063) (0.056) (0.054) (0.065) (0.062) (0.056) (0.063) 

Trust state leg score 0.189*** 0.115*** 0.071* 0.148*** 0.109** 0.111*** 0.145*** 

 (0.044) (0.040) (0.038) (0.046) (0.044) (0.040) (0.044) 

Repr state leg score 0.015 0.029 0.011 0.115* 0.164** -0.056 0.133** 

 (0.065) (0.059) (0.056) (0.068) (0.065) (0.059) (0.065) 

Knowledge score 0.097* 0.030 0.061 0.049 0.040 0.054 0.096* 

 (0.055) (0.049) (0.047) (0.057) (0.054) (0.049) (0.055) 

State F.E. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

        

Observations 1,376 1,375 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 
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R-squared 0.213 0.182 0.155 0.198 0.174 0.149 0.189 
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Table S8 Multiple linear regression models. Dependent variable: absolute value of the difference between actual support for 

abortion access and respondent’s perceived support, by abortion cause. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Any reason Birth defect Women’s 

health 

No more 

children 

Can’t afford Rape Not married 

        

Female 0.134** 0.041 0.037 0.174*** 0.129** 0.048 0.075 

 (0.057) (0.057) (0.055) (0.061) (0.058) (0.056) (0.061) 

Parent -0.007 -0.008 0.004 0.052 0.124** -0.044 0.087 

 (0.059) (0.059) (0.058) (0.064) (0.061) (0.058) (0.064) 

Hispanic -0.150 -0.030 0.122 -0.104 -0.047 0.051 -0.150 

 (0.094) (0.095) (0.092) (0.101) (0.097) (0.093) (0.102) 

     Race (ref = White)        

Black or African American 0.020 0.164* 0.242*** -0.032 -0.015 0.159* 0.035 

 (0.094) (0.095) (0.092) (0.101) (0.097) (0.093) (0.102) 

Other 0.124 0.170* 0.151* -0.014 -0.097 0.087 -0.004 

 (0.092) (0.093) (0.090) (0.099) (0.095) (0.091) (0.100) 

Age 0.001 -0.004** -0.005*** -0.001 -0.005** -0.006*** -0.002 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

     Rurality (ref = urban)        

Rural -0.019 -0.040 0.019 0.023 -0.002 0.074 0.071 

 (0.083) (0.083) (0.081) (0.089) (0.085) (0.082) (0.090) 

Suburban 0.012 -0.030 -0.030 0.049 -0.025 0.049 0.033 

 (0.067) (0.068) (0.066) (0.072) (0.069) (0.066) (0.073) 

Bible is the literal word of God 0.168** 0.072 0.077 0.285*** 0.184** 0.078 0.196** 

 (0.075) (0.076) (0.073) (0.081) (0.077) (0.074) (0.081) 

     Political affiliation (ref = 

Republican) 

       

Democrat 0.131 -0.058 -0.011 0.007 -0.024 -0.127 -0.055 

 (0.082) (0.083) (0.080) (0.088) (0.084) (0.081) (0.089) 

Independent 0.033 -0.055 -0.013 -0.040 -0.029 -0.197** -0.120 

 (0.081) (0.082) (0.079) (0.087) (0.083) (0.080) (0.088) 

     Ideology (ref = moderate)        

Moderately liberal -0.062 -0.054 0.098 0.071 -0.004 -0.095 -0.006 

 (0.087) (0.088) (0.085) (0.094) (0.089) (0.086) (0.094) 
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Strongly liberal 0.245** 0.225** 0.032 0.176* 0.192* -0.045 0.223** 

 (0.096) (0.096) (0.093) (0.103) (0.099) (0.095) (0.104) 

Moderately conservative -0.065 -0.193** -0.169** 0.070 0.037 -0.195** -0.010 

 (0.088) (0.089) (0.086) (0.095) (0.090) (0.087) (0.095) 

Strongly conservative 0.365*** 0.186* 0.109 0.292*** 0.344*** 0.055 0.222** 

 (0.095) (0.096) (0.093) (0.103) (0.098) (0.094) (0.103) 

     Abortion identity label (ref = 

pro-choice) 

       

Pro-life  0.350*** 0.274*** 0.291*** 0.440*** 0.384*** 0.228*** 0.483*** 

 (0.077) (0.078) (0.075) (0.083) (0.079) (0.076) (0.083) 

Neither -0.617*** -0.087 0.106 -0.571*** -0.330** -0.062 -0.514*** 

 (0.126) (0.127) (0.123) (0.136) (0.129) (0.124) (0.136) 

Equally both -0.313*** -0.145* -0.082 -0.215*** -0.157** -0.083 -0.154* 

 (0.074) (0.075) (0.073) (0.080) (0.077) (0.074) (0.081) 

     Education (ref = less than high 

school diploma) 

       

High school or equivalent -0.055 -0.174 0.007 0.027 -0.174 -0.011 -0.106 

 (0.179) (0.181) (0.173) (0.191) (0.182) (0.175) (0.192) 

Some college/associates -0.102 -0.180 -0.055 -0.054 -0.241 -0.104 -0.200 

 (0.177) (0.179) (0.171) (0.189) (0.180) (0.173) (0.190) 

Bachelor’s degree -0.085 -0.331* -0.120 -0.146 -0.316* -0.107 -0.398** 

 (0.182) (0.184) (0.176) (0.195) (0.186) (0.178) (0.195) 

Graduate degree -0.103 -0.336* -0.140 -0.032 -0.310 -0.175 -0.288 

 (0.192) (0.194) (0.186) (0.206) (0.196) (0.188) (0.207) 

    Religion (ref = Catholic)        

Evangelical protestant 0.152* 0.101 0.045 -0.060 0.071 0.185** -0.020 

 (0.091) (0.092) (0.089) (0.098) (0.094) (0.090) (0.099) 

Mainline protestant 0.109 -0.018 -0.074 0.004 0.069 0.065 0.043 

 (0.084) (0.085) (0.082) (0.091) (0.087) (0.083) (0.091) 

Agnostic/atheist 0.129 -0.023 0.056 0.148 0.040 0.015 0.154 

 (0.096) (0.097) (0.094) (0.104) (0.099) (0.095) (0.104) 

Other 0.203** 0.073 0.120 0.236*** 0.258*** 0.176** 0.225** 

 (0.082) (0.083) (0.080) (0.089) (0.085) (0.081) (0.089) 

Trust SCOTUS score -0.024 0.004 -0.001 -0.042* -0.024 -0.017 -0.043* 

 (0.023) (0.023) (0.022) (0.025) (0.023) (0.023) (0.025) 

Repr SCOTUS score 0.009 -0.035 -0.048 -0.040 -0.018 -0.056* -0.009 
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 (0.033) (0.034) (0.033) (0.036) (0.034) (0.033) (0.036) 

Trust state leg score -0.008 -0.051** -0.051** 0.001 -0.019 -0.077*** -0.011 

 (0.024) (0.024) (0.023) (0.026) (0.024) (0.023) (0.026) 

Repr state leg score 0.009 0.002 0.043 0.057 0.020 0.063* 0.000 

 (0.035) (0.035) (0.034) (0.038) (0.036) (0.034) (0.038) 

Knowledge score 0.148*** 0.128*** 0.056** 0.143*** 0.184*** 0.037 0.148*** 

 (0.029) (0.030) (0.029) (0.032) (0.030) (0.029) (0.032) 

State F.E. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

        

Observations 1,376 1,375 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 

R-squared 0.187 0.123 0.124 0.162 0.164 0.120 0.154 
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Table S9 Multiple ordinal logistic regression models. Dependent variable: absolute value of the difference between actual 

support for abortion access and respondent’s perceived support, by abortion cause. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Any reason Birth defect Women’s 

health 

No more 

children 

Can’t afford Rape Not married 

        

Female 0.305*** 0.080 0.073 0.363*** 0.242** 0.080 0.157 

 (0.103) (0.102) (0.105) (0.104) (0.103) (0.105) (0.104) 

Parent -0.063 0.007 -0.033 0.074 0.227** -0.216** 0.146 

 (0.108) (0.106) (0.109) (0.107) (0.108) (0.109) (0.107) 

Hispanic -0.195 -0.095 0.255 -0.145 -0.076 0.205 -0.220 

 (0.169) (0.172) (0.176) (0.172) (0.171) (0.175) (0.170) 

     Race (ref = White)        

Black or African American 0.163 0.259 0.423** 0.046 0.004 0.418** 0.097 

 (0.175) (0.171) (0.176) (0.175) (0.175) (0.175) (0.174) 

Other 0.208 0.317* 0.176 -0.059 -0.200 0.144 -0.002 

 (0.170) (0.170) (0.168) (0.167) (0.168) (0.172) (0.166) 

Age 0.003 -0.006* -0.010*** -0.001 -0.008** -0.011*** -0.003 

 (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

     Rurality (ref = urban)        

Rural -0.011 -0.160 -0.141 0.022 0.031 0.114 0.137 

 (0.152) (0.149) (0.154) (0.153) (0.151) (0.153) (0.153) 

Suburban 0.047 -0.065 -0.120 0.077 -0.027 0.145 0.082 

 (0.121) (0.121) (0.124) (0.121) (0.121) (0.123) (0.122) 

Bible is the literal word of God 0.297** 0.175 0.133 0.413*** 0.278** 0.163 0.284** 

 (0.137) (0.136) (0.139) (0.139) (0.137) (0.140) (0.140) 

     Political affiliation (ref = 

Republican) 

       

Democrat 0.131 -0.098 0.005 -0.156 -0.114 -0.167 -0.178 

 (0.149) (0.151) (0.151) (0.151) (0.148) (0.152) (0.151) 

Independent -0.005 -0.035 0.046 -0.144 -0.113 -0.258* -0.257* 

 (0.150) (0.148) (0.149) (0.150) (0.148) (0.150) (0.150) 

     Ideology (ref = moderate)        

Moderately liberal -0.100 -0.058 0.121 0.045 0.023 -0.228 -0.025 

 (0.154) (0.159) (0.159) (0.154) (0.154) (0.160) (0.153) 
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Strongly liberal 0.403** 0.452*** -0.031 0.239 0.334** -0.267 0.301* 

 (0.169) (0.172) (0.176) (0.173) (0.170) (0.177) (0.171) 

Moderately conservative -0.098 -0.291* -0.344** 0.112 0.093 -0.308* 0.015 

 (0.161) (0.159) (0.163) (0.160) (0.159) (0.162) (0.161) 

Strongly conservative 0.738*** 0.364** 0.124 0.478*** 0.652*** -0.020 0.375** 

 (0.180) (0.175) (0.176) (0.179) (0.176) (0.177) (0.177) 

     Abortion identity label (ref = 

pro-choice) 

       

Pro-life  0.902*** 0.428*** 0.473*** 1.141*** 0.738*** 0.352** 1.075*** 

 (0.144) (0.141) (0.143) (0.144) (0.141) (0.143) (0.142) 

