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Abstract

Can sharing personal experiences with abortion change public attitudes about this issue!? Using a preference-incorporating
choice and assignment design, we find that personal narrative accounts reach a broader audience and are more persuasive than
appeals conveying the same factual information in a more general manner. These effects, however, are concentrated among
women who would likely avoid hearing such personal accounts if given the choice, while men’s attitudes appear largely
unmoved. Understanding public opinion change on abortion and other morally divisive political issues requires advocates and
scholars to account for the extent of public outreach along with the content of the message. Our work provides new evidence

to understand how advocacy can best function on social media platforms where choice is prevalent and powerful.
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Introduction

Following the Supreme Court’s decision in Dobbs v. Jackson
Women s Health Organization (2022), the future of abortion
in the U.S. has never been less clear or more contested. In
2023 alone, over 700 bills were introduced in state legisla-
tures that aimed, in roughly equal proportions, to either re-
strict or protect access to abortion (Baden & Driver, 2023). In
response to abortion’s uncertain legal future, individuals and
organizations frequently shared people’s personal experi-
ences with abortion care, hoping to mobilize public support to
their side." The presence of organized interest groups in this
space indicates that the stories were not just an artifact of
frustrated citizens turning to social media to vent, but part of a
concerted effort at persuasion of citizens and elites alike. This
poses an empirical question: Are personal stories more ef-
fective than general facts and statistics at changing the
public’s opinion on abortion?

We offer new insights into how personal experiences shape
political debates around abortion. We argue that the impact of
these appeals depends not just on how these messages are
received, but who they actually reach. In the online spaces
where so many of these stories and views are shared, readers
get to choose what to engage with. Yet, most survey ex-
periments do not distinguish the related but separate dy-
namics of reception and response. Using parallel binary
choice preference-incorporating choice and assignment
(PICA) designs in which some subjects can choose to receive
or avoid a treatment (Gaines & Kuklinski, 2011; Knox et al.,

2019), we find that personal narratives about abortion reach a
broader audience to a greater effect than arguments presenting
similar information in the form of more general facts about
the issue. The effect of these personal experiences, however,
is most evident among the people least likely to encounter
them. Women who might otherwise avoid these personal
narratives appear particularly persuaded when they encounter
them, while men’s attitudes on abortion remain unchanged.
Our results support activists’ longstanding reliance on per-
sonal narratives as tools for changing opinions, while clari-
fying new challenges for them — namely, convincing unlikely
readers to encounter the stories.

Motivation

We begin by briefly summarizing the theoretical frameworks
and empirical results that motivate our study. In short, we
argue that citizens understand politics through the lens of
personal experience. As such, political appeals based on
personal experiences are often more persuasive than more
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general or thematic arguments that rely on facts and statistics.
Yet, attitudes about abortion appear particularly resistant to
change. Changing minds on abortion depends not just on the
content of a message, but on who chooses to hear it.

Politics is Personal

The Dobbs decision set off a renewed wave of sharing
personal narratives of experiences with abortion care, though
the tactic hardly originated there. “The personal is political”
was a rallying cry of second-wave feminists, referring both to
the content of their demands (securing political recognition
for issues like abortion that were seen as personal and thus
oft-limits) and their strategy of relying on personal narratives
to draw listeners in, personalize the issue, and change minds
(Hansich, 1970; Rogan & Budgeon, 2018).

Feminist scholars have long highlighted the importance of
sharing personal perspectives as part of political action, and
political scientists have increasingly recognized the way
personal experiences shape political behavior. Notably,
research on policy feedback documents numerous ways in
which the character of citizens’ direct experiences with
government in turn shapes their attitudes about and en-
gagement with politics (Campbell, 2012; Lerman & McCabe,
2017; Lerman & Weaver, 2014; Weaver et al., 2019). Personal
experiences also pervade conversations about politics
(Cramer Walsh, 2004) and are a key feature of deliberative
democratic systems (Mansbridge, 1993). These narratives
give their audience an accessible entry point into learning
about perspectives they may never have considered (Young,
quoted in Cramer (2007, p. 144)). In political conversations,
even among highly informed citizens, personal experiences
are often given greater deference than facts (Cramer &
Benjamin, 2017, p. 756).

In a number of studies, Broockman and Kalla show that
incorporating narrative strategies into canvassing efforts can
be an effective tool for persuasion and prejudice reduction
(Broockman & Kalla, 2016; Kalla & Broockman, 2020,
2023). And while more thematic framing can encourage
citizens to focus on societal problems rather than individual
failings (Iyengar, 1994), Gross (2008, p. 184) argues that
“episodic frames can actually increase persuasion if the in-
dividual’s story is compelling enough to generate intense
emotional reactions from a significant portion of the
audience.”

Research in social psychology draws similar conclusions,
suggesting that personal experiences may be more persuasive,
in part, because they are presented in narrative formats, which
people find more engaging and easier to understand
(Bilandzic and Busselle, 2013; Boswell, 2013; Langellier,
1989; Wojcieszak & Kim, 2016). For example, Kubin et al.
(2021, p. 6) find that personal experiences can help bridge the
divide in moral disagreements, noting that in political debates
“facts themselves are subject to doubt” while “personal

experiences seem true even among opponents who disagree
with the views supported by those experiences.”

Changing Attitudes on Abortion is Difficult

Abortion is an “easy issue” in the sense used by Carmines and
Stimson (1980): it is not hard for people to develop strong
beliefs. Citizens have no shortage of values, identities, dis-
positions, and heuristics to help them form opinions on
abortion (Jelen & Wilcox, 2003). Partisan differences make
abortion attitudes appear relatively stable over time
(Mohamed et al., 2022). People, it seems, are more likely to
change their vote choice (Arceneaux, 2008) or partisanship
(Carsey & Layman, 2006) than change their position on
abortion. However, aggregate stability does not preclude
individual change. Questions about abortion often involve
conflicting values (Alvarez & Brehm, 1995) and most people
hold views on the issue that are neither purely pro-choice or
pro-life (Cook et al., 2019).

