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“Demand the unconditional
annulment of all laws against

abortions...”

— Vladimir Lenin (Lenin, 1913).

1 INTRODUCTION

The right of women to obtain an abortion remains one of the most intensely debated
and divisive issues of our time. One in four women in the world will experience an abor-
tion during their lifetime (Bearak et al., 2022). Despite the United Nations affirmation of
abortion as a human right (Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human
Rights, 2020), restrictive abortion laws continue to impinge upon the reproductive free-
doms of women, affecting 753 million—or 40%—of all reproductive-age women (Center
for Reproductive Rights, 2024). The stark contrast between the formal recognition of abor-
tion rights and actual global accessibility calls for careful empirical scrutiny of the societal
effects, both intended and unintended, of abortion restrictions, which are of crucial pol-
icy and scholarly importance (Guttmacher Institute, 2022). Do abortion bans successfully
achieve their intended demographic objectives, such as raising birth rates? How do these
restrictions influence maternal and child well-being? And do such bans push abortion ac-
tivity underground, resulting in unsafe, illegal abortions and fostering broader criminal
behavior?

To answer these questions, this paper leverages a constellation of novel datasets and
provides systematic empirical evidence, revealing that an abortion ban can have signif-
icant first-order effects on society. Focusing on the Soviet Union’s 1936 abortion ban,
which marked a dramatic policy reversal from a period of relatively accessible repro-
ductive health services, we examine how the ban altered the broader societal landscape.
Before the 1936 ban, the Soviet Union permitted abortions in all public hospitals, enabling
women to exercise a certain degree of reproductive control, with access to abortions pro-
vided for free through the public healthcare system. The introduction of a strict prohi-
bition on abortion by Joseph Stalin marked a dramatic policy shift.! The ban led to the

blanket criminalization of all abortion services across the country, with the government

LEarlier in 1920, the Soviet Union, led by Vladimir Lenin, made history as the first nation in the modern
era to legalize abortion and provide it free under its public healthcare system. Vladimir Lenin described
the right to an abortion as an “elementary democratic right of citizens, men and women” and called the
abortion restriction by the Czarist regime “nothing but the hypocrisy of the ruling classes”.



mandating penalties for those implicated. Individuals, whether obtaining or aiding in an
abortion, faced up to three years in prison. This included those involved in procuring
or facilitating the termination of a pregnancy, encompassing doctors, spouses, and tradi-
tional birth attendants or midwives. The Soviet Union’s sudden shift from legal abortion
to a nationwide ban offers a valuable natural experiment to explore the effects of restrict-
ing abortion services, a policy in place and currently under debate in many parts of the
world. This context offers an opportunity to investigate the direct demographic effects on
fertility and mortality, alongside the indirect consequences, such as the impact on illegal
abortions and crime.

Recent research has advanced our understanding of the consequences of abortion pol-
icy. Evidence from the United States indicates that the 2022 decision overturning Roe v.
Wade was followed by declines in public trust in the U.S. Supreme Court (Gibson, 2025),
and that tighter abortion restrictions predict increase in state violence (Avdan et al., 2024).
Over longer horizons, Myers (2017, 2022) suggest that the liberalization of abortion ac-
cess in the United States led to lower fertility rates and a decline in pregnancy-induced
marriages among young women and having positive consequences for their children
(Farin, 2025), while Londofo-Vélez and Saravia (2025) documents how judicial discre-
tion in Medellin shapes access to abortion, with denials by male judges associated with
poorer maternal health and educational outcomes for children. Related work highlights
the post-Roe context in the United States, where restrictions on abortion access have been
met with shifts toward sterilization and contraceptive use (Gallen and Lu, 2025). While
these studies illuminate both long-run consequences for family formation and human
capital as well as short-run behavioral adjustments in fertility control, they remain nec-
essarily limited to relatively short horizons. The historical setting we study allows us to
follow consequences over many years, offering rare evidence on the durable demographic
and social effects of abortion restrictions. Our analysis shifts attention to a markedly dif-
ferent historical and institutional setting: the Soviet Union’s abrupt criminalization of
abortion in 1936. We examine how this restrictive nationwide policy, implemented in a
context with limited substitutes, led to substitution toward illegal abortion procedures
and generated broader societal spillovers, including increased birth rates and infant mor-
tality, a rise in informal abortions, and surges in property crimes such as vandalism and
‘hooliganism’. Our study highlights how restrictive reproductive policy can function as a
broader mechanism of demographic and social disruption.

Specifically, we document four key findings. First, the abortion ban increased birth
rates, with more exposed regions, on average, experiencing higher births per woman

following the ban. Second, we find a corresponding rise in female and infant mortality,



suggesting an increase in unsafe abortion practices. Third, leveraging newly digitized
Soviet-era crime data, we find evidence of a rise in illegal abortions, which is consistent
with greater reliance on underground procedures following legal restrictions on abortion.
Fourth, we observe a rise in adolescent property offenses for cohorts exposed to the ban,
with no corresponding increase in more serious crimes such as murder or armed robbery.
This pattern may reflect shifts in household environments that increased the likelihood of
low-level delinquency, potentially through reduced parental supervision (Hjalmarsson et
al., 2021a; Donohue and Levitt, 2001).

Central to our analysis is an extensive data collection effort that includes photograph-
ing, digitizing, and consolidating historical records on legal and illegal abortions, along-
side nationwide reports on demography, mortality, and crime from the Soviet Ministry
of Population, Health, State Prosecution, and Statistics, respectively. Our data collection
began with the conversion of pre-ban abortion figures from Soviet archival sources to dig-
ital format, which entered the public domain following the Soviet Union’s disintegration
in the 1990s. This dataset offers nationwide coverage and regional variation in abortions
across all of present-day Russia (formerly known as the Russian Soviet Federative So-
cialist Republic, RSFSR). We use the pre-ban abortion rates, as a source of geographical
variation in the intensity of abortions occurring in the Union before the prohibition. This
data is sourced from the State Statistics Committee of the Soviet Union (Goskomstat). To
estimate the direct effects of the abortion ban, we link region-level pre-ban abortion data
with birth rates, adult mortality, and infant mortality data. These data are sourced from
health and population statistics maintained by the Ministry of Population and Health in
the Soviet Union. We further link this to Russian State Archival data on the age and cause
of death of the Soviet population over time, allowing us to estimate the immediate de-
mographic and health impacts of the abortion ban on cohorts most affected by the ban.
To assess the indirect effects of the abortion ban, we gather a distinct measure for illegal
abortions from previously confidential records of Crimes in the Soviet Union, maintained
by the Prosecutor General’s Office (Archival Records Collection A461-80) and declassified
by President Yeltsin. Using these criminal records, we digitize detailed data on illegal
abortions as well as other crimes, including vandalism and politically classified offenses
such as “counterrevolutionary actions” or “refusal of government assignments,” which
were criminal offenses in the Soviet Union. These political charges are uncorrelated with
illegal abortions. The absence of such an association supports the interpretation that abor-
tion and vandalism reflect social disruptions rather than political protest or persecution.

The identification challenge in comparing regions more affected by restricted abor-

tion access to those less affected is that these regions differ along many dimensions be-



yond their access to abortions. In particular, variation in pre-ban abortion rates may
reflect underlying regional characteristics—such as pre-existing income levels, health-
care access, and cultural attitudes—that also influence demographic, health, or crime
outcomes. A key advantage of our setting is the ability to exploit quasi-random varia-
tion in pre-ban abortion rates across the Soviet Union, before and after the ban, using a
difference-in-differences design. This framework allows us to trace the evolution of key
outcomes—fertility, mortality, illegal abortions, and crime—in high- versus low-abortion
regions before and after the reform.

Under the parallel trends assumption, the difference-in-differences design offers a
credible strategy for identifying the causal effects of the abortion ban on demographic
and societal outcomes. We provide several pieces of evidence to support this assump-
tion. First, consistent with the abrupt introduction of the abortion ban by Stalin, we find
no evidence of differential pre-trends between high- and low-abortion districts, mitigat-
ing concerns that post-ban differences reflect pre-existing demographic patterns rather
than the policy’s causal effect. Second, we apply the recently proposed Rambachan and
Roth (2023) “more credible approach to parallel trends,” which relaxes the assumption of
strict parallel trends by allowing bounded deviations in post-ban outcomes. This method
partially identifies causal effects and enables inference that remains valid even under
limited violations of parallel trends, bolstering the internal validity of the empirical de-
sign. Third, we implement the recent framework by Callaway et al. (2024), which extends
difference-in-differences to settings with continuous treatment intensity. Our findings re-
main robust under this approach, further reinforcing the credibility of our design. Lastly,
we assess the robustness of our baseline difference-in-differences design using a more de-
manding triple-difference specification. This approach compares women of reproductive
age—those most directly affected by the abortion ban—to women of non-reproductive
age within the same region and year, before and after the policy change. Using variation
across cohorts, regions, and years, we absorb region by year shocks and sharpen identi-
fication. This approach mitigates space time shocks such as the Great Famine of 1932-33
(Holodomor) (Markevich et al., 2025) and periods of repression (Zhukov and Talibova,
2018). Region by year fixed effects further limit unobserved confounding and general
equilibrium forces (Hjalmarsson et al., 2021b) because treated and comparison units face
the same macro environment. Estimates remain close to the baseline.

Our findings indicate significant societal repercussions of the abortion ban. While the
prohibition appears to have succeeded in achieving its demographic goal of increasing
birth rates, it also resulted in a rise in female and infant mortality, likely due to greater

reliance on unsafe abortion practices. This pattern is corroborated by a rise in illegal



abortions. Moreover, the ban coincided with an uptick in minor public-order offenses
such as vandalism and hooliganism, whereas other more violent crimes remained un-
affected. The divergence in these trends supports the hypothesis that abortion restric-
tions contribute to higher incidence of social instability, particularly through mechanisms
related to disrupted household structures or ‘fatherless’” environments (Donohue and
Levitt, 2001). Notably, vandalism among cohorts born before the abortion ban came into
effect remains unaffected, suggesting that the observed changes are linked to the abortion
restriction rather than to broader trends.

In terms of magnitude, regions with 10 additional pre-ban abortions per 1,000 women
is associated with 5 additional births per 1,000 women after the ban. However, this fer-
tility rise came at a cost: the same regions experienced about 1 additional infant death
per 1,000 women, suggesting that nearly one out of every five additional births failed
to survive infancy.? The rise in detected illegal abortions reinforces this interpretation:
regions with 10 more pre-ban abortions per 1,000 women experienced an estimated 2.6
additional illegal abortions per one million women after the ban. This likely understates
the true incidence, as reported cases reflect only a fraction of actual occurrences.®> Fi-
nally, we observe that the same regions experienced approximately 27 additional cases
of vandalism per million population, relative to pre-ban cohorts. Together, these results
highlight the multifaceted societal repercussions of the abortion ban, extending beyond
demographic and health outcomes to include increases in reported illegal abortions and
certain categories of criminal activity documented in official records.*

To shed light on the potential pathways through which the abortion ban may have
affected female and infant mortality, we examine administrative cause-of-death records
from the Soviet Ministry of Health. If access to safe abortion declined after the ban, lead-
ing to greater reliance on informal or unsafe procedures, one would expect corresponding

increases in pregnancy-related mortality. Our analysis reveals patterns consistent with

2These patterns may also reflect behavioral adjustments, such as intentional postponement of concep-
tion or changes in fertility preferences following the abortion ban or spillover effects (Angrist and Evans,
1999). The lack of access to reliable contraceptive methods in the 1930s Soviet Union also likely constrained
women'’s ability to prevent pregnancies through other means, as suggested and analyzed in David (1974).

3To the best of our knowledge, this study provides one of the first pieces of systematic empirical evidence
suggesting that banning legal abortion may contribute to increased reliance on underground abortion ser-
vices. While prior work has hypothesized such substitution effects, empirical validation has remained
elusive, in part because administrative crime records in democratic settings do not systematically track il-
legal abortions—likely a deliberate policy choice to avoid criminalizing vulnerable individuals in highly
sensitive health contexts (for a detailed discussion, see Aghaei et al. (2017)).

#Because the abortion ban coincided with expanded maternal support, adverse outcomes, such as in-
fant mortality, illegal abortions, and vandalism, likely represent lower bounds. We, nevertheless, address
potential confounding by controlling for pre-ban variation in gynecological visits, midwife presence, and
hospital availability.



this mechanism. Regions with 10 additional pre-ban abortions per 1,000 women experi-
enced increases of 30 deaths from attempted abortions, 4 from miscarriage or premature
birth, and 31 from broader pregnancy-related causes per 1,000 women. These figures
correspond to relative increases of 85%, 25%, and 40%, respectively, compared to pre-
ban averages. These associations point to heightened maternal health risks in areas with
greater reliance on abortion services prior to the policy change. Similarly, infant mortality
due to congenital weakness and premature delivery rose, whereas mortality from infec-
tious diseases unrelated to reproductive health—such as influenza or typhus—remained
stable. Placebo tests using mortality from other unrelated causes, such as tuberculosis,
show no corresponding changes, further supporting the interpretation that these effects
are specific to reproductive health.

To assess the robustness of our results, we perform several important identification
checks, we outline three major ones here. First, we address potential confounding by
other Stalin-era policies, such as political repressions (Zhukov and Talibova, 2018; Toews
and Vézina, 2025) and the expansion of the radio network during this time (Lerner, 1964;
Berkhoff, 2012). An alternative interpretation is that the observed increases in birth rates
or vandalism could be driven by behavioral responses to political repression or radio
propaganda, whose spread coincided with the abortion ban. Our large-scale data digiti-
zation allows us to account for these time-varying local variations in repression and radio
penetration. We draw on detailed archival data on political repression from Memorial
Archive, a leading source on Soviet-era state violence, and combine it with historical mea-
sures of radio coverage and signal strength constructed from Radio Journals (1929-1940).
Adding these district and time-varying controls does not materially affect the estimates.
Second, we acknowledge that our baseline difference-in-differences approach relies on
the assumption of parallel trends. To support this, we provide evidence by demonstrat-
ing that the pre-trends are flat. Third, we acknowledge that regions with high versus low
pre-ban abortion rates may differ along several dimensions. For instance, we document
that higher-abortion regions tended to be wealthier prior to the ban. While our difference-
in-differences strategy leverages within-region comparisons over time, and our triple-
difference design further nets out region-by-year-specific shocks, we address concerns
about baseline differences between high versus low abortion regions. Specifically, we
digitize a comprehensive set of pre-treatment regional characteristics—including income
levels, the number of hospitals, pediatric consultations, female hospital visits, and the
number of paramedics, the latter serving as a proxy for baseline access to health infras-

tructure. Interacting these pre-treatment covariates with year fixed effects leaves the re-



sults unchanged, suggesting the design is not sensitive to baseline differences.’

1.1 Related Literature

Our paper connects to several strands of the literature. First, our paper intersects with
and expands upon the scholarship on demography and gender, especially research exam-
ining the effects of large-scale policy shifts. Specifically, we build upon the burgeoning
literature on factors that expand or limit women’s rights, as reviewed by Tertilt et al.
(2022), which has been instrumental in augmenting women’s bargaining power and cat-
alyzing economic growth (Doepke and Tertilt, 2009; Hazan et al., 2019). The advent of
the contraceptive pill is acknowledged as a transformative element in the progression of
women’s rights, conferring upon women unprecedented command over their reproduc-
tive choices. As highlighted by influential works of Goldin and Katz (2002), Goldin (2024),
Bailey et al. (2012), Bailey (2010) and Bailey (2020), ‘the pill” is believed to be revolutionary
in empowering women'’s education, career and wages.® Complementary evidence shows
that state capacity has directly shaped fertility decline (Rouyer, 1987), that the regulation
of births, marriages, and deaths has been central to the projection of political authority
(D’Arcy, 2024), that institutional rules in firms can shift attention to leadership pipelines
and family-care policies (Latura and Catalano Weeks, 2023), and that family-law customs
help structure social and political equality (Hager and Hilbig, 2019). Our work extends
the influential discourse on the liberation of women’s reproductive freedoms by present-
ing empirical evidence on a nationwide abortion ban influence on women'’s reproductive
autonomy. This restriction not only harms women’s and children’s health but may also
push women toward dangerous and illegal procedures to terminate a pregnancy. Our
tindings suggest that restrictive policies on women'’s reproductive choices result in an
increase in birth rates while simultaneously compromising women'’s health and causing
community-wide disruptions. These societal changes post-abortion ban add another sig-
nificant cost to the development losses predicted by the demographic transition literature
(Galor and Weil, 2000; Galor and Moav, 2002; Ashraf and Galor, 2011; Blanc and Wacziarg,

3Specifically, this allows us to account for the possibility that regions with different levels of healthcare
access prior to the abortion ban followed systematically different outcome trajectories, we interact baseline
measures—such as hospital density, midwife availability, income, wages and female doctor visits—with
year fixed effects. This approach helps control for the possibility that regions with stronger or weaker
baseline infrastructure were on distinct paths irrespective of the abortion ban.