Neither -1.408*** -0.152 0.385 -1.028*** -0.705*** 0.117 -0.979*** 

 (0.256) (0.219) (0.234) (0.252) (0.242) (0.227) (0.254) 

Equally both -0.547*** -0.317** -0.120 -0.250* -0.336** -0.123 -0.216 

 (0.133) (0.134) (0.136) (0.135) (0.135) (0.136) (0.134) 

     Education (ref = less than high 

school diploma) 

       

High school or equivalent 0.046 -0.358 0.007 0.126 -0.318 0.175 -0.111 

 (0.355) (0.330) (0.326) (0.339) (0.349) (0.320) (0.337) 

Some college/associates -0.092 -0.337 -0.154 -0.040 -0.439 -0.035 -0.278 

 (0.351) (0.327) (0.324) (0.335) (0.345) (0.317) (0.333) 

Bachelor’s degree -0.074 -0.681** -0.267 -0.212 -0.545 -0.041 -0.621* 

 (0.360) (0.337) (0.332) (0.344) (0.353) (0.326) (0.342) 

Graduate degree -0.115 -0.754** -0.403 -0.064 -0.614* -0.225 -0.475 

 (0.375) (0.355) (0.352) (0.360) (0.370) (0.345) (0.358) 

    Religion (ref = Catholic)        

Evangelical protestant 0.334** 0.090 -0.028 0.003 0.170 0.305* 0.044 

 (0.167) (0.167) (0.171) (0.170) (0.165) (0.173) (0.172) 

Mainline protestant 0.219 -0.050 -0.138 0.030 0.156 0.015 0.122 

 (0.153) (0.153) (0.156) (0.154) (0.152) (0.156) (0.154) 

Agnostic/atheist 0.233 -0.111 0.038 0.195 0.103 -0.003 0.266 

 (0.176) (0.173) (0.175) (0.174) (0.172) (0.176) (0.174) 

Other 0.387*** 0.051 0.132 0.373** 0.477*** 0.185 0.355** 

 (0.150) (0.149) (0.152) (0.150) (0.150) (0.152) (0.149) 

Trust SCOTUS score -0.046 -0.009 -0.003 -0.072* -0.053 -0.042 -0.069* 

 (0.041) (0.042) (0.042) (0.042) (0.041) (0.043) (0.041) 

Repr SCOTUS score 0.041 -0.071 -0.057 -0.041 -0.016 -0.081 -0.009 
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 (0.060) (0.061) (0.062) (0.061) (0.060) (0.063) (0.060) 

Trust state leg score -0.037 -0.066 -0.086* -0.016 -0.030 -0.100** -0.031 

 (0.043) (0.044) (0.044) (0.043) (0.042) (0.045) (0.042) 

Repr state leg score 0.015 -0.030 0.040 0.056 0.017 0.065 -0.024 

 (0.063) (0.064) (0.065) (0.064) (0.062) (0.067) (0.062) 

Knowledge score 0.277*** 0.233*** 0.070 0.266*** 0.359*** 0.025 0.245*** 

 (0.055) (0.054) (0.054) (0.055) (0.056) (0.054) (0.055) 

State F.E. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

        

Observations 1,376 1,375 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 

Pseudo R-squared 0.0617 0.0330 0.0330 0.0557 0.0492 0.0330 0.0497 
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Table S10 Multiple weighted linear regression models. Dependent variable: absolute value of the difference between actual 

support for abortion access and respondent’s perceived support, by abortion cause. 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Any reason Birth defect Women’s 

health 

No more 

children 

Can’t afford Rape Not married 

        

Female 0.161*** 0.042 0.049 0.197*** 0.145** 0.100* 0.107* 

 (0.057) (0.057) (0.055) (0.061) (0.058) (0.055) (0.061) 

Parent -0.005 0.005 -0.016 0.030 0.135** -0.039 0.068 

 (0.060) (0.060) (0.058) (0.064) (0.060) (0.058) (0.064) 

Hispanic -0.095 0.111 0.330*** 0.046 0.068 0.135 -0.003 

 (0.088) (0.089) (0.085) (0.095) (0.089) (0.085) (0.095) 

     Race (ref = White)        

Black or African American -0.078 0.158* 0.336*** -0.009 -0.064 0.244*** -0.014 

 (0.094) (0.094) (0.090) (0.100) (0.095) (0.091) (0.101) 

Other 0.115 0.128* 0.194*** -0.025 -0.081 0.078 -0.058 

 (0.073) (0.073) (0.070) (0.078) (0.073) (0.070) (0.078) 

Age 0.001 -0.003 -0.002 -0.001 -0.004** -0.005** -0.003* 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

     Rurality (ref = urban)        

Rural 0.009 -0.024 0.095 0.103 0.031 0.103 0.173* 

 (0.085) (0.085) (0.082) (0.091) (0.086) (0.082) (0.091) 

Suburban 0.021 0.010 0.065 0.105 0.021 0.108* 0.108 

 (0.067) (0.067) (0.064) (0.072) (0.068) (0.065) (0.072) 

Bible is the literal word of God 0.229*** 0.098 0.146** 0.311*** 0.205*** 0.064 0.214*** 

 (0.077) (0.077) (0.074) (0.082) (0.078) (0.075) (0.083) 

     Political affiliation (ref = 

Republican) 

       

Democrat 0.183** -0.002 0.021 0.015 0.032 -0.216*** -0.031 

 (0.083) (0.084) (0.080) (0.089) (0.084) (0.081) (0.089) 

Independent 0.077 -0.027 -0.068 -0.014 -0.011 -0.285*** -0.086 

 (0.082) (0.083) (0.079) (0.088) (0.083) (0.080) (0.088) 
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     Ideology (ref = moderate)        

Moderately liberal -0.067 -0.060 0.114 0.028 -0.000 -0.102 -0.006 

 (0.085) (0.085) (0.082) (0.091) (0.086) (0.082) (0.091) 

Strongly liberal 0.223** 0.192** -0.063 0.117 0.216** -0.012 0.261** 

 (0.097) (0.097) (0.093) (0.104) (0.098) (0.094) (0.104) 

Moderately conservative -0.065 -0.151* -0.192** 0.124 0.067 -0.282*** 0.049 

 (0.091) (0.091) (0.087) (0.097) (0.092) (0.088) (0.098) 

Strongly conservative 0.380*** 0.135 0.028 0.347*** 0.425*** 0.053 0.256** 

 (0.099) (0.099) (0.095) (0.106) (0.100) (0.095) (0.106) 

     Abortion identity label (ref = 

pro-choice) 

       

Pro-life  0.340*** 0.240*** 0.284*** 0.410*** 0.373*** 0.206*** 0.423*** 

 (0.078) (0.079) (0.076) (0.084) (0.079) (0.076) (0.084) 

Neither -0.622*** 0.119 0.152 -0.514*** -0.356*** -0.135 -0.419*** 

 (0.117) (0.117) (0.113) (0.125) (0.118) (0.113) (0.126) 

Equally both -0.341*** -0.156** -0.137* -0.271*** -0.215*** -0.123* -0.189** 

 (0.076) (0.076) (0.073) (0.081) (0.076) (0.073) (0.081) 

     Education (ref = less than high 

school diploma) 

       

High school or equivalent -0.225* -0.004 0.104 -0.068 -0.337*** -0.035 -0.217* 

 (0.121) (0.122) (0.116) (0.129) (0.122) (0.116) (0.129) 

Some college/associates -0.149 -0.047 0.039 -0.086 -0.379*** -0.093 -0.183 

 (0.122) (0.123) (0.117) (0.130) (0.123) (0.117) (0.130) 

Bachelor’s degree -0.207* -0.221* -0.055 -0.281** -0.503*** -0.140 -0.453*** 

 (0.126) (0.126) (0.120) (0.134) (0.126) (0.121) (0.134) 

Graduate degree -0.207 -0.210 -0.055 -0.069 -0.431*** -0.172 -0.287** 

 (0.136) (0.136) (0.130) (0.144) (0.136) (0.131) (0.145) 

    Religion (ref = Catholic)        

Evangelical protestant 0.016 0.126 0.130 -0.085 0.103 0.220** -0.067 

 (0.093) (0.094) (0.090) (0.100) (0.094) (0.090) (0.100) 

Mainline protestant 0.083 -0.053 -0.113 0.011 0.086 0.043 -0.006 

 (0.086) (0.087) (0.083) (0.093) (0.087) (0.084) (0.093) 

Agnostic/atheist 0.110 -0.088 0.012 0.155 0.102 0.037 0.127 

 (0.099) (0.099) (0.095) (0.106) (0.100) (0.096) (0.106) 

Other 0.202** -0.021 0.131 0.262*** 0.297*** 0.219*** 0.219** 

 (0.083) (0.083) (0.080) (0.089) (0.084) (0.080) (0.089) 
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Trust SCOTUS score -0.024 -0.023 -0.039* -0.040 -0.023 -0.043* -0.028 

 (0.023) (0.023) (0.022) (0.025) (0.023) (0.022) (0.025) 

Repr SCOTUS score 0.002 -0.023 0.003 -0.068* -0.037 -0.036 -0.021 

 (0.033) (0.034) (0.032) (0.036) (0.034) (0.032) (0.036) 

Trust state leg score 0.007 -0.032 -0.008 0.003 -0.030 -0.062*** -0.008 

 (0.024) (0.024) (0.023) (0.026) (0.024) (0.023) (0.026) 

Repr state leg score -0.009 0.000 -0.008 0.084** 0.036 0.032 0.019 

 (0.035) (0.036) (0.034) (0.038) (0.036) (0.034) (0.038) 

Knowledge score 0.128*** 0.149*** 0.035 0.135*** 0.165*** -0.001 0.143*** 

 (0.029) (0.029) (0.028) (0.031) (0.029) (0.028) (0.031) 

State F.E. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

        

Observations 1,376 1,375 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 

R-squared 0.204 0.135 0.171 0.194 0.208 0.176 0.174 
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Table S11 Multiple linear regression models. Dependent variable: absolute value of the difference between actual support for 

abortion access and respondent’s perceived support, by abortion cause. Experiment treatment status controlled for. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Any reason Birth defect Women’s 

health 

No more 

children 

Can’t afford Rape Not married 

        

Treated -0.040 -0.076 -0.119** -0.166*** -0.092* -0.010 -0.140** 

 (0.055) (0.055) (0.053) (0.059) (0.056) (0.054) (0.059) 

Female 0.134** 0.041 0.037 0.175*** 0.129** 0.048 0.076 

 (0.057) (0.057) (0.055) (0.061) (0.058) (0.056) (0.061) 

Parent -0.008 -0.009 0.002 0.050 0.123** -0.044 0.085 

 (0.059) (0.059) (0.058) (0.063) (0.061) (0.058) (0.064) 

Hispanic -0.152 -0.034 0.115 -0.114 -0.053 0.051 -0.158 

 (0.094) (0.095) (0.092) (0.101) (0.097) (0.093) (0.102) 

