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Letter
Do the Effects of Unpopular Supreme Court Rulings Linger? The
Dobbs Decision Rescinding Abortion Rights
JAMES L. GIBSON Washington University in St. Louis, United States, and Stellenbosch
University, South Africa

New evidence suggests that the world recently changed for the U.S. Supreme Court owing to its
decision to abrogate the abortion rights first announced in Roe v. Wade. In contrast to the
conventional wisdom that Court support is little undermined by unpopular rulings, the Dobbs

decision generated a substantial knock on the Court’s legitimacy. Two crucial frailties limit these findings,
however. First, no one has determinedwhether the lost legitimacy has persisted, since earlier research relied
on a one-shot survey conducted shortly after the decision. Second, no analysis has addressed the “values-
based regeneration” hypothesis—that support reemerges not long after a legitimacy hit is inflicted. Based
on a nationally representative 2023 survey, my analysis finds that the lost legitimacy has lingered, but
institutional support may be being rebuilt owing to its close connection with democratic values. Overall, I
conclude that understanding persistence is more complicated than many may have assumed.

S cholars of a variety of stripes are concerned today
with if and how ordinary citizens change their
views on various aspects of politics. For example,

Levendusky (2023) reports the results of concerted
framing efforts to induce change in partisan affective
polarization. Persuasibility experiments in political
intolerance research have long sought to convince
people to give their initial position a “sober second
thought” in hopes that intolerance could be converted
to tolerance (e.g., Gibson 1998). And scholars of the
U.S. Supreme Court have studiously investigated
whether unpopular Court rulings could cause people
to alter their views toward the institution (e.g., Chris-
tenson and Glick 2015).
While these efforts are often successful at document-

ing attitude change, nearly all face a critical limitation—
their inability to show that the attitude change persists
over time. Indeed, as Druckman (2022, 75) observed:

The flip side of “what happened before” is “what happens
after”: how long a given persuasive effect lasts. Although
the question has been considered since [1951], it is far from
settled ….

Thus, a critical unanswered question for those investi-
gating attitude change is whether changes created by
various interventions linger.

Judicial scholars have been especially interested in
trying to understand how attitudes toward legal institu-
tions evolve. Research has examined the effects of con-
tentious nominations to the U.S. Supreme Court (e.g.,
Krewson 2022); other work focuses on the consequences
of unpopular Court rulings (e.g., Bartels and Johnston
2013). State court studies have investigated whether
judicial elections reshape attitudes (e.g., Gibson 2012),
while research on the legitimacy of the police has con-
sidered the role of experiences with unfair treatment by
legal authorities in altering support for law enforcement
(e.g., Gibson Forthcoming; Rengifo and Slocum 2020).

Many are skeptical that changes persist (e.g., Santoro
and Broockman 2022). For instance, earlier research
has suggested that a drop in support for courts can be
reversed through a process dubbed “values-based
regeneration” (Mondak and Smithey 1997). The theory
is straightforward: a shock to a system (judicial atti-
tudes) dissipates over time (via forgetting, the addition
of new information, public attention to events wanes, or
because the experiment is over), allowing the system to
revert to its previous state. Regarding institutional
support, that state is typically one of allegiance to the
institution because such allegiances are learned at an
early age, are reinforced by exposure to judicial sym-
bols, and are therefore resistant to change (Gibson and
Caldeira 2009). In short, democratic values regenerate
diffuse support for judicial institutions. If the theory is
correct, then the significance of attitude changes is
limited indeed: events may come along that disrupt
attitudes, but once those happenings fade in memories,
attitudes revert to their pre-event state.

When it comes to Supreme Court attitudes, one of
the most consequential policy changes in recent mem-
ory is that associated with theDobbs ruling abrogating
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the abortion rights first announced inRoe v.Wade.1 In a
recent article, I (Gibson 2024b) reported that theCourt’s
ruling overturning abortion rights did unprecedented
damage to the institution’s popular legitimacy. Based
on a one-shot survey fielded right after the decision was
announced, I concluded “thatDobbs produced a sizable
dent in [the Court’s] institutional support, perhaps an
unprecedented degree” (1). Importantly, my analysis
was unable to address the crucial issue of whether that
“dent” has persisted over time.
This letter’s purpose is to assess whether the Dobbs

decision had a lasting effect on SupremeCourt support.
The most telling way of determining whether the con-
sequences of a Court decision linger is with panel data
(although panel data also present their own significant
analytical challenges—e.g., typically very large attrition
rates).2 My analysis cannot and does not rely on panel
surveys, however. Absent data on individual-level
change, the next best analytical strategy requires sev-
eral steps, with the initial task involving establishing
whether the aggregate-level change in support for the
Supreme Court exists, based mainly on comparing a
new 2023 survey with my 2022 results. Next, I examine
changes in the effects of a host of micro-level correlates
of support.
I also significantly expand my predictive theory.