Many observational studies speak to the potential power of
personal experience to change attitudes on abortion. Cockrill
and Biggs (2018) find that reading a novel that included
stories about pregnancy and abortion encouraged women to
share their experiences with these topics. This, in turn, led to
lower levels of personal and social stigma around abortion.
Kubin et al. (2021) find that the comments on YouTube videos
that discuss abortion from a personal perspective are sig-
nificantly more positive than those on videos focused on
general facts and statistics about the issue.

The results from recent experimental designs are more
mixed. Sackeim et al. (2020) find that randomly assigning
some women having abortions at Planned Parenthood to
watch videos of other women sharing their experiences
with abortion had no effect on measures of individual
stigma associated with abortion. Applying principles of
“deep canvassing” that yielded durable reductions in
transphobia (Broockman & Kalla, 2016) to the topic of
abortion, Broockman et al. (2017) find that having can-
vassers share personal experiences related to abortion had
no effect on voters’ preferences and attitudes on the issue.
In a subsequent study, Kalla, Levine and Broockman
(2022) find that when canvassers tailored their appeals
to reflect the moral values of the individual voters, the
intervention yielded increased interest in taking action on
the issue, as well as some changes in people’s policy
preferences.

Importantly, these conflicting conclusions about the ef-
fectiveness of personal narratives all come from experimental
designs that more or less force respondents to engage with the
treatment. Few activist organizations, however, can afford to
launch the large-scale, in-person canvassing campaigns of the
kind studied by Broockman, Kalla, and colleagues. Instead,
organizations with limited financial resources or volunteer
networks often resort to informational campaigns that are less
targeted, less personal, and less time-intensive. These might
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include print advertisements, television commercials, social
media posts, or even awareness campaigns covered and
promoted by journalists. While the reach of these kinds of
campaigns is theoretically broad, their impact depends on
citizens choosing to engage with them.

Persuasion Involves Choices

The experimental work reviewed above speaks to the po-
tential of personal experiences to shape political attitudes
about abortion, but suggests that the effects of such narratives
are likely to be contingent on a number of factors. In this
paper, we emphasize an often overlooked aspect of this
process: the question of who actually encounters information
and arguments about abortion.

Consider Zaller’s (1992) oft-cited Receive-Accept-Sample
model of opinion formation. Reception comes at the start of
the model, and yet the dynamics of choice and self-selection
are absent, implicit, or ignored in many studies of per-
suasion. When reception is determined by researchers
randomly assigning informational treatments or canvassing
conditions, messages reach audiences they otherwise might
not. In our everyday lives, however, the information we
receive is constrained by a number of choices. We decide
which links and articles to click on in our social media
feeds. We decide when and how to contribute to the
conversation.

The information available in real-world contexts is a result
of all these choices. Women who shared their personal stories
about abortion publicly reported experiencing both support
and harassment (Woodruff et al., 2020). The generally pos-
itive tone found by Kubin et al. (2021) in the comments of
YouTube videos sharing personal experiences with abortion
reflects the opinions of viewers who chose to watch and
comment on these videos. The tenor of their views would
almost certainly differ in an experiment where a randomly
assigned sample of respondents was asked to watch and
comment on videos they might not otherwise see. More
broadly, a message’s likely audience will respond differently
from those who encounter this information inadvertently or
unavoidably. A message may seem to strengthen support for
a position if it reinforces the views of those who seek it out.
Or the message may appear to have no effect if its target
audience has already internalized its argument. Individuals
who encounter a message inadvertently or unwillingly may
counter-argue its claims or possibly be persuaded by the new
perspectives it provides.

The average treatment effect (ATE) of “forced exposure”
experimental designs cannot capture these complex dy-
namics, as it is a weighted average of a message’s effects
among likely and unlikely audiences (Gaines & Kuklinski,
2011). When the responses of these groups diverge, the ATE
may be null, while the real-world impact of a message on the
audience it actually reaches may be large. Understanding
persuasion, then, requires us to consider both citizens’

reception of and response to different persuasive appeals.
This weakness of forced exposure designs is all the more
critical when considering modern social media environments
where a substantial amount of political information is shared
and discussed. These platforms can have tightly defined
communities in which it is rare to encounter ideologically
novel arguments. To understand the effects a piece of in-
formation may have at the population level, we have to
understand how many people would encounter it, either by
choice or chance.

When we consume information on sites like Facebook,
Twitter/X, or Reddit, an opaque and proprietary algorithm
influences what posts we see based on predictions about how
we will respond to such information (Forestal, 2021; Settle,
2018). Research on selective exposure suggests individuals
may seek out information that matches their prior beliefs
(Messing & Westwood, 2014; Stroud, 2010), a process likely
amplified by social media’s recommender algorithms. The
effects of breaking through this process to expose people to
new information are not clear, and cannot be made clear by
forced exposure studies alone. Studies of motivated reasoning
find that exposure to conflicting views can lead to attitude
polarization (Bail et al., 2018; Wojcieszak, 2011), although
the frequency and strength of such backlash effects has been
questioned (Casas et al., 2022; Guess & Coppock, 2020). In
the following section, we describe how our design incor-
porates the element of choice, which is so crucial in the social
media age.

Design

In this section, we describe how binary choice preference-
incorporating choice and assignment (PICA) designs (Gaines
& Kuklinski, 2011; Knox et al., 2019) can be used to study both
the reach and impact of persuasive appeals about abortion. We
begin by summarizing the expectations derived from the
preceding section. Next, we outline our experimental design.
Finally, we summarize our data and estimation strategies.

Expectations

Our theoretical framework leads to the following expecta-
tions, which we pre-registered prior to the receipt of our
data.” First, we expect that, when given the choice, people
will be more likely to read someone’s personal experiences
with abortion compared to people given the choice to hear
other people’s general opinions on the topic (H1). Second,
we expect that a personal narrative will be more effective at
changing abortion attitudes than a more generalized appeal
(H2). Finally, we expect that the effect of treatment will vary
with the likelihood of encountering it (H3). Specifically, we
expect that the personal narrative will increase support for
abortion among both its likely and unlikely audiences
(H3a), while the general appeal will persuade its likely
audience, but may induce backlash among those who would
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Figure |. Experimental Design and Estimands

Note. Figure | presents the stages of our design (top panel |a) and the corresponding ATEs and ACTEs (bottom panel Ib). In both panels,
dashed lines indicate the personal narrative treatment and dotted lines indicate the general argument treatment. The pure control group is
shared across these treatments and so has both outlines. Boxes with sharp corners indicate the treatment received, while rounded corners
indicate the choice of treatment offered. Panel |b presents simplified equations showing how the ATEs and ACTEs were calculated for
the personal narrative and general argument treatments, respectively. The boxes around the quantities in the equations correspond to
boxes in panel la.
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rather avoid hearing another person’s opinions about
abortion (H3b).