®There, nevertheless, exist dissenting works that suggest a more limited impact of the pill. For example,
see Myers (2017).



2020; Hazan et al., 2022; Blanc, 2023, 2024).7

Second, our paper contributes to an influential line of research exploring the rela-
tionship between reproductive rights and societal outcomes, particularly crime (Dono-
hue and Levitt, 2001; Pop-Eleches, 2006; Donohue and Levitt, 2020). While Donohue and
Levitt (2001) hypothesize that the expansion of abortion rights is likely to reduce father-
less crimes, their analysis does not provide direct evidence for this mechanism and has
been subject to intense debate.® Hjalmarsson et al. (2021b) makes significant progress by
examining the effects of abortion access on crime and risky behavior in Romania, thereby
shedding light on this important and controversial question in a new setting rather than
re-evaluating the same data and historical context. They find that abortion reform in Ro-
mania affected crime levels; however, the effects attenuate once cohort size is accounted
for, suggesting that the observed changes are driven by shifts in birth counts rather than
changes in per capita offending. Expanding on this, we use criminal records to examine
a broad range of crimes, finding significant impacts on vandalism and illegal abortions,
with no comparable effect on other offenses prosecuted under Soviet law.” Our study con-
tributes to this literature by leveraging the historical context of the 1930s Soviet Union—a
setting where contraceptive technology was still in its infancy and access to reproductive
restriction alternatives was limited (David, 1974). This setting allows us to examine how
restrictive abortion policies, implemented in environments with limited substitutes, can
push procedures underground, leading to an increase in illegal abortions and generat-
ing downstream societal effects, including increases in offenses such as vandalism. Im-
portantly, we find no evidence of effects on more serious violent crimes. This pattern is
broadly consistent with the hypothesis originally proposed by Donohue and Levitt (2001)
and more recently revisited by Donohue and Levitt (2020).

Third, our paper advances the understanding of abortion policy’s impact, a topic
often studied through qualitative evidence, surveys, or cross-region correlations (Jones
and Pineda-Torres, 2024). A new wave provides causal designs such as synthetic con-
trol (White et al., 2023; Hjalmarsson et al., 2021b; Clarke, 2023). In political science, recent
work shows that the Supreme Court’s decision in Dobbs v. Jackson Women's Health Orga-
nization (2022), which overturned Roe v. Wade, produced durable declines in institutional

’In a similar vein, (Nunn and Wantchekon, 2011; Michalopoulos and Papaioannou, 2013; Alesina et
al., 2013) study how historical institutions shape contemporary economic and social structures, providing
broader context for long-run effects of policy change.

8Donohue and Levitt (2001) claim that abortion liberalization reduces crime has drawn criticism. Joyce
(2004) cites unaccounted time effects; Foote and Goetz (2008) highlight a coding error and the need for per
capita crime rates. For a summary of this debate, see Hjalmarsson et al. (2021b).

9We obtain similar results whether we use crime levels or crime rates (i.e., total crimes divided by cohort
size), suggesting that our findings are not explained by cohort size effects.



support (Gibson, 2025); that tightening abortion access predicts later abuses of physical-
integrity rights (Avdan et al., 2024); that gendered policy threats increase women’s po-
litical ambition (Clayton et al., 2023); and that state control over reproduction produces
systematic injustices in immigration detention (Leach, 2022). Closest quantitative studies
find that U.S. liberalization reduced fertility and shotgun marriage (Myers, 2017), and that
in Medellin female judges expanded access with gains in maternal health and children’s
education (Londono-Vélez and Saravia, 2025). We add causal, administrative evidence
from a nationwide historical ban, quantifying both direct effects on fertility and mater-
nal health and indirect spillovers to illegal abortion, infant and child mortality, crime,
and demographic composition; our setting permits one of the first systematic measures
of substitution into unsafe procedures and provides large-country evidence relevant to
ongoing debates, including in today’s Russia (The Moscow Times, 2023).1

Last, our setting features an abrupt transition from a highly liberal abortion policy
under Vladimir Lenin to a highly restrictive one under Joseph Stalin. In both instances,
the policies were implemented by centralized authoritarian leaders driven by ideological
motives rather than changing political or religious attitudes (Solomon, 1992), position-
ing the abortion ban as an instructive natural experiment. Our empirical design, which
incorporates a difference-in-differences using pre-treatment abortion rates and corrobo-
rating results through a triple-difference strategy, together with extensive administrative
archival data—most of which were classified by the Soviet regime and used in scholarly
work for the first time—enables us to examine societal level effects that have previously
been challenging to study in prior scholarship. The administrative records that detail
birth rates, maternal and child mortality segmented by cause of death and age, as well
as crime data differentiated by offense type for almost the entire Soviet Union, provide
insights that are challenging to obtain from contemporary data in both developing and
developed nations and are even more scarce in historical research. Last, we augment
the existing literature by delivering insights from a non-US setting, thereby enriching the
body of evidence on abortion policy.!! This initiative is in direct response to the grow-

ing critique that prior research is overly reliant on US data (see, e.g., Myers, 2022), which

10 Also related is the “Turnaway Study” (Foster, 2020), which faced selection, attrition, and recall concerns
(Foster, 2018; Miller et al., 2020). Using credit data, Miller et al. (2023) document increased financial strain
after denial of abortion, though limited power constrained detection beyond financial outcomes.

HNotable exceptions include Londofio-Vélez and Saravia (2025), who provide evidence from women
who sought legal remedies to obtain reproductive rights in Medellin courts; Kornileva (2019), who exam-
ines the direct demographic consequences of the abortion ban in the USSR, including effects on birth rates
and child mortality; and Pop-Eleches (2006), who studies the socioeconomic implications of an abortion
ban in Romania. These studies offer valuable insights into the individual and societal effects of abortion
policy shifts.



is particularly guarded and fraught with difficulties in determining the precise timing
of legislative changes on abortion and relies on survey data. More broadly, our setting
enables us to estimate both the direct effects of abortion restrictions—on fertility and ma-
ternal health—and indirect spillovers, including changes in illegal abortions, child health,
and crime. By jointly examining these outcomes, we provide a unified empirical account
of the dynamic trade-offs induced by a large-scale abortion ban.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses the historical back-
ground of the abortion ban. Section 3 introduces the data and presents descriptive statis-
tics. Section 4 details the empirical approach. Section 5 reports the main results, and
Section 6 considers possible mechanisms. The final section offers some concluding re-

marks.

2 BACKGROUND

Soviet Union and Liberalization of Abortion. In the early 20th century, the Rus-
sian Revolution of 1917 marked a seismic shift in the political and social landscape of the
vast Russian Empire. The overthrow of the Tsarist regime in February 1917, followed by
the Bolsheviks” October Revolution, paved the way for the establishment of a socialist
government led by Vladimir Lenin. Shortly thereafter, the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics (USSR) was officially formed, consolidating power under the Communist Party
and uniting the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic (RSFSR) with neighboring
socialist republics such as Ukraine, Belarus, Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan. Our
study focuses on the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic (RSFSR)—the largest
and most populous constituent of the Soviet Union—which we refer to simply as the So-
viet Union throughout. Geographically, this area corresponds closely to the boundaries of
present-day Russia. During the post-revolutionary societal restructuring, Vladimir Lenin
legalized abortion in November 1920, establishing one of the most expansive frameworks
for abortion rights of its era, granting women access to state-funded, legal abortion ser-
vices (Goldman, 1993). The policy provided access to pregnancy terminations at state-
sponsored hospitals at no cost. Numerous Soviet thought leaders advocated for the lib-
eralization of abortion based on their ideology (Solomon, 1992). Vladimir Lenin himself
demanded “annulment of all laws against abortions” and described the restriction on
abortions as “nothing but the hypocrisy of the ruling classes. These laws do not heal
the ulcers of capitalism, they merely turn them into malignant ulcers that are especially
painful for the oppressed masses” (Lenin, 1913). Leon Trotsky, another influential leader

of the Russian Revolution, observed, “The birth of a child is for many women a serious
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threat to their position. That is why the revolutionary government brought a woman the
right to an abortion.” (Trotsky, 1936).1?

Abortion Ban. The subsequent years saw Joseph Stalin consolidate power, advancing
a sweeping state-building agenda centered on rapid industrialization and agricultural

collectivization.!®

These policy shifts occurred alongside an intensification of coercive
state capacity, including widespread repression (Zhukov and Talibova, 2018) and the sys-
tematic expansion of state-controlled radio network (Berkhoff, 2012). Within this evolv-
ing institutional landscape, the 1936 abortion ban appears as part of a coordinated policy
bundle aimed at managing demographic outcomes and increasing the future population.
This shift manifested in 1936 when Stalin issued a decree that abruptly reversed the lib-
eral abortion policy previously established under Lenin. Specifically, on June 27, 1936, a
law was enacted prohibiting abortions in all settings, citing health risks to women; only
under exceptional and medically necessary circumstances could abortion be performed.
Under this law, women who received illegal abortions faced fines, while medical prac-
titioners who performed them risked two years of imprisonment. Relatives or spouses
influencing a woman’s decision to abort could face up to three years in jail.

Rationale for Abortion Ban. There are no specific, widely-cited quotes from Stalin
or top Soviet officials that encapsulate an official stance against abortion, as public state-
ments from the Soviet era were often couched in the language of state policy. However,
perusal of propaganda literature just following the ban gives us clues on the state’s ra-
tionale behind the 1936 ban on abortion. The ban on abortion in the Soviet Union, en-
compassing both private clinics and public hospitals, appears to be an initiative aimed
at fostering population expansion to facilitate Stalin’s ambitions for industrializing and
modernizing the Soviet Union. As noted by a prominent state propaganda outlet dis-
cussing the abortion ban, it stated: “In the growth of our population we see the source of
the country’s wealth,” (Rabotnitsa Journal, 1936). Similarly, another state-run magazine
resonated with the emerging national sentiment, proclaiming, “We have so much to do!
... We need more and more fighters - builders of this life. We need people ... Abortion is
an evil legacy of the order when a person lives by narrow personal interests, and not by
the life of the collective.” (Soltz, 1937). During the Stalinist period, abortion propaganda

largely avoided gendered moral appeals, instead invoking themes of collective respon-

12Nadezhda Krupskaya, wife of Vladimir Lenin, similarly observed, “The fight against abortion should
not be waged by persecuting mothers who undergo abortion, often at risk to their own lives; the struggle
should be aimed at eliminating those social reasons that put the mother in such a position that it is either
abortion or drowning.” (Krupskaya, 1920).

13 Anchored in the First Five-Year Plan (1928-32), this vision mobilized resources toward heavy industry
at the expense of consumer goods, while forcibly restructuring the agrarian sector through the collectiviza-
tion of peasant land.
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sibility and national duty. The focus of our study is limited within the Stalinist period,
during which the state’s messaging around abortion did not actively seek to reconfigure
gender norms (Nakachi, 2021). Soviet discourse emphasized medical risk over any nor-
mative commitment to gender or family structure. One contemporary noted, “No moral
ideals, no communist ideals even, are allowed to interfere. Marriage laws, abortion per-
mits, raise simply the question: What is good for healthy survival?” (Strong, 1927).14 This
historical context provides a relatively clean empirical setting to assess the societal con-
sequences of a top-down reproductive policy intervention, capturing both its intended
demographic impacts and its unintended effects on fertility behavior, maternal health,
and crime. Figure 1 provides a concise chronological summary of some pivotal events
surrounding the 1936 criminalization of abortion in the Soviet Union.!?

Abortion Ban and Financial Cushion. While the state’s public justification for the
1936 abortion ban emphasized national duty and demographic growth, the policy it-
self did not operate in isolation. Alongside the criminalization of abortion, the Soviet
government introduced a bundle of expanded maternal benefits—including increased al-
lowances for newborn care and child feeding and extended maternity leave—intended to
subsidize motherhood and promote fertility (Kollontai, 1921). These concurrent financial
benefits likely mitigated the policy’s impact by lowering the economic cost of childbirth,
potentially more so in regions with higher pre-ban abortion rates. In the absence of this
support, the adverse effects may have been substantially more pronounced. Although
our empirical strategy focuses on the impact of the abortion restriction itself, the simul-
taneous rollout of maternal welfare provisions introduces an important interpretive nu-
ance. Increases in adverse outcomes—such as illegal abortions, infant mortality, or social
disorder (e.g., vandalism)—should be viewed as lower-bound estimates of the abortion
ban’s full effect, as these outcomes were potentially attenuated by concurrent state sub-
sidies for motherhood. Conversely, observed increases in birth rates, the most consis-
tently documented outcome in prior work, may reflect an upper bound, insofar as they
were jointly driven by coercive restrictions and expanded incentives. To mitigate con-
cerns about pre-existing regional variation in abortion conditions, we control for baseline

access to reproductive healthcare, including gynecological visits, midwife density, and

4The shift toward gendered moral appeals—emphasizing maternal responsibility and personal morality
of women—emerged only much later, following the re-legalization of abortion in the 1960s. Slogans such
as “Abortion Will Deprive You of Happiness!” reflect this later transition in state discourse (Randall, 2011),
but fall outside the time frame of our analysis.

15We restrict our analysis to the pre-World War II period, as postwar data are subject to substantial lim-
itations. Much of the available information post-war relies on extrapolations (Avdeev et al., 1995), making
it difficult to credibly study either the reversal of the abortion ban in 1955 or the broader liberalization of
abortion policy that followed.
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hospital availability.

3 DATA

The foundation of our research is a large-scale collection and digitization of histor-
ical data from the Soviet Archives in Moscow, covering diverse sectors such as health,
population, crime, and various other aspects of the Soviet Union’s historical landscape,
including state radio coverage. The key outcome and explanatory variables come from
the State Archive of the Russian Federation (GARF) and were originally classified and
utilized exclusively by the USSR’s Central Authority for planning and intelligence pur-
poses. To conduct our analysis, we photographed and digitized previously classified
documents. Examples of the raw data on births and deaths are shown in Figure Al and
Figure A2. We collected data from the pre-war period, and our analysis focuses on the
years surrounding the abortion ban, from 1930 to 1940, within the territory of modern-day
Russia, historically, the RSFSR (Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic).!® The pat-
terns in the data align with significant historical events in the USSR, such as the famine
of 1932-1933. This period, marked by a spike in mortality and a decline in birth rates,
highlights the dataset’s relevance and reliability in capturing the demographic and so-
cial realities of the time (as shown in Figure A3 in Appendix A). These observations are
consistent with Mitrokhina and Herrera (2024), who investigate the puzzling persistence
of data accuracy in autocratic regimes, such as the Soviet Union and modern-day Rus-
sia. They attribute this phenomenon to enduring institutional arrangements rooted in
the Russian Empire, including the legal framework for data collection, which remained
intact despite regime changes.!” Building on this foundation, we next describe the core
variables used in our analysis and briefly outline how we define and interpret treatment
exposure to the 1936 abortion ban. An organized list of sources and variable descriptions
is available in Appendix Table B1. Because regional names and administrative boundaries
have changed over time, Appendix B describes our procedure for standardizing regional
identifiers, closely following the best practices outlined by Giuliano and Matranga (2021).
Descriptive statistics for our main variables of interest are presented in Table A1l.

Births and Infant Mortality. To measure the direct effect of the abortion ban, we draw
on birth and infant mortality records from the Bureau of Statistics of the USSR. Birth data
are disaggregated by maternal age across modern-day Russia and normalized by the cor-

16World War II devastated the Soviet Union and severely disrupted administrative capacity, rendering
systematic data collection nearly impossible during and immediately after the conflict.

17This view is corroborated by several studies, for instance, those discussed in a recent review by Zhu-
ravskaya et al. (2024).
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responding female population. Mortality records include child deaths classified by age
and gender and are further supplemented with cause-specific death statistics. These data
introduce an additional dimension of variation, enabling a richer analysis of mortality by
age and cause. We further merge these statistics with hospital-based mortality reports to
construct a dataset that links maternal and child deaths to pregnancy-related causes. The
hospital records provide detailed cause-of-death classifications, allowing us to identify
over a dozen categories, including deaths from attempted abortions, premature births,
miscarriages, septic infections following childbirth, and other pregnancy-related compli-
cations. For infants, causes of death such as congenital weaknesses and premature birth
are also documented, which may be linked to abortion-related risks, particularly in a
setting where access to safe procedures and post-abortion care is restricted (under crimi-
nalized abortion).