     Race (ref = White)        

Black or African American 0.022 0.167* 0.247*** -0.024 -0.010 0.159* 0.042 

 (0.094) (0.095) (0.092) (0.101) (0.097) (0.093) (0.102) 

Other 0.123 0.169* 0.150* -0.016 -0.098 0.087 -0.006 

 (0.092) (0.093) (0.090) (0.099) (0.095) (0.091) (0.100) 

Age 0.001 -0.004** -0.005*** -0.001 -0.005** -0.006*** -0.002 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

     Rurality (ref = urban)        

Rural -0.019 -0.041 0.019 0.023 -0.002 0.074 0.070 

 (0.083) (0.083) (0.081) (0.089) (0.085) (0.082) (0.090) 

Suburban 0.010 -0.032 -0.035 0.042 -0.029 0.049 0.028 

 (0.067) (0.068) (0.066) (0.072) (0.069) (0.066) (0.073) 

Bible is the literal word of God 0.167** 0.071 0.076 0.283*** 0.183** 0.078 0.194** 

 (0.075) (0.076) (0.073) (0.081) (0.077) (0.074) (0.081) 

     Political affiliation (ref = 

Republican) 

       

Democrat 0.131 -0.056 -0.008 0.011 -0.022 -0.127 -0.052 

 (0.082) (0.083) (0.080) (0.088) (0.084) (0.081) (0.089) 

Independent 0.033 -0.054 -0.012 -0.038 -0.027 -0.197** -0.118 

 (0.081) (0.082) (0.079) (0.087) (0.083) (0.080) (0.088) 

     Ideology (ref = moderate)        
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Moderately liberal -0.061 -0.053 0.099 0.073 -0.003 -0.095 -0.005 

 (0.087) (0.088) (0.085) (0.093) (0.089) (0.086) (0.094) 

Strongly liberal 0.248*** 0.229** 0.039 0.185* 0.197** -0.044 0.231** 

 (0.096) (0.096) (0.093) (0.103) (0.098) (0.095) (0.104) 

Moderately conservative -0.065 -0.193** -0.169** 0.071 0.037 -0.195** -0.009 

 (0.088) (0.088) (0.086) (0.094) (0.090) (0.087) (0.095) 

Strongly conservative 0.364*** 0.185* 0.109 0.291*** 0.343*** 0.055 0.222** 

 (0.095) (0.096) (0.093) (0.102) (0.098) (0.094) (0.103) 

     Abortion identity label (ref = 

pro-choice) 

       

Pro-life  0.351*** 0.277*** 0.296*** 0.447*** 0.388*** 0.229*** 0.489*** 

 (0.077) (0.078) (0.075) (0.083) (0.079) (0.076) (0.083) 

Neither -0.620*** -0.092 0.098 -0.582*** -0.336*** -0.063 -0.523*** 

 (0.126) (0.127) (0.123) (0.135) (0.129) (0.124) (0.136) 

Equally both -0.312*** -0.144* -0.080 -0.212*** -0.156** -0.083 -0.152* 

 (0.074) (0.075) (0.073) (0.080) (0.077) (0.074) (0.081) 

     Education (ref = less than high 

school diploma) 

       

High school or equivalent -0.055 -0.172 0.010 0.032 -0.172 -0.011 -0.102 

 (0.179) (0.181) (0.173) (0.190) (0.182) (0.175) (0.191) 

Some college/associates -0.097 -0.170 -0.039 -0.031 -0.228 -0.103 -0.180 

 (0.177) (0.179) (0.171) (0.188) (0.180) (0.173) (0.190) 

Bachelor’s degree -0.080 -0.322* -0.105 -0.124 -0.304 -0.106 -0.380* 

 (0.182) (0.184) (0.176) (0.194) (0.186) (0.178) (0.195) 

Graduate degree -0.101 -0.333* -0.134 -0.024 -0.306 -0.174 -0.281 

 (0.193) (0.194) (0.186) (0.205) (0.196) (0.188) (0.206) 

    Religion (ref = Catholic)        

Evangelical protestant 0.153* 0.102 0.048 -0.056 0.074 0.185** -0.017 

 (0.091) (0.092) (0.089) (0.098) (0.094) (0.090) (0.099) 

Mainline protestant 0.105 -0.024 -0.083 -0.009 0.062 0.064 0.033 

 (0.084) (0.085) (0.082) (0.091) (0.087) (0.083) (0.091) 

Agnostic/atheist 0.124 -0.032 0.042 0.129 0.030 0.014 0.138 

 (0.096) (0.097) (0.094) (0.104) (0.099) (0.095) (0.104) 

Other 0.202** 0.071 0.117 0.232*** 0.256*** 0.176** 0.222** 

 (0.082) (0.083) (0.080) (0.088) (0.085) (0.081) (0.089) 

Trust SCOTUS score -0.024 0.003 -0.001 -0.042* -0.024 -0.017 -0.044* 
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 (0.023) (0.023) (0.022) (0.025) (0.023) (0.023) (0.025) 

Repr SCOTUS score 0.009 -0.036 -0.050 -0.042 -0.020 -0.056* -0.011 

 (0.034) (0.034) (0.033) (0.036) (0.034) (0.033) (0.036) 

Trust state leg score -0.008 -0.051** -0.050** 0.002 -0.019 -0.077*** -0.010 

 (0.024) (0.024) (0.023) (0.026) (0.024) (0.023) (0.026) 

Repr state leg score 0.007 -0.001 0.038 0.051 0.017 0.063* -0.005 

 (0.035) (0.035) (0.034) (0.038) (0.036) (0.035) (0.038) 

Knowledge score 0.149*** 0.128*** 0.057** 0.144*** 0.184*** 0.037 0.149*** 

 (0.029) (0.030) (0.029) (0.032) (0.030) (0.029) (0.032) 

Observations 1,376 1,375 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 1,377 

R-squared 0.188 0.125 0.127 0.167 0.165 0.120 0.158 
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Table S12 Average personal opinion perceived public opinion by respondent’s abortion identity label, and actual opinion in the 

sample. 

Abortion reason Abortion identity label Actual opinion in 

the sample 

 Pro-choice Pro-life Neither Equally both  

 Personal 

opinion 

Perceived 

public 

opinion 

Personal 

opinion 

Perceived 

public 

opinion 

Personal 

opinion 

Perceived 

public 

opinion 

Personal 

opinion 

Perceived 

public 

opinion 

 

Elective reasons 

Any reason 1.5429 0.9852 -1.6644 -1.1964 -0.593 -0.0593 0.1185 0.2818 0.1467 

The woman is 

married and does 

not want any more 

children 

1.4538 0.8267 -1.6711 -1.4174 -0.2034 -0.2119 0.2920 -0.0854 0.0710 

The family has a 

very low income 

and cannot afford 

any more children 

1.5099 0.7492 -1.4397 -0.9554 -0.0678 -0.0678 0.2920 0.2838 0.2402 

The woman is not 

married and does 

not want to marry 

the man 

1.4769 0.7424 -1.5737 -1.1741 -0.1949 -0.3051 0.0082 -0.0331 0.1113 

Traumatic reasons 

There is a strong 

chance of serious 

defect in the baby 

1.9852 1.5679 -0.0604 0.1719 0.6610 0.6271 1.2231 1.0304 1.1038 

The woman's 

own health is 

seriously 

endangered by 

the pregnancy 

2.1980 1.8135 0.7047 0.8973 1.2288 1.1780 1.6364 1.4325 1.5564 
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The woman 

became pregnant 

because of rape 

2.2013 1.7805 0.5347 0.8594 1.0339 1.2034 1.7273 1.5785 1.5121 
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Table S13 Multiple linear regression models. Dependent variable: absolute value of the difference between respondent’s 

personal opinion about abortion access and respondent’s perceived public opinion, by abortion cause. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Any reason Birth defect Women’s 

health 

No more 

children 

Can’t afford Rape Not married 

        

Female 0.223*** 0.114* 0.166*** 0.119* 0.197*** 0.192*** 0.236*** 

 (0.072) (0.067) (0.064) (0.071) (0.072) (0.068) (0.070) 

Parent -0.113 -0.047 -0.073 -0.247*** -0.032 -0.042 -0.063 

 (0.074) (0.069) (0.065) (0.073) (0.075) (0.070) (0.072) 

Hispanic -0.065 -0.204* -0.252** -0.040 -0.102 -0.067 -0.088 

 (0.118) (0.110) (0.104) (0.117) (0.119) (0.112) (0.115) 

     Race (ref = White)        

Black or African American 0.046 0.055 0.052 -0.106 -0.134 -0.039 -0.242** 

 (0.116) (0.107) (0.103) (0.115) (0.117) (0.110) (0.113) 

Other 0.179 0.311*** 0.211** 0.082 0.206* 0.093 0.309*** 

 (0.114) (0.106) (0.101) (0.113) (0.115) (0.109) (0.111) 

Age -0.007*** -0.009*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.006*** -0.010*** -0.008*** 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

     Rurality (ref = urban)        

Rural 0.014 0.062 0.147 -0.090 0.053 0.074 -0.105 

 (0.104) (0.096) (0.092) (0.103) (0.105) (0.098) (0.101) 

Suburban 0.008 0.055 0.071 -0.048 0.100 0.100 -0.018 

 (0.084) (0.078) (0.074) (0.083) (0.085) (0.080) (0.082) 

     Abortion identity label (ref = 

pro-choice) 

       

Pro-life  0.017 0.093 0.082 -0.263*** -0.047 0.108 -0.086 

 (0.093) (0.086) (0.082) (0.092) (0.093) (0.088) (0.090) 

Neither -0.198 -0.286** -0.253** -0.452*** -0.414*** -0.286** -0.404*** 

 (0.144) (0.133) (0.127) (0.142) (0.145) (0.136) (0.140) 

Equally both -0.064 -0.001 -0.139* -0.273*** -0.199** -0.143 -0.387*** 

 (0.093) (0.087) (0.082) (0.092) (0.094) (0.089) (0.091) 

     Education (ref = less than high 

school diploma) 
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High school or equivalent 0.158 0.116 -0.054 0.348* 0.224 -0.062 0.083 

 (0.213) (0.198) (0.187) (0.209) (0.213) (0.201) (0.205) 

Some college/associates 0.276 0.134 -0.080 0.447** 0.353* -0.015 0.144 

 (0.212) (0.197) (0.186) (0.208) (0.212) (0.199) (0.204) 

Bachelor’s degree 0.271 0.047 -0.137 0.459** 0.387* 0.004 0.257 

 (0.219) (0.203) (0.192) (0.215) (0.219) (0.206) (0.211) 

Graduate degree 0.292 0.168 -0.055 0.410* 0.355 -0.104 0.163 

 (0.232) (0.216) (0.204) (0.228) (0.233) (0.219) (0.224) 

    Religion (ref = Catholic)        

Evangelical protestant 0.089 0.176* 0.077 0.002 0.184 0.252** 0.042 

 (0.114) (0.106) (0.101) (0.113) (0.115) (0.108) (0.111) 