Experimental Design

PICA designs are especially valuable for questions like ours
that involve information typically disseminated in media
environments in which people would ordinarily have dis-
cretion over whether or not to read a story (De Benedictis-
Kessner et al., 2019). The top panel of Figure 1 describes the
main features of our experimental design. First, subjects were
randomly assigned to either the forced exposure (D = forced)
or choice (D = choice) arm of the experiment. Subjects in the
forced exposure arm were randomly assigned to one of our
two treatment conditions, in which they encountered a per-
sonal narrative (7 = personal) or a general argument (7 =
general). These two treatment conditions share a common
pure control condition (7" = control) of respondents assigned
to receive no vignette. Subjects in the choice arm of the study
were randomly assigned to one of two binary choice con-
ditions. Half of the subjects in this arm were given the choice
to read a personal story (C = personal), while the remaining
half were given the choice to read a general argument about
abortion (C = general). Specifically, those in the personal
narrative condition were asked if they wanted “to read an
account of someone’s personal experiences with this topic.”
Respondents in the general argument condition were asked if
they wanted “to read an account of what other people are
saying about this topic.” Respondents who opted to read the
account they were offered were then shown the same vi-
gnettes as those in the corresponding forced exposure arm of
the experiment. Those who declined to read the account
proceeded to the outcome measures without seeing a vignette.

Our design allows us to identify several causal quantities
of interest summarized in the bottom panel of Figure 1. First,
random assignment of treatment in the forced exposure branch

Average: Given Choice

estimate the proportions of respondents who would choose to
encounter these messages and test our expectation that personal
narratives will reach a broader audience than more generalized
appeals about abortion. Third, as Gaines and Kuklinski (2011)
show, these proportions combined with the responses of those
who chose to receive (a) or avoid (1 — a) the treatment, allow
us to decompose the ATE of a particular message about
abortion into the average choice-specific treatment effects
(ACTEs) which describe a treatment’s distinct effects among
its likely and unlikely audiences.*

As illustrated in Figure 1, our design effectively embeds
two binary-choice PICAs that share a common control group
within the forced exposure arm. By giving respondents only
the choice of whether to receive a given treatment or avoid it,
this design allows us to obtain point-identified ACTEs for
both the personal narrative and general argument treatments
on their respective likely and unlikely audiences — without
having to solicit respondents’ pre-treatment preferences about
these arguments, which may be difficult to measure realis-
tically without inducing demand effects. Our design does not
allow us to estimate the ACTEs for people facing a choice of
personal narratives, general arguments or no further infor-
mation, which is a separate, distinct estimand. However, we
believe that a binary choice to engage with or avoid a given
argument better reflects how citizens generally encounter
persuasive content in everyday life (e.g., “Do I read this post
or not?”), as well as how activists strategically decide what to
say and who should say it (e.g., “How should we make our
argument?” or “Who should deliver our message?”).

These average choice-specific treatment effects (ACTEs)
reflect the effect of a particular vignette about abortion among
those who would choose to read it (the likely audience) or
those who would choose to avoid it (the unlikely audience)
(Knox et al., 2019). For example, as Gaines and Kuklinski
(2011) show the ACTEj ., for those willing to read a per-
sonal narrative is calculated as follows:

Average: Assigned Control

ACT. ELikely =

E[Y|D = Choice, C = Personal] — E[Y|D = Forced, T = Control]

a

Proportion Choosing to Read Personal Narrative

of the study allows us to estimate the average treatment effects
(ATESs) of the personal narratives and general arguments about
abortion as one would in a standard experiment. Second,
random assignment to the choice condition allows us to

Average: Assigned Personal

Specifically, by taking the average of the responses of all
those offered a choice to read about another person’s personal
experiences with abortion, subtracting off the average re-
sponses of those assigned to the control condition in the forced

Average: Given Choice

ACTE ey =

E[Y|D = Forced, T = Personal] — E[Y|D = Choice, C = Personal]

(1-0a)

N ——

Proportion Avoiding Personal Narrative
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exposure branch of the study, and dividing by the proportion of
respondents who chose to receive the treatment, we obtain the
ACTE among those willing to receive the treatment. Similarly,
we can estimate the treatment’s effect on those likely to avoid it
(ACTEyyiiker) as follows:

Finally, we can estimate similar ACTEs for the general
argument condition.

No design can perfectly simulate every aspect of the in-
formational choices people make in their everyday lives. Our
design focuses specifically on how peoples’ expectations

about what they will read — someone’s personal experiences
with abortion versus their general views on this topic — in-
fluences their decision to encounter this information. This
simple explicit choice based on limited information is de-
signed to mirror the kinds of implicit decisions people rou-
tinely make, particularly in online spaces. Making these
implicit choices explicit is a necessary limitation of the de-
sign. Our goal with this design is to demonstrate the con-
sequences of everyday decisions rather than exactly recreate
any one specific scenario.

old.

(a) Personal narrative

| want people to understand what it is like for a woman getting an
abortion. | was 27 years old and already had a 2 and a half year

My husband and | were overjoyed to be expecting again. At a
routine 20-week ultrasound, we learned that the baby had a serious

heart defect. Our baby would not live more than a few hours, and would be in terrible
pain. We decided to spare him that pain, and terminated the pregnancy at 22 weeks.
In some states, it would have been too late for me to make that decision.

| am grateful that | was able to make the choice that was right for me and my family.

(b) General argument

| want people to understand what it is like for a woman getting
an abortion.

More than half of all abortion patients are in their twenties, and |

have given birth at least once before.

The patient and her partner are probably looking forward to

having more children. Then, at a routine 20-week ultrasound, they learn that the
baby has a heart defect. Their baby will not live more than a few hours, and will
be in terrible pain. They decide to spare the baby that pain, and terminate the
pregnancy at 22 weeks. In some states, 22 weeks is already too late to make that
decision.