Illegal Abortions and Vandalism. Using crime data from the Prosecutor General’s
Office of the USSR, we assess how the abortion ban influenced patterns of state-defined
offenses, including cases involving illegal abortion and property-related crimes such as
vandalism. These reports, prepared by regional chief prosecutors for each region, were
consolidated by our research team to provide nationwide coverage of modern-day Rus-
sia, documenting a wide range of crimes across regions. While initially classified, the
dataset provides a rare glimpse into Soviet-era crime trends, including the introduction
of “illegal abortions” as a crime category following the abortion ban. This allows for a
rare empirical opportunity to trace behavioral substitution away from legal abortion and
toward informal alternatives. The reports also allow us to examine whether the abor-
tion ban affected broader patterns of criminal activity. In particular, we examine whether
criminalized abortions co-occur with other categories of state-recorded offenses, such as
political crimes, to assess whether the observed patterns reflect broader enforcement dy-
namics, rather than arising from the restriction of reproductive access. While political of-
fenses may reflect broader unrest, we focus on a distinct category, “hooliganism”, which
includes vandalism and property-related crimes and is more plausibly associated with
abortion-restriction, as suggested in prior literature (Donohue and Levitt, 2001). We draw
on annual crime reports disaggregated by age group (adolescents aged 16-18 and adults
over 18) to investigate whether the abortion ban coincided with changes in these offense
patterns. As shown in Figure A4 in Appendix B, these data also allow us to trace expo-
sure to the abortion ban among the first cohorts born after the policy change, and compare
their crime outcomes to those of individuals not yet born at the time of the ban. Since we
have crime data from 1950, we use the earlier cohorts (16 to 18-year-olds) as a control in

an event study design, as they were born before the abortion ban.
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Abortion Ban Exposure. The key independent variable in our analysis is pre-ban
abortion intensity, measured as the number of abortions per 1,000 people. These data are
sourced from Soviet Ministry of Health, providing nationwide coverage across the RS-
FSR—the territory comprising modern-day Russia. The variation in these pre-ban abor-
tion rates from January to June 1936, serves as our primary source of cross-sectional expo-
sure, which we interact with a post-ban year indicator. Figure 2 visualizes this variation,
with abortion rates ranging from 2.2 per 1,000 women in Komy AO to 38.9 per 1,000
in Moscow. Interestingly, wealthier regions—including Moscow, Leningrad (33.3), and
Azovo-Chernomorsky Krai (19.7)—exhibit the highest abortion rates, while poorer, rural
regions report substantially lower rates. As shown in Figure 3, pre-treatment abortion
rates are positively correlated with both income per capita and the availability of mid-
wives across regions. This pattern suggests that regional variation in abortion intensity
is more likely explained by access to public health services—reflecting both supply-side
capacity and the ability to seek care—rather than by poverty-driven demand for abortion
services.

Measurement Error. While the data are drawn from official Soviet records, we ac-
knowledge the possibility of measurement error—particularly underreporting in rural
regions. Under standard assumptions, classical measurement error in pre-treatment abor-
tion rates would attenuate our estimated treatment effect toward zero. If, however, un-
derreporting is non-classical or correlated with post-treatment outcomes, this could bias
our estimates. To mitigate this concern, we control for baseline income, the availability of
midwives, hospital capacity, and pre-treatment rates of female hospital visits—variables
that may jointly capture both demand- and supply-side determinants of abortion access,
as well as variation in administrative capacity. These controls are interacted with year
fixed effects to flexibly absorb baseline regional heterogeneity. Reassuringly, our results
remain robust to the inclusion of these controls. For outcomes beyond fertility, partic-
ularly infant mortality, illegal abortion, and vandalism, such bias implies our estimates
likely understate the true effects. These forms of behavior are more likely to occur in
informal settings, making them harder to observe in administrative records. Thus, the
effects we report should be interpreted as lower-bound estimates.

Control Variables. Our regressions account for two time- and space-varying vari-
ables that are likely correlated with other policy shifts occurring around the abortion ban:
Stalin’s purges (political repressions) and the spread of radio network during the same
period when abortion was criminalized. To measure political repressions, we use data
from the Russian Memorial Society, a human rights organization established during the

perestroika era (the period of political and economic reform in the Soviet Union). Memo-
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rial’s mission to preserve the memory of Soviet-era repression victims has resulted in a
dataset that meticulously tracks political repressions across the Soviet Union, document-
ing the scale of victimization by region. To account for concurrent exposure to state pro-
paganda, we construct a region-level measure of average annual radio signal strength,
reflecting Stalin’s large-scale expansion of the Soviet radio network during the same pe-
riod. This measure is constructed using regional radio transmission data, as referenced
in Radio Journals (1929-1940). Additional controls are all the available baseline socioe-
conomic characteristics. These controls include regional income and wages, the number
of hospitals, female hospital visits (recorded as visits to gynecologists in Soviet archives,
likely reflecting reproductive-related care by women), and midwife density, each inter-
acted with year fixed effects. These indicators are sourced from reports by Soviet state
authorities for the year 1935 and the first half of 1936, which we digitized for this study.
Population data is drawn from the Soviet censuses conducted in 1926, 1937, and 1959,
with extrapolations made using the method detailed in Appendix B4 .

4 EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS

Difference-in-Differences. To estimate the effect of an abortion ban, we use regional
variation in the pre-ban abortions interacted with a post-ban dummy variable. Our base-

line specification is as follows:
Y;+ = B Pre Ban Abortions, x Post Ban; + Xy(p +0 Wy X 0t + 7y + 01 + €4 (1)

where indexes r corresponds to region, and t denotes year. The variable Y;; repre-
sents a range of outcomes, including births or infant deaths per woman, illegal abor-
tions, and vandalism offenses; -y, and 03, are region and year fixed effects, respectively.
Pre Ban Abortions 1936 represents the number of abortions per woman in each region
before the ban. The Post Ban variable is a binary indicator that assumes a value of one
for all regions starting in 1937, reflecting the post-ban period when the abortion ban was
in effect and zero otherwise. The interaction term between Pre-Ban Abortions x Post
Ban serves as our primary variable of interest. The coefficient on this interaction term
serves as the difference-in-differences estimator, quantifying the effect of the abortion ban
on the outcome under consideration. X is a matrix of time-varying controls that include
repressions per capita and radio signal strength in the region. Meanwhile, W is a vector
of pre-treatment baseline characteristics—such as income per capita, hospitals and mid-

wives per capita, doctor visits and wages—which are interacted with year dummies. We
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cluster standard errors at the region level, consistent with the level of treatment variation.
We also report results using wild cluster bootstrap and Conley spatial standard errors to
account for small-sample and spatial correlation concerns, respectively (Cameron et al.,
2008; Conley, 1999). The results are similar across approaches.

While our treatment varies continuously in intensity, it is introduced uniformly across
all regions at a single point in time: 1936 serves as the pre-treatment period, and from
1937 onward, all units receive some level of treatment based on pre-ban abortion intensity.
This setup is consistent with the two-period continuous treatment framework discussed
in recent work by Callaway et al. (2024), where no units are treated in the first period
and all receive varying treatment doses in the second. As they note, identification in
such settings is still possible when we use the low-intensity treatment dose as a control
group. In our context, we find that results are essentially unchanged when adopting
this approach, treating regions with the lowest observed pre-ban abortion intensity as a
comparison group.

Event Study. To examine the dynamics of treatment effects and test for pre-trends, we
extend the baseline difference-in-differences specification by replacing the single post-ban
indicator with a full set of year-by-treatment exposure interactions. This approach yields
the following event study specification:

Yyt = Y PBs Pre-Ban Abortions, X Dy + v, + 0 + €t ()
1£1935

In this specification, D; denotes year-specific indicators (excluding 1935 as the refer-
ence year), interacted with the continuous measure of pre-ban abortion exposure. The
coefficients s trace out the relationship between pre-ban abortion intensity and each out-
come over time, relative to the year preceding the ban, allowing to examine the evolution
of treatment effects following the abortion ban.

Triple Difference. When data on maternal and child age groups are available for an
outcome, we exploit an additional layer of identifying variation by estimating a triple-
difference specification. This approach leverages variation across regions, over time, and
between age-defined subpopulations—specifically, reproductive-age versus non-reproductive-

age women for births, and infants versus older children for mortality within region-year.
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This approach is implemented by estimating the following specifications:

Birthslt = B PreBan Abortions, X PostBany x Reproductive Agej+

+Crt + Mrj + Atj + € (3a)
InfantDeaths], = B PreBan Abortions, x PostBan; x Infantsj+
+0rt +1rj + Atj+ €4 (3b)

Our analysis leverages a triple-difference framework to examine the impact of the
abortion ban on demographic outcomes, with age groups indexed by j—representing
mothers’ age groups in equation (3a) and children’s age groups in equation (3b). Specif-
ically, the coefficient a captures the differential effects of the ban on birth rates among
reproductive-age women versus non-reproductive-age women (3a) and on infant mortal-
ity relative to mortality rates of older children (3b). The use of infants and older children
as comparison groups offers several advantages. Infants are more biologically vulnerable
to early-life shocks, and are therefore more likely to reflect short-run impacts of changes
in maternal health or prenatal environments (Currie and Rossin-Slater, 2015; Simmons et
al., 2021). In contrast, older children were born prior to the policy and are less likely to be
directly affected by the ban, making them a reasonable benchmark. The triple-difference
design also helps address potential general equilibrium concerns, such as region-wide
changes in public health or economic conditions, that might influence all women or chil-
dren within a region. By comparing across age groups within region-year cells, we aim to
net out such broader shocks, although we remain cautious about residual sources of dif-
ferential exposure. We include region-by-year fixed effects {;; to account for time-varying
regional factors such as shifts in healthcare access or economic conditions. Region-by-age
group fixed effects 7,; capture age-specific differences within regions, and year-by-age
group fixed effects A; allow for cohort-specific national shocks. These fixed effects help
mitigate concerns about unobserved factors that may vary systematically across both time
and age groups. We continue to cluster standard errors at the region level, reflecting the
level of treatment variation in the baseline.

We also estimate an event study version of the triple-difference model to examine
the dynamics of treatment effects and test for pre-existing trends across subpopulations.
Specifically, we replace the post-ban indicator with a full set of year dummies inter-
acted with both pre-ban abortion intensity and the relevant subgroup indicator (e.g.,
reproductive-age women or infants). This approach allows us to trace the evolution of

treatment effects over time and assess the parallel trends assumption within the triple-
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difference framework by comparing treated and control subgroups across years. The
specifications are as follows:

Birthsit = Z Bs Pre-Ban Abortions, x ReproductiveAge; X Dy

t£1935
+Crt +1rj + Atj £ €n (4a)
InfantDeathsit = 2 Bs Pre-Ban Abortions, X Infants; x Dy
1£1935
+Crt + rj + At + € (4b)

The coefficients Bs represent year-specific differences in outcomes for subgroups de-
tined by pre-ban abortion intensity and age category (e.g., reproductive-age or infant sta-
tus), relative to the 1935 baseline. Fixed effects—(,, Mrjs and At]-—help account for con-
founding that varies across regions, years, and age groups. Standard errors are clustered

at the regional level, consistent with our baseline specification.

5 RESULTS

The results section is organized as follows. We begin by outlining descriptive patterns
in demographic and crime outcomes surrounding the 1936 abortion ban. We then present
the main results in two parts. First, we examine the direct effects of the policy on birth
and infant mortality. Second, we turn to the policy’s indirect effects, focusing on illegal
abortions and vandalism. Finally, we assess the validity of the identification strategy
using event study trends, some key robustness checks, and a triple-difference design.

5.1 Descriptive Analysis

We begin by outlining descriptive patterns in the data. Figure A3 plots births and in-
fant deaths per woman from 1930 to 1940. As shown in Panel A, there is a decline in births
coinciding with the famine years, in line with broader historical trends. Around the time
of the 1936 abortion ban, both birth and infant death rates exhibited an upward trend.
Turning to crime data, we first describe the structure of the dataset. Figure A4 depicts
how our vandalism measure is constructed by cohort, and identifies the cohorts exposed
to the abortion ban. Figure A5 illustrates changes in illegal abortions and vandalism over
time. Panel A shows no illegal abortions recorded prior to the 1936 ban, when abortion

was legal. Panel B of Figure A5 presents the raw data on vandalism cases. We observe
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a noticeable increase in vandalism among cohorts born after the abortion ban, whereas

rates for earlier cohorts remain relatively flat.

5.2 Direct Effects

To explore potential direct effects of the abortion ban, we examine trends in birth and
infant mortality rates across regions stratified by pre-ban abortion intensity. By divid-
ing regions into terciles based on abortions per 1,000 women, we investigate how demo-
graphic outcomes evolve differentially in more versus less exposed areas. Figure A7 plots
births per 1,000 women (Panel A) and infant mortality per 1,000 women (Panel B) across
terciles of pre-ban abortion intensity. Regions in the highest tercile exhibit sharper in-
creases in both outcomes following the ban, consistent with greater exposure to the policy.
These patterns offer suggestive difference-in-differences evidence of a more pronounced
response in areas with higher initial abortion rates. Notably, these high-intensity regions
initially exhibit the lowest levels of births and infant mortality, suggesting a “catch-up”
effect after the abortion ban with lower tercile abortion regions. Importantly, the trends
across the three terciles are similar before the ban, indicating that differential pre-trends
are unlikely to explain the results. These patterns are consistent with estimates from an
event study specification that includes region and year fixed effects, as shown in Figure 4.
To further examine these patterns, we employ a triple-difference design that accounts
for variation across regions, time, and demographically relevant subgroups—comparing
reproductive- and non-reproductive-age women for birth outcomes, and infants versus
older children for mortality. This strategy enables a more refined comparison across dif-
ferentially exposed populations within region-year cells. As shown in Figure 5, we ob-
serve limited divergence prior to the policy and more pronounced post-ban differences,
relative to the 1935 baseline. To account for potential time-varying confounders, we in-
clude controls for concurrent Stalin-era policies, such as the intensification of political
repression and the expansion of state radio infrastructure. We also adjust for baseline re-
gional differences in economic and healthcare conditions, such as average income, hospi-
tal density, and gynecological and pediatric visits, as well as the number of midwives. The
estimates in Table 1 suggest increases of approximately 0.5 births and 0.1 infant deaths per
woman following the abortion ban. These magnitudes imply that for every 10 abortions
prevented, about 5 resulted in additional births, suggesting that not all pregnancies are

carried to term, potentially due to continued, though reduced, access to informal abor-
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tions.!® These estimates correspond to a 10% increase in birth rates and an 11% increase

in infant mortality rates, relative to the 1935 pre-ban means.

5.3 Indirect Effects

We next turn to potential indirect effects of the abortion ban, focusing on illegal abor-
tions and vandalism. As in our earlier analysis, we divide regions into three terciles based
on pre-ban abortion intensity. Figure A8 plots the evolution of illegal abortions (Panel A)
and vandalism (Panel B) across these terciles. In both outcomes, regions in the highest
tercile display a more pronounced increase following the ban. These patterns are consis-
tent with the difference-in-differences estimates reported in Table 2, Panel A, based on
the specification in equation (1). Column 4 includes region and year fixed effects, along
with controls for political repression per capita and radio coverage. The estimates suggest
that approximately 0.3 additional individuals per 1,000 are convicted for illegal abortions
following the abortion ban in high-abortion-intensity regions. To put the magnitude in
perspective, the estimates suggest that an increase of 10 abortions per 1,000 women is
associated with approximately 2.6 additional illegal abortions per woman. This finding
offers some of the first quantitative evidence of substitution from legal to underground
abortion practices following a state-imposed ban.

The indirect effects of the abortion ban appear to extend beyond illegal abortions to in-
clude vandalism for cohorts exposed to the ban. Our data record incidents involving both
adolescents (ages 16 to 18) and adults (18 and above), allowing us to examine how out-
comes may have shifted across age groups. Panel B of Table 2 reports the estimated effects
of the abortion ban on vandalism for both groups. In each case, post-ban vandalism rates
increase relative to pre-ban levels, with magnitudes corresponding to an approximate
28% rise. To assess whether these increases reflect pre-existing trends, Figure 6 presents
event study estimates using cohorts born just before the abortion ban as the reference
group. If the observed increase in vandalism were part of a general trend, we would ex-
pect to see rising vandalism rates across these earlier cohorts as well. Instead, we find
no evidence of a differential upward trend in vandalism among these groups prior to the
ban.' The observed increase in vandalism is suggestive of broader social responses to

the abortion ban. The findings are consistent with the view that abortion policy can affect

18For every 10 additional pre-ban abortions per woman, the estimates imply approximately four pregnan-
cies that would otherwise have occurred but did not—suggesting continued but possibly informal abortion
access, though other factors—such as behavioral adaptation or broader fertility responses—may also play
arole.