Missing from his post-Dobbs analysis is any consider-
ation of the connections between democratic values
and institutional support. I justified the exclusion of
the values variables via the assumption that values are
largely orthogonal to the other predictors of diffuse
support.3 However, according to the values-based
regeneration mechanism, Court allegiance after a time
should become closely reconnected to one’s degree of
support for democratic values. While a reasonable
hypothesis posits that the Dobbs decision weakened
these relationships—in the short term, highly salient
and controversial contemporary events could well have
had more influence on diffuse support than long-
standing value commitments—over time, the values/
support relationship may have reasserted itself, accord-
ing to the theory. Consequently, I also expect a strong
relationship between democratic values and Court sup-
port in the post-Dobbs period, including in my analysis
measures of the values that have been found in previ-
ous research (e.g., Gibson andCaldeira 2009) to predict
Supreme Court support.
Generally, I find that the effects of the Dobbs deci-

sion on Court support have persisted over time,
although perhaps at a slightly weakened level. I also
discover in the 2023 data a close connection between
democratic values and institutional support, which may

signal values-based regeneration. At the most theoret-
ical level, I conclude that the question of whether
attitude changes persist is more complicated than it
appears at first glance, which means that additional
research on mechanisms of decay and persistence is
essential.

THE UPDATING MODEL

The model that most scholars embrace goes something
like this. Events occur, and then, people perceive and
assess them. The assessments are used to update overall
judgments of the performance of the institution (see
Lodge, Steenbergen and Brau 1995). For some, the
updating is to the ideological distance between them-
selves and the institution (e.g., Bartels and Johnston
2013). For others (e.g., Strother and Gadarian 2022),
the updated assessments pertain to the degree of per-
ceived politicization of the institution. For Easton and
many others (e.g., Haglin et al. 2021), the updating is to
specific support (general assessments of the perfor-
mance of the institution).After a time, it is even possible
(if not likely) that the original reasons for updating one’s
running tally of institutional performance assessments
are forgotten even though the residue of the events (the
updated tally) remains in place. When events are still
fresh in the minds of people, assessments can affect
institutional support; over time, however, events’ effects
get filtered through specific support. Of course, diffuse
support is shaped by other factors (e.g., democratic
values) as well, but the influence of short-term events
is captured by measures of awareness and assessments
of those events, and the cumulative effects of events are
captured by updated specific support. Figure 1 depicts a
model of how these various processes apply to the
Dobbs decision and to other decisions and events in
general.

I specifically define “lingering” in this research as the
consequences of a decision once updating to specific
support is taken into account. That is, I hypothesize that,
over time, the effects of most decisions lose some of
their efficacy because they get incorporated into
broader institutional performance evaluations. If, after
some time, individual ruling assessments still have a
direct impact on diffuse support, then the case will be
judged to be especially influential—and the effect to
have “lingered.”My expectation is that the influence of
few decisions lingers and the effects of no decisions
linger over a lengthy period of time.

So, as a dynamic process, unwanted decisions influ-
ence support in the short term, but in the longer term
most decisional assessments get incorporated into spe-
cific support, which can drive down diffuse support,
until diffuse support is (or may be) resuscitated by the
psychological need for consistency between general
democratic values and attitudes toward one of the most
important democratic institutions. Put more succinctly,
many salient decisions may temporarily undercut the
Court’s legitimacy, but only a small handful will do so in
the long term.