Mainline protestant -0.157 0.013 -0.015 -0.062 0.053 0.063 -0.016 

 (0.108) (0.101) (0.096) (0.107) (0.109) (0.103) (0.105) 

Agnostic/atheist -0.007 -0.141 -0.016 -0.129 0.119 0.119 0.204* 

 (0.118) (0.110) (0.105) (0.117) (0.120) (0.113) (0.115) 

Other -0.054 0.109 0.033 -0.006 0.056 0.257*** 0.046 

 (0.098) (0.091) (0.087) (0.097) (0.099) (0.093) (0.096) 

Trust SCOTUS score -0.051* -0.033 -0.034 -0.025 -0.105*** -0.063** -0.053* 

 (0.029) (0.027) (0.025) (0.028) (0.029) (0.027) (0.028) 

Repr SCOTUS score -0.011 0.033 0.026 0.014 -0.020 0.042 0.001 

 (0.043) (0.040) (0.038) (0.043) (0.043) (0.041) (0.042) 

Trust state leg score 0.021 -0.016 0.033 0.000 0.032 -0.010 0.011 

 (0.030) (0.028) (0.027) (0.030) (0.030) (0.029) (0.029) 

Repr state leg score -0.017 0.015 -0.026 0.008 -0.023 0.020 -0.011 

 (0.045) (0.041) (0.039) (0.044) (0.045) (0.042) (0.043) 

Knowledge score 0.004 0.020 0.017 0.001 0.023 0.041 0.046 

 (0.036) (0.033) (0.032) (0.035) (0.036) (0.034) (0.035) 

State F.E. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

        

Observations 1,500 1,498 1,501 1,501 1,502 1,501 1,502 

R-squared 0.063 0.065 0.070 0.078 0.081 0.071 0.092 
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Table S14 Multiple ordered logistic models. Dependent variable: absolute value of the difference between respondent’s 

personal opinion about abortion access and respondent’s perceived public opinion, by abortion cause. 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Any reason Birth defect Women’s 

health 

No more 

children 

Can’t afford Rape Not married 

        

Female 0.230** 0.061 0.231** 0.085 0.228** 0.254** 0.256** 

 (0.106) (0.107) (0.112) (0.107) (0.107) (0.114) (0.109) 

Parent -0.178 -0.027 -0.086 -0.321*** 0.023 -0.073 -0.035 

 (0.109) (0.111) (0.115) (0.110) (0.109) (0.116) (0.111) 

Hispanic -0.010 -0.226 -0.419** 0.027 -0.092 -0.126 0.051 

 (0.172) (0.172) (0.184) (0.173) (0.174) (0.181) (0.173) 

     Race (ref = White)        

Black or African American 0.092 0.117 -0.012 -0.142 -0.249 -0.135 -0.430** 

 (0.167) (0.170) (0.181) (0.173) (0.176) (0.183) (0.180) 

Other 0.018 0.325* 0.202 0.036 0.286* 0.074 0.328* 

 (0.172) (0.169) (0.176) (0.172) (0.166) (0.178) (0.169) 

Age -0.008** -0.012*** -0.014*** -0.012*** -0.006* -0.016*** -0.011*** 

 (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004) 

     Rurality (ref = urban)        

Rural 0.049 0.030 0.294* -0.101 0.093 0.153 -0.115 

 (0.151) (0.157) (0.163) (0.155) (0.154) (0.166) (0.158) 

Suburban 0.014 0.061 0.149 -0.053 0.172 0.207 -0.007 

 (0.122) (0.125) (0.133) (0.125) (0.125) (0.132) (0.127) 

     Abortion identity label (ref = 

pro-choice) 

       

Pro-life  -0.107 0.133 0.092 -0.535*** -0.164 0.167 -0.336** 

 (0.137) (0.137) (0.143) (0.140) (0.137) (0.143) (0.139) 

Neither -0.284 -0.503** -0.344 -0.726*** -0.666*** -0.392* -0.710*** 

 (0.213) (0.228) (0.230) (0.225) (0.226) (0.237) (0.229) 
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Equally both -0.113 0.024 -0.102 -0.260* -0.266* -0.246* -0.622*** 

 (0.136) (0.138) (0.144) (0.136) (0.137) (0.149) (0.141) 

     Education (ref = less than high 

school diploma) 

       

High school or equivalent 0.210 0.129 -0.147 0.593* 0.298 -0.056 0.179 

 (0.328) (0.335) (0.332) (0.343) (0.327) (0.345) (0.332) 

Some college/associates 0.403 0.210 -0.205 0.777** 0.521 0.024 0.246 

 (0.326) (0.333) (0.329) (0.341) (0.325) (0.343) (0.330) 

Bachelor’s degree 0.412 0.114 -0.178 0.816** 0.460 0.095 0.321 

 (0.335) (0.343) (0.341) (0.351) (0.335) (0.353) (0.341) 

Graduate degree 0.409 0.134 -0.094 0.784** 0.480 -0.055 0.346 

 (0.355) (0.365) (0.361) (0.369) (0.354) (0.376) (0.359) 

    Religion (ref = Catholic)        

Evangelical protestant 0.038 0.278* 0.169 0.015 0.206 0.317* 0.098 

 (0.166) (0.166) (0.174) (0.170) (0.169) (0.181) (0.173) 

Mainline protestant -0.309* 0.056 -0.047 -0.133 0.061 0.112 -0.033 

 (0.158) (0.160) (0.169) (0.163) (0.158) (0.173) (0.164) 

Agnostic/atheist -0.079 -0.299 -0.090 -0.203 0.146 0.348* 0.346** 

 (0.170) (0.182) (0.188) (0.177) (0.172) (0.185) (0.175) 

Other -0.236* 0.057 0.015 -0.112 -0.028 0.409*** 0.028 

 (0.143) (0.147) (0.152) (0.146) (0.147) (0.156) (0.149) 

Trust SCOTUS score -0.031 -0.038 -0.041 -0.022 -0.144*** -0.106** -0.062 

 (0.042) (0.043) (0.045) (0.043) (0.043) (0.045) (0.043) 

Repr SCOTUS score -0.013 0.111* 0.111* 0.013 -0.065 0.195*** 0.066 

 (0.063) (0.064) (0.067) (0.064) (0.063) (0.068) (0.064) 

Trust state leg score 0.004 -0.001 0.040 -0.022 0.058 -0.005 -0.003 

 (0.044) (0.045) (0.047) (0.045) (0.045) (0.047) (0.045) 

Repr state leg score -0.020 -0.044 -0.030 0.047 -0.016 -0.009 -0.022 

 (0.065) (0.066) (0.068) (0.066) (0.066) (0.069) (0.066) 

Knowledge score 0.026 0.002 -0.008 -0.006 0.031 0.045 0.040 

 (0.053) (0.055) (0.056) (0.054) (0.054) (0.057) (0.055) 

State F.E. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

        

Observations 1,500 1,498 1,501 1,501 1,502 1,501 1,502 

Pseudo R-squared 0.0193 0.0227 0.0243 0.0281 0.0281 0.0298 0.0341 
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Table S15 Multiple weighted linear regression models. Dependent variable: absolute value of the difference between 

respondent’s personal opinion about abortion access and respondent’s perceived public opinion, by abortion cause. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Any reason Birth defect Women’s 

health 

No more 

children 

Can’t afford Rape Not married 

        

Female 0.191*** 0.152** 0.186*** 0.099 0.140* 0.252*** 0.217*** 

 (0.074) (0.069) (0.065) (0.072) (0.072) (0.068) (0.071) 

Parent -0.115 -0.040 -0.150** -0.238*** -0.024 -0.083 -0.132* 

 (0.076) (0.071) (0.068) (0.074) (0.075) (0.071) (0.073) 

Hispanic -0.084 -0.170 -0.186* -0.070 -0.073 -0.133 -0.117 

 (0.112) (0.104) (0.099) (0.109) (0.110) (0.104) (0.108) 

     Race (ref = White)        

Black or African American 0.083 0.024 0.093 -0.068 -0.164 -0.062 -0.300*** 

 (0.120) (0.111) (0.106) (0.116) (0.117) (0.111) (0.115) 

Other 0.229** 0.351*** 0.145* 0.102 0.219** 0.048 0.296*** 

 (0.093) (0.086) (0.082) (0.090) (0.091) (0.086) (0.089) 

Age -0.007*** -0.006*** -0.009*** -0.009*** -0.007*** -0.009*** -0.008*** 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

     Rurality (ref = urban)        

Rural 0.165 0.064 0.147 -0.012 0.134 0.106 -0.085 

 (0.108) (0.101) (0.096) (0.105) (0.106) (0.100) (0.104) 

Suburban 0.094 0.077 0.014 -0.049 0.153* 0.066 -0.010 

 (0.085) (0.079) (0.075) (0.083) (0.083) (0.079) (0.082) 

     Abortion identity label (ref = 

pro-choice) 

       

Pro-life  0.010 0.246*** 0.058 -0.223** -0.120 0.028 -0.020 

 (0.096) (0.089) (0.085) (0.093) (0.094) (0.089) (0.092) 

Neither -0.156 -0.349*** -0.249** -0.474*** -0.320** -0.240* -0.315** 

 (0.138) (0.128) (0.122) (0.134) (0.135) (0.128) (0.133) 

Equally both 0.012 0.139 -0.087 -0.186** -0.239** -0.093 -0.263*** 

 (0.097) (0.091) (0.086) (0.095) (0.096) (0.090) (0.094) 

     Education (ref = less than high 

school diploma) 

       

High school or equivalent 0.266* -0.158 0.036 0.364** 0.362** -0.039 0.069 
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 (0.148) (0.138) (0.130) (0.143) (0.144) (0.136) (0.141) 

Some college/associates 0.300** -0.238* -0.074 0.348** 0.398*** -0.077 0.061 

 (0.151) (0.140) (0.134) (0.146) (0.148) (0.139) (0.145) 

Bachelor’s degree 0.328** -0.307** -0.127 0.465*** 0.495*** -0.026 0.314** 

 (0.156) (0.145) (0.138) (0.151) (0.152) (0.144) (0.149) 

Graduate degree 0.223 -0.217 -0.122 0.235 0.292* -0.171 -0.001 

 (0.168) (0.156) (0.149) (0.163) (0.164) (0.155) (0.161) 

    Religion (ref = Catholic)        

Evangelical protestant 0.118 0.150 -0.002 -0.042 0.204* 0.298*** 0.018 

 (0.118) (0.109) (0.105) (0.115) (0.116) (0.109) (0.114) 

Mainline protestant -0.177 -0.008 -0.045 -0.168 0.056 0.101 -0.066 

 (0.114) (0.105) (0.101) (0.110) (0.111) (0.105) (0.109) 

Agnostic/atheist 0.081 -0.134 0.015 -0.145 0.129 0.169 0.184 

 (0.126) (0.117) (0.112) (0.122) (0.123) (0.116) (0.121) 

