SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
1- A more detailed description of the effects of the reform of Spain’s abortion law proposed by the conservative incumbent party (PP)

The draft of the new abortion law was controversial and contested. It led to large feminist demonstrations and intensive lobbying activities to stop what these groups described as a “counter-reform” of the abortion regulation during the subsequent months in 2014 (Astudillo 2014). Survey evidence reported in mainstream newspapers in Spain during that time reflected a lack of popular support for the abortion law reform. For example, in a survey undertaken by Demoscopia 75% of respondents declared that the reform was not necessary (https://elpais.com/elpais/2014/01/11/media/1389453933_455931.html?rel=mas) Another survey fielded by GESOP reported that 78% of respondents declared themselves against the reform (https://www.elperiodico.com/es/graficos/sociedad/reforma-ley-aborto-1950/). Sigma 2 also showed the same trend (https://www.elmundo.es/espana/2014/01/03/52c659af268e3e382d8b456b.html), as well as Celeste Tel: https://www.eldiario.es/sociedad/ENCUESTA-espanoles-eliminar-supuesto-malformacion_0_216628578.html.
Finally, the prime minister decided to withdraw the new abortion bill, and as a consequence he resigned in September 2014, and then announced his complete retirement from politics. This marked the end of his prolonged and popular political career.



FIGURES
Figure A1: Images of the billboards located in the cities during the campaign in 2013 in Spain
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Source: https://elpais.com/politica/2013/09/02/actualidad/1378109123_663116.html
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Figure A2: Regional balance tests
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Note: Entries report the difference in the mean of the covariates between the treatment and control groups with 95 percent confidence intervals around these differences.

Figure A3: Power analysis for gender sub-groups (men and women) 
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Note: Statistical power analyses by gender (men and women). Dashed line summarizes power calculations for a two-tailed 0.05 significance level and based on the standard deviation of the control group for the whole sample. In the histogram the total height of the stacked bars summarizes to the total number of valid cases included withing each bandwidth, and the black and grey bars indicate the number of cases in the treatment and control groups, respectively. Valid cases refer to cases that can be included in the estimation (i.e. those with a missing value in any of the variables used in our main estimations are excluded).


Figure A4: Replication of average marginal effects with logit estimation
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Note: Entries report average marginal effects with 95 percent confidence intervals based on models reported in Table A3

Figure A5: Replication of marginal effect of treatment by gender with logit estimation 
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Note: Estimates based on Model 4 Table A3. Estimate of the effect of treatment by gender with 95 percent confidence intervals.  
Figure A6: Estimation using multiple bandwidths 
[image: ]Note: Results from OLS models estimated with entropy balancing weights and region fixed-effects. Entropy balancing weights adjust for three moment conditions (mean, variance and skewness) for each treatment/control groups combination. 

Figure A7: Placebo outcomes 
[image: ]Note: One model estimated for each placebo outcome. Results from OLS models estimated with entropy balancing weights and region fixed-effects. Entropy balancing weights adjust for two moment conditions (mean, variance and skewness), 95 percent confidence intervals. 
Figure A8: Pre-existing time-trends before the event (0 = December 11th, 2013)
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Figure A9: Predicted probability of considering abortion a political issue among men and women in the treatment and control periods

[image: ]
Note: Predicted probability estimated through Model 4 of Table 2. Whiskers are 84 percent confidence intervals around each linear prediction so that the lack of overlap of confidence intervals indicates a statistically significant difference between the control and treatment period at the 95 percent level (see Knol, Pestman, and Grobbee 2011). See Figure 4 for further details about the statistical significance of the treatment effects among men and women. 



TABLES

Table A1. Replication of Table 1 in the main text. Share of responses, including no response 

	Topic
	Political
	Not political
	Non- response

	Employment
	88
	8
	4

	Politicians’ wages
	86
	10
	4

	Civil liberties
	86
	11
	3

	College scholarships
	83
	12
	5

	Mortgage relief
	80
	13
	7

	Research funding
	79
	15
	6

	Social equality
	78
	16
	6

	Poverty
	74
	19
	7

	Price of medication
	74
	20
	6

	Syrian refugees
	66
	22
	12

	Migrants access to healthcare
	69
	23
	8

	Gender inequality in wages
	68
	25
	7

	School subjects
	65
	29
	6

	The environment
	61
	31
	8

	Abortion
	55
	38
	7

	Gay marriage
	50
	43
	7

	Gender violence
	49
	44
	7

	Morning after pill
	37
	54
	9

	Religion
	34
	58
	8


Source: https://genpol.es/ (total N= 1651)