1 Dobbs v. Jackson Women’s Health Organization, No. 19-1392,
597 U.S. 215 (2022).
2 For examples of panel research designs, see Armaly and Lane
(2023) and Christenson and Glick (2015). Of course, all researchers
wouldwelcome panel data to address important issues of change. The
impediment is neither theory nor methods; it is simply resource
constraints.
3 Not including democratic values in equations predicting diffuse
support is not uncommon—e.g., Strother and Gadarian (2022, 48).
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TRACKING AGGREGATE-LEVEL DIFFUSE
SUPPORT

Following my earlier research (Gibson 2024b), I used
three indicators of institutional support for the
Supreme Court. (Supplementary material B reports
the measurement of all the concepts used in this anal-
ysis). I provided 2022 evidence of both the validity and
reliability of this item set. In my new 2023 nationally
representative survey(seeSupplementarymaterialA),4
the set is also quite valid and reliable. As a measure of
the latent construct “diffuse support for the Supreme
Court,” I use an index that is the average response to
these propositions.
The first analytical question I address is whether

aggregate-level Court support has changed. Figure 2
adds my results to my findings for four earlier surveys.
For simplicity, the figure reports the percentages of
respondents within each survey giving no supportive
replies to the three diffuse support indicators.

While extant research generally shows that the
Supreme Court’s legitimacy changes little (e.g., Nelson
and Tucker 2021), these data support a quite different
conclusion. During the first three surveys, the percent-
ages expressing no Court support averaged somewhere
around 30%; after the Dobbs ruling, the average per-
centage climbed to the low 40% range. As noted in the
figure, for the institutional support index, the difference
between the 2022 and 2023 surveys is not statistically
significant, while the difference between the 2020 and
2023 surveys is quite significant (and even more so for
the difference between the surveys in 2020 and 2022).
Some might be tempted to conclude that the 2023
results suggest an eased dip in Court support, but the
minimalist statistical conclusion is that the dip persisted
and that the data reveal substantially less diffuse sup-
port in the post-Dobbs era than in the pre-Dobbs era.

CHANGING PREDICTORS OF DIFFUSE
SUPPORT

Table 1 replicates my earlier analysis, with one excep-
tion: Equation VI adds three measures of democratic

FIGURE 1. A Directed Acyclic Graph of Event Evaluations, Specific Support, and Institutional Support

(a)

(b)                                     

(c)

(e)

(d)

EVENT0

(DOBBS RULING)

SPECIFIC SUPPORT

DIFFUSE SUPPORT

(LEGITIMACY)

EVENTS1 — EVENTSN

DEMOCRATIC VALUES

Awareness

Assessment

Notes: Support for linkages from prior research: (a) Ansolabehere and White (2020); (b) Ansolabehere and White (2020); (c) Gibson
(2024b); (d) Gibson and Nelson (2015); (e) Gibson (2024a; 2024b). See also Supplementary material E. “Awareness” and “Assessments”
are included as a reminder of the difficulty (but not impossibility) of events about which people are unaware influencing their Court attitudes
and that, even when aware, events are in no sense “objective” but are instead filtered through understandings and assessments (which, of
course, vary across the population).

4 The replication materials are archived at the APSR Dataverse:
Gibson (2024a).
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values to Equation V, which, of course, included no
democratic values indicators.5
The first notable aspect of these results is that adding

the democratic values variables to Equation V (shown
in Equation VI) has little effect on the substantive
conclusions about the other predictors of institutional
support.6 The largest change in a coefficient is associ-
ated with the respondent’s level of education. My
Equation V seems to overestimate education’s effect
in part because better-educated people are more likely
to embrace democratic values. All other coefficients
change very little from Equation V to Equation VI,
corroborating my claim that my 2022 equations, with-
out measures of democratic values, do not produce
biased estimates.
At the same time, support for democratic values is a

powerful covariate of diffuse support for the Supreme
Court, as has been found in essentially all previous
research studies. The strongest predictor of diffuse
support in Equation VI is rule-of-law attitudes,

although both open-mindedness and prioritizing indi-
vidual liberty are also useful predictors.