Other -0.008 0.154* 0.012 -0.012 0.096 0.338*** 0.089 

 (0.100) (0.093) (0.089) (0.097) (0.098) (0.093) (0.096) 

Trust SCOTUS score -0.076*** -0.046* -0.031 -0.053* -0.141*** -0.076*** -0.083*** 

 (0.029) (0.027) (0.026) (0.029) (0.029) (0.027) (0.028) 

Repr SCOTUS score 0.022 0.050 0.011 0.029 0.056 0.089** 0.040 

 (0.044) (0.041) (0.039) (0.042) (0.043) (0.040) (0.042) 

Trust state leg score 0.038 -0.015 0.072*** 0.018 0.064** 0.000 0.019 

 (0.031) (0.029) (0.028) (0.030) (0.031) (0.029) (0.030) 

Repr state leg score -0.008 0.017 -0.020 -0.005 -0.055 0.008 -0.016 

 (0.046) (0.043) (0.041) (0.045) (0.045) (0.043) (0.044) 

Knowledge score 0.070** 0.018 0.060* 0.031 0.083** 0.097*** 0.081** 

 (0.036) (0.033) (0.032) (0.035) (0.035) (0.033) (0.034) 

State F.E. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

        

Observations 1,500 1,498 1,501 1,501 1,502 1,501 1,502 

R-squared 0.086 0.106 0.085 0.089 0.114 0.092 0.119 
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Table S16 Multiple linear regression models. Dependent variable: absolute value of the difference between respondent’s 

personal opinion about abortion access and respondent’s perceived public opinion, by abortion cause. Experiment treatment 

status is controlled for. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Any reason Birth defect Women’s 

health 

No more 

children 

Can’t afford Rape Not married 

        

Treated 0.054 0.086 -0.010 0.129* 0.039 -0.009 -0.051 

 (0.069) (0.064) (0.061) (0.068) (0.070) (0.066) (0.067) 

Female 0.222*** 0.113* 0.166*** 0.117* 0.197*** 0.192*** 0.236*** 

 (0.072) (0.067) (0.064) (0.071) (0.072) (0.068) (0.070) 

Parent -0.112 -0.046 -0.073 -0.245*** -0.031 -0.042 -0.063 

 (0.074) (0.069) (0.066) (0.073) (0.075) (0.070) (0.072) 

Hispanic -0.062 -0.199* -0.252** -0.032 -0.099 -0.068 -0.091 

 (0.118) (0.110) (0.105) (0.117) (0.119) (0.112) (0.115) 

     Race (ref = White)        

Black or African American 0.042 0.050 0.052 -0.114 -0.137 -0.038 -0.239** 

 (0.116) (0.108) (0.103) (0.115) (0.117) (0.110) (0.113) 

Other 0.178 0.310*** 0.211** 0.081 0.206* 0.093 0.310*** 

 (0.114) (0.106) (0.101) (0.113) (0.115) (0.109) (0.111) 

Age -0.007*** -0.009*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.006*** -0.010*** -0.008*** 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

     Rurality (ref = urban)        

Rural 0.014 0.063 0.147 -0.090 0.053 0.074 -0.105 

 (0.104) (0.096) (0.092) (0.102) (0.105) (0.098) (0.101) 

Suburban 0.010 0.057 0.070 -0.044 0.101 0.100 -0.020 

 (0.084) (0.078) (0.074) (0.083) (0.085) (0.080) (0.082) 

     Abortion identity label (ref = 

pro-choice) 

       

Pro-life  0.015 0.090 0.082 -0.267*** -0.049 0.109 -0.085 

 (0.093) (0.086) (0.082) (0.092) (0.093) (0.088) (0.090) 

Neither -0.194 -0.279** -0.254** -0.442*** -0.410*** -0.287** -0.408*** 

 (0.144) (0.133) (0.127) (0.142) (0.145) (0.137) (0.140) 
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Equally both -0.063 -0.000 -0.139* -0.271*** -0.199** -0.143 -0.388*** 

 (0.093) (0.087) (0.083) (0.092) (0.094) (0.089) (0.091) 

     Education (ref = less than high 

school diploma) 

       

High school or equivalent 0.157 0.114 -0.053 0.345* 0.224 -0.062 0.084 

 (0.213) (0.198) (0.187) (0.209) (0.213) (0.201) (0.205) 

Some college/associates 0.270 0.124 -0.079 0.432** 0.348 -0.014 0.150 

 (0.212) (0.197) (0.186) (0.208) (0.212) (0.200) (0.204) 

Bachelor’s degree 0.265 0.038 -0.136 0.445** 0.382* 0.005 0.263 

 (0.219) (0.203) (0.193) (0.215) (0.219) (0.207) (0.211) 

Graduate degree 0.291 0.166 -0.054 0.405* 0.353 -0.104 0.165 

 (0.232) (0.216) (0.204) (0.228) (0.233) (0.219) (0.224) 

    Religion (ref = Catholic)        

Evangelical protestant 0.088 0.176* 0.078 0.002 0.183 0.252** 0.042 

 (0.114) (0.105) (0.101) (0.112) (0.115) (0.108) (0.111) 

Mainline protestant -0.153 0.020 -0.016 -0.052 0.056 0.062 -0.020 

 (0.108) (0.101) (0.096) (0.107) (0.109) (0.103) (0.105) 

Agnostic/atheist -0.001 -0.132 -0.017 -0.116 0.123 0.118 0.198* 

 (0.119) (0.110) (0.105) (0.117) (0.120) (0.113) (0.116) 

Other -0.054 0.109 0.033 -0.006 0.056 0.257*** 0.046 

 (0.098) (0.091) (0.087) (0.097) (0.099) (0.093) (0.096) 

Trust SCOTUS score -0.050* -0.032 -0.034 -0.025 -0.104*** -0.063** -0.053* 

 (0.029) (0.027) (0.025) (0.028) (0.029) (0.027) (0.028) 

Repr SCOTUS score -0.011 0.034 0.026 0.015 -0.020 0.042 0.001 

 (0.043) (0.040) (0.038) (0.042) (0.043) (0.041) (0.042) 

Trust state leg score 0.021 -0.016 0.034 -0.000 0.032 -0.010 0.012 

 (0.030) (0.028) (0.027) (0.030) (0.030) (0.029) (0.029) 

Repr state leg score -0.016 0.017 -0.026 0.011 -0.022 0.020 -0.012 

 (0.045) (0.041) (0.039) (0.044) (0.045) (0.042) (0.043) 

Knowledge score 0.004 0.020 0.017 0.001 0.023 0.041 0.046 

 (0.036) (0.033) (0.032) (0.035) (0.036) (0.034) (0.035) 

State F.E. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

        

Observations 1,500 1,498 1,501 1,501 1,502 1,501 1,502 

R-squared 0.063 0.066 0.070 0.080 0.081 0.071 0.093 
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Table S17 Multiple logistic regressions for the probability of thinking that public opinion is less supportive of abortion access compared 

to respondent’s personal opinion. Estimates are expressed in odds ratios. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Any reason Birth defect Women’s 

health 

No more 

children 

Can’t afford Rape Not married 

        

Female 1.245 1.045 1.360** 0.978 1.121 1.278 1.235 

 (0.183) (0.143) (0.196) (0.141) (0.164) (0.197) (0.181) 

Parent 0.796 1.135 0.923 0.753* 1.055 0.845 1.000 

 (0.119) (0.161) (0.137) (0.111) (0.158) (0.133) (0.150) 

Hispanic 0.841 0.972 0.784 0.725 0.810 0.917 1.343 

 (0.197) (0.212) (0.181) (0.174) (0.190) (0.221) (0.308) 

     Race (ref = White)        

Black or African American 1.205 0.952 0.930 0.899 0.841 0.793 0.736 

 (0.277) (0.214) (0.224) (0.208) (0.204) (0.204) (0.180) 

Other 0.706 1.195 0.904 0.641* 1.383 0.939 0.836 

 (0.170) (0.253) (0.207) (0.154) (0.311) (0.227) (0.195) 

Age 0.985*** 0.992* 0.994 0.992* 0.987*** 0.979*** 0.985*** 

 (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

     Rurality (ref = urban)        

Rural 1.177 1.043 1.299 0.929 1.170 1.385 1.004 

 (0.253) (0.209) (0.275) (0.196) (0.252) (0.315) (0.216) 

Suburban 1.044 0.898 1.021 0.823 1.099 1.238 1.001 

 (0.177) (0.142) (0.174) (0.137) (0.187) (0.223) (0.170) 

Bible is the literal word of God 0.815 0.772 0.777 0.883 0.683* 0.880 0.644** 

 (0.164) (0.143) (0.154) (0.175) (0.140) (0.186) (0.134) 

     Political affiliation (ref = 

Republican) 

       

Democrat 0.881 0.906 1.157 0.678* 1.621** 1.118 1.335 

 (0.185) (0.176) (0.237) (0.142) (0.354) (0.247) (0.284) 

Independent 0.891 0.843 0.995 0.741 1.782*** 0.968 1.156 

 (0.193) (0.166) (0.208) (0.156) (0.391) (0.219) (0.254) 

     Ideology (ref = moderate)        

Moderately liberal 1.313 1.005 1.264 1.156 1.601** 1.090 1.334 
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 (0.267) (0.204) (0.260) (0.235) (0.328) (0.246) (0.271) 

Strongly liberal 1.256 1.323 1.074 1.239 1.804** 1.372 1.465 

 (0.288) (0.290) (0.251) (0.284) (0.417) (0.334) (0.341) 

Moderately conservative 0.952 0.996 1.235 1.178 1.443 1.226 1.162 

 (0.228) (0.216) (0.275) (0.266) (0.343) (0.303) (0.276) 

Strongly conservative 0.690 0.954 0.738 0.486*** 1.600* 1.344 1.182 

 (0.185) (0.224) (0.191) (0.134) (0.427) (0.353) (0.311) 

     Abortion identity label (ref = 

pro-choice) 

       

Pro-life  0.282*** 0.531*** 0.553*** 0.231*** 0.223*** 0.419*** 0.240*** 

 (0.059) (0.100) (0.111) (0.049) (0.048) (0.090) (0.051) 

Neither 0.481** 0.569* 0.605 0.404*** 0.373*** 0.337*** 0.418*** 

 (0.159) (0.181) (0.197) (0.134) (0.125) (0.141) (0.138) 

Equally both 0.484*** 0.932 0.948 0.604*** 0.434*** 0.648** 0.424*** 

 (0.090) (0.160) (0.170) (0.108) (0.080) (0.126) (0.079) 

     Education (ref = less than high 

school diploma) 

       

High school or equivalent 2.443* 1.182 1.681 1.031 2.180 5.617** 1.378 

 (1.318) (0.533) (0.835) (0.473) (1.166) (4.452) (0.645) 

Some college/associates 2.120 1.058 1.257 1.062 2.421* 4.538* 1.176 

 (1.137) (0.475) (0.623) (0.482) (1.285) (3.588) (0.547) 