Table A2: Covariate distribution before applying entropy balancing weights

	
	Treatment group
	
	Control group

	
	Mean
	Variance
	Skewness
	
	Mean
	Variance
	Skewness

	Age (Years/10)
	3.431
	2.434
	0.671
	
	3.487
	1.741
	0.886

	Female
	0.230
	0.178
	1.284
	
	0.531
	0.249
	-0.123

	Employed
	0.293
	0.208
	0.909
	
	0.430
	0.246
	0.282

	Retired
	0.103
	0.093
	2.604
	
	0.052
	0.049
	4.044

	Unemployed
	0.201
	0.162
	1.491
	
	0.257
	0.191
	1.109

	Studying
	0.374
	0.235
	0.523
	
	0.188
	0.153
	1.594

	Housework
	0.023
	0.023
	6.366
	
	0.047
	0.045
	4.276

	No education / Primary
	0.368
	0.234
	0.548
	
	0.248
	0.187
	1.167

	Lower secondary
	0.218
	0.172
	1.363
	
	0.306
	0.213
	0.841

	Higher secondary
	0.167
	0.140
	1.789
	
	0.111
	0.099
	2.469

	Vocational training
	0.132
	0.115
	2.172
	
	0.268
	0.197
	1.045

	Regularly votes
	0.713
	0.206
	-0.940
	
	0.667
	0.222
	-0.710







Table A3: Covariate distribution after applying entropy balancing weights

	
	Treatment group
	
	Control group

	
	Mean
	Variance
	Skewness
	
	Mean
	Variance
	Skewness

	Age (Years/10)
	3.431
	2.434
	0.671
	
	3.429
	2.432
	0.674

	Female
	0.230
	0.178
	1.284
	
	0.231
	0.178
	1.275

	Employed
	0.293
	0.208
	0.909
	
	0.294
	0.208
	0.903

	Retired
	0.103
	0.093
	2.604
	
	0.104
	0.093
	2.596

	Unemployed
	0.201
	0.162
	1.491
	
	0.202
	0.162
	1.483

	Studying
	0.374
	0.235
	0.523
	
	0.374
	0.235
	0.519

	Housework
	0.023
	0.023
	6.366
	
	0.023
	0.023
	6.356

	No education / Primary
	0.368
	0.234
	0.548
	
	0.369
	0.233
	0.543

	Lower secondary
	0.218
	0.172
	1.363
	
	0.219
	0.172
	1.356

	Higher secondary
	0.167
	0.140
	1.789
	
	0.168
	0.140
	1.781

	Vocational training
	0.132
	0.115
	2.172
	
	0.133
	0.115
	2.163

	Regularly votes
	0.713
	0.206
	-0.940
	
	0.711
	0.206
	-0.932




Table A4: Replication of main estimates using logistic regression

	
	(M1)
	(M2)
	(M3)
	(M4)

	Treatment group
	0.33+
(0.19)
	0.44*
(0.22)
	0.45*
(0.22)
	0.54*
(0.26)

	
	
	
	
	

	Woman
	

	

	

	0.23
(0.23)

	
	
	
	
	

	Treatment group * Woman
	

	

	

	-0.37
(0.47)

	Observations
	747
	747
	747
	747

	Balancing weights
	
	√
	√
	√

	Region fixed-effects
	
	
	√
	√


           Note: Logistic regression estimates. Standard errors in parentheses. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01



Table A5. Replication of Table 2 (Main results) in the main text with a different operationalization of our dependent variable (including the non-response in the category 0 of no political) 

	
	(M1)
	(M2)
	(M3)
	(M4)

	Treatment group
	0.07+
(0.04)
	0.10*
(0.05)
	0.09*
(0.05)
	0.12*
(0.05)

	
	
	
	
	

	Women
	

	

	

	0.06
(0.05)

	
	
	
	
	

	Treatment group * Women
	

	

	

	-0.12
(0.10)

	Observations
	811
	811
	811
	811

	Balancing weights
	
	√
	√
	√

	Region fixed-effects
	
	
	√
	√


  Note: OLS estimates. Standard errors in parentheses. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01


Table A6: Replication of main estimates using entropy balancing weights that include potentially post-treatment covariates: ideology, political interest and knowledge

	
	(M1)
	(M2)
	(M3)

	Treatment group
	0.12*
(0.05)
	0.12*
(0.05)
	0.15*
(0.06)

	
	
	
	

	Woman
	

	

	0.09+
(0.06)

	
	
	
	

	Treatment group * Woman
	

	

	-0.09
(0.11)

	Observations
	707
	707
	707

	Balancing weights
	√
	√
	√

	Region fixed-effects
	
	√
	√


Note: OLS regression estimates. Entropy balancing weights adjust for three moment conditions (mean, variance and skewness) of the following variables: age, gender, labor market status, education, voting, political knowledge, political interest and ideology. Standard errors in parentheses. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01


Table A7: Placebo treatment at the empirical median of the pre-event period (only among those interviewed before the event) 

	
	(M1)
	(M2)
	(M3)

	Placebo treatment
	-0.01
(0.03)
	-0.01
(0.03)
	-0.01
(0.04)

	Observations
	1303
	1303
	1303

	Balancing weights
	
	√
	√

	Region fixed-effects
	
	
	√


Note: OLS estimates. Standard errors in parentheses. 
+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01