Returning to the main objective of assessing the
persistence of the effects of the Dobbs ruling,
Equation I reports (somewhat limited) evidence of an
interaction between awareness of the decision and
approval of it, just as I found. However, the 2023
interaction is dramatically weaker: the interactive coef-
ficient is 0.15 in 2023 but 0.43 in 2022. This indicates that,
in 2023, at the highest awareness level (fairly wide-
spread), approval and support are connected at
0.23 (0.08 + 0.15), but at the lowest awareness level
(fairly rare) the coefficient is indistinguishable from
zero (0.08). The much-weakened role of assessments
and awareness for Court support is also signaled by the
finding that, in the last three equations reported in
Table 1, none of the three variables achieve statistical
significance, which differs from my earlier findings.7
Even though self-reported awareness of the Dobbs

FIGURE 2. Change in Supreme Court Legitimacy, Pre- and Post-Dobbs

Survey
February 2023July 2022March 2021December 2020July 2020
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Notes: The difference in the average index of diffuse support (not shown in this figure) across the five waves is statistically significant at
p < 0.001. The difference between the July 2022 and February 2023 index scores is not statistically significant (p > 0.05). The difference in
the average index of support in July 2020 compared to February 2023 is significant at p = 0.006.
Source: Surveys prior to February 2023, Gibson (2024b).

5 I reported a series of OLS nested equations. I find that analytical
approach useful and have therefore followed this lead.
6 In Supplementary material F, I drew the same conclusion from a
pre-Dobbs survey including measures of democratic values. See also
Supplementary material D.

7 This may be due at least in part to the moderate relationships
between the interaction term and ideological and partisan identifica-
tions as abortion attitudes became more politicized in the aftermath
of the Dobbs ruling. Note that the interaction term is significant in
Model III at p = 0.043; in Model IV, the significance is p = 0.074. Any
statistical test of the difference in the interaction coefficients across
the four models would support the conclusion of no difference in the
coefficients. Indeed, one might have expected that the interactive
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TABLE 1. Predictors of Supreme Court Institutional Support, Post-Dobbs, 2023

Equation I Equation II Equation III Equation IV Equation V Equation VI

b b b b b b

Predictor (r) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Dobbs approval (0.29) 0.08 0.02 0.02 0.01 −0.01 −0.00
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05)

Dobbs awareness (0.09) 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.01 −0.04
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03)

Approval/awareness
interaction (0.32)

0.15* 0.16* 0.14* 0.13 0.10 0.07

(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.06)
Abortion attitude (0.23) 0.03 0.01 −0.00 0.05 0.01

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04)
Moral content (0.12) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.06*

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Attitude/Moral interaction (0.26) 0.09 0.10 0.09 0.05 0.05

(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06)
Policy assessments (0.18)

—

0.02 0.02 0.05** 0.05**
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Ideological proximity (0.13)
—

0.07* 0.06* 0.06* 0.07**
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Ideological identification
(Conservative) (0.24)

— —

0.04 0.03 0.03

(0.04) (0.04) (0.03)
Partisan identification
(Republican) (0.23)

— —

0.03 0.04 0.03

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Gender (−0.16)

— — —

−0.06*** −0.05***
(0.01) (0.01)

Age (0.14)
— — —

0.01 −0.02
(0.03) (0.03)

Level of education (0.26)
— — —

0.22*** 0.14***
(0.03) (0.02)

Income (0.18)
— — —

0.07* 0.01
(0.03) (0.03)

Home ownership (0.07)
— — —

−0.02 −0.03*
(0.02) (0.01)

Majority race (0.13)
— — —

0.03 −0.01
(0.02) (0.01)

Marital status (0.19)
— — —

0.04** 0.03*
(0.02) (0.01)

Employed (−0.01)
— — —

−0.03 −0.02
(0.02) (0.01)

Metropolitan residence (0.00)
— — —

0.02 0.03
(0.02) (0.02)

Internet access (0.04)
— — —

−0.01 −0.01
(0.03) (0.02)

Rule of law support (0.51) 0.34***
(0.04)

Open-mindedness (0.32) 0.25***
(0.04)

Preference for liberty (0.43) 0.10***
(0.03)

Equation
Intercept 0.45*** 0.44*** 0.38*** 0.36*** 0.25*** −0.04

(0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Standard deviation
dependent variable 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24
R2 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.26 0.44
Adjusted R2 0.10 0.12 0.13 0.13 0.24 0.43
Standard error of
estimate 0.23 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.21 0.18
N 919 919 919 919 919 919
R2 change significance ≤ 0.001 0.002 0.002 > 0.05 ≤ 0.001 ≤ 0.001