9This is consistent with patterns shown earlier in Figure A5, where vandalism rates remain stable among
cohorts born before the ban.
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youth behavior in the medium run.?

The rise in illegal abortions and vandalism does not appear to reflect a broader in-
crease in criminal prosecutions during the period. In Figure 7, we examine trends in
other crimes, including murder, bribery, theft, and banditry, and find no corresponding
increase among cohorts exposed to the abortion ban. This suggests that the observed
patterns are not part of a general rise in crime. Moreover, as shown in Figure A9, illegal
abortions are not systematically correlated with other categories of crime, including po-
litical offenses that were heavily prosecuted under Stalin’s regime. This is consistent with
qualitative accounts suggesting that these acts were not framed as political or “counter-
revolutionary” in nature. Instead, the patterns documented in Table 2 are more plausibly
interpreted as downstream consequences of the abortion ban itself, rather than artifacts

of broader enforcement trends.

5.4 Identification Checks.

We next discuss five major empirical checks aimed at probing the key identifying as-
sumptions and potential threats to the validity of our baseline estimates.?! The first relates
to the parallel trends assumption, which is central to the difference-in-differences frame-
work. While we cannot verify this assumption directly, we find no evidence of differential
pre-trends between high- and low-abortion-intensity regions, suggesting the identifying
assumption is not inconsistent with the data (see event study figures in the main text).

Second, to evaluate the robustness of our findings to potential violations of the parallel
trends assumption, we implement the sensitivity bounds approach recently proposed by
Rambachan and Roth (2023). This method allows for partial identification by bounding
deviations from the parallel trends assumption, rather than assuming identical trends
between treated and control units in the absence of treatment. Figure A10 illustrates that
our main results continue to hold under several plausible deviations, suggesting that
modest violations of parallel trends are unlikely to fully account for the estimated effects.

Third, we implement the continuous treatment framework developed by Callaway et
al. (2024), which accommodates treatment variation in intensity across units. Specifically,
we divide regions into four groups based on the distribution of pre-ban abortion intensity
and estimate separate coefficients for each quantile, using the lowest-intensity group as

20This interpretation is in line with the hypothesis proposed by Donohue and Levitt (2001), who link
abortion restrictions to increased youth crime via higher rates of unwanted births and weakened family
structure.

21 A more extensive set of robustness exercises is included in the dedicated robustness section, with sup-
porting tables and figures provided in the Appendix.
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the baseline. This approach allows us to assess whether the effects of the abortion ban
scale with initial exposure levels. As shown in Figure All, we find a clear monotonic
pattern: regions with higher pre-ban abortion rates experience larger increases in both
births and infant deaths per woman after the ban. These results corroborate our baseline
findings and provide additional support for the robustness of our estimates under an
alternative identification strategy that does not rely on untreated units.

Fourth, we address the possibility that other contemporaneous policies under Stalin,
such as political repression or the expansion of state radio, may have evolved differently
across regions with varying levels of pre-ban abortion intensity. If, for example, regions
with higher baseline abortion rates also experienced greater repression or propaganda ac-
tivity over time, and these policies independently influenced fertility or social outcomes,
our estimates may partly capture the effects of those policies rather than the abortion
ban itself. In Table 1 (Column 3) and Table 2 (Column 4), we control for region-by-time-
varying factors, including political repression and radio coverage. The estimated effects
remain similar, suggesting that these concurrent policies are unlikely to fully account for
the observed outcomes.

Lastly, we absorb region by year shocks and exploit within region year contrasts across
cohorts and demographic subgroups, reducing spatially uneven famine intensity and
repression cycles (Markevich et al., 2025; Zhukov and Talibova, 2018). Our difference-
in-differences assumes no systematic unobserved region by year shocks; the absence of
differential pre-trends, bounded-deviation checks, and year-interacted baseline controls
for income, wages, midwife density, hospital access, and female healthcare use reduce
this risk. Where data permit, we add a triple difference that compares exposure within
the same region and year across groups differentially affected by the policy. Table 3 re-
ports these estimates. Panel A implements equation (3a) for reproductive-age women,
guided by cohort-specific birth patterns in Figure 8. Panel B applies equation (3b) to in-
fant mortality, using children older than one as a comparison group given their stable
mortality profiles in Figure 9.22 The triple-difference estimates are consistent with our
main results, suggesting that region-by-year shocks are unlikely to fully account for the
observed effects. This additional layer of variation reduces concerns that general equi-

librium forces, concurrent shocks such as famine, propaganda expansion, repression, or

22Note that the distinction between reproductive-age women is based on observed birth patterns in data,
which show no effect on births for certain age groups(after age 30). This pattern likely reflects underlying
biological constraints (Figure 8). Similarly, existing research and data suggest (Figure 9) that infant mortality
rates were substantially higher than those for older children, both due to biological vulnerability in early life
and the compounded effects of poor maternal health and limited neonatal care. These empirical patterns
provide motivation for our age-based subgroup comparisons in the triple-difference design.
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other unobserved confounders tightly linked to region-by-time dynamics bias the esti-

mates.

6 MECHANISMS

Abortion Risks Mechanism. A plausible channel through which the abortion ban
may have affected health outcomes is by increasing reliance on unsafe abortion proce-
dures. If the abortion ban curtailed legal access to abortion, women with unwanted preg-
nancies may have turned to informal or unregulated methods, potentially resulting in
higher maternal and infant mortality. This mechanism would predict a rise in female
deaths due to pregnancy-related complications, as well as in infant deaths from condi-
tions associated with unsafe or unsuccessful abortion attempts.

We are fortunate to have access to detailed administrative data that records causes of
death at a disaggregated level. These data enable us to directly examine whether mor-
tality due to abortion-related complications increased following the ban. Table 4, Panel
A, presents estimates focusing on female deaths closely linked to pregnancy, including
attempted abortions, miscarriages, and septic infections. Female deaths by these causes
exhibit a notable increase in the post-ban period, with the most pronounced changes ob-
served for deaths explicitly tied to abortion attempts and pregnancy-related complica-
tions. This pattern is visualized in Figure A12, which shows a sharp rise in abortion-
related female deaths beginning immediately after the ban, with no comparable trend in
earlier pre-abortion ban years.

To test the specificity of this pattern, Panel B of Table 4 reports estimates for female
deaths due to causes unlikely to be affected by the abortion ban, such as typhus and
tuberculosis—diseases transmitted through airborne or environmental exposure rather
than through reproductive health channels. These outcomes provide a test of whether
the observed patterns are confined to channels plausibly influenced by the abortion ban.
Female deaths from these causes remain largely unchanged, lending further support to
the view that the observed rise in maternal mortality is more plausibly linked to abortion-
related risks.

We also examine whether infant health deteriorated along similar lines. Table 5 disag-
gregates infant deaths into those plausibly related to abortion complications (e.g., congen-
ital weakness, premature birth), and causes less likely to be linked to reproductive health
shocks. Panel A shows an increase in abortion-related causes of infant death, while Panel
B shows no systematic change in less-related causes of infant deaths. These findings are

consistent with the interpretation that the abortion ban may have increased health risks
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for both women and infants by encouraging unsafe procedures and exacerbating vulner-
abilities during pregnancy and childbirth.

Cohort Size and Vandalism. While the evidence above points to elevated health risks
as a consequence of the abortion ban, we also found that the abortion ban had broader
social consequences, particularly in the form of increased vandalism. One possible mech-
anism explaining the rise in crime is a compositional or behavioral response. That is, in-
creased vandalism is explained by larger cohort sizes following the abortion ban, rather
than changes in the composition of those born. Prior work by Hjalmarsson et al. (2021b)
on Romania finds that crime increases after abortion restrictions attenuate once adjusted
for cohort size. Their findings underscore the importance of distinguishing level effects
(more individuals) from rate effects (more crime per individual), particularly when eval-
uating the long-run consequences of abortion policy. To address this concern in our con-
text, we follow their empirical strategy and re-estimate our results using crime rates per
cohort rather than crime counts 2. Specifically, we normalize crime outcomes by the size
of the birth cohort affected by the abortion ban. As shown in Figure A13 and Table A2
in Appendix A, our results remain robust: both the magnitude and statistical significance
of the effects persist when expressed as vandalism rates. This provides evidence that the
observed increase in crime is not merely a result of more individuals being born, sug-
gesting that the increase in crime is not solely driven by larger cohort size. Instead, the
pattern appears consistent with changes in the average propensity to offend, potentially
reflecting selection or early-life conditions.

Alternative Mechanisms. Finally, we leverage our large-scale data collection to ex-
plore alternative mechanisms and examine whether factors beyond unsafe abortions and
pregnancy-related complications could account for the observed rise in female and in-
fant mortality. One potential explanation is that baseline differences in healthcare qual-
ity—such as hospital availability, access to gynecologists or pediatricians, or the presence
of midwives—may have varied systematically between high- and low-abortion-intensity
regions, potentially confounding the observed effects. To account for this, we include
controls for pre-ban hospital density, gynecologist and pediatric visit rates, and midwife
availability, each interacted with year fixed effects. This allows for flexible controls for
differential trends correlated with pre-treatment health infrastructure, without assuming
that these differences are constant over time. The inclusion of these variables leaves our
main results largely unchanged, suggesting that differential access to healthcare services

is unlikely to be the primary driver of the observed patterns (see Column 4 of Table 1).

23We examine this per-cohort specification for adolescents (aged 16-18) since we can calculate the size of
each cohort using birth records from the 1930s.
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We also consider the possibility that region-specific economic shocks—such as changes
in industrial activity or agricultural output—may have affected health outcomes during
this period. When these controls and their interactions with time are included in the
baseline specifications, our results remain consistent. While these checks cannot fully
rule out alternative explanations, they help narrow the set of plausible mechanisms and
lend support to the interpretation that increased reliance on unsafe abortion procedures

contributed to the rise in maternal and infant mortality following the ban.

7 ROBUSTNESS

In this section, we assess the robustness of our findings through a series of sensitiv-
ity analyses. We examine whether the results are sensitive to alternative approaches to
standard error estimation, including methods that account for spatial correlation, small-
sample adjustments, and randomization-based inference. We also consider multiple hy-
pothesis testing corrections, alternative model specifications (e.g., fixed effects structure),
and variation in the sample period or regional coverage. In addition, we explore het-
erogeneity in outcomes by exposure to repression and propaganda. While these checks
cannot rule out all alternative explanations, they help to assess the stability of the esti-
mated effects of the Soviet abortion ban.

Standard Errors. We assess the robustness of our results to alternative inference pro-
cedures in three steps. First, we address the possibility that spatial correlation across re-
gions—particularly due to similarities in pre-ban abortion intensity—may bias standard
errors. To account for this, we apply Conley (1999) spatial corrections at varying distance
thresholds. As reported in Table A4, the results remain statistically stable across differ-
ent bandwidths. We extend this approach to other outcomes, including illegal abortions,
vandalism, and cause-specific mortality, with consistent results (see Table A5 to Table A8).
Second, given that our analysis is based on 56 clusters (regions), we also implement the
Wild Cluster Bootstrap method proposed by Cameron et al. (2008), which is designed for
inference in settings with a moderate number of clusters. While our cluster count exceeds
the recommended rule of thumb of 42 clusters for reliable inference under asymptotic
theory, as suggested by Angrist and Pischke (2008), we further validate our findings by
employing a bootstrap technique that does not rely on asymptomatic theory. The esti-
mated coefficient distributions, shown in Figure A14 and Figure A15, remain statistically
significant at conventional levels using this approach. Third, we examine whether our
findings are sensitive to the level at which standard errors are clustered. While our base-

line clusters at the region level—where treatment intensity varies—we re-estimate our re-
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sults using both finer and coarser cluster definitions. The estimates, reported in Table A9
through Table A11, remain stable across specifications.

Randomized Inference. To assess whether our findings could arise by chance, we con-
duct a permutation test that randomly reassigns abortion intensity across regions. These
placebo distributions are shown in Figure A16 and Figure A17, which plot the coeffi-
cient estimates obtained under random assignments of abortion intensity across regions.
In each case, the observed treatment effect lies well outside the distribution of placebo
estimates. These results indicate that the estimated effects are unlikely to be driven by
random variation in treatment assignment. The consistency of this pattern across birth,
mortality, and crime outcomes (illegal abortions and vandalism) provides additional sup-
port for the robustness of our findings.

Multiple Hypothesis Testing. Evaluating a set of outcomes, such as birth rates, infant
mortality, illegal abortions, and vandalism, raises the likelihood of false positives if each
hypothesis is tested independently. To address this, we apply multiple hypothesis testing
corrections that adjust for the family-wise nature of our inference. To address this, we
adopt a family-wise approach that groups these outcomes into a single family of interest.
First, we report FDR-adjusted g-values across all key outcomes in Table A12. Second, we
apply the Romano-Wolf procedure to control the family-wise error rate. In both cases, the
results remain robust, providing additional confidence in the overall pattern of effects.

Alternative Fixed Effects. We next examine whether our results are sensitive to the
level at which fixed effects are specified. In Table A13, we re-estimate our models using
tixed effects defined at progressively larger geographic units, adjusting clustering accord-
ingly. The results remain statistically significant and broadly consistent with the baseline
estimates. Similar patterns are observed for other outcomes, including vandalism (Ta-
ble A14) and illegal abortions (Table A15), suggesting that the findings are not driven by
a specific choice of fixed effects specification.

Excluding Years and Regions. Building on the robustness of our findings to alterna-
tive fixed effects, we next assess whether results are sensitive to particular time periods
or regions. In Figure A18 and Figure A19, we re-estimate the main specification while
sequentially excluding each year from the sample. The results remain stable across all ex-
clusions, suggesting that no single year drives the findings. We also sequentially exclude
regions from the sample and observe similar consistency in Figure A20 and Figure A21.
These patterns indicate that the estimated effects are not concentrated in a particular re-
gion or period, supporting the interpretation of a broadly distributed policy impact.

Heterogeneity by Repression and Propaganda Exposure. We further assess whether

the estimated effects vary by baseline exposure to political repression or state propa-
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ganda. In Table A16 and Table A17, we compare estimates across regions with above-
and below-median radio coverage. The results remain consistent across groups, suggest-
ing limited heterogeneity by propaganda exposure. Similarly, in Table A18 and Table A19,
we examine regions with different levels of repression and again find no systematic dif-
ferences. While these comparisons are not definitive, they indicate that variation in state
control mechanisms is unlikely to explain the observed effects. Taken together, these ro-
bustness checks suggest that the observed effects are not highly sensitive to modeling

choices, sample composition, or alternative sources of heterogeneity.

8 CONCLUSIONS

The regulation of reproductive rights has profound implications for societies world-
wide, shaping demographic trends, public health outcomes, and social order. Restrictive
abortion policies, in particular, remain a contentious issue in both developed and devel-
oping countries, with governments grappling with the trade-offs between demographic
goals and individual rights. While public debates around abortion policy often focus
on moral or ideological grounds, the broader societal implications, both direct and un-
intended, warrant systematic empirical analysis. Understanding how such restrictions
shape reproductive behavior, health outcomes, and social dynamics is essential for eval-
uating their full policy impact.

This paper utilizes a natural experiment created by Stalin’s 1936 abortion ban in the
Soviet Union to examine its direct and indirect societal consequences. By capitalizing on
regional variation in pre-ban abortion intensity and employing a difference-in-differences
framework, we document significant demographic, public health, and social effects of
this abrupt policy shift. Our findings suggest that the abortion ban succeeded in rais-
ing birth rates, consistent with its demographic objective. However, this increase was
accompanied by elevated infant mortality, higher rates of female deaths, and rises in il-
legal—likely unsafe—abortions and vandalism. These patterns point to broader health
and social costs associated with the policy, highlighting the trade-offs embedded in co-
ercive reproductive interventions. Importantly, the observed effects do not appear to be
fully explained by contemporaneous Stalinist policies, such as heightened repression or
expanded propaganda efforts, or by baseline differences in healthcare access. Robustness
checks, including falsification tests and a triple-difference design, yield consistent results
across specifications.

Our findings contribute to the broader literature on reproductive rights and their soci-

etal implications. The abortion ban not only undermined maternal and infant health but
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also disrupted social stability, as reflected by increases in illegal abortions and vandalism.
These consequences adds the demographic losses typically emphasized by demographic
transition theory and underscore the trade-offs embedded in coercive reproductive pol-
icy. In this context, our study offers empirical evidence on the broader societal costs of
such policies, emphasizing the need to weigh demographic goals against public health
and social stability. We view the analysis of longer-run effects as a promising direction

for future research, as additional data become available.