Every woman should be able to make the choice that is right for her and her

family.

Figure 2. Treatment Vignettes, (a) Personal Narrative, (b) General Argument
Note. Figure 2 shows the two treatments as they appeared to respondents within the survey experiment.
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Treatments. Figure 2 presents the text and images associated
with the personal narrative and general argument. Our
treatments were inspired by a personal story of abortion
care shared on Planned Parenthood’s website.” Planned
Parenthood intentionally features stories that encompass a
wide variety of situational contexts for patients seeking
abortion care. Our choice of this particular story is not meant
to convey anything about the average or typical abortion
patient; in fact, the opposite. We chose this highly specific,
personalized story to emphasize the fact that personal nar-
ratives are impactful because they are distinct.

‘We adapted the story slightly to create two version. One retains
the first-person perspective of the original, which we refer to as the
personal narrative treatment. The general argument shifts the
perspective to the third person. It includes the same facts, but
presents them as truths about patients seeking abortion care, rather
than as a particular woman’s experience. The differences between
the two vignettes are similar to the distinctions made in past work
between episodic and thematic frames (Gross, 2008; Iyengar,
1994), with the personal vignette sharing characteristics with the
kinds of “perspective-getting” narrative strategies Kalla &
Broockman (2023) find effectively reduce prejudice.

Each appeal was accompanied by the same image of a
person we expect respondents to code as a white, cis-gender
woman. We hold this image constant because the difference in
the stories that we want to measure is the difference in
perspective. Is this woman speaking as an informed expert, or
as a patient? She could be either; it is the framing of her words
that makes this distinction.

Data

We conducted our study as part of a larger survey of
1,500 respondents fielded by Qualtrics from March 15-17,
2023 using quota-based sampling to obtain a sample com-
parable to Census estimates of age, gender, household in-
come, race, and education in the U.S.°

Pre-treatment Variables. Before exposure to treatment, respon-
dents provided demographic information including: gender
identity, racial identity, level of education, houschold income,
liberal/conservative ideology, and partisanship.” Next we asked
respondents if they thought abortion should be legal in six sce-
narios of varying restrictiveness used by Kalla, Levine and
Broockman (2022): if a woman has been pregnant for
6 weeks, has been pregnant for 12 weeks, was not using birth
control, has a partner who disagrees with her decision, has already
had an abortion before, or wants an abortion for any reason.
Respondents then described their level of knowledge about
abortion, how important the issue was to them, and the degree to
which things like personal experience or the media influenced
their opinions on abortion. Finally, respondents could elaborate
on their answers and provide additional thoughts on the topic
through an open-response question.® Before proceeding to the
experimental portion of the study, respondents then completed a

module for a separate study on the topic of national security
decision-making in an attempt to limit potential demand effects
(Mummolo & Peterson, 2019).

Outcomes. We adapted the outcomes used by Kalla, Levine and
Broockman (2022) to measure abortion attitudes. Specifically,
we measured respondents’ post-treatment opinions about when
abortion should be legal using the same scenarios described
pre-treatment, as well as some additional questions assessing
their general support for specific policy proposals and ballot
initiatives, their willingness to take political action on the issue,
items designed to capture respondents’ beliefs about the moral
and social stigma attached to abortion, and affect measured by
feeling thermometers for abortion-related groups. The possible
actions include both pro-life and pro-choice stances, and range
from relatively low-resource (e.g. calling a politician to express
an opinion) to relatively high-resource (e.g., volunteering for
an organization or attending a protest). The moral scale in-
cludes two statements that are supportive of women seeking
abortions (If a woman does not want to be pregnant, she should
consider an abortion; There’s nothing wrong with having an
abortion) and three that are not (Women who have had
abortions have done something wrong, should feel badly about
themselves, or are irresponsible). Following the general ap-
proach of Kalla, Levine and Broockman (2022), we use
principal component analysis to construct indices for each class
of outcome as well as a combined omnibus measure. We also
constructed an additive measure of policy change by taking the
difference in subjects’ answers to the post- and pre-treatment
legal index questions (our “pre-post” measure).

Estimation

We test our first hypothesis that personal narratives about
abortion will reach a wider audience than general accounts with
a simple differences in proportions test comparing the rate at
which respondents select the treatment in the choice arm of our
experiment. Then we report the average treatment effects (ATEs)
for each of our pre-registered outcomes using a simple difference
of means estimator. Finally, to test our expectations from hy-
potheses 3a and 3b about divergent responses conditional on
receiving treatment, we report the average choice-specific
treatment effects (ACTEs) for those likely and unlikely to re-
ceive the treatment following the approach outlined by Gaines
and Kuklinski (2011). For the ACTEs, we use randomization
inference to calculate p-values testing a sharp null of no effect
(Rosenbaum, 2002) and calculate standard errors and confidence
intervals via bootstrapping (Leeper, 2017). In addition to our
planned analyses, we also present conditional ATEs and ACTEs
for respondents who identify as women and men.

Results

Can personal narratives about abortion change attitudes on
this contentious issue? Because personal narratives tend to be
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more engaging than general arguments, we expected more
people would choose to read about another person’s expe-
riences with the issue rather than someone’s general opinions
on the topic. The results in Figure 3 show exactly that. The top
panel presents the proportion of participants in the choice
branch of our experiment who chose to read the personal
(dark grey) and general (light grey) treatments. Overall, 61%
of the individuals presented with the opportunity to read an
account of someone’s personal experiences with abortion did
so, compared to just under half (49%) of the respondents in

the general argument condition. The fact that such a small
change in language could yield a 12 percentage point dif-
ference (p < 0.05) in the proportion of people choosing to
receive each treatment speaks to the appeal and reach of
personal narratives.