Notes: Significance of unstandardized OLS regression coefficients (b): *** p ≤ 0.001 ** p ≤ 0.01 * p ≤ 0.05. All variables are scored to range
from 0 to 1. For their distributions, see Supplementary material C. The coefficient shown in parentheses after the predictor’s name is the
bivariate correlation with diffuse support. s.e., the standard error of the unstandardized regression coefficient.
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decision changed little from 2022 to 2023, the variability
in awareness levels is much less closely connected to
Court attitudes, possibly because even those reporting
low awareness in 2023 had absorbed at least some
information about the ruling from the widespread dis-
cussion throughout the latter half of 2022.
Notably, I also reported the results of this interactive

model based on awareness and approval of the 2020
Barrett nomination/confirmation. In that analysis, the
interactive coefficient was 0.18, which is quite similar to
the 2023 Dobbs interactive coefficient of 0.15. This
clearly suggests that the observed conditional effects
of awareness are greatest shortly after the event’s
occurrence. These findings imply that the conditioning
effect of awareness of the decision may have reverted
to normalcy.
Similarly, the connection between abortion attitudes’

moral content anddiffuse support dissipated considerably
over time. In 2022, the interaction of abortion preferences
and the degree of their moral content were quite strong;
in 2023, the interaction coefficient never achieved statis-
tical significance. Similarly, in 2022, the Court’s views of
those whose abortion preferences were grounded in
moral concerns were closely connected, whereas in 2023
that connectionweakened almost entirely. These findings
are even more intriguing because aggregate abortion
preferences changed little between 2022 and 2023, in
terms of either support for abortion rights or the degree
to which abortion preferences are infused with moral
content (see Supplementary material C). Perhaps, for
some, abortion shifted from being primarily amoral issue
to being largely a political issue—also suggesting that an
issue’s moral content must always be measured rather
than assumed.
In the 2022 and 2023 equations, neither partisan nor

ideological identifications were connected to institu-
tional support (see also Supplementary material D).
However, in 2023, the degree of ideological proximity
between the respondent and the Court is weakly but
significantly related to Court support, unlike in 2022.
Perhaps some small portion ofDobbs’ effects is getting
filtered through this specific support variable.
As I have noted, Table 1 reports that democratic

values and institutional support are closely connected
in the 2023 survey. The best evidence for values-based
regeneration would be from a survey conducted imme-
diately after the Dobbs decision but that included
measures of democratic values. The expectation would
be that the relationship between diffuse support and
democratic values would be weakened because the
support would reflect contemporary assessments of
the decision more than long-standing values. To my
knowledge, however, no survey data are available to
directly test that hypothesis.

Values-based regeneration would suggest that after
the “dust” from Dobbs settles, the strong “normal”
relationships will reassert themselves. It may be useful,
therefore, to determine whether the standard predic-
tors of Court support change from their pre-Dobbs
role. Some evidence on that score is available.

In my Supplementary material F, I report an analysis
of pre-Dobbs institutional support using a July 2020
survey. That appendix sought to determine the effects
pre-Dobbs of including or excluding measures of dem-
ocratic values from an equation predicting diffuse sup-
port. The democratic values I consider are support for
the rule of law, political tolerance, and a preference for
liberty over order.

Considering the difference in the measures of demo-
cratic values used, a strict comparison of the 2020 results
with the 2023 results is not possible. Still, it is notewor-
thy that for the measure nearly identical in the two
surveys (support for the rule of law), the regression
coefficient for 2020 was 0.19, and for 2023, it was 0.34.
For a multi-item indicator of support for liberty over
order, the 2020 coefficient was 0.18; for the single-item
indicator in 2023, the coefficient was 0.10. For political
tolerance in 2020, the coefficient was 0.10; for open-
mindedness in 2023, the coefficient was 0.25. I reiterate
that a strict comparison of the individual coefficients is
ill-advised. But in the 2020 survey, the addition of the
three measures of democratic values to the base equa-
tion raised R2 by 10 percentage points (see Table F.1);
in 2023, in a more fully specified model, the addition of
the three measures of democratic values raised R2 by
18 percentage points. The minimalist conclusion I draw
from these results is that the connection between dem-
ocratic values and institutional support for the Court is
at least as strong in 2023 as it was in 2020.Unfortunately,
we simply do not know how strong the connection was
right after the decision was announced. To reiterate,
perhaps Table 1’s most important finding is that reac-
tions to the ruling play a much smaller role in shaping
institutional support than do democratic values.8

My analysis obviously provides no dispositive test of
the values-regeneration hypothesis. However, if values
regenerate support, then the connections between
values and support after theDobbs controversy abated
a bit should look like the connections between values
and support prior to the ruling. The available data show
pretty much that.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

This analysis’s most obvious shortcoming is that it is not
based on panel data. While panel data have their own
limitations, most agree that the best way to study
individual-level change is with individual-level data.