Bachelor’s degree 2.741* 1.068 1.327 1.243 2.188 6.141** 1.313 

 (1.494) (0.490) (0.672) (0.577) (1.180) (4.895) (0.625) 

Graduate degree 2.909* 1.151 1.818 1.356 2.170 6.245** 1.705 

 (1.649) (0.555) (0.957) (0.664) (1.219) (5.099) (0.849) 

    Religion (ref = Catholic)        

Evangelical protestant 0.815 1.108 0.913 0.987 0.993 1.243 1.463 

 (0.202) (0.249) (0.220) (0.238) (0.250) (0.326) (0.365) 

Mainline protestant 0.899 1.126 1.003 0.889 1.154 1.527* 1.378 

 (0.197) (0.232) (0.216) (0.191) (0.252) (0.354) (0.307) 

Agnostic/atheist 0.774 0.962 0.789 0.894 1.166 1.337 1.698** 

 (0.184) (0.218) (0.188) (0.210) (0.271) (0.337) (0.398) 

Other 0.835 1.050 0.961 0.950 0.780 1.283 1.049 

 (0.173) (0.203) (0.194) (0.196) (0.164) (0.287) (0.221) 

Trust SCOTUS score 0.870** 1.024 0.955 0.890** 0.813*** 0.870** 0.971 

 (0.052) (0.057) (0.055) (0.053) (0.050) (0.055) (0.058) 



Additional Material Chapter 1.2 - 45 

 

Repr SCOTUS score 1.134 1.041 1.169* 1.063 1.054 1.207** 1.046 

 (0.099) (0.084) (0.101) (0.091) (0.092) (0.111) (0.091) 

Trust state leg score 0.985 0.989 1.058 0.997 1.177*** 1.008 1.028 

 (0.060) (0.057) (0.064) (0.060) (0.074) (0.064) (0.063) 

Repr state leg score 0.990 0.946 0.888 1.045 0.886 0.982 0.867 

 (0.087) (0.079) (0.079) (0.092) (0.080) (0.091) (0.078) 

Knowledge score 1.116 1.050 1.025 1.173** 1.078 1.069 1.080 

 (0.086) (0.074) (0.077) (0.091) (0.082) (0.086) (0.084) 

State F.E. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

        

Observations 1,351 1,340 1,350 1,352 1,363 1,366 1,354 

Pseudo R-squared 0.1205 0.0495 0.0648 0.1153 0.1565 0.1009 0.1372 
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Table S18 Multiple logistic regressions for the probability of thinking that status quo norms are less supportive of abortion rights 

compared to respondent’s personal opinion. Estimates are expressed in odds ratios. Experiment treatment status is controlled for. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Any reason Birth defect Women’s 

health 

No more 

children 

Can’t afford Rape Not married 

        

Treated 1.142 1.081 0.941 0.940 1.020 0.977 0.895 

 (0.161) (0.142) (0.130) (0.130) (0.143) (0.144) (0.126) 

Female 1.243 1.046 1.361** 0.979 1.121 1.279 1.237 

 (0.183) (0.143) (0.197) (0.141) (0.164) (0.197) (0.182) 

Parent 0.798 1.136 0.922 0.752* 1.055 0.845 0.999 

 (0.119) (0.161) (0.137) (0.111) (0.158) (0.133) (0.150) 

Hispanic 0.845 0.976 0.781 0.724 0.811 0.916 1.335 

 (0.198) (0.213) (0.181) (0.173) (0.190) (0.221) (0.306) 

     Race (ref = White)        

Black or African American 1.200 0.951 0.933 0.902 0.840 0.793 0.737 

 (0.276) (0.214) (0.225) (0.209) (0.204) (0.204) (0.180) 

Other 0.705 1.197 0.903 0.640* 1.383 0.938 0.836 

 (0.170) (0.254) (0.207) (0.154) (0.311) (0.227) (0.195) 

Age 0.985*** 0.992* 0.994 0.992* 0.987*** 0.979*** 0.985*** 

 (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

     Rurality (ref = urban)        

Rural 1.181 1.045 1.299 0.928 1.171 1.384 1.000 

 (0.254) (0.209) (0.275) (0.196) (0.252) (0.315) (0.216) 

Suburban 1.052 0.902 1.019 0.820 1.100 1.236 0.996 

 (0.179) (0.143) (0.174) (0.137) (0.188) (0.223) (0.169) 

Bible is the literal word of God 0.815 0.772 0.777 0.882 0.684* 0.880 0.643** 

 (0.164) (0.143) (0.154) (0.175) (0.140) (0.187) (0.134) 

     Political affiliation (ref = 

Republican) 

       

Democrat 0.878 0.905 1.160 0.679* 1.620** 1.119 1.339 

 (0.184) (0.176) (0.238) (0.142) (0.353) (0.248) (0.285) 

Independent 0.892 0.844 0.996 0.741 1.782*** 0.969 1.156 

 (0.193) (0.166) (0.209) (0.156) (0.391) (0.219) (0.254) 



Additional Material Chapter 1.2 - 47 

 

     Ideology (ref = moderate)        

Moderately liberal 1.314 1.005 1.264 1.157 1.600** 1.091 1.337 

 (0.267) (0.204) (0.261) (0.235) (0.328) (0.246) (0.272) 

Strongly liberal 1.251 1.320 1.078 1.242 1.803** 1.372 1.472* 

 (0.287) (0.289) (0.252) (0.285) (0.417) (0.335) (0.343) 

Moderately conservative 0.950 0.996 1.236 1.179 1.443 1.227 1.165 

 (0.228) (0.216) (0.276) (0.266) (0.343) (0.303) (0.277) 

Strongly conservative 0.691 0.956 0.739 0.486*** 1.599* 1.344 1.181 

 (0.186) (0.224) (0.192) (0.134) (0.426) (0.353) (0.311) 

     Abortion identity label (ref = 

pro-choice) 

       

Pro-life  0.281*** 0.530*** 0.555*** 0.231*** 0.223*** 0.419*** 0.240*** 

 (0.059) (0.100) (0.111) (0.049) (0.048) (0.090) (0.051) 

Neither 0.485** 0.572* 0.601 0.402*** 0.373*** 0.337*** 0.415*** 

 (0.160) (0.182) (0.196) (0.134) (0.125) (0.141) (0.137) 

Equally both 0.481*** 0.931 0.948 0.606*** 0.433*** 0.648** 0.425*** 

 (0.089) (0.160) (0.170) (0.108) (0.080) (0.127) (0.079) 

     Education (ref = less than high 

school diploma) 

       

High school or equivalent 2.455* 1.186 1.678 1.030 2.178 5.623** 1.378 

 (1.327) (0.535) (0.833) (0.473) (1.165) (4.458) (0.645) 

Some college/associates 2.096 1.052 1.263 1.070 2.414* 4.555* 1.193 

 (1.127) (0.472) (0.626) (0.486) (1.282) (3.604) (0.555) 

Bachelor’s degree 2.713* 1.063 1.332 1.251 2.181 6.160** 1.328 

 (1.481) (0.488) (0.674) (0.581) (1.178) (4.912) (0.632) 

Graduate degree 2.900* 1.152 1.820 1.360 2.166 6.258** 1.713 

 (1.646) (0.555) (0.958) (0.666) (1.217) (5.111) (0.853) 

    Religion (ref = Catholic)        

Evangelical protestant 0.811 1.104 0.914 0.989 0.993 1.245 1.470 

 (0.201) (0.248) (0.220) (0.238) (0.250) (0.326) (0.367) 

Mainline protestant 0.911 1.132 0.999 0.884 1.155 1.524* 1.366 

 (0.200) (0.233) (0.215) (0.191) (0.252) (0.354) (0.305) 

Agnostic/atheist 0.785 0.970 0.785 0.888 1.168 1.334 1.675** 

 (0.187) (0.220) (0.187) (0.209) (0.272) (0.336) (0.393) 

Other 0.835 1.050 0.960 0.950 0.780 1.283 1.047 

 (0.173) (0.203) (0.194) (0.196) (0.164) (0.287) (0.221) 
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Trust SCOTUS score 0.871** 1.025 0.954 0.890** 0.813*** 0.869** 0.970 

 (0.052) (0.057) (0.055) (0.052) (0.050) (0.055) (0.058) 

Repr SCOTUS score 1.137 1.042 1.168* 1.062 1.054 1.207** 1.045 

 (0.099) (0.084) (0.101) (0.091) (0.092) (0.111) (0.091) 

Trust state leg score 0.984 0.988 1.058 0.997 1.177*** 1.008 1.029 

 (0.060) (0.057) (0.064) (0.060) (0.074) (0.064) (0.063) 

Repr state leg score 0.994 0.949 0.886 1.043 0.886 0.981 0.864 

 (0.088) (0.079) (0.079) (0.092) (0.080) (0.091) (0.078) 

Knowledge score 1.114 1.049 1.025 1.175** 1.078 1.070 1.082 

 (0.086) (0.074) (0.077) (0.091) (0.082) (0.086) (0.084) 

State F.E. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

        

Observations 1,351 1,340 1,350 1,352 1,363 1,366 1,354 

Pseudo R-squared 0.1211 0.0498 0.0649 0.1154 0.1565 0.1009 0.1376 
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Table S19 Cross tabulation of the relative distribution of respondents by abortion identity label and 

partisanship; p-value of the Chi-square test on the independence of the distributions reported 

below. 

 Partisanship 

 Democrat Independent Republican 

Pro-choice 52.76 % 27.59 % 19.66 % 

Pro-life 23.65 % 24.59 % 51.76 % 

Equally both 38.51 % 29.55 % 31.94 % 

Neither 28.72 % 43.62 % 27.66 % 

p-value of the Chi-square test < 0.0000 

 

Table S20 Cross tabulation of the relative distribution of respondents by abortion identity label and 

ideology; p-value of the Chi-square test on the independence of the distributions reported below. 

 Ideology 

 Moderate Moderately 

conservative 

Moderately 

liberal 

Strongly 

conservative 

Strongly 

liberal 

Pro-choice 38.38 % 10.33 % 27.02 % 6.37 % 17.9 % 

Pro-life 25.34 % 24.43 % 6.39 % 34.02 % 9.82 % 

Equally both 47.95 % 17.25 % 9.94 % 12.28 % 12.57 % 

Neither 56.12 % 18.37 % 9.18 % 10.20 % 6.12 % 

p-value of the Chi-square test < 0.0000 
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Table S21 Cross tabulation of the sample averages of personal opinion (full sample), perceived public opinion among subjects 

identifying as “pro-life” and “pro-choice”, and the measure of distance between perception and actual average opinion for 

subjects identifying as “pro-life” and “pro-choice”. This table shows that both subjects identifying as “pro-life” and “pro-choice” 

are on average wrong in their assessment of public opinion in opposite directions, the former thinking it is more conservative 

than it is, the latter thinking it is more liberal. However, individuals identifying as “pro-life” are systematically more wrong in 

their assessment compared to the pro-choice counterpart. 