29



9 FIGURES AND TABLES

Figure 1: Key Events (1917-1941)

Russian Revolution Soviet Famine WWII
1917 1932 1941
Yearr
1920 1936
Abortion Legalization Abortion Ban

Note: This figure situates the 1936 abortion ban within its broader historical context. It
marks major political and demographic events, beginning with the 1917 Russian Rev-
olution and the 1920 legalization of abortion, continuing through the 1932 famine, and
culminating in the 1936 policy reversal. The timeline also includes the onset of World
War Il in 1941. These events provide some context for the environment in which the abor-
tion ban was introduced.
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Figure 3: Abortion Rates and Baseline Region Characteristics

Panel A: Income Per Capita
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Note: The figure presents scatter plots relating regional abortion rates per woman in 1936
(pre-ban) to baseline characteristics across Soviet regions. Panel A shows income per
capita in 1935, and Panel B displays the number of midwives per capita in 1935. Each
point corresponds to a region; the dashed line indicates the fitted regression line. Regres-
sion coefficients, p-values, and R? are reported in each panel. All measures precede the

policy change and are intended to characterize baseline variation.
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Figure 4: Impact of Abortions Ban on Births and Infant Deaths Over Time

Panel A: Births per Woman
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Note: The figure reports coefficients and 95% confidence intervals from regressions ex-
amining changes in births per woman (Panel A) and infant deaths per woman (Panel B)
around the 1936 abortion ban. Each coefficient reflects the interaction of year dummies
with the pre-ban abortion rate (measured in the first half of 1936). The 1935 coeftficient is
normalized to zero and serves as the reference year. All specifications include region and
year fixed effects. The red vertical line marks the policy’s implementation in July 1936.
See Table 1 for related difference-in-differences estimates.
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Figure 5: Impact of the Abortion Ban on Births and Infant Deaths Over Time:
Triple-Differences

Panel A: Births per Woman
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Note: The figure presents coefficients and 95% confidence intervals from regressions es-
timating the effects of the 1936 abortion ban on births per woman and child deaths per
woman, relative to the last pre-ban year, 1935 in a triple differences framework. Year
dummies are interacted with the Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 variable. The Post-Ban dummy
indicates the policy implementation year. The Reproductive Age dummy identifies cohorts
under age 30, and the Infants dummy denotes cohorts under age 1. All regressions include
region fixed effects, region-by-year fixed effects, region-by-age cohort fixed effects, and
year-by-age cohort fixed effects. The red vertical line marks the policy’s implementation
in July 1936. Static triple-differences estimates corresponding to this specification, but av-
eraged across post-ban years, are reported in Table 3.
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Figure 6: Impact of Abortions Ban on Vandalism Over Time

Panel A: Vandalism Committed by Individuals Aged 18 and Older
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Note: The figure presents coefficients and 95% confidence intervals from regressions esti-
mating the effects of the 1936 abortion ban on vandalism offenses. Panel A reports results
for individuals aged 18 and above), and Panel B for individuals aged 16-18. Year-of-birth
dummies are interacted with the Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 variable, defined as the number
of abortions per woman in the first half of 1936. Estimates are plotted relative to cohorts
born in 1951 (Panel A) and 1953 (Panel B), who were not exposed to the policy and serve
as a natural comparison group. The x-axis indicates birth year, and the red vertical line
marks the first cohort affected by the abortion ban implemented in July 1936. All regres-
sions include region and year fixed effects. Corresponding static difference-in-differences
estimates are reported in Table 2.
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Figure 7: Impact of Abortions Ban on Other Crimes
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Note: The figure reports estimated coefficients and 95% confidence intervals from regres-
sions examining the relationship between exposure to the 1936 abortion ban and subse-
quent involvement in other crimes. The key explanatory variable is the interaction be-
tween Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 (abortion rates per woman in the first half of 1936) and a
Post-Ban dummy, equal to one for years in which affected cohorts reach adulthood. The
policy is assumed to affect cohorts beginning in 1952, when those born after July 1936
ban enter adulthood. The x-axis shows the estimated interaction effects, and the y-axis
lists different crime categories. These results describe associations between abortion ban
exposure and criminal outcomes as defined by the Soviet criminal records.
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Figure 8: Impact of the Abortion Ban on Birth Rates by Maternal Age
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Note: The figure shows estimated coefficients and 95% confidence intervals from regres-
sions examining the relationship between exposure to the abortion ban and birth rates
across maternal age groups. The x-axis reflects the interaction between pre-ban abortion
rates (measured in early 1936) and a post-ban period indicator. The y-axis groups moth-
ers by age at childbirth.
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Figure 9: Impact of the Abortion Ban on Child Deaths by Age Group
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Note: The figure presents estimated coefficients and 95% confidence intervals from re-
gressions examining the relationship between exposure to the abortion ban and child
death rates across age cohorts. The x-axis reflects the interaction between pre-ban abor-
tion rates (measured in early 1936) and a post-ban period indicator. The y-axis groups
children by age at the time of death.
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TABLE 1: Direct Impacts of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Births and Infant Death

Panel A: Abortion Ban and Births per Woman

Births per Woman
1) (2) (3) (4)

Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.695*** 0.673*** 0.676™** (.532**

Post-Ban (0.152)  (0.148)  (0.148) (0.201)
Mean Dep. Var. 0.066 0.066 0.066 0.066
Mean Abortions per Woman 0.012 0.012 0.012 0.012
SD Abortions per Woman 0.012 0.012 0.012 0.012
Observations 460 460 460 460
Panel B: Abortion Ban and Infant Deaths per Woman

Infant Deaths per Woman
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.130*** 0.126** 0.128"**  (0.083*

Post-Ban (0.037)  (0.037)  (0.036) (0.047)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects No Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No No Yes Yes
Radio Coverage No No Yes Yes
Pre-Ban Incomes x Year FE No No No Yes
Pre-Ban Wages x Year FE No No No Yes
Pre-Ban Hospitals x Year FE No No No Yes
Pre-Ban Gynecologist visits x Year FE No No No Yes
Pre-Ban Pediatric visits x Year FE No No No Yes
Pre-Ban Midwives x Year FE No No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.012 0.012 0.012 0.012
Mean Abortions per Woman 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014
SD Abortions per Woman 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013
Observations 418 418 418 418

Note: The table reports estimates from difference-in-differences regressions examining the association be-
tween exposure to the 1936 USSR abortion ban and demographic and child health outcomes. Panel A uses
annual births per woman as the dependent variable; Panel B uses infant deaths per woman. The main
explanatory variable is the interaction between Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 (measured as abortion rates per
woman in the first half of 1936) and a Post-Ban dummy, equal to one for years following the policy change.
All regressions include region fixed effects. Columns (2) through (4) sequentially add year fixed effects,
time-varying controls (repressions per capita, radio coverage), and interactions between pre-ban regional
characteristics (e.g., income, wages, healthcare demand and access) and year fixed effects. Standard errors
are clustered at the regional level * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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TABLE 2: Indirect Impacts of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Illegal Abortions and Vandalism

Panel A: 1llegal Abortions

Convicted for Illegal Abortion,

per 1000 Women
(1) (2) ) (4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.269*  0.271*  0.289* 0.315*
Post-Ban (0.160)  (0.160) (0.160) (0.172)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects No Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No No Yes Yes
Radio Coverage No No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.048 0.048 0.048  0.048
Mean Abortions per Woman  0.027 0.027 0.027  0.027
SD Abortions per Woman 0.023 0.023 0.023  0.023
Observations 258 258 258 258
Panel B: Vandalism Cases per 1000 population
By Adults By Adolescents
(treated at 1954)  (treated at 1952)
(1) (2) ©) (4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 2,665 2.786™* 0.361* 0.389**
Post-Ban (0.834) (0.858) (0.179) (0.170)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes No Yes
Radio Coverage No Yes No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.260 0.260 0.040  0.040
Mean Abortions per Woman  0.027 0.027 0.028  0.028
SD Abortions per Woman 0.023 0.023 0.024  0.024
Observations 248 248 211 211

Note: The table presents estimates from difference-in-differences regressions examining patterns in illegal
abortion convictions and vandalism offenses following the 1936 Soviet Union abortion ban. Panel A reports
results for the number of women convicted for illegal abortions per 1,000 women. Panel B reports results
for vandalism offenses per 1,000 population. In Panel B, Columns (1)-(2) correspond to adults (age 18 and
above), and Columns (3)—(4) to adolescents (ages 16-18). The main regressor is an interaction between Pre-
Ban Abortions 1936—the abortion rate per woman in the first half of 1936—and a Post-Ban dummy equal to
one in years following the policy$ implementation. All regressions include region fixed effects. In Panel
A, year fixed effects are added in Column (2), controls for repressions per capita in Column (3), and radio
coverage in Column (4). In Panel B, all specifications include both region and year fixed effects, with even-
numbered columns additionally controlling for repressions per capita and radio coverage. Standard errors
are clustered at the regional level * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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TABLE 3: Impact of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Birth and Child Mortality by Cohort:
Triple-Differences

Panel A: Impact on Births per Woman

Births, per Woman
€Y (2) (3)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.109**  0.099**  0.100**
Post-Ban x Reproductive Age (0.047)  (0.041)  (0.041)
Mean Dep. Var. 0.008 0.008 0.008
Mean Abortions per Woman 0.013 0.013 0.013
SD Abortions per Woman 0.012 0.012 0.012
Observations 3582 3582 3582
Panel B: Impact on Child Deaths per Woman
Child Deaths, per Woman
(1) (2) (3)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.153*** 0.137***  0.135***
Post-Ban X Infants (0.039)  (0.034)  (0.034)
Region-Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Region-Age Group Fixed Effects No Yes Yes
Year-Age Group Fixed Effects No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.001 0.001 0.001
Mean Abortions per Woman 0.014 0.014 0.014
SD Abortions per Woman 0.013 0.013 0.013
Observations 7174 7174 7174

Note: The table reports estimates from difference-in-differences regressions examining the association be-
tween exposure to the 1936 USSR abortion ban and demographic and child health outcomes. The table
reports estimates from triple-differences regressions evaluating the effects of the 1936 USSR abortion ban.
In Panel A, the outcome is the number of births per woman, measured at the age cohort by region-year
level. In Panel B, the outcome is the number of child deaths per woman, where child deaths are defined
as deaths occurring before age 17. The main variable of interest is the interaction between Pre-Ban Abor-
tions 1936—the abortion rate per woman in the first half of 1936—and indicators for the Post-Ban period
and relevant cohort groups. The Reproductive Age dummy identifies cohorts under age 30, and the Infants
dummy identifies cohorts under age one. All regressions include region-year fixed effects. Columns (2)
and (3) additionally control for region-age cohort fixed effects, and Column (3) further includes year-age
cohort fixed effects. Errors are clustered at the regional level. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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TABLE 4: Impacts of the Abortion Ban on Female Mortality by Cause of Death

Panel A: Abortion Related Causes
Deaths of Women 20-49 Years Old, per 1000 Women

Attempted Premature Birth  Septic ~ Complications

Abortion Miscarriage ~ Diseases  of Pregnancy
1) (2) (3) (4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 2.960*** 0.463** 2.526* 3.147**
Post-Ban (0.902) (0.214) (1.331) (0.873)
Mean Dep. Var. 0.053 0.012 0.044 0.079
Mean Abortions per Woman 0.024 0.024 0.024 0.024
SD Abortions per Woman 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009
Observations 135 135 135 135
Panel B: Other Causes
Scarlet Paratyphoid Spinal
Fever Fe};}z:r Typhus Tube}i‘culosis
1) (2) ) (4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 1.081 0.055 -0.555 -0.679
Post-Ban (2.140) (0.215) (1.635) (0.664)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita Yes Yes Yes Yes
Radio Coverage Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.107 0.005 0.042 0.016
Mean Abortions per Woman 0.024 0.024 0.024 0.024
SD Abortions per Woman 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009
Observations 135 135 135 135

Note: The table reports estimates from difference-in-differences regressions evaluating the effects of the
1936 USSR abortion ban on female mortality by cause of death, measured per 1,000 women. Panel A
presents estimates for causes plausibly linked to abortion. Column (1) includes deaths attributed to at-
tempted abortion; Column (2) to premature birth and miscarriage; Column (3) to septic diseases; and Col-
umn (4) to other complications related to pregnancy. Panel B presents estimates for deaths from unrelated
causes: Column (1) covers scarlet fever, Column (2) paratyphoid fever, Column (3) typhus, and Column
(4) spinal tuberculosis. The key explanatory variable is the interaction between Pre-Ban Abortions 1936—the
abortion rate per woman in the first half of 1936—and a Post-Ban indicator equal to one for years following
the implementation of the abortion ban. All regressions include region and year fixed effects. Columns (1)
through (4) also control for time-varying covariates, including repressions per capita and radio coverage.
Standard errors are clustered at the regional level * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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TABLE 5: Impacts of the Abortion Ban on Infant Mortality by Cause of Death

Panel A: Abortion Related Causes
Infant Deaths, per 1000 Women

Congenital Weakness

and Premature Birth Congenital Heart Diseases

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 18.199** 15.590** 1.074* 1.033*
Post-Ban (7.974) (7.556) (0.584) (0.591)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes No Yes
Radio Coverage No Yes No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 1.045 1.045 0.012 0.012
Mean Abortions per Woman  0.024 0.024 0.024 0.024
SD Abortions per Woman 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009
Observations 276 276 270 270
Panel B: Other Causes
Scarlet Paratyphoid Spinal
Fever Fe}:/ir Typhus Tubeli'culosis
1) (2) €) 4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x -1.084 -0.129 2.887 -1.746
Post-Ban (1.350) (0.104) (3.292) (1.171)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita Yes Yes Yes Yes
Radio Coverage Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.016 0.000 0.227 0.115
Mean Abortions per Woman  0.024 0.024 0.024 0.024
SD Abortions per Woman 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009
Observations 276 276 276 276

Note: The table reports estimates from difference-in-differences regressions examining the effects of the
1936 Soviet Union abortion ban on infant mortality by cause of death, measured per 1,000 women. Panel A
focuses on causes plausibly linked to abortion. Columns (1) and (2) report deaths due to congenital weak-
ness and premature birth; Columns (3) and (4) report deaths due to congenital heart conditions. Panel B
presents estimates for causes unrelated to abortion: Column (1) includes scarlet fever, Column (2) paraty-
phoid fever, Column (3) typhus, and Column (4) spinal tuberculosis. The key explanatory variable is the
interaction between Pre-Ban Abortions 1936—the abortion rate per woman in the first half of 1936—and a
Post-Ban indicator equal to one for years following the implementation of the abortion ban. All regressions
include region and year fixed effects. In Panel A, Columns (2) and (4) additionally control for repressions
per capita and average radio coverage. To conserve space, all specifications in Panel B include the full set
of fixed effects and controls. Standard errors are clustered at the regional level * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, ***
p < 0.01.
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A FOR ONLINE APPENDIX

A.1 Raw Data and Additional Figures and Tables

Figure Al: Examples of Archival Documents

Panel A: Raw Data of Deaths by Age and Gender
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Note: The figure presents original archival documents collected from the State Archive
of the Russian Federation (GARF). Panel A highlights classified documents with various
categorization markers. Panel B provides birth statistics for Leningrad, where columns
categorize the number of births by maternal age groups.
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Figure A2: Examples of Archival Documents

Panel A: Raw Data on Deaths
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Note: The figure presents original archival documents collected from the State Archive
of the Russian Federation (GARF). Panel A displays mortality tables for Ivanovskaya
Oblast’, with data disaggregated by urban, rural, and total population counts. The rows

indicate death counts across different age groups. Panel B presents an example of crime
data compiled by the Prosecutor’s Office of the USSR.
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Figure A3: Births per Woman and Child Deaths per Woman Over Time
Panel A: Births Per Woman
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Note : The figure presents trends in births per woman and child mortality rates per
woman over time. Panel A depicts the average number of births per woman across the
entire sample period. Panel B presents child mortality rates per woman, segmented by
age groups: below 1 year, 1-5 years, and 6-15 years. The blue shaded area represents the
1932-1933 Soviet famine, while the red vertical line marks the policy’s implementation in
July 1936
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Figure A4: Timeline of Abortion Ban Exposure and Crime
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Note: The figure illustrates the time periods and treatment timing used for analyzing the
impact of the 1936 abortion ban on vandalism among different age groups. Individuals
born after the ban’s implementation in 1936 were later exposed to treatment in 1952 and
1954. The adolescent group (ages 16-18) statistics include the treated cohort for the first
time 16 years after the ban in 1952, while the adult group (ages 18 and above) statistics
include the treated cohort for the first time 18 years after the ban in 1954. This timeline
clarifies the staggered nature of treatment exposure used in the analysis.
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Figure A5: Illegal Abortions and Vandalism Over Time
Panel A: Illegal Abortions per 1000 Women
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Note : The figure presents trends in illegal abortions and vandalism rates over time. Panel
A depicts the average number of illegal abortions per 1,000 women after the 1936 ban on
abortion. Panel B details depicts offenses per 1,000 population during the 1950s. The red

vertical line in Panel A marks the implementation of the 1936 abortion ban, while in Panel
B, it indicates the cohorts affected by the implementation of the abortion ban in mid-1936.
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Figure A6: Distributions of Dependant Variables