The bottom panel in Figure 3 presents a series of
difference-in-means tests for pre-treatment covariates com-
paring the averages among those who selected personal (dark
grey) and general (light grey) treatments with those who
chose to avoid the treatments. There is some variation in the

Proportion selecting treatment
Personal ——
General ——
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6
ovariate differences in who selects treatmen
C te diff h lects treat t
Personal General
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 ] g)
Female i ! a
1 1 Q
1 1
1 1
1 1
White 4 :
Black i '
| 1 Py
Hispanic 1 1 §
Asian : :
Other ' 1
1 1
1 1
Age (Std) + !
1 1
. ! ! (%)
Education (Std) I 1 g
1 1
Income (Std) ; :
1 1
1 1
Democrat ' !
1 1
1 1
Republican T 1 g
1 1
Independent : :
1 1
1 1
Liberal - b
| ! z
Conservative 1 1 s
1 1
1 1 E
Moderate T 1
1 1
Abortion Attidues : : >
Abortion Knowledge I | g
Abortion Importance : : g’-
Abortion Sentiment : : 2
Influence: Personal ' 1 §
Influence: Vicarious : : =
-0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6
Difference in means
(Select treatment — Avoid treatment)

Figure 3. Personal Narratives Reach a Broader Audience than General Appeals

Note. Figure 3 shows the proportion of respondents choosing each treatment (top panel), and the demographic predictors of who selects

the treatment (bottom panel). Data for this figure come from the choice arm of the experiment.
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differences between those who select and avoid the personal
narrative compared to the general argument: Women (p <
0.10), moderates (p < 0.05), and political independents (p <
0.05) were less likely to choose to hear a general argument
about abortion. People who supported greater legal access to
abortion and reported that their views were influenced at least
in part by the vicarious experiences of their peers were more
likely to choose to read a personal narrative (p < 0.05). Those
with higher levels of education, greater income, and Dem-
ocrats were more likely to choose to read more information in
both conditions. Overall, the similarities and differences in
who selects and avoids across the two conditions speaks to the
complexity inherent to the study of choice and self-selection.
Many factors are likely to influence both who receives a
message and how they respond. Rather than trying to infer
this heterogeneity with sub-group analyses, our PICA design
allows us to study the implications of choice and self-
selection directly by observing participants’ actual choices
and responses.

Personal narratives reached a larger audience than more
general appeals about abortion. But are these narratives ef-
fective at changing people’s attitudes and beliefs? Figure 4

presents the ATEs and ACTEs from our design. The top panel
presents results for the personal narrative treatment; the
bottom panel shows results for the general appeal. Black dots
indicate estimates for the full sample. The dark gray triangles
correspond to the conditional estimates for women, and the
light gray squares correspond to the results for men. For each
estimate, we present 95 (thin) and 90 (thick) percent confi-
dence intervals.

If we had only conducted a “forced exposure” experiment,
the ATEs would provide moderate evidence of the potential
for sharing personal experiences with abortion to change
attitudes on the issue. The ATE for personal narratives is
positive for all outcomes but only statistically significant
when looking at the measure of change in pre-post legal
support (0.34, p < 0.05). The ATEs for the general appeal are
substantively small and never statistically significant.

However, as we have argued, ATEs only tell part of the
story. When we consider the ACTEs among those likely and
unlikely to encounter a personal narrative, we see that the
effects of personal narratives are concentrated among those
least likely to encounter these messages. This is particularly
evident among women who would choose to avoid such

Personal narratives are most persuasive among those likely to hear them
Combined Index Legal-Policy Pre-Post Legal Moral Action Feeling Therm.
1 1 1 1 1 1
1 ] 1 I 1 1
3 2 1o . * -
ATE 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 I 1 I 1 1
1 ] 1 I 1 1
- - o - - + g
ACTE-Likely - - : - : ; g
1 1 1 1 1 1 i
1 ] 1 | 1 1
1 1 1 | 1
—— - — - —+— -
ACTE-Unlikely : : : : i :
1 ] 1 | 1 1
1 1 1 1 1 1
-1 0 1 -1 0 1 -1 0 1 -1 0 1 -1 0 1 -1 0 1
General appeals are generally unpersuasive
Combined Index Legal-Policy Pre-Post Legal Moral Action Feeling Therm.
1 1 1 1 1 1
1 ] 1 I 1 1
* * - ° * °
ATE 1 i T 1 1 1
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- -+ re- - o -+ §
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]
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Figure 4. Personal Narratives Are Most Persuasive Among Those Least Likely to Encounter Them

Note. Figure 4 shows the effects of personal narratives (top panel) and general appeals (bottom panel) on the composite index and individual
outcome measures. ATEs were calculated from the forced exposure arm. ACTEs were calculated using both the forced exposure arm and the
choice arm, as described in Figure |. Black dots correspond to the estimates for the overall sample, dark gray triangles correspond to estimates

for women, and light gray squares correspond to estimates for men.
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messages when given the option. Their support for abortion
rights, as measured by our combined index, increases by
0.65 points on a standardized scale (p < 0.05). Similarly, the
overall ACTE for the legal/policy index is 0.37 points on the
standardized index (p < 0.10) and this effect is driven primarily
by the responses among women who encounter narratives about
abortion they might try to avoid (0.62, p < 0.05). The ACTEs for
these women for the pre-post change in legal support (0.64, p =
0.10) beliefs about the morality and stigma attached to abortion
also increase by 0.64 points (p <0.05), and feeling thermometers
(0.55, p < 0.10) are also substantively large.

Among men, the effects of personal narratives are more
muted. Overall, we see a marginally significant ATE on pre-
post legal support (0.29, p < 0.10) driven by a substantively
large, but statistically imprecise ACTE among men who
encountered narratives they might otherwise avoid. Men who
would actively choose to hear about another persons expe-
riences with abortion, however, did hold marginally more
supportive views about the morality of abortion (0.33, p <
0.10). In the Online Appendix, we present additional ex-
ploratory analyses examining how these effects further vary
conditional on respondents’ pre-treatment attitudes about
abortion. Overall, the results mirror those presented here, with
some evidence that the effects are larger among individuals
who were less informed and less engaged with the issue.

Conclusion

Personal narratives about abortion reach a wider audience
with a greater effect than more general appeals. The paradox
of persuasion, however, is that the effects of these narratives
tend to be concentrated among the people least likely to
encounter them. In particular, women who might otherwise
avoid reading about abortion are most receptive to messages
conveyed by another woman’s experience, when they actu-
ally encounter this information.

Perhaps those respondents who are most likely to read
statements like this do so because they are already so
committed to their opinions on the issue that there is nowhere
left for their opinions to move. Sackeim and colleagues, for
example, find that their stigma-reducing intervention is un-
helpful in populations with low baseline levels of stigma
(Sackeim et al., 2020). It may be that pro-choice respondents
simply cannot become any more supportive of abortion
rights. Future research should interrogate why this divergence
in the effectiveness of the message occurs.