 

Actual 

opinion 

Pro-life 

perception 

Pro-choice 

perception 

|Actual opinion 

- pro-life 

perception| 

|Actual opinion - 

pro-choice 

perception| 

Any 0.1465798 -1.196429 0.9851485 1.3430088 0.8385687 

Defect 1.105537 0.171875 1.567881 0.933662 0.462344 

Woman's health 1.556352 0.8973214 1.813531 0.6590306 0.257179 

No more 

children 0.0710098 -1.417411 0.8267327 1.4884208 0.7557229 

Cannot afford 0.2402344 -0.9553571 0.7491749 1.1955915 0.5089405 

Rape 1.512052 0.859375 1.780528 0.652677 0.268476 

Not married 0.1113281 -1.174107 0.7623762 1.2854351 0.6510481 

 

Table S22 Uncorrected and Bonferroni-corrected p-values for the indicator of identifying as “pro-life” 

 
Any cause Birth defect 

Woman's 

health 

No more 

children 

Cannot 

afford Rape Not married 

 Dependent variable: perception of public opinion 

p-value  0.0000000000

0000 

0.0000000000

0000 

0.0000000000

4577 

0.0000000000

0000 

0.0000000000

0000 

0.0000000031

9800 

0.0000000000

0000 
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Bonferroni-

corrected p-

value 
0.0000000000

0000 

0.0000000000

0000 

0.0000000003

2039 

0.0000000000

0000 

0.0000000000

0000 

0.0000000223

8600 

0.0000000000

0000 

 Dependent variable: absolute value of the difference between actual support for abortion access and 

respondent’s perceived support 

p-value  0.0000058290

0000 

0.0004215800

0000 

0.0001084700

0000 

0.0000001308

0000 

0.0000013670

0000 

0.0027187600

0000 

0.0000000085

7300 

Bonferroni-

corrected p-

value 
0.0000408030

0000 

0.0029510600

0000 

0.0007592900

0000 

0.0000009156

0000 

0.0000095690

0000 

0.0190313200

0000 

0.0000000600

1100 
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Supplementary Materials

Literature on Perceptions of Public Opinion

In this section, I review the existing literature on second-order beliefs or per-

ceptions of public opinion. There exists a well-established body of literature in-

vestigating second-order beliefs (about both the general population and specific

groups) in the environmental and climate change policy domain:

• Ding et al. (2011) provided evidence that people who believe that scientists

disagree on global warming tend to feel less certain that global warming

is occurring and show less support for policies aimed at mitigating climate

change.

• McCright et al. (2013) showed that perceived scientific agreement about

climate change is correlated to personal views about global warming.

• Leviston et al. (2013) found that opinions about climate change are sub-

ject to strong false consensus effects, that people grossly overestimate the

numbers of people who reject the existence of climate change in the broader

community, and that people with high false consensus bias are less likely to

change their opinions.

• Jachimowicz et al. (2018) showed that second-order normative beliefs pre-

dicted energy savings, their effect being stronger compared to first-order

beliefs. They underscored the importance of the implications deriving from

this finding for policymakers.

• Jost (2018) found that citizens in the US and China systematically underes-

timate popular support for taking action to curb climate change.
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• Mildenberger and Tingley (2019) demonstrated that the mass public, polit-

ical elites and intellectual elites have second-order beliefs characterized by

egocentric bias and underestimate pro-climate positions.

• Schuldt et al. (2019) found that second-order environmental beliefs signif-

icantly predict policy support for energy conversion policies, especially for

fellow countrymen (Chinese) reference group.

• Sparkman et al. (2022) estimated that 80–90% of Americans understate the

prevalence of support for major climate change mitigation policies and cli-

mate concern.

• Wyss et al. (2023) showed that beliefs about others’ behavior in a common-

resource dilemma in which a negative environmental externality is triggered

depending on the group’s collective decision-making strongly predict people’s

choices.

Moreover, second-order beliefs have been studied in the political science liter-

ature, both looking at the dyadic relationship between elite politicians (or their

senior staff members) and constituencies, and among ordinary citizens:

• Todorov and Mandisodza (2004) showed that Americans overestimate public

support for unilateral foreign policies

• Ahler (2014) and Levendusky and Malhotra (2016) provided evidence that

Americans perceive more political polarization among voters than it actually

exists.

• Ahler (2014) documented the existence of systematic biases in the way Amer-

icans perceive the composition of major political parties. For instance, in-

terviewees thought that 32% of Democrats belong to the LGBT community
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(vs. 6% in reality) and 38% of Republicans earn over 250,000 dollars per

year (vs. 2% in reality).

• Hertel-Fernandez et al. (2019) showed that senior legislative staff members

exhibit conservative bias in the way they perceive preferences in their Mem-

bers’ constituents. Egocentric bias and interest group contact appear to be

the mechanisms

• Broockman and Skovron (2018) found that politicians perceive public opinion

as more conservative than it actually is in the US.

• Pilet et al. (2024) confirmed the findings by Broockman and Skovron in

Belgium, Canada, Germany and Switzerland.

• Pereira (2021) and Sevenans et al. (2023) showed that politicians tend to

project their own preferences on voters, hence demonstrating the existence

of a form of egocentric bias in the way they perceive public opinion

• Carlson and Hill (2022) provided experimental evidence that American cit-

izens have only small biases in perceptions about the 2016 vote choice of

others (on average, less than 5 percentage points)

Finally, second-order beliefs have been considered for the study of:

• gender bias: Dustan et al. (2022) found that, while men and women do not

exhibit differences in their perception on whether men outscore women in

mathematics tests, differences exist in second order beliefs);

• financial investment behavior: Egan et al. (2014) showed that investors’

beliefs about the return expectations of other investors influence

• health-related issues:
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– Rabinowitz et al. (2016) examined beliefs about vaccination and showed

that conservatives overestimated the proportion of like-minded others

who agreed; with them, liberals underestimated the proportion of others

who agreed with them

– Prentice and Miller (1993) found that college students collectively mis-

perceive that drinking is more common and desirable among their fellow

students than is actually the case;

– Prinstein and Wang (2005) provided evidence that second-order beliefs

about peers’ engagement in deviant and health-risk behaviors influence

adolescents’ behaviors;

– Sherman et al. (1983) found evidence of false consensus effect in esti-

mates of smoking prevalence by adolescents. The hypothesized mecha-

nisms that found support in the data were selective exposure and mo-

tivational explanations;

– Suls et al. (1988) showed that people who behave in undesirable ways

will tend to overestimate the actual number of others who behave sim-

ilarly. In contrast, people who behave in desirable ways will underes-

timate the actual number of people who behave like themselves (false

uniqueness).
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Chapter 2

Medication Abortion in Italy:

Unraveling Access, Inequality,

and Institutional Determinants

This article is co-authored with Marzia Loghi (Italian National Institute of Statis-

tics), Letizia Mencarini (Bocconi University), and Paola Profeta (Bocconi Univer-

sity).

Abstract

The introduction of medication abortion has reshaped access to induced abor-

tion in Italy, becoming the most widely used method by 2022. Yet, regional

disparities in access persist. This study investigates four key questions: i) how

individual and contextual factors influence medication abortion uptake, ii) the as-

sociation between medication abortion, waiting times, and abortion-seeking out-

of-region mobility, iii) the impact of Covid-19-related measures on uptake, and
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iv) whether the diffusion of medication abortion has affected the prevalence of

conscientious objection among healthcare providers. We use the official database

of abortion certificates collected through the Italian healthcare system between

2010 and 2022 (more than 900,000 observations). Results show that individual

characteristics and healthcare facility-level factors are more predictive of medi-

cation abortion uptake than regional-level, systemic characteristics. Particularly,

women with higher education and employed have significantly higher odds of re-

ceiving medication abortion, with these disparities widening over time. Medication

abortion is also consistently associated with shorter waiting times, though no cor-

relation with abortion-seeking out-of-region mobility. Covid-19-related regulatory

changes prompted a clear increase in medication abortion uptake and, to a lesser

extent, a decrease in waiting times, but had negligible effects on abortion-related

mobility. Finally, even if the correlation is clearly negative, we do not find strong

evidence that the growing diffusion of medication abortion is the driver of the

decline in conscientious objection.

Introduction

Induced abortion is a medical practice that lies at the intersection of public

health, human rights, reproductive justice, and the principle of bodily autonomy.

Due to its unique nature, it remains a highly contentious issue for policymakers.

While most mature democracies guarantee at least some level of access to this

procedure, signs of backsliding exist.

Access to induced abortion arguably depends on the method used to imple-

ment the procedure. A medication abortion (also known as ”medication abortion”

or ”pill abortion”) is a non-surgical method of ending an early pregnancy using

prescription medications. The process involves taking the first medication, usu-
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ally mifepristone, to block a pregnancy-supporting hormone, followed by a second

medication, usually misoprostol, which induces uterine contractions to expel the

pregnancy tissue1.

Medication abortion enables the possibility of at-home self-administration through

tele-medicine, potentially expanding access while maintaining safety standards

comparable to in-clinic procedures (Wainwright et al., 2016; Gambir et al., 2020;

Grossman and Grindlay, 2017; Endler et al., 2019; Ngo et al., 2011). This ap-

proach has shown promise in reducing abortion-related morbidity and mortality

associated with unsafe invasive methods, particularly in settings where induced

abortion is illegal under most circumstances (Dzuba et al., 2013; Berer, 2005; Jelin-

ska and Yanow, 2018). Previous studies on acceptability and pregnant women’s

reported outcomes found that pregnant women often prefer medication abortion

over surgical methods as it avoids the use of anesthesia, is perceived as safer and

more natural, and provides greater bodily autonomy (Honkanen and von Hertzen,

2002; Berer, 2005; Ho, 2006; Berer and Hoggart, 2018; Lafaurie et al., 2005) As of

2023, 96 countries have approved mifepristone for abortion, reflecting broad global

availability in principle. In high-income countries, medication abortions account

for at least half of all abortions, with steady increases over time. Medication abor-

tion is the most frequently used technique also in many European countries: for

instance, Finland, Sweden, and Norway report roughly 90–96% of abortions as

medication abortions (Guttmacher Institute, 2023); in England and Wales, 87%.

As for North America, medication abortion accounted for 63% of all U.S. abortions

in 2023. In Asia, India stands out for its high reliance on medication abortion.

1The World Health Organization recommends the use of letrozole as a possible alternative to
mifepristone during the first 90 days of gestation. The use of sulprostone is no longer recom-
mended and should be restricted to selected cases under strict monitoring in a hospital setting
(e.g., Italian Society of Gynecology and Obstetrics (SIGO) (2024), p. 10). Other alternatives
to mifepristone are misoprostol alone (Raymond et al., 2019) and methotrexate combined with
misoprostol (Hausknecht, 1995).
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Shocks such as the outbreak of the Covid-19 pandemic, which compelled hospi-

tals and healthcare facilities to rapidly adapt their organizational models, have

influenced abortion practices, leading to an increased availability of medication

abortion. For instance, as a reaction of the challenges imposed by the Covid-19

pandemic, France increased gestational age limits and introduced tele-medicine

services for medication abortion (Gibelin et al., 2021).