Panel A: Birth Rate

Fraction
04 .06 .08

.02

0 .05 <1
Births per Woman

Panel C: Illegal Abortions

Fraction
2

o T
0 1 2 3
lllegal Abortions per 1000 Women

Note: The figure presents the distributions of key dependent variables analyzed in the
study. Panel A shows the distribution of birth rates per woman, while Panel B illustrates
the distribution of infant death rates per woman. Panel C captures the distribution of
illegal abortions per 1,000 women, and Panel D presents the distribution of vandalism
rates per 1,000 population. Each histogram represents the fraction of observations within

each bin.
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Panel B: Infant Deaths Rate
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Figure A7: Births and Infant Deaths in the Three Terciles of Abortion per Woman
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Note: The figure presents trends in births per 1000 women (Panel A) and infant deaths
per 1000 women (Panel B) across three terciles of regions categorized by pre-ban abortion
rates. The first tercile includes 19 regions with the lowest abortion rates (0.9-3.5 abortions
per 1,000 women), the second tercile consists of 19 regions in the middle range (4.0-19.2
abortions per 1,000 women), and the third tercile comprises 18 provinces with the highest
abortion rates (22.2-51.4 abortions per 1,000 women). The vertical line marks the imple-
mentation of the abortion ban in mid-1936.
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Figure A8: Illegal Abortions and Vandalism in the Three Terciles of Abortion per Woman
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Note: The figure presents trends in illegal abortions per 1,000 women (Panel A) and van-
dalism offenses per 1,000 people (Panel B) across three terciles of regions categorized by
pre-ban abortion rates. The first tercile includes 13 regions with the lowest abortion rates
(4-15 abortions per 1,000 women), the second tercile consists of 13 regions in the middle
range (16.1-29.2 abortions per 1,000 women), and the third tercile comprises 12 provinces
with the highest abortion rates (32.7-110.3 abortions per 1,000 women). The red vertical
line in Panel A marks the implementation of the 1936 abortion ban, while in Panel B, it
indicates the cohorts affected by the implementation of the abortion ban in mid-1936.
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Figure A9: Correlation Between Criminal Abortion Cases and Other Crimes
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Note: The figure presents the estimated correlations between criminal abortion cases and
various categories of reported crimes. The x-axis represents the correlation coefficient,
while the y-axis lists different crime categories, including counterrevolutionary activities,
refusal of government assignments, low-quality production, and remnants of ancestral
life. Each estimate includes a 95% confidence interval.
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Figure A10: Sensitivity to Parallel Trends Violations - Rambachan and Roth (2023)
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Note: The figure assesses the sensitivity of the event-study estimates to potential viola-
tions of the parallel trends assumption. In the left column (a), presents the event-study
coefficients along with a linear trend estimated using pre-ban data, extrapolated to the
post-ban period, column (b) shows the deviations of the coefficients from the linear time
trend, column (c) reports the sensitivity to the linear extrapolation of the pre-ban coeffi-
cients using the honest approach to parallel trends by Rambachan and Roth (2023).
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Figure A11: Robustness to Continuous Treatment Design - Callaway et al. (2024)
Adjustment with Low-Exposure Comparison
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Note: The figure displays estimated effects of the 1936 Soviet abortion ban on births per
woman (Panel A) and infant deaths per woman (Panel B), across regions grouped by pre-
ban abortion intensity. Each coefficient corresponds to a separate intensity quantile, with
the lowest-abortion regions serving as the reference group. The estimation follows the
nonparametric approach proposed by Callaway et al. (2024), allowing for heterogeneous
treatment effects by dosage. Pre-ban abortion intensity is measured as the rate of abor-
tions per woman in the first half of 1936. Vertical lines represent 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure A12: Time Varying Impact of Abortions Ban on Female Deaths Caused by
Attempted Abortions (per 1000 women)
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Note: The figure illustrates the coefficients and 95% confidence intervals from regres-
sions estimating the effects of the 1936 abortion ban on deaths of women aged 20-49 (per
1000 women) due to attempted abortions. Year dummies are interacted with the Pre-Ban
Abortions 1936 variable, which represents the rate of abortions per woman in the first six
months of 1936. The coefficient for 1935 is normalized to 0. Region and year fixed effects
are included, with 1935 serving as the comparison group. The red vertical line marks the
implementation of the abortion ban in mid-1936.
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Figure A13: Impact on Vandalism - Adjusting for Cohort Size
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Note: The figure presents the coefficients and 95% confidence intervals from a set of
difference-in-differences regressions estimating the impact of the 1936 USSR abortion ban
on adolescent vandalism rates. Each point represents the interaction between the abor-
tion rate per woman in the first half of 1936 (Pre-Ban Abortions 1936) and a year-of-birth
dummy, capturing the differential effect of the ban by cohort. The vertical red line marks
the first cohort fully exposed to the abortion ban (birth year 1936). Cohorts born before
1936 serve as the control group, while those born from 1936 onward are defined as treated.
The outcome variable is the number of vandalism offenses committed by adolescents per
1,000 children born in each cohort. Quantitative results are summarized in Table A2.
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Figure A14: Confidence Interval by Wild Bootstrap
Panel A: Births per Woman
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Note: The figure presents the estimated distribution curves for the interaction of pre-
ban abortion rates with the post-ban dummy, using the wild bootstrap clustering method
outlined by Cameron et al. (2008). Panel A illustrates the confidence interval (CI) for the
estimated effect of the abortion ban on births per woman, while Panel B shows the CI for
infant deaths per woman.
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Figure A15: Confidence Interval by Wild Bootstrap
Panel A: Vandalism by Adults
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Note: The figure presents the estimated distribution curves for the interaction of pre-
ban abortion rates with the post-ban dummy, using the wild bootstrap clustering method
outlined by Cameron et al. (2008). Panel A illustrates the confidence interval (CI) for the
estimated effect of the abortion ban on vandalism offenses committed by adults, while
Panel B shows the CI for vandalism offenses committed by adolescents.
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Figure A16: Permutation Inference Test Birth and Infant Death
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Note: The figure presents the results of a permutation inference test using 10,000 per-
mutations to evaluate the robustness of the estimated effects of the abortion ban. Panel
A shows the distribution of coefficient estimates for births per woman, while Panel B
presents the distribution for infant deaths per woman. Each histogram represents the
density of permutation estimates, with the vertical line indicating the actual estimated
coefficient. The reported p-value for both coefficients is less than 0.001, suggesting statis-
tical significance.
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Figure A17: Permutation Inference Test Birth and Infant Death
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Note: The figure presents the results of a permutation inference test using 10,000 per-
mutations to assess the robustness of the estimated effects of the abortion ban. Panel A
displays the distribution of coefficient estimates for illegal abortions per 1,000 women,
while Panel B shows the distribution for vandalism offenses per 1,000 population. Each
histogram represents the density of permutation estimates, with the vertical line indicat-
ing the actual estimated coefficient. The reported p-value for both coefficients is less than
0.001, suggesting statistical significance.
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Figure A18: Impact of Abortion Ban on Birth and Infant Deaths — Robustness to Time
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Note: his figure presents the estimated effects of the abortion ban on births per woman
(Panel A) and infant deaths per woman (Panel B) across different time subsamples. Er-
rors are clustered at the regional level. The dependent variables in Panel A and Panel B
are the number of births and infant deaths per woman, respectively. The variable Pre-Ban
Abortions 1936 represents the number of abortions before the ban in the first half of 1936.
The Post Ban dummy variable equals 1 from 1937 onward, indicating the full implemen-
tation of the abortion ban. Controls include the level of repressions and average radio
penetration at the region-year level.

61



Figure A19: Impact of Abortion Ban on Illegal abortions and Vandalism — Robustness to
Time Period Choice
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Note: The figure presents the estimated effects of the abortion ban on illegal abortions
per 1,000 women (Panel A) and vandalism offenses per 1,000 population (Panel B) across
different time subsamples. The variable Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 represents the number of
abortions before the ban in the first half of 1936. The Post Ban dummy variable equals 1
from 1937 onward. Controls include the level of repressions and average radio penetra-
tion at the region-year level.
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Figure A20: Impact on Births and Infant Mortality by Sequentially Excluding Regions

Panel A: Births per Woman

8 9 14 c
ueg 1sod
X suolloqy juswieal] -aid

Dropped Regions

Panel B: Infant Deaths per Woman

g
o]
g
o
2
=
9]
o
0
<
e
=
—— | a
—— oY c
S — J@v\ w\%o o)
e J\@ \&&u [en
%0 %% <
—y N PRI
— 0%, 70 <
r &JV\\&MWV QOQAVV\ c
. RS ) ks e
—e %m\%«m\o Amv\ k
-.\@W\o%\, 6%, @0@ LnuU
—a— Y «.\A\QN e«% S o) P
— L%, 95,9, L
K649 4% 2 g
e -\aw@MoAOA\woo s =
— a0 %5 5

—a - %%O\M,.omwv&o% m_“ov.. ks,
— |\v\ \VQOO%\OOV ° &
RN e v
I v\mu@ @0«@ o 2 &
%% Y v, &5 O

I\—ﬂ A\V@.\QJ QW\
—a—— e moA\.\rmW\\O Av\A\ _.m
A OO@V QV et
e e N TP g <
e |.\%.0\0A\®.N¥®AW\%0¢OA\ m
——y | A OO 2R, =
OSRLS? 3
—— e
—a F&T L @@$ S .ham
—e | QWMWN\M%Q% 4 =
- = %%YQ%\@\%%O 0
—_— %%v‘,.\\%\oo.,\%@ m
—a— |O%%v\“\%§(ooo%v R
. " " b «%4% % &
£ 2 1 0o %l T, a.
ueq 1sod =2 S o
X SUOINOQY Juswieal] -9id m
o0
=
9]
<
=
]
o
o
Z

(Panel A) and infant deaths per woman (Panel B) while sequentially excluding individual
regions to assess robustness. The variable Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 represents the number

of abortions before the ban in the first half of 1936. The Post Ban dummy variable equals
1 from 1937 onward. Controls include the level of repressions and average radio penetra-

tion at the region-year level.
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Figure A21: Impact of Abortion Ban on Illegal abortions and Vandalism by Sequentially
Excluding Regions

Panel A: Illegal Abortions per 1000 Women
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Note: The figure presents the estimated effects of the abortion ban on illegal abortions
per 1,000 women (Panel A) and vandalism offenses per 1,000 population (Panel B) while
sequentially excluding individual regions to assess robustness. The variable Pre-Ban Abor-
tions 1936 represents the number of abortions before the ban in the first half of 1936. The
Post Ban dummy variable equals 1 from 1937 onward. Controls include the level of re-
pressions and average radio penetration at the region-year level.
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TABLE Al: Summary statistics

Mean  Median SD Min
Panel A: Dependent veriables (varies by year-region)

Infant Deaths 11170.6 5791.5 14248.8 418
Infant Deaths, Boys 6126.7 3166.5 7809.5 418
Infant Deaths, Girls 5032.6 2584 6442 .4 419
Births 64116.9 34402 77071.1 460
Children 1-5 y/o Deaths 7719.6 4416.5 9232.9 418
Criminal Abortions 39.54 18 58.27 256
Vandalism (16-18 y/0) 63.30 29.75 84.02 236
Vandalism (18 y/0) 424.2 267 457.9 249

Panel B: Population (varies by year-region)

Population 1783462.4 970275.1 2018977.6 560
Male Population 838366.8 496682.1 932388.7 560
Female Population 945095.6  496413.7 1087776.7 560

Panel C: Pre-Ban Regions Characterisitcs (varies by region)

Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 7834.3 3505.5 119948 78
Pre-Ban Midwifes 1936 8.291 8.550 2.984 74
Big Industry Labour Force 119000.3  17836.5 340888.2 58
Small Industry Labour Force 5004.0 3295.5 4894.8 58
Argiculture Labour Force 20386.9 519 37365.7 58
Big Industry Wage 210.0 198 51.14 58
Small Industry Wage 162.4 144.8 50.79 58
Argiculture Wage 140.3 136 27.50 58
Average Income 191.2 181.5 43.92 58

Number of Students at Schools  343896.2 224524  365084.6 48
Panel D: Time-Varying Control Variables (varies by region-year)

Number of Repressions 3888.0 829.5 8708.2 280
Radio penetration -156.4 -157.1 33.94 280

Note: The table presents descriptive statistics for the key variables used in the analysis, covering 56 regions
across the USSR (modern-day Russia). Panel A reports summary statistics for dependent variables, includ-
ing births, infant deaths, criminal abortions, and vandalism. Panel B presents population characteristics.
Panel C provides pre-ban regional characteristics, including labor force composition, wages, and education
levels. Panel D includes time-varying control variables, such as repressions and radio penetration. Data
sources include records from the Ministry of Health, the Prosecutor General’s Office, the Memorial Society,
and radio journals.
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TABLE A2: Crime Rate (Vandalism) Normalized by Cohort Size

Vandalism Per 1000 children Born
By Adolescents (treated at 1952)

(1) () (3)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 1.551** 1.588** 2.465**
Post-Ban (0.598) (0.644) (0.890)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects No Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No No Yes
Radio Coverage No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0336 0.336 0.336
Mean Abortions per Woman  0.047  0.047 0.047
SD Abortions per Woman 0.042  0.042 0.042
Observations 110 110 110

Note: The table presents the results of difference-in-differences regressions estimating the effect of the 1936
USSR abortion ban on adolescent vandalism rates. The outcome variable is the number of vandalism of-
fenses per 1,000 children born in each cohort. The key explanatory variable is the interaction term Pre-Ban
Abortions 1936 x Post-Ban, where Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 represents the rate of abortions per woman in the
first six months of 1936, and Post-Ban is a dummy variable that equals 1 for years affected by the abortion
ban. All specifications include region fixed effects. Columns (2) and (3) additionally include year fixed
effects. Column (3) further controls for time-varying covariates, including repressions per capita and radio
coverage. Standard errors are clustered at the regional level * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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TABLE A3: Indirect Effects of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Crime Qutcomes: Robustness to
Additional Healthcare Controls

Panel A: Illegal Abortions per 1000 Women

Illegel Abortions
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.508** 0.558** 0.566** 0.578**
Post-Ban (0.199) (0.229) (0.221) (0.246)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita Yes Yes Yes Yes
Radio Coverage Yes Yes Yes Yes
Gynecologist visits x Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pediatric visits x Year FE No Yes Yes Yes
Midwifes and Paramedics x Year FE =~ No No Yes Yes
Hospitals x Year FE No No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.047 0.047 0.047  0.047
Observations 256 256 256 256

Panel B: Vandalism Cases per 1000 Population
By Adults By Adolescents

(treated at 1954) (treated at 1952)
1) ) ©) (4)

Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 3.011** 2.908** 0.283  0.225
Post-Ban (1.305) (1.144) (0.246) (0.251)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes No No
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes No No
Repressions per Capita Yes Yes Yes Yes
Radio Coverage Yes Yes Yes Yes
Gynecologist visits x Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pediatric visits x Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Midwifes and Paramedics x Year FE  Yes Yes Yes Yes
Hospitals x Year FE No Yes No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0256 025  0.039  0.039
Observations 223 223 190 190

Note:The table presents the results of difference-in-differences regressions estimating the effects of the 1936
USSR abortion ban, incorporating additional healthcare controls. The dependent variable in Panel A is the
number of women convicted for illegal abortions per 1,000 women. Panel B examines vandalism offenses
per 1,000 population, with Columns (1-2) focusing on cases committed by adults (treated by the 1954 abor-
tion ban) and Columns (3-4) on cases committed by adolescents (treated by the 1952 abortion ban). The
key explanatory variable is the interaction term Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x Post-Ban, where Pre-Ban Abortions
1936 represents the rate of abortions per woman in the first six months of 1936, and Post Ban is a dummy
variable that equals 1 for years following the implementation of the abortion ban in 1936. All regressions in-
clude region and year fixed effects and control for time-varying covariates, including repressions per capita
and radio coverage. In Panel A, Columns (1-4) additionally control for gynecologist visits, Columns (2-4)
add pediatric visits, Columns (3-4) add midwives and paramedics, and Column (4) also includes hospitals,
all calculated per 1000 women and interacted with year fixed effects. In Panel B Columns (1-4) control for
gynecologist visits, Columns (2-4) add pediatric visits, Columns (3-4) add midwives and paramedics, and
Column (4) add hospitals, all interacted with year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the regional
level * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. 67