We also call for more research into how and when citizens
may encounter these kinds of messages. In our survey de-
sign, the kind of story respondents could read was conveyed
to them (subtly) in advance. This design helps us understand
how the likelihood of encountering information conditions
its effects, but future research can and should explore ways
of presenting these choices in more dynamic and realistic
contexts. This line of inquiry is further complicated by the
powerful but opaque role played by proprietary

recommender algorithms in online spaces. Combining ob-
servational and experimental designs can help us better
understand how information spreads and give us a more
nuanced picture of the real-world impacts of this kind of
messaging.

Our results offer important insights for both activists and
scholars. For advocates of abortion rights, our work reaffirms
strategies centering the personal experiences of women
with abortion, and suggests that the challenge lies in
ensuring that these stories are heard in spaces among
people who might otherwise avoid them. By directly
studying how people choose what messages to hear, our
PICA design uncovers results that standard experimental
designs would miss, suggesting a number of important
directions for future research. Would men be more re-
sponsive to the experiences of another man whose partner
had an abortion? Would personal narratives sharing re-
grets or negative experiences with abortion be equally
persuasive in the opposite direction? Can political elites
amplify the narratives of individual citizens or do these
appeals only work when conveyed directly from their
source? In answering these questions, PICA designs offer
a way of studying the effects of information and argu-
ments on their likely and unlikely audiences, allowing us
to test more nuanced theories of persuasion and produce
results with more practical, real-world implications.
Given how contentious this issue is, and how challenging
changing minds can be, our work shows valuable op-
portunity for persuasion.
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Notes

1. For examples on social media see Kingsberry, Janay. 2022.
“Abortion Stories Are Flooding Social Media after SCOTUS
Draft Leak.” The Washington Post, May 3, 2022. https://web.
archive.org/web/20240714173525/https://www.washingtonpost.
com/lifestyle/2022/05/03/abortion-stories-social-media-supreme-court-
draft-leak/. For organizational efforts, see Planned Parenthood’s
“Our Abortions, Our Stories” campaign https://web.archive.org/
web/2025021401243 1/https://www.plannedparenthood.org/about-
us/newsroom/campaigns/our-stories and Advocates for Youth’s
“Abortions out Loud” project https://web.archive.org/web/
20241202170215/https://www.advocatesforyouth.org/abortion-out-
loud/abortion-out-loud-abortion-storytelling/.

2. The pre-analysis plan for this project is available at osf.io/3mxhw.
Replication files are available at Harvard’s Dataverse (https://doi.
org/10.7910/DVN/3BSS5C).

3. To be clear, explicitly asking respondents whether they want to
read such information is an imperfect proxy for the way these
choices play out in daily life. Nevertheless, it is a closer ap-
proximation to how citizens encounter information particularly
when compared to the forced exposure of standard experimental
designs. Note also that no respondents were presented with a
choice between reading a personal narrative, general argument, or
nothing at all. Had they been given such a choice between
multiple treatments, we would have needed to solicit their pre-
treatment preferences over this information to obtain the naive
estimates of the average choice-specific treatment effects
(ACTEs) which we could then bound using their observed
choices following the procedures outlined by Knox et al. (2019).
By randomly assigning participants to one of two binary choices,
the ACTEs for our treatments are point identified.

4. Knox et al. (2019) show the ACTEs for PICA designs with
multiple treatment choices (e.g. a simultaneous choice between a
personal narrative or a general argument or no further infor-
mation) are only point identified under an assumption of mean
ignorability of measurement error that implies people’s stated
preferences for a particular type of information (in their studies,
cable news and entertainment) correspond to their actual choices.
As this is a strong assumption, Knox et al. (2019) then show how
to construct bounds around these “naive” estimates of the ACTEs
for different levels of deviations between stated preferences and
observed choices. However, as Gaines and Kuklinski (2011)
showed and Knox et al. (2019, p. 1534) reiterated: “a binary
treatment greatly simplifies the problem, leading to point iden-
tification of the ACTEs” through the decompositions of the ATEs
into the ACTEs among the treatment’s likely and unlikely
audiences.

5. See https://web.archive.org/web/2025021401243 1/https://www.
plannedparenthood.org/about-us/newsroom/campaigns/our-
stories.

6. See the Online Appendix for further descriptive statistics.

7. Full question wordings for all measures are provided in the
Online Appendix.

8. Over 90% of respondents wrote something. About half of those
writing offered some variation of ”no” or “no comment”, while

the remaining respondents wrote longer, sometimes very detailed,
responses.

References

Alvarez, R. M., & Brehm, J. (1995). American ambivalence towards
abortion policy: Development of a heteroskedastic probit model
of competing values. American Journal of Political Science,
39(4), 1055-1082. https://doi.org/10.2307/2111669

Arceneaux, K. (2008). Can partisan cues diminish democratic ac-
countability? Political Behavior, 30(2), 139-160. DOI:10.
1007/s11109-007-9044-7

Baden, K., & Driver, J. (2023). The state abortion policy landscape
one year post-roe. Technical Report Guttmacher Institute.
https://www.guttmacher.org/2023/06/state-abortion-policy-
landscape-one-year-post-roe

Bail, C. A., Argyle, L. P., Brown, T. W., Bumpus, J. P., Chen, H.,
Hunzaker, M. B. F.,, Lee, J., Mann, M., Merhout, F., &
Volfovsky, A. (2018). Exposure to opposing views on social
media can increase political polarization. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America,
115(37), 9216-9221. DOI:10.1073/pnas.1804840115

Bilandzic and Busselle. (2013). Narrative persuasion. In The Sage
Handbook of Persuasion. Sage.