Table A8: Descriptive statistics for all variables used in the analysis
	Variable
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max

	Considering abortion a political issue
	0.59
	0.49
	0
	1

	Treatment/Control group variable (1=Treatment group)
	0.21
	0.41
	0
	1

	Number of days from/since December 11th and interview day
	-7.88
	6.4
	-19
	12

	Age (Years/10)
	3.72
	1.24
	1.8
	6.4

	Female
	0.53
	0.5
	0
	1

	Labor market status: Employed
	0.45
	0.5
	0
	1

	Labor market status: Retired
	0.05
	0.22
	0
	1

	Labor market status: Unemployed
	0.25
	0.44
	0
	1

	Labor market status: Studying
	0.17
	0.37
	0
	1

	Labor market status: Housework
	0.05
	0.22
	0
	1

	Labor market status: Others
	0.03
	0.16
	0
	1

	Education level: No education / Primary
	0.06
	0.23
	0
	1

	Education level: Lower secondary
	0.25
	0.43
	0
	1

	Education level: Higher secondary
	0.27
	0.45
	0
	1

	Education level: Vocational training
	0.16
	0.37
	0
	1

	Education level: University
	0.26
	0.44
	0
	1

	Regularly votes
	0.7
	0.46
	0
	1

	Political knowledge
	0.61
	0.26
	0
	1

	Political interest
	1.33
	0.89
	0
	3

	Ideology: Left
	0.41
	0.49
	0
	1

	Ideology: Center
	0.28
	0.45
	0
	1

	Ideology: Right
	0.18
	0.38
	0
	1

	Ideology: DK / NA
	0.13
	0.34
	0
	1

	Considering school subjects a political issue
	0.69
	0.46
	0
	1

	Considering politicians salaries a political issue
	0.89
	0.31
	0
	1

	Considering gay marriage a political issue
	0.54
	0.5
	0
	1

	Considering price of medication a political issue
	0.78
	0.41
	0
	1

	Considering civil liberties a political issue
	0.89
	0.32
	0
	1

	Considering employment a political issue
	0.92
	0.28
	0
	1

	Considering research funding a political issue
	0.84
	0.36
	0
	1

	Considering gender inequality in wages a political issue
	0.73
	0.44
	0
	1

	Considering migrants access to healthcare a political issue
	0.75
	0.44
	0
	1

	Considering Syrian refugees a political issue
	0.75
	0.43
	0
	1

	Considering mortgage relief a political issue
	0.86
	0.35
	0
	1

	Considering poverty a political issue
	0.79
	0.41
	0
	1

	Considering college scholarships a political issue
	0.88
	0.33
	0
	1

	Considering religion a political issue
	0.37
	0.48
	0
	1

	Considering gender violence a political issue
	0.52
	0.5
	0
	1

	Considering social equality a political issue
	0.83
	0.38
	0
	1

	Considering the environment a political issue
	0.66
	0.47
	0
	1

	Considering morning after pill a political issue
	0.41
	0.49
	0
	1


Source: https://genpol.es/


Table A. 9: The socio-demographic profile of the on line sample in comparison to the CIS and the ESS samples collected in the same period (December 2013) 

	Variable
	Categories
	Netquest survey
	National representative survey
	Survey

	Gender
	
Women
	53.2
	51.3
	CIS 3008, December 2013

	Age
	18-30
	23.0
	19.3
	

	
	31-40
	27.6
	20.0
	

	
	41-50
	24.9
	19.0
	

	
	51-60
	18.8
	15.2
	

	
	61-70
	5.6
	14.1
	

	
	71+
	Not targeted
	12.4
	

	Education
	No formal qualification
	0.80
	6.0
	CIS 3008, December 2013

	
	Primary education
	5.8
	18.8
	

	
	Secondary education
	28.7
	24.4
	

	
	Further education
	24.9
	13.0
	

	
	Vocational education
	13.7
	18.3
	

	
	Higher education
	26.0
	19.4
	

	Occupation
	Working
	48.6
	38.7
	CIS 3008, December 2013

	
	Retired
	6.3
	20.1
	

	
	Pensioner (not previously worked)
	0.64
	2.9
	

	
	Unemployed (has not previously worked)
	2.24
	0.9
	

	
	Unemployed 
	23.8
	24.8
	

	
	Student
	5.8
	4.3
	

	
	Student + employed
	4.0
	N.A.
	

	
	Non-paid job (household work)
	5.4
	8.0
	

	
	Other
	3.1
	0.3
	

	Interest in politics
	Mean (0-3)
	1.3 (SD: 0.88)
	1.2 (SD: 0.98)
	Round 6, European Social Survey



Notes: The closest survey available was the December 2013 Barometer (CIS 3008). However, this survey did not include questions on political interest or political participation, so for these questions we use the closest survey, ESS, 6th round, conducted between January and May 2013. Entries are percentages of total respondents.
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