TABLE A4: Direct Effects of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Birth and Infant Death Rates: Ro-

bustness to Conley Spatial Correlation

Panel A: Radius 500 km Birth per woman Infant death per woman
1) (2) (3) (4) ©) (6)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x  0.695***  0.673*** 0.676"** 0.130"** 0.126™** 0.128***
Post-Ban (0.157)  (0.156)  (0.156)  (0.041)  (0.041)  (0.040)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No No Yes No No Yes
Radio Coverage No No Yes No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.066 0.066 0.066 0.012 0.012 0.012
Observations 460 460 460 418 418 418

Panel B. Radius 1000 km

Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x  0.695***

0.673*** 0.676***

0.130*** 0.126*** 0.128***

Post-Ban (0.158)  (0.157)  (0.158)  (0.042)  (0.041) (0.041)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No No Yes No No Yes
Radio Coverage No No Yes No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.066 0.066 0.066 0.012 0.012 0.012
Observations 460 460 460 418 418 418

Panel C. Radius 5000 km

Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x  0.695"**

0.673***  0.676"**

0.130*** 0.126"** 0.128***

Post-Ban (0.137)  (0.137)  (0.138)  (0.042) (0.041)  (0.040)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No No Yes No No Yes
Radio Coverage No No Yes No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.066 0.066 0.066 0.012 0.012 0.012
Observations 460 460 460 418 418 418

The table examines the robustness of the estimated effects of the 1936 USSR abortion ban to accounting for
(Conley, 1999) spatial correlation, with births per woman and infant deaths per woman as the dependent
variables in Columns (1-3) and (4-6), respectively. The key explanatory variable is the interaction term Pre-
Ban Abortions 1936 x Post-Ban, where Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 represents the rate of abortions per woman in
the first six months of 1936, and Post-Ban is a dummy variable that equals 1 for years following the 1936
abortion ban. All regressions include region fixed effects. Columns (2-3) and (5-6) add year fixed effects.
Columns (3) and (6) further control for repressions per capita and radio coverage. Standard errors are
clustered at the regional level. Standard errors also account for spatial correlation following (Conley, 1999),
assuming that the correlation between the error terms of two observations is zero beyond 500 km, 1000 km,
and 5000 km in Panels A, B, and C, respectively. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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TABLE A5: Indirect Effects of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Illegal Abortions: Robustness to
Conley Spatial Correlation

Panel A: Radius 500 km Illegal abortions

(1) (2) 3)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x  0.269**  0.271**  0.315**

Post-Ban (0.128)  (0.126)  (0.132)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects No Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No No Yes
Radio Coverage No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.048 0.048 0.048
Observations 258 258 258

Panel B. Radius 1000 km
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.269*** (0.271*** (0.315***

Post-Ban (0.086)  (0.097)  (0.106)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects No Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No No Yes
Radio Coverage No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.048 0.048 0.048
Observations 258 258 258

Panel C. Radius 5000 km
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.269*** 0.271** (0.315***

Post-Ban (0.091)  (0.105)  (0.114)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects No Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No No Yes
Radio Coverage No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.048 0.048 0.048
Observations 258 258 258

The table examines the robustness of the estimated effects of the 1936 USSR abortion ban to accounting
for (Conley, 1999) spatial correlation, with the number of women convicted for illegal abortions per 1,000
women as the dependent variable. The key explanatory variable is the interaction term Pre-Ban Abortions
1936 x Post-Ban, where Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 represents the rate of abortions per woman in the first six
months of 1936, and Post-Ban is a dummy variable that equals 1 for years following the 1936 abortion ban.
All regressions include region fixed effects. Columns (2-3) add year fixed effects, and Column (3) further
controls for repressions per capita and radio coverage. Standard errors are clustered at the regional level.
Standard errors also account for spatial correlation following (Conley, 1999), assuming that the correlation
between the error terms of two observations is zero beyond 500 km, 1000 km, and 5000 km in Panels A, B,
and C, respectively. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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TABLE A6: Indirect Effects of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Vandalism: Robustness to Conley
Spatial Correlation

Panel A: Radius 500 Vandalism by Adults Vandalism by Adolescents
(treated at 1954) (treated at 1952)
1) ) €) 4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 2.665***  2.862***  0.361** 0.394**
Post-Ban (0.810) (0.797) (0.165) (0.155)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes No Yes
Radio Coverage No Yes No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.260 0.260 0.040 0.040
Observations 248 248 211 211
Panel B. Radius 1000km
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 2.665***  2.862***  0.361** 0.394**
Post-Ban (0.835) (0.833) (0.162) (0.155)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes No Yes
Radio Coverage No Yes No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.260 0.260 0.040 0.040
Observations 248 248 211 211
Panel C. Radius 5000km
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 2.665"**  2.862***  0.361** 0.394**
Post-Ban (0.669) (0.696) (0.171) (0.166)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes No Yes
Radio Coverage No Yes No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.260 0.260 0.040 0.040
Observations 248 248 211 211

The table examines the robustness of the estimated effects of the 1936 USSR abortion ban to accounting for
(Conley, 1999) spatial correlation, with vandalism offenses per 1,000 population as the dependent variable.
Columns (1-2) report offenses committed by adults (treated at 1954), while Columns (3-4) report offenses
committed by adolescents (treated at 1952). The key explanatory variable is the interaction term Pre-Ban
Abortions 1936 x Post-Ban, where Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 represents the rate of abortions per woman in the
first six months of 1936, and Post-Ban is a dummy variable that equals 1 for years affected by the abortion
ban. The implementation of the abortion ban is in 1952 (Columns 1-2) and 1954 (Columns 3-4), reflecting the
cohorts affected by the implementation of the abortion ban in July 1936. All regressions include region and
year fixed effects. Columns (2) and (4) additionally control for repressions per capita and radio coverage.
Standard errors are clustered at the regional level. Standard errors also account for spatial correlation
following (Conley, 1999), assuming that the correlation between the error terms of two observations is zero
beyond 500 km, 1000 km, and 5000 km in Panels A, B, and C, respectively. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, ***
p < 0.01.
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TABLE A8: Effect of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Infant Deaths by Causes: Robustness to

Conley Spatial Correlation

Panel A: Radius 500

Infant Deaths, per 1000 Women

Congenital Weakness
and Premature Birth

Congenital Heart Diseases

(1) ) (3) 4) ©) (6)

Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x  18.022*  18.199** 15.590** 1.016  18.199** 15.590**

Post-Ban (9.346) (8.346)  (7.852) (0.659)  (8.346)  (7.852)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No No Yes No No Yes
Radio Coverage No No Yes No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 1.045 1.045 1.045 0.012 1.045 1.045
Observations 276 276 276 270 276 276
Panel B. Radius 1000km
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x  18.022*  18.199** 15.590** 1.016  18.199** 15.590**

Post-Ban (9.806) (8.487)  (7.625) (0.653)  (8.487)  (7.625)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No No Yes No No Yes
Radio Coverage No No Yes No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 1.045 1.045 1.045 0.012 1.045 1.045
Observations 276 276 276 270 276 276
Panel C. Radius 5000km
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x  18.022*** 18.199*** 15.590** 1.016* 18.199*** 15.590**

Post-Ban (6.994) (6.237)  (6.053) (0.519) (6.237)  (6.053)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No No Yes No No Yes
Radio Coverage No No Yes No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 1.045 1.045 1.045 0.012 1.045 1.045
Observations 276 276 276 270 276 276

The table examines the robustness of the estimated effects of the 1936 USSR abortion ban to accounting
for (Conley, 1999) spatial correlation, with infant deaths per 1,000 women as the dependent variable, cate-
gorized by cause. The key explanatory variable is the interaction term Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x Post-Ban,
where Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 represents the rate of abortions per woman in the first six months of 1936,
and Post-Ban is a dummy variable that equals 1 for years affected by the abortion ban. The implementation
of the abortion ban is in 1952 (Columns 1-2) and 1954 (Columns 3-4), reflecting the cohorts affected by the
implementation of the abortion ban in July 1936. All regressions include region fixed effects. Columns
(2-3) and (5-6) add year fixed effects. Columns (4) and (6) additionally control for repressions per capita
and radio coverage. Standard errors are clustered at the regional level. Standard errors also account for
spatial correlation following (Conley, 1999), assuming that the correlation between the error terms of two
observations is zero beyond 500 km, 1000 km, and 5000 km in Panels A, B, and C, respectively. * p < 0.10,

** p < 0.05,"* p < 0.01.
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TABLE A9: Direct Effects of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Birth and Infant Death Rates: Ro-
bustness to Alternative Clustering

Panel A: Province Clustering
Births per woman Infant Deaths per woman

1) 2) 3) 4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.673*** 0.676*** 0.126*** 0.128***
Post-Ban (0.137)  (0.139)  (0.034) (0.034)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes No Yes
Radio Coverage No Yes No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.066 0.066 0.012 0.012
Observations 460 460 418 418

Panel B: Federal Districts Clustering
Births per woman Infant Deaths per woman

1) (2) 3) (4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.673**  0.676™*  0.126™* 0.128**
Post-Ban (0.268)  (0.270)  (0.052) (0.052)
Federal Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes No Yes
Radio Coverage No Yes No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.066 0.066 0.012 0.012
Observations 460 460 418 418

Panel C: Europe-Asia Clustering
Births per woman Infant Deaths per woman

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.673**  0.676™  0.126™* 0.128**
Post-Ban (0.045)  (0.051)  (0.009) (0.008)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes No Yes
Radio Coverage No Yes No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.066 0.066 0.012 0.012
Observations 460 460 418 418

Note: The table examines the robustness of the estimated effects of the 1936 USSR abortion ban using
alternative clustering methods, with births per woman and infant deaths per woman as the dependent
variables in Columns (1-2) and (3-4), respectively. The key explanatory variable is the interaction term Pre-
Ban Abortions 1936 x Post-Ban, where Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 represents the rate of abortions per woman
in the first six months of 1936, and Post Ban is a dummy variable that equals 1 for years following the
implementation of the abortion ban in 1936. Panel A clusters standard errors at the province level, Panel B
at the federal district level, and Panel C at the Europe-Asia regional level. All regressions include region and
year fixed effects. Columns (2) and (4) additionally control for repressions per capita and radio coverage. *
p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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TABLE A10: Indirect Effects of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Illegal Abortions: Robustness to
Alternate Clustering

Panel A: Federal District Clustering
Convicted for Illegal Abortion,

per 1000 Women
€)) 2) (3)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.271  0.289 0.315*
Post-Ban (0.147) (0.153) (0.147)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes Yes
Radio Coverage No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.048  0.048 0.048
Observations 258 258 258

Panel B: Europe-Asia Clustering
Convicted for Illegal Abortion,

per 1000 Women
(1) 2) (3)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.271*  0.289 0.315*
Post-Ban (0.041) (0.052) (0.030)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes Yes
Radio Coverage No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.048  0.048 0.048
Observations 258 258 258

Note: The table examines the robustness of the estimated effects of the 1936 USSR abortion ban using alter-
nate clustering methods, with convictions for illegal abortions per 1,000 women as the dependent variable.
The key explanatory variable is the interaction term Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x Post-Ban, where Pre-Ban Abor-
tions 1936 represents the rate of abortions per woman in the first six months of 1936, and Post Ban is a
dummy variable that equals 1 for years following the implementation of the abortion ban in 1936. Panel A
clusters standard errors at the province level, Panel B at the federal district level, and Panel C at the Europe-
Asia regional level. All regressions include region and year fixed effects. Columns (3-4) additionally control
for repressions per capita and radio coverage. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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TABLE A11: Indirect Effects of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Vandalism: Robustness to Al-
ternative Clustering

Panel A: Federal District Clustering
Vandalism by Adults Vandalism by Adolescents

(treated at 1954) (treated at 1952)
(1) 2) ©) 4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 2.665"* 2.786** 0.361** 0.389**
Post-Ban (0.858) (0.931) (0.148) (0.161)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes No Yes
Radio Coverage No Yes No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.260 0.260 0.040 0.040
Observations 248 248 211 211

Panel B: Europe-Asia Clustering
Vandalism by Adults Vandalism by Adolescents

(treated at 1954) (treated at 1952)
(1) (2) 3) (4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 2.665 2.786 0.361 0.389
Post-Ban (0.561) (0.642) (0.194) (0.216)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes No Yes
Radio Coverage No Yes No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.260 0.260 0.040 0.040
Observations 248 248 211 211

Note: The table examines the robustness of the estimated effects of the 1936 USSR abortion ban using
alternative clustering methods, with vandalism offenses per 1,000 population as the dependent variable.
Columns (1-2) report offenses committed by adults (treated at 1954), while Columns (3-4) report offenses
committed by adolescents (treated at 1952). The key explanatory variable is the interaction term Pre-Ban
Abortions 1936 x Post-Ban, where Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 represents the rate of abortions per woman in the
first six months of 1936, and Post Ban is a dummy variable that equals 1 for years following the imple-
mentation of the abortion ban in 1936. Panel A clusters standard errors at the province level, Panel B at
the federal district level, and Panel C at the Europe-Asia regional level. All regressions include region and
year fixed effects. Columns (2) and (4) additionally control for repressions per capita and radio coverage. *
p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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TABLE A12: Impact of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Infant and Female Deaths by Causes:
Multiple Hypothesis Testing

pg?%%%?/\efgg:én Female Death, per 1000 Women
(1) (2) 3) (4) )
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 15.590** 3.109*** (0.527** 2.559* 3.222%**
Post-Ban

Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Radio Coverage Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
P-Value 0.001 0.001 0.029 0.064 0.001
Q-Value 0.003 0.003 0.030 0.040  0.003
Romano-Wolf 0.025 0.025 0.076  0.092  0.025
Mean Dep. Var. 1.045 0.055 0.012 0.045  0.079
Observations 276 136 137 137 137

Note: The table presents the effects of the 1936 USSR abortion ban on infant and female deaths, incor-
porating multiple hypothesis testing adjustments. The dependent variables are infant deaths per 1,000
women (Column 1) and female deaths per 1,000 women (Columns 2-5), categorized by specific causes. In-
fant deaths (Column 1) are due to congenital weakness and premature birth. Female deaths (Columns 2-5)
include those caused by attempted abortions, premature birth and miscarriage, septic diseases after child-
birth, and pregnancy complications, with the sample restricted to women under 50. The key explanatory
variable is the interaction term Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x Post-Ban, where Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 represents
the rate of abortions per woman in the first six months of 1936, and Post Ban is a dummy variable that
equals 1 for years following the implementation of the abortion ban in 1936. The table reports standard p-
values, False Discovery Rate (FDR) g-values, and Family-Wise Error Rate (FWER) adjusted p-values using
the Romano-Wolf method, accounting for multiple hypothesis testing across five null hypotheses. All re-
gressions include region and year fixed effects and control for repressions per capita and radio penetration.
Standard errors are clustered at the regional level. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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TABLE A13: Direct Effects of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Birth and Infant Death Rates:

Robustness to Alternative Fixed Effects

Panel A: Federal Districts Fixed Effects

Births per woman

Infant Deaths per woman

(1) ) 3) 4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.751*%** 0.728"** (0.124*** 0.115%**
Post-Ban (0.159) (0.159)  (0.042) (0.043)
Federal Districts Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes No Yes
Radio Coverage No Yes No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.066 0.066 0.012 0.012
Observations 460 460 418 418

Panel B: Europe-Asia Fixed Effects

Births per woman

Infant Deaths per woman

1) () ) 4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.754*** 0.726*** 0.135"** 0.125"**
Post-Ban (0.157)  (0.158)  (0.043) (0.046)
Europe-Asia Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes No Yes
Radio Coverage No Yes No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.066 0.066 0.012 0.012
Observations 460 460 418 418