Boswell, J. (2013). Why and how narrative matters in deliberative
systems. Political Studies, 61(3), 620-636. DOI:10.1111/j.
1467-9248.2012.00987.x

Broockman, D., & Kalla, J. (2016). Durably reducing transphobia: A
field experiment on door-to-door canvassing. Science,
352(6282), 220-224. DOI:10.1126/science.aad9713

Broockman, D. E., Kalla, J. L., & Sekhon, J. S. (2017). The design of
field experiments with survey outcomes: A framework for
selecting more efficient, robust, and ethical designs. Political
Analysis: An Annual Publication of the Methodology Section of
the American Political Science Association, 25(4), 435-464.
DOI:10.1017/pan.2017.27

Campbell, A. L. (2012). Policy makes mass politics. Annual Review
of Political Science, 15, 333-351. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev-polisci-012610-135202

Carmines, E. G., & Stimson, J. A. (1980). The two faces of issue
voting. American Political Science Review, 74(1), 78-91. DOL:
10.2307/1955648

Carsey, T. M., & Layman, G. C. (2006). Changing sides or
changing minds? Party identification and policy preferences
in the American electorate. American Journal of Political
Science, 50(2), 464-477. DOI:10.1111/j.1540-5907.2006.
00196.x

Casas, A., Menchen-Trevino, E., & Wojcieszak, M. (2022). Ex-
posure to extremely partisan news from the other political side
shows scarce boomerang effects. Political Behavior, 45(4).
DOI:10.1007/s11109-021-09769-9

Cockrill, K., & Biggs, A. (2018). Can stories reduce abortion
stigma? Findings from a longitudinal cohort study. Culture,
Health and Sexuality, 20(3), 335-350. DOI:10.1080/13691058.
2017.1346202


https://web.archive.org/web/20240714173525/
https://web.archive.org/web/20240714173525/
https://web.archive.org/web/20240714173525/
https://web.archive.org/web/20240714173525/
https://web.archive.org/web/20250214012431/https://www.plannedparenthood.org/about-us/newsroom/campaigns/our-stories
https://web.archive.org/web/20250214012431/https://www.plannedparenthood.org/about-us/newsroom/campaigns/our-stories
https://web.archive.org/web/20250214012431/https://www.plannedparenthood.org/about-us/newsroom/campaigns/our-stories
https://web.archive.org/web/20241202170215/https://www.advocatesforyouth.org/abortion-out-loud/abortion-out-loud-abortion-storytelling/
https://web.archive.org/web/20241202170215/https://www.advocatesforyouth.org/abortion-out-loud/abortion-out-loud-abortion-storytelling/
https://web.archive.org/web/20241202170215/https://www.advocatesforyouth.org/abortion-out-loud/abortion-out-loud-abortion-storytelling/
https://osf.io/3mxhw
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/3BSS5C
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/3BSS5C
https://web.archive.org/web/20250214012431/https://www.plannedparenthood.org/about-us/newsroom/campaigns/our-stories
https://web.archive.org/web/20250214012431/https://www.plannedparenthood.org/about-us/newsroom/campaigns/our-stories
https://web.archive.org/web/20250214012431/https://www.plannedparenthood.org/about-us/newsroom/campaigns/our-stories
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/1532673X251367376
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/1532673X251367376
https://doi.org/10.2307/2111669
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-007-9044-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-007-9044-7
https://www.guttmacher.org/2023/06/state-abortion-policy-landscape-one-year-post-roe
https://www.guttmacher.org/2023/06/state-abortion-policy-landscape-one-year-post-roe
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1804840115
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2012.00987.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2012.00987.x
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aad9713
https://doi.org/10.1017/pan.2017.27
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-012610-135202
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-012610-135202
https://doi.org/10.2307/1955648
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2006.00196.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2006.00196.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-021-09769-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691058.2017.1346202
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691058.2017.1346202

12

American Politics Research 0(0)

Cook, E. A., Wilcox, C., & Jelen, T. G. (2019). Between two ab-
solutes public opinion and the politics of abortion. Routledge.
Cramer, K. J., & Benjamin, T. (2017). The fact of experience: Re-
thinking political knowledge and civic competence. Perspectives
on Politics, 15(3), 754-770. DOI:10.1017/S1537592717000949

Cramer, W. (2007). The democratic potential of civic dialogue. In
W. R. Shawn (Ed.), Deliberation, participation and democracy:
Can the people govern? (pp. 45-63): Palgrave Macmillan UK.

Cramer Walsh, K. (2004). Talking about politics: Informal groups
and social identity in American life: University of Chicago
Press.

De Benedictis-Kessner, J., Baum, M. A., Berinsky, A. J., & Yamamoto,
T. (2019). Persuading the enemy: Estimating the persuasive effects
of partisan media with the preference-incorporating choice and
assignment design. American Political Science Review, 113(4),
902-916. DOI:10.1017/S0003055419000418

Forestal, J. (2021). Beyond gatekeeping: Propaganda, democracy,
and the organization of digital publics. The Journal of Politics,
83(1), 306-320. https://doi.org/10.1086/709300

Gaines, B. J., & Kuklinski, J. H. (2011). Experimental estimation of
heterogeneous treatment effects related to self-selection.
American Journal of Political Science, 55(3), 724-736. DOI:
10.1111/5.1540-5907.2011.00518.x

Gross, K. (2008). Framing persuasive appeals: Episodic and the-
matic framing, emotional response, and policy opinion. Po-
litical Psychology, 29(2), 169—192. DOI:10.1111/j.1467-9221.
2008.00622.x

Guess, A., & Coppock, A. (2020). Does counter-attitudinal infor-
mation cause backlash? Results from three large survey ex-
periments. British Journal of Political Science, 50(4),
1497-1515. DOI:10.1017/S0007123418000327

Hansich, C. (1970). The Personal is Political. Notes firom the second
year: Women's liberation, 76—78. https://idn.duke.edu/ark:/
87924/133x35.

Iyengar, S. (1994). Is anyone responsible? How television frames
political issues. University of Chicago Press.