Nevertheless, this survey’s findings are compelling.
The negative knock on the Supreme Court’s legitimacy
associated with itsDobbs ruling persisted for at least six

coefficient would not achieve statistical significance; that it did in a
model including the specific support indicators indicates some level of
persistence ofDobbs. It may be that the ruling had a big impact in the
beginning, that impact weakened but persisted half a year later, and
that today (most likely) Dobbs has been largely incorporated into
specific support.

8 Supplementary material D reports an analysis of the interaction
between democratic values and Dobbs assessments.
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months after the decision. I conclude this based on
several empirical findings:

• Court support did not change between the 2022 and
2023 surveys, with the 2023 results being significantly
worse for the Court than the pre-Dobbs evidence.
For those believing that the Court must maintain a
deep “reservoir of goodwill,” these findings are omi-
nous.

• The association between Dobbs assessments and
diffuse support persisted in 2023, although consider-
ably weakened, even when assessments and specific
support are included in the same equation.

• My earlier results do not seem to have been compro-
mised by his inability to include measures of support
for democratic values.

At the same time, however, my analysis has pro-
duced some important caveats and conundrums about
the persistence of the Dobbs effect.

• First, nearly all 2023 findings are weaker than those
from 2022. As the simplest illustration, in 2022,
Equation V accounted for 40% of the variance in
institutional support. In 2023, the same equation was
able to account for only 26% of the variance in
support.

• Because I found, like my earlier research, a signifi-
cant interaction between awareness of the decision
and assessments of it, awareness levels matter. If a
decision is not salient, the decision’s effect will be
weakened. Highly salient decisions have a much
better chance of producing significant consequences.
Over time, the salience of any given decision
undoubtedly wanes.

• Several sub-lessons are associated with this finding.
First, awareness of decisions ought to be measured,
not assumed. Second, when a decision is made, suf-
ficient time must elapse for people to learn about the
decision (and “sufficiency” could well be measured
in months, not days). Third, awareness surely dimin-
ishes over time, perhaps as an individual decision’s
effects get incorporated into overall performance
assessments (specific support) and as its independent
influence therefore dissipates. Conclusions about the
effects of events on court attitudes may therefore be
dependent upon the timing of the “post” survey.

• Some of the moral urgency of the abortion issue
seems to have subsided by 2023. Perhaps abortion
politics (e.g., political battles in various states over
abortion rights) overtook morality considerations. If
so, then the degree of an issue’s moral content can
and does vary over time—and therefore must be
measured, not assumed.

• Finally, I note that Supreme Court support is
strongly grounded in democratic values in the 2023
survey. Indeed, as Table 1 reported, the addition of
the measures of democratic values to Equation V
increased R2 in the 2023 analysis from 26% to 44%.
This may indicate that Court support by 2023 was
becoming more closely aligned with democratic
values than in 2022, although, obviously, democratic

values measures in 2022 are not available. If Mondak
and Smithey (1997) are correct about “values-based
regeneration”—that an unwanted decision can
knock the relationship of values and support off-
kilter, but, over time, the relationship rights itself—
then this empirical finding takes on greater theoret-
ical significance. Without a substantial correlation of
values and support in the 2023 data, the regeneration
hypothesis would become less plausible. We do not
know how long complete values-based regeneration
requires; perhaps it needs more time than the six
months considered here.

At a more widely applicable theoretical level, these
findings suggest that whether and how attitude change
persists is complicated. Change may be associated with
levels of support for a policy or institution, but it may
also be associated with the criteria upon which people
base their support, as well as with whether the matter
remains salient. Answering the simple question of
whether attitude change persists is anything but sim-
ple—and certainly requires additional research.
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