Despite the abundance of evidence on safety, effectiveness and acceptability of

medication abortion, the literature documents country-level experiences of lags in

its introduction in clinical practice or vetoes due to political and cultural reasons.

From a social perspective, medication abortion advocates have stressed its po-

tential to reduce violence associated with abortion provision, and reshape the

cultural meaning of abortion, particularly in contexts where society is divided on

the issue and abortion services are highly politicized (Joffe, 2000). Nevertheless,

the literature has documented country-level experiences where the introduction

of medication abortion was deliberately obstructed and delayed for political and

ideological reasons (e.g., for Australia Baird (2015)).

Most of the literature on medication abortion tends to focus on clinical effec-

tiveness, safety and acceptability of the procedure. Less is known about societal

and organizational dynamics related to its provision. Country-level analyses are

usually based on critical content analysis of documental sources and qualitative or

mixed-methods studies featuring limited sample sizes.

Italy offers an arguably interesting setting to deepen the analysis on medication

abortion uptake for a number of reasons. From a cultural and social standpoint,

provision of abortion services has historically been a contentious and politicized

topic (e.g., Caruso (2020)). Furthermore, while the law ensures access to first-

trimester abortion under various conditions, healthcare providers are permitted

to refuse to perform the procedure due to conscientious objection. Although con-
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scientious objection in abortion services is not exclusive to Italy, its prevalence is

among the highest in Europe. According to the most recent data, in 2022 60.7%

of Italian gynecologists exercised conscientious objection, though decreasing from

the peak of 71% in 2016. These features make the Italian system liberal de jure

but resulting in limited access de facto (Pullan and Gannon, 2024). Indeed, it has

been documented that the large prevalence of objecting gynecologists in Italy has

historically impacted access to induced abortion, with evidence showing that the

prevalence of conscientious objection has led to longer waiting times and increas-

ing out-of-region mobility for pregnant women seeking induced abortion (Autorino

et al., 2020; Bo et al., 2015).

Medication abortion was introduced in the Italian clinical practice in 2005,

following practices already in place in other developed countries, but received

official marketing authorization only in 2009. Its uptake was initially slow and

characterized by regional heterogeneity. However, the 2020 Covid-19 pandemic

prompted changes in the regulation of medication abortion to enhance its use,

mostly due to the necessity to contain the spread of the infection, pressure from

scientific organizations, and the increase in requests from users, becoming the most

used technique in 2022 (50.7% of total induced abortions).

Official data availability allows for an in-depth analysis of social and organiza-

tional aspects. The Italian National Institute of Statistics records every induced

abortion procedure performed in the country, together with detailed information on

pregnant woman’s characteristics and technical details of the intervention. More-

over, the Italian Ministry of Health releases every year regional-level aggregated

figures on characteristics of the induced abortion procedures implemented, preva-

lence of conscientious objection and supply characteristics (e.g., availability of

public family planning services).

Drawing on microlevel data sourced from the official database containing all

105



induced abortion certificates that were mandatorily collected through the Italian

healthcare system between 20102 and 2022 (N = 907,129) and regional-level ag-

gregate data on induced abortion and conscientious objection, this study explores

the evolution of medication abortion uptake within the Italian healthcare system,

focusing on societal and organizational dynamics associated with its adoption and

diffusion.

In this article, we aim at investigating a set of research questions related to

societal, technological and organizational dynamics linked to the diffusion of med-

ication abortion in Italy. At the individual level, we explore the role of demand-side

and supply-side characteristics on medication abortion uptake, and its association

with waiting times and abortion-seeking out-of-region mobility, controlling for eco-

nomic, demographic and cultural characteristics of regions, demographic charac-

teristics of pregnant women, and aspects related to the procedure (e.g., whether it

was performed in a public or in an accredited and authorized private facility [from

here on, private clinic or private provider ], which type of healthcare professional

issued the abortion certificate). We therefore first examine the demographic and

organizational factors that influence medication abortion uptake. Particularly, we

ask whether individual, demand-side characteristics or contextual, supply-side fac-

tors better explain variability in medication abortion adoption. Second, we assess

the influence of medication abortion uptake on waiting times and out-of-region

mobility. Third, we analyze the impact of Covid-19 pandemic-related confinement

measures on the diffusion of medication abortion and how it compares to standard

measures of access such as waiting times and out-of-region mobility. Finally, us-

ing regional-level aggregated data, we ask whether there exists a significant and

consistent correlation between the uptake of medication abortion and prevalence
2Although medication abortion was introduced into clinical practice in 2005, data on medi-

cation abortions have only been systematically collected since 2010. This delay was due to the
fact that the formal marketing authorization of mifepristone in 2009, which marked the official
regulatory recognition necessary for reliable data reporting.
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of conscientious objection, controlling for regional characteristics and time trends.

Medication Abortion in the Italian Context

Medication abortion has become the predominant method in many countries,

though national trajectories vary significantly. While uptake has been rapid in

contexts like the U.K. and the Scandinavian countries, other settings, including

Canada and Japan, have seen slower diffusion due to delayed approval or structural

barriers. In Latin America misoprostol has become widely used outside formal

healthcare systems, often in response to restrictive abortion laws3 .

Induced abortion in Italy is free of charge and allowed in the first trimester

if childbearing is expected to harm physical or mental health, economic, social or

familial state, based on Law 194 of 1978. Beyond the first trimester, induced abor-

tion is permitted only in cases of fetal abnormalities or when the pregnant woman’s

physical health is at risk. Those seeking an abortion must first consult either with

their primary physician, a healthcare provider at a family planning clinic, or an-

other medical facility. The provider is responsible for conducting the necessary

medical assessments and evaluating the grounds for the request. After discussing

possible alternatives with the pregnant woman, the provider issues a certificate

confirming the pregnancy and authorizing its termination. A mandatory seven-

day waiting period follows—except in urgent cases—before the procedure can take

place at any accredited healthcare facility. These regulations apply uniformly

across all Italian regions, allowing pregnant women to undergo the procedure any-

where in the country, regardless of where the certification was issued. Law 194 of

1978 grants healthcare professionals the right to refuse participation in procedures

specifically intended to terminate a pregnancy, citing conscientious objection. To
3A comprehensive review of medication, institutional, and socio-political dynamics on medi-

cation abortion worldwide is available in the Supplementary Materials.
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be exempt from performing abortions, practitioners must formally submit their

objection to the local healthcare authority and the director of their facility. The

law also requires regional authorities to ensure sufficient access to abortion ser-

vices, which may involve deploying staff from other locations if needed. Unlike

in other countries, such as England, Norway, and Portugal, Italian objectors are

not obligated to refer pregnant women to non-objecting providers. However, they

are prohibited from engaging in discriminatory practices or obstructing access to

information that would enable pregnant women to seek alternative services.

The prevalence of conscientious objection is often linked to conservative reli-

gious beliefs. Indeed, there is some correlation at the regional level between the

percentage of objectors and religious regular attendance, but the prevalence of

objection appears disproportionately high, considering that in 2022 (ISTAT data)

less than 19% of Italians reported attending religious services weekly or more,

while about 31% said they never attend except perhaps for weddings and funer-

als. While religion appears to play a role, evidence—including qualitative studies

based on in-depth interviews with practitioners—suggests that career incentives

may also influence the decision to become a conscientious objector. Due to the

high proportion of objecting gynecologists, non-objectors frequently bear the bulk

of abortion procedures, whereas more complex medical cases tend to be handled

by objectors. As a result, objecting practitioners may have greater opportunities

for career advancement (Minerva, 2015).

The significant prevalence of objecting gynecologists in Italy has historically

notably impacted access to induced abortion. Particularly, the high concentra-

tion of objecting practitioners in Southern, lower-income regions (compared to the

North) has created abortion deserts, resulting in territorial discrimination. Empir-

ical studies have confirmed that the prevalence of conscientious objection has led

to longer waiting times and increasing out-of-region mobility for women seeking
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induced abortion (Autorino et al., 2020; Bo et al., 2015).

Medication abortion was introduced in the Italian clinical practice in 2005, fol-

lowing practices already in place in other developed countries and as recommended

by the World Health Organization guidelines. However, until 2009, mifepristone

was not available on the market in Italy, and it was therefore necessary to pur-

chase it from abroad through healthcare facilities, creating major difficulties in its

distribution. The process for authorizing the commercialization of mifepristone in

Italy was completed at the end of July 2009, when the Italian Medicines Agency

Board of Directors expressed a favorable opinion on its use up to forty-nine days,

requiring hospitalization until expulsion.

The uptake of medication abortion in clinical practice was initially slow and

displayed major heterogeneity across regions, starting predominantly in the North

(Liguria, Piedmont, and Emilia Romagna) and gradually extending to Central and

Southern regions. However, the Covid-19 pandemic prompted regulatory changes

to facilitate the use of medication abortion. These changes were driven by the

need to contain the spread of the virus, pressure from scientific organizations,

and a surge in user demand, also through web platforms (e.g., Women on Web

(Aiken et al., 2021)). Indeed, in August 2020 the use of medication abortion was

officially extended up to 9 weeks of gestation, the requirement to hospitalize the

pregnant woman until expulsion was removed, and medication abortion could be

administered in a Day Hospital or at adequately equipped outpatient facilities that

are functionally connected to a hospital and authorized by the regions, as well as

at family planning clinics (AIFA, 2020; Montanari Vergallo et al., 2021). Conse-

quently, in 2021 medication abortion became the most frequently used technique

for induced abortion in Italy, followed by vacuum aspiration (42.7% of cases), and

8% of procedures were still performed by curettage, nevertheless reaching 24.9% in

Sardinia and 14.2% in Abruzzo (Italian Ministry of Health, 2023). Updated data
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confirm that medication abortion was the most frequently used technique also in

2022, reaching a prevalence of 50.7% of cases (Italian Ministry of Health, 2024)

(Figure 2.1).

Figure 2.1: Evolution of the share of medication abortions performed in Italian
regions from 2010 (top left) to 2022 (bottom).

2010

2019 2020 2021

2022

Note: The color scheme identifies four levels: <15% (lightest), 15%–30%, 30%–45%, 45%–60%,

>60% (darkest). Source: Italian Ministry of Health reports for 2010–2022.

Together with the diffusion of medication abortion (Figure 2.2), two other ma-

jor trends have characterized the dynamics of induced abortion in Italy in the last

decade. One is the constant decline in induced abortion rate (measured as the

number of induced abortions per 1,000 women in childbearing age) - with the ex-

ception of a rebound in 2022 - as shown in Figure 2.3 (Italian Ministry of Health,

2024). The drop in 2020, probably related to the reduction in interpersonal con-

tacts due to the epidemic confinement measures, represents the largest one since
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