Jelen, T. G., & Wilcox, C. (2003). Causes and consequences of
public attitudes toward abortion: A review and research agenda.
Political Research Quarterly, 56(4), 489-500. DOI:10.1177/
106591290305600410

Kalla, J. L., Adam, S. L., & Broockman, D. E. (2022). Personalizing
moral reframing in interpersonal conversation: A field exper-
iment. The Journal of Politics, 84(2), 1239-1243. DOI:10.
1086/716944

Kalla, J. L., & Broockman, D. E. (2020). Reducing exclusionary
attitudes through interpersonal conversation: Evidence from
three field experiments. American Political Science Review,
114(2), 410-425. DOI:10.1017/S0003055419000923

Kalla, J. L., & Broockman, D. E. (2023). Which narrative strategies
durably reduce prejudice? Evidence from field and survey
experiments supporting the efficacy of perspective-getting.
American Journal of Political Science, 67(1), 185-204. DOI:
10.1111/ajps.12657

Knox, D., Yamamoto, T., Baum, M. A., & Berinsky, A. (2019).
Design, identification, and sensitivity analysis for patient

preference trials. Journal of the American Statistical Associ-
ation, 114(528), 1532-1546. DOI:10.1080/01621459.2019.
1585248

Kubin, E., Puryear, C., Schein, C., & Gray, K. (2021). Personal
experiences bridge moral and political divides better than facts.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United
States of America, 118(6), €2008389118. DOI:10.1073/pnas.
2008389118

Langellier, K. M. (1989). Personal narratives: Perspectives on theory
and research. Text and Performance Quarterly, 9(4), 243-276.
DOI:10.1080/10462938909365938

Leeper, T. J. (2017). How does treatment self-selection affect inferences
about political communication? Journal of Experimental Political
Science, 4(1), 21-33. DOI:10.1017/XPS.2017.1

Lerman, A. E., & McCabe, K. T. (2017). Personal experience and
public opinion: A theory and test of conditional policy feed-
back. The Journal of Politics, 79(2), 624—641. DOI:10.1086/
689286

Lerman, A. E., & Weaver, V. M. (2014). Arresting citizenship. The
democratic consequences of American crime control. Uni-
versity of Chicago Press.

Mansbridge, J. (1993). Feminism and democratic community. In
Democratic community, edited by John W. Chapman and lan
Shapiro. (pp. 339-395). New York University Press.

Messing, S., & Westwood, S. J. (2014). Selective exposure in the age
of social media. Communication Research, 41(8), 1042—1063.
DOI:10.1177/009365021246640

Mohamed, B., Hartig, H., Schiller, A., Beveridge, K., & Pew
Research Center. (2022). America’s abortion quandary. Tech-
nical Report Pew Research Center. https://www.pewresearch.
org/religion/wp-content/uploads/sites/7/2022/05/PF_05.06.
22 abortion.views_.fullreport.pdf

Mummolo, J., & Peterson, E. (2019). Demand effects in survey
experiments: An empirical assessment. American Political
Science  Review,  113(2), 517-529. DOI:10.1017/
S0003055418000837

Rogan, F., & Budgeon, S. (2018). The personal is political: As-
sessing feminist fundamentals in the digital age. Social sci-
ences, 7(8), 132. DOI:10.3390/socsci7080132

Rosenbaum, P. R. (2002). Observational studies: Springer.

Sackeim, M., Newton, S., Lee, S. Y., Lauderdale, D., & Gilliam, M.
(2020). O6 A narrative intervention to decrease individual level
abortion stigma: A randomized controlled trial. Contraception,
102(4), 275. DOI:10.1016/j.contraception.2020.07.014

Settle, J. E. (2018). Frenemies: How social media polarizes
America. Cambridge University Press.

Stroud, N. J. (2010). Polarization and partisan selective exposure.
Journal of Communication, 60(3), 556-576. DOI:10.1111/;.
1460-2466.2010.01497.x

Weaver, V., Prowse, G., & Spencer, P. (2019). Too much knowledge,
too little power: An assessment of political knowledge in highly
policed communities. The Journal of Politics, 81(3),
1153-1166. DOI:10.1086/703538

Wojcieszak, M. (2011). Pulling toward or pulling away: Delibera-
tion, disagreement, and opinion extremity in political


https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592717000949
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055419000418
https://doi.org/10.1086/709300
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2011.00518.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2008.00622.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2008.00622.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123418000327
https://idn.duke.edu/ark:/87924/r33x35
https://idn.duke.edu/ark:/87924/r33x35
https://doi.org/10.1177/106591290305600410
https://doi.org/10.1177/106591290305600410
https://doi.org/10.1086/716944
https://doi.org/10.1086/716944
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055419000923
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12657
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.2019.1585248
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.2019.1585248
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2008389118
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2008389118
https://doi.org/10.1080/10462938909365938
https://doi.org/10.1017/XPS.2017.1
https://doi.org/10.1086/689286
https://doi.org/10.1086/689286
https://doi.org/10.1177/009365021246640
https://www.pewresearch.org/religion/wp-content/uploads/sites/7/2022/05/PF_05.06.22_abortion.views_.fullreport.pdf
https://www.pewresearch.org/religion/wp-content/uploads/sites/7/2022/05/PF_05.06.22_abortion.views_.fullreport.pdf
https://www.pewresearch.org/religion/wp-content/uploads/sites/7/2022/05/PF_05.06.22_abortion.views_.fullreport.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055418000837
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055418000837
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci7080132
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2020.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2010.01497.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2010.01497.x
https://doi.org/10.1086/703538

Schenk et al.

13

participation. Social Science Quarterly, 92(1), 207-225. DOL:
10.1111/j.1540-6237.2011.00764.x

Wojcieszak, M., & Kim, N. (2016). How to improve attitudes toward
disliked groups: The effects of narrative versus numerical
evidence on political persuasion. Communication Research,
43(6), 785-809. DOI:10.1177/0093650215618480

Woodruff, K., Schroeder, R., Herold, S., Roberts, S. C. M., & Berglas,
N. F. (2020). Experiences of harassment and empowerment after
sharing personal abortion stories publicly. Contraception: X, 2,
100021. DOI:10.1016/j.conx.2020.100021

Zaller, J. R. (1992). The nature and origins of mass opinion:
Cambridge University Press.


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6237.2011.00764.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650215618480
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conx.2020.100021

	The Personal is Political: Assessing the Effects of Personal Narratives on Public Opinion
	Introduction
	Motivation
	Politics is Personal
	Changing Attitudes on Abortion is Difficult
	Persuasion Involves Choices

	Design
	Expectations
	Experimental Design
	Treatments

	Data
	Pre-treatment Variables
	Outcomes

	Estimation

	Results
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgement
	ORCID iDs
	Funding
	Declaration of Conflicting Interests
	Supplemental Material
	Notes
	References