Note: The table examines the robustness of the estimated effects of the 1936 USSR abortion ban using alter-
native fixed effects specifications, with births per woman and infant deaths per woman as the dependent
variables in Columns (1-2) and (3-4), respectively. The key explanatory variable is the interaction term Pre-
Ban Abortions 1936 x Post-Ban, where Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 represents the rate of abortions per woman
in the first six months of 1936, and Post Ban is a dummy variable that equals 1 for years following the
implementation of the abortion ban in 1936. All regressions include year fixed effects. Columns (2) and
(4) additionally control for repressions per capita and radio coverage. Standard errors are clustered at the
regional level. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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TABLE A14: Indirect Effects of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Vandalism: Robustness to Al-

ternative Fixed Effects

Panel A: Federal District Fixed Effects

Vandalism by Adults Vandalism by Adolescents

(treated at 1954) (treated at 1952)

€)) ) (4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 2.451% 2,622 0.240 0.286

Post-Ban (0.879) (0.902)  (0.214) (0.207)
Federal District Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes Yes
Radio Coverage No Yes Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.260 0.260 0.040 0.040
Observations 248 248 211
Panel B: Europe-Asia Fixed Effects
Vandalism by Adults Vandalism by Adolescents

(treated at 1954) (treated at 1952)

(1) (2) (4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 2470*** 2,629 0.219 0.258

Post-Ban (0.885) (0.911)  (0.214) (0.209)

Europe-Asia Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes Yes
Radio Coverage No Yes Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.260 0.260 0.040 0.040
Observations 248 248 211

Note: with vandalism offenses per 1,000 population as the dependent variable. Columns (1-2) report of-
fenses committed by adults (treated at 1954), while Columns (3-4) report offenses committed by adolescents
(treated at 1952). The key explanatory variable is the interaction term Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x Post-Ban,
where Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 represents the rate of abortions per woman in the first six months of 1936, and
Post Ban is a dummy variable that equals 1 for years following the implementation of the abortion ban in
1936. Standard errors are clustered at the regional level. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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TABLE A15: Indirect Effects of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Illegal Abortions: Robustness to
Alternate Fixed Effects

Panel A: Federal District Fixed Effects
Convicted for Illegal Abortion,

per 1000 Women
(1) (2) 3)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.292*  0.304* 0.309*
Post-Ban (0.166) (0.165) (0.167)
Federal District Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes Yes
Radio Coverage No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.048  0.048 0.048
Observations 258 258 258

Panel B: Europe-Asia Fixed Effects
Convicted for Illegal Abortion,

per 1000 Women
(1) (2) (3)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.282*  0.290* 0.299*
Post-Ban (0.161) (0.162) (0.162)
Europe-Asia Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita No Yes Yes
Radio Coverage No No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.048 0.048 0.048
Observations 258 258 258

Note: The table examines the robustness of the estimated effects of the 1936 USSR abortion ban using alter-
native fixed effects specifications, with convictions for illegal abortions per 1,000 women as the dependent
variable. The key explanatory variable is the interaction term Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x Post-Ban, where
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 represents the rate of abortions per woman in the first six months of 1936, and Post
Ban is a dummy variable that equals 1 for years following the implementation of the abortion ban in 1936.
All regressions include year fixed effects. Columns (2-3) additionally control for repressions per capita and
radio coverage. Standard errors are clustered at the regional level. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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TABLE A1l6: Direct Effects of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Birth and Infant Death Rates:
Comparing Regions with Above and Below Median Radio Signal

Panel A: Abortion Ban and Births per Woman
Radio Signal Radio Signal
Below Median Above Median

Births per Woman

(1) (2) 3) (4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.988*** (0.676*** (0.649*** (.745***

Post-Ban (0.245)  (0.228)  (0.189)  (0.207)
Mean Dep. Var. 0.070 0.070 0.061 0.061
Observations 223 223 237 237
Panel B: Abortion Ban and Infant Death per Woman
Radio Signal Radio Signal

Below Median Above Median

Infant Deaths per Woman

€)) (2) 3) (4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x ~ 0.177°** ~ 0.014  0.126"*  0.072

Post-Ban (0.060)  (0.061)  (0.046) (0.038)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita Yes Yes Yes Yes
Radio Coverage Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pre-Ban Incomes x Year FE No Yes No Yes
Pre-Ban Wages x Year FE No Yes No Yes
Pre-Ban Hospitals x Year FE No Yes No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.013 0.013 0.011 0.011
Observations 202 202 216 216

Note: with births per woman and infant deaths per woman as the dependent variables in Panels A and
B, respectively. Panel A presents results for regions with below-median (Columns 1-2) and above-median
(Columns 3-4) repressions levels. The key explanatory variable is the interaction term Pre-Ban Abortions
1936 x Post-Ban, where Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 represents the rate of abortions per woman in the first six
months of 1936, and Post Ban is a dummy variable that equals 1 for years following the implementation
of the abortion ban in 1936. Standard errors are clustered at the regional level. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, ***
p < 0.01.
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TABLE A17: Indirect Effects of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Crime Outcomes: Comparing
Regions with Above and Below Median Radio Signal

Panel A: Illegal Abortions

Radio Signal Radio Signal
Below Median Above Median
Convicted for Illegal Abortion,
per 1000 Women
1) (2) €) (4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x  0.127 0.145 0.310 0.339
Post-Ban (0.256) (0.279) (0.231) (0.259)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita Yes Yes Yes Yes
Radio Coverage No Yes No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.045 0.045 0.051 0.051
Observations 126 126 132 132
Panel B: Vandalism Cases
Radio Signal Radio Signal
Below Median Above Median
Adults Adolescents Adults Adolescents
1) (2) ) (4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x  2.677** 0.131 2.819*** 0.382
Post-Ban (1.268) (0.230) (0.788) (0.267)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita Yes Yes Yes Yes
Radio Coverage Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.291 0.047 0.232 0.033
Observations 119 104 129 107

Note: with convictions for illegal abortions per 1,000 women and vandalism offenses per 1,000 population
as the dependent variables in Panels A and B, respectively. Panel A presents results for illegal abortion
convictions in regions with below-median (Columns 1-2) and above-median (Columns 3-4) repressions
levels. Panel B presents results for vandalism offenses, with Columns (1-2) showing cases committed by
adults (treated in 1954) and Columns (3-4) by adolescents (treated in 1952). The key explanatory variable
is the interaction term Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x Post-Ban, where Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 represents the rate
of abortions per woman in the first six months of 1936, and Post Ban is a dummy variable that equals 1
for years following the implementation of the abortion ban in 1936. Standard errors are clustered at the
regional level. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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TABLE A18: Direct Effects of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Birth and Infant Death Rates:
Comparing Regions with Above and Below Median Repressions Level

Panel A: Abortion Ban and Births per Woman
Repressions Level Repressions Level
Below Median Above Median

Births per Woman

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x  0.626™* 0.892"** 0.802"** 0.386™*

Post-Ban (0.214)  (0.283)  (0.237)  (0.131)
Mean Dep. Var. 0.064 0.064 0.067 0.067
Observations 224 224 236 236

Panel B: Abortion Ban and Infant Death per Woman
Repressions Level Repressions Level

Below Median Above Median

Infant Deaths per Woman

(1) (2) 3) (4)
Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x 0.163*** (0.119*** 0.083 0.020

Post-Ban (0.039)  (0.033)  (0.059)  (0.051)
Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita Yes Yes Yes Yes
Radio Coverage Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pre-Ban Incomes x Year FE No Yes No Yes
Pre-Ban Wages x Year FE No Yes No Yes
Pre-Ban Hospitals x Year FE No Yes No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.011 0.011 0.013 0.013
Observations 208 208 210 210

Note: with births per woman and infant deaths per woman as the dependent variables in Panels A and
B, respectively. Panel A presents results for regions with below-median (Columns 1-2) and above-median
(Columns 3-4) repressions levels. The key explanatory variable is the interaction term Pre-Ban Abortions
1936 x Post-Ban, where Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 represents the rate of abortions per woman in the first six
months of 1936, and Post Ban is a dummy variable that equals 1 for years following the implementation
of the abortion ban in 1936. Standard errors are clustered at the regional level. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, ***
p < 0.01.
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TABLE A19: Indirect Effects of the 1936 Abortion Ban on Crime Outcomes: Comparing
Regions with Above and Below Median Repressions Level

Panel A: Illegal Abortions

Repressions Level Repressions Level
Below Median Above Median
Convicted for Illegal Abortion,
per 1000 Women

1) (2) ) (4)

Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x  0.102 0.108 0.399*** 0.442**
Post-Ban (0.335) (0.350) (0.112) (0.158)

Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita Yes Yes Yes Yes
Radio Coverage No Yes No Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.053 0.053 0.044 0.044
Observations 125 125 133 133
Panel B: Vandalism Cases

Repressions Level Repressions Level

Below Median Above Median
Adults Adolescents Adults Adolescents

1) (2) 3) (4)

Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x  2.536"** 0.296 2.862* 0.804**
Post-Ban (0.870) (0.187) (1.451) (0.359)

Region Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Repressions per Capita Yes Yes Yes Yes
Radio Coverage Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mean Dep. Var. 0.260 0.040 0.260 0.039
Observations 121 99 127 112

Note: with convictions for illegal abortions per 1,000 women and vandalism offenses per 1,000 population
as the dependent variables in Panels A and B, respectively. Panel A presents results for illegal abortion
convictions in regions with below-median (Columns 1-2) and above-median (Columns 3-4) repressions
levels. Panel B presents results for vandalism offenses, with Columns (1-2) showing cases committed by
adults (treated in 1954) and Columns (3-4) by adolescents (treated in 1952). The key explanatory variable
is the interaction term Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 x Post-Ban, where Pre-Ban Abortions 1936 represents the rate
of abortions per woman in the first six months of 1936, and Post Ban is a dummy variable that equals 1
for years following the implementation of the abortion ban in 1936. Standard errors are clustered at the
regional level. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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B DATA APPENDIX

B.1 Variable Description and Data Sources

TABLE B1: Description of variables

Variable

Description

Ministry of Health and Bureau of Statistics of the USSR (GARF, A374.23)

Birth
Infant Death

Children Death

Infant Death by Reason
Female Death by Reason
Pre-Ban Abortion 1936

Pre-Ban Midwifes 1936

Number of birth in between region year

Number of infants below 1 year died in between re-
gion year

Number of children 1-5 years old died in between re-
gion year

Number of infants below 1 year died by causes of
death in between region year

Number of women died by causes of death in between
region year

Number of abortions made in hospitals within the re-
gions at the first part of 1936

Number of obstetrician gynecologists in hospitals

within the regions for the beginning of 1936

Prosecutor General Office of Soviet Union (GARE, A461.80)

Criminal Abortions

Vandalism by Cohorts
Above 18 Years

Vandalism by Cohorts 16-
18 Years

Number of at home abortions registrated by police in
between region year

Number of vandalism cases committed by people
above 18 years old in between region year

Number of vandalism cases committed by people 16-

18 years old in between region year
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TABLE B1: Description of variables

Variable Description

Time Varying Covariates (Memorial Data, Radio to All Sosiety,
RGAE RF 1562.336**, Zhiromskaya and Polyakov (2007))

Level of Repressions Number of repressions in between region year

Radio Signal Quality Radio signal from the closes station in Db

Population Number of people in between region for 1926, 1937,
1959

Population Female Number of women in between region for 1926, 1937,
1959

Population Male Number of men in between region for 1926, 1937, 1959

Additional Covariates (GARE A374.15-21)

Wages at Agriculture Average wages at agriculture within the regions for
March 1936

Wages at Industry Average wages at industry within the regions for
March 1936

Average Income Average income per worker within the regions for
March 1936

Hospitals Number of hospitals within the regions for the begin-
ning of 1936

Note:
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B2 Decree of the People’s Commissariats of Health and Justice. On the
Protection of Women’s Health (November 18, 1920).

Over the past decade, both in the West and in our country, the number of women re-
sorting to the termination of their pregnancy has been increasing, as stated in the pream-
ble, which occupies a large part of the regulatory document. The legislation of all coun-
tries is fighting this evil by means of punishment for both the woman who decides on
the miscarriage and the doctor who performs it. Not leading to positive results, this
method of struggle has driven this operation underground and made the woman a vic-
tim of greedy and often ignorant abortionists, who have turned the secret operation into
their trade. As a result, up to 50% of women become ill from infection and up to 4% of
them die.

The Worker-Peasant government takes into account all the evil of this phenomenon
for the collective. By strengthening the socialist order and campaigning against abortions
among the masses of working women, it fights this evil and, by widely implementing the
principles of Protection of Motherhood and Infancy, anticipates the gradual disappear-
ance of this phenomenon.

But as long as the moral remnants of the past and the difficult economic conditions of
the present still force some women to decide on this operation, the People’s Commissariat
of Health and the People’s Commissariat of Justice, protecting the health of women and
the interests of the race from ignorant and greedy predators and considering the method
of repression in this area to be absolutely ineffective, decree:

L. The free performance of the operation for artificial termination of pregnancy is per-
mitted in the setting of Soviet hospitals, where its maximum safety is ensured.

II. It is absolutely forbidden to perform this operation by anyone other than a doctor.

III. Midwives or traditional birth attendants guilty of performing this operation are
deprived of the right to practice and are brought before the People’s Court.

IV. A doctor who has performed the operation of abortion in private practice for profit
is also brought to trial.

Signed by:

People’s Commissar of Health N. Semashko.

People’s Commissar of Justice Kursky.
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B3 Decree On the Prohibition of Abortions (June 27, 1936).

I. Due to the established harmfulness of abortions, prohibit their performance both in
hospitals and special medical institutions, as well as at home by doctors and in the private
apartments of pregnant women. Allow the performance of abortions exclusively in cases
where the continuation of pregnancy poses a threat to the life or threatens serious harm to
the health of the pregnant woman, as well as in the presence of severe hereditary diseases
of the parents, and only in the setting of hospitals and maternity homes.

II. Establish criminal punishment for performing abortions outside of hospitals or in
hospitals but in violation of the specified conditions, to the doctor performing the abor-
tion — from 1 year to 2 years of imprisonment, and for performing abortions in unsanitary
conditions or by persons without special medical education, establish criminal punish-
ment of no less than 3 years of imprisonment.

II. Establish criminal punishment for coercing a woman to have an abortion — impris-
onment for up to 2 years.

IV. In relation to pregnant women who perform abortions in violation of the specified
prohibition, establish as criminal punishment, public censure, and in the case of repeated
violation of the law on the prohibition of abortions — a fine of up to 300 rubles. Chairman
of the All-Russian

Signed by:

Central Executive Committee M. Kalinin

Deputy Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars of the RSFSR D. Lebed

Acting Secretary of the All-Russian Central Executive Committee Novikov
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B4 Details on Region Matching.

The process of standardizing regional data is an important step in working with histor-
ical datasets, where administrative boundaries and naming conventions often shift over
time. Following guidance from Giuliano and Matranga (2021), we adopt a structured
approach to improve consistency in regional coverage across years.

We rely on the largest stable borders for each region as the basis of the analysis. When
a region expanded by absorbing another and these changes could not be reliably tracked,
we exclude it from the dataset from the year of expansion onward. In several cases,
archival sources reported statistics under both the old and new administrative bound-
aries (see Figure B1), which helped address discrepancies in boundary definitions.

One example of this procedure is presented in Figure B2. In 1937, Azovo-Chernomorskiy
Kray was split into Rostovskaya Oblast and Krasnodarskiy Kray. To maintain a consistent
structure, we aggregate these units under the pre-division label “Azovo-Chernomorskiy
Kray” throughout the dataset. Likewise, if one region fully absorbed another, such as
Region A absorbing Region B in 1935, we treat the merged territory as a single unit across
all periods. In cases where only partial territorial transfers occurred and could not be
precisely reconstructed, we exclude the affected region from the analysis after the admin-

istrative change.

Figure B1: Example of Region statistics in old new borders
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Note: The figure represents an example of statistics collected for the same region
(Vostochno-Sibirskaya Oblast) in the year 1934 using old and new region borders.

’
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Figure B2: Example of Region Matching

Rostovskaya oblast’

Azovo-Chernomorskiy Kray

Krasnodarskiy kray

Note: The figure illustrates the process of region matching for consistent historical anal-
ysis. In 1937, Azovo-Chernomorskiy Kray was divided into Rostovskaya Oblast and
Krasnodarskiy Kray. To maintain a stable regional structure across all years, these re-
gions were merged into a single entity labeled “Azovo-Chernomorskiy Kray.” Statistics
from the separated regions were aggregated into unified data, as demonstrated in the fig-
ure.

B5 Details on Population Extrapolations.

Population data are drawn from the Soviet censuses conducted in 1926, 1937, and
1959. As a first step, we applied the procedure described in Appendix B4 to ensure con-
sistent regional boundaries over time. For each inter-census period, we calculated annual
population estimates by taking the total difference in population between the two cen-
suses, dividing it by the number of years between them, and then incrementally adding

this annual change to generate year-by-year estimates